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Drawing on Conservation of Resources theory and its notion of resource passageways, the aim of this study is to investigate the relationship between resilience and workability, and particularly the extent in which this relationship is buffered or strengthened by differences in perception between leaders and employees about the degree in which a certain influence tactic (pressure or rational persuasion) is used. To this end, this study uses a two-wave time-lagged survey design with a multi-sourced sample of 146 leader-follower dyads. Findings indicate that leader-follower perceptual differences about the use of pressure as an influence tactic buffers the positive resilience-workability relationship of followers. No evidence was found of a similar effect with respect to rational persuasion as an influence tactic.
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1. Introduction

Over the past years studies have emphasized the importance of resilience at the workplace (e.g., Kuntz et al., 2016; Caniëls and Hatak, 2019; Näswall et al., 2019). Resilience refers to the capability to bounce back from adversity and adapt to changing circumstances and setbacks (Näswall et al., 2019). Resilient employees are expected to display high levels of workability (Semeijn et al., 2019). Workability is defined as the extent to which employees positively assess their ability to work at their current employer (Ilmarinen et al., 2005). Studies have shown that resilience is positively related to health (Smith et al., 2008; Papazoglou and Andersen, 2014) and health is known to positively affect workability (Van den Berg et al., 2009). The idea that resilience is beneficial for workability is in line with Conservation of Resources theory (COR; Hobfoll, 1989). COR theory states that employees with resources - such as the personal resource of resilience - have more possibilities to invest these resources to gather new resources, than employees who lack the initial resources. Hence, drawing on COR theory, it is likely that resilient employees (as opposed to less resilient employees) have more opportunities to conserve resources and invest them, thereby increasing their workability.

Despite its importance, the relationship between resilience and workability has only scarcely been studied. A cross-sectional study among 44 breast cancer survivors (Gómez-Molinero et al., 2019) showed a significant positive association between a global resilience measure and workability, while in a study among police officers (Semeijn et al., 2019) a resilience-workability relationship could not be established due to technicalities in the model assessment. Consequently, little is known about the resilience-workability relationship among office workers. Even less is known about how organizational supportive factors influence this resilience-workability relationship. Examining these supportive factors, i.e., the role of boundary conditions, for this relationship is especially valuable, because it can help organizations direct their efforts toward improving employees’ workability, given their resilience.

With respect to factors that could be supportive for the resilience-workability relationship, COR theory proposes the presence of passageways, i.e., organizational conditions that may accelerate or suppress a change in resources (Hobfoll, 2001, 2011; Halbesleben et al., 2014). Such passageways can manifest themselves in the form of influence strategies, also labeled influence tactics, that are used by the leader to influence the attitude and behavior of employees (Yukl et al., 2005), such as pressure or rational persuasion. In terms of COR theory, influence tactics may encourage or thwart the conservation of resources by employees, thereby leading to either positive, or poor outcomes.

In prior studies, leadership influence tactics are usually assessed solely from an employee perspective (Yukl et al., 2005). When employees experience undesired pressure from leaders, they are likely to try to change this behavior either by speaking up (e.g., during yearly development and assessment talks) or by exerting less overt influence tactics themselves. A problem occurs when the leader does not recognize that he/she puts pressure on an employee. In this situation there is no opportunity to arrive at a resolution of the issue. By solely focusing on employee ratings of leadership influence strategies, studies have missed the opportunity to include an additional perspective on the used influence strategies, namely the perspective of the leader. It may be so that leaders and employees vastly differ in their perspective on the used influence strategy. Such a difference in perspective may have an important boundary effect on the resilience-workability relationship, because a leader, who does not recognize his/her influence strategy in the same way as is perceived by the employee, will not be open to changing his/her behavior. Therefore, it may not be so much the issue whether an employee experiences pressure from a leader, but more so if this leader does not realize that he/she puts pressure on the employee. Differences in perception between leaders and followers are therefore expected to influence the resilience-workability relationship of followers.

The aim of this study is to investigate the relationship between resilience and workability, as well as the extent in which this relationship is buffered or strengthened by differences in perception between leaders and followers about the degree in which a certain influence strategy (pressure or rational persuasion) is used. To this end, this study uses a two-wave time-lagged study design with a multi-sourced sample of 146 leader-follower dyads. The present study aims to answer two main research questions: (1) to what extent is resilience related to workability, and (2) to what extent is the resilience-workability relationship affected by leader-follower perceptual differences in the use of influence tactics (i.e., pressure and rational persuasion).

This study presents one of the first empirical attempts to explore the boundary conditions that determine whether and to what extent resilient employee behavior is related to employee workability. In addition, the current study is one of the first that explores differences in perception between leaders and their followers about the tactics used by leaders. Therefore, our study harbors several theoretical contributions. First, it responds to calls for investigating the role of passageways (Halbesleben et al., 2014), which until now has received scant attention in the literature. By exploring the organizational conditions that may accelerate or hamper the conservation of resources by employees, a gap is filled in empirical studies that until now have mainly focused on studying how personal resources are invested to hedge against resource losses as well as overcoming them (Halbesleben et al., 2014). Second, the current study explores assessment differences between leaders and their followers regarding the degree in which certain influence tactics are used. Consequently, this study advances current knowledge about whether and how differences in perspective between leaders and followers may act as a passageway and hence function as an important boundary effect on the resilience-workability relationship. In this way, this study offers a nuanced understanding of the relationship between resilience and workability.



2. Literature review and hypothesis development

Conservation of Resources theory (COR; Hobfoll, 1989) is particularly relevant when studying the relationship between personal resources and workability. Employees use personal resources for self-regulation, for conducting social relations, and for carrying out work tasks (Hobfoll, 2011), in other words, they use personal resources to improve their workability. COR theory poses that individuals are motivated to shield their resources, to use them sparingly as not to deplete them, and to be constantly on the lookout for obtaining new and more resources (Halbesleben et al., 2014). It suggests that when individuals encounter challenges, for instance at work, they try to conserve their personal resources to protect themselves and to meet the demands of the situation at hand. In a work context, personal resources can be conceived of all personal assets that are of value to an employee, e.g., ability, self-esteem and self-efficacy (Hobfoll, 2011, p. 117). Resilience, i.e., having the capacity to be resilient, is also such a personal resource. It can be seen as a means of protecting other resources, and as a way of accumulating additional resources for the future.


2.1. Resilience and workability

Luthans et al. (2007) identified resilience as a ‘psychological capital’ resource (Upadyaya et al., 2016). It may help employees to cope with job requirements and therefore support them to conserve resources. Resilient employees are able to recover from setbacks and even thrive in the face of adversity (Smith et al., 2008). Resilience can be nurtured and it can be gradually improved over time (Luthans, 2002; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009; Caniëls and Baaten, 2019), for instance by specifically designed interventions (Bardoel et al., 2014), such as developmental training targeted at the construction of social identities (Roberts and Wood, 2006; Lodi-Smith and Roberts, 2007).

Having the capacity to be resilient provides several advantages in a workplace setting (Kuntz et al., 2016; Caniëls and Hatak, 2019; Näswall et al., 2019). Being able to cope with failure and setbacks improves chances of employees for excelling in their work. Furthermore, resilient employees signal to their organization that they are committed to organizational goals even under conditions of stress and change (Coutu, 2002; Caniëls and Baaten, 2019). Personal resources, such as resilience, have been shown to be crucial for functioning at work (Luthans et al., 2007; Van Dam and Shannon, 2013). Moreover, prior research has positively linked resilience to job performance (Peterson et al., 2011), organizational commitment (Youssef and Luthans, 2007; Meneghel et al., 2016; Wang et al., 2017), thriving at work (Paterson et al., 2014), and overall well-being (Roche et al., 2014; Siu et al., 2015).

Resilience is also likely to be positively associated with the ability to work, i.e., workability (Ilmarinen et al., 2005; Semeijn et al., 2019), as prior studies have shown that resilience is positively associated with closely linked indicators, such as employability and vitality (Avey et al., 2009, 2011; Semeijn et al., 2019). Resilient employees feel confident that they can overcome difficult situations at work and therefore are likely to positively assess their ability to work.


Hypothesis 1: Resilience is positively associated with workability.
 



2.2. Influence strategies and leader-employee assessment differences

Leaders influence their followers to carry out their requests. It is essential for leaders to employ an array of influence tactics to ensure the performance of their followers (Yukl et al., 2008). Different tactics are suitable for different objectives. For example, influence tactics that relate to impression management are used by leaders to build and improve their relationship with their followers (e.g., Kumar and Beyerlein, 1991). In contrast, proactive influence tactics are used by leaders in an attempt to influence followers to undertake immediate action and tend to a certain request (Yukl et al., 2008). Exerting pressure and using rational persuasion are two tactics that fall into this latter category. Leaders who employ pressure as an influence tactic, use persistent reminders, threats and/or insistent demands to influence their followers to carry out an immediate request. When rational persuasion is utilized, leaders make use of logical arguments and factual evidence to convince followers of the importance of carrying out the immediate request (Yukl et al., 2008).

When a tactic is used for a legitimate request and when the tactic is in line with a follower’s values and needs, it is likely that the tactic will be successful and the follower will carry out the request (Yukl et al., 2008). Therefore, tactics that appeal to rational arguments and evidence are more likely to receive compliance than tactics that make use of manipulation, coercion and pressure. To determine whether leadership influence tactics are successful, they are usually evaluated from the perspective of either the leader (Kacmar et al., 2013; Curtis, 2018) or the employee (e.g., Yukl et al., 2005; Clarke and Ward, 2006). However, when leaders are asked to assess their own influence tactics, it is likely that socially desirable ratings are provided. Following this reasoning, it seems more apt to evaluate how followers assess the influence tactics that they experience. Furthermore, an assessment of the leader’s preferred tactic by followers may be of practical use within a work context. In a workplace setting, followers have certain role expectations regarding their leader, i.e., beliefs about acts that leaders should or should not display (Katz and Kahn, 1966; Wong, 2019). Followers have been found to engage in upward influence behaviors when leaders’ behavior deviates from the followers’ beliefs about how they should be treated by their leader (Wong, 2019). Hence, it is to be expected that when an employee experiences negative tactics from a leader, such as pressure, employees will engage in influencing behavior to correct this deviation from desired leader behavior. In addition, the issue will be discussed during yearly development and assessment talks. Leaders may reflect upon their behavior and how it is perceived by their followers and consequently adapt it.

A problem occurs when leaders do not acknowledge or recognize that they put pressure on their employees. In this situation, a gap emerges between what leaders acknowledge that they are doing and what followers experience. Drawing on COR theory (Hobfoll, 2011) and especially on the concept of ‘resource caravan passageways’ (Hobfoll, 2011, 2012), we argue that leader-follower differences in the assessment of leader pressure may act as a resource passageway. The concept of resource passageways refers to organizational “environmental conditions that support, foster, enrich, and protect the resources of individuals, sections or segments of workers, and organizations in total, or that detract, undermine, obstruct, or impoverish people’s or group’s resource reservoirs” (Hobfoll, 2011, p. 119). We argue that leader-follower assessment differences of leader pressure may function as a resource passageway and exert an important boundary effect on the resilience-workability relationship. The assessment differences may suppress and deplete followers’ resources (i.e., resilience) and thwart the possibility to obtain new resources (i.e., improved workability).

In situations where leaders and employees do not differ in their perception of the used influence strategy we expect a positive relationship between resilience and workability. However, in situations where differences between leaders’ and employees’ perspectives are large, i.e., followers experience more pressure than leaders perceive that they exert, the positive relationship between resilience and workability will be buffered. This is because followers may feel that their fundamental norms of respect and understanding are violated (Kane and Montgomery, 1998), which depletes resources and thwarts the acquirement of resources.

Additionally, one could conceive of a situation where employees asses their leader as less pressuring than the leader assesses him/herself. In such cases, drawing on the principle of resources passageways, it is expected that the possibility to use followers’ resources (resilience) for obtaining more resources (workability) is complemented, as followers do not experience thwarting by the leader’s use of pressure. Hence, the positive resilience-workability relationship is strengthened. Taken altogether, the following is hypothesized:


Hypothesis 2: Leader-employee differences in the assessment of leader pressure moderates the positive relationship between resilience and workability in such a way that this relationship is buffered when followers experience more pressure than leaders perceive that they exert, and strengthened when follower ratings of leader pressure are lower than leader ratings.
 

Similarly, a gap between leaders’ and followers’ perceptions may occur when leaders rate themselves as more rationally persuasive than their followers perceive. Followers can influence their leaders’ behavior by asking for more explanations, logical arguments and factual evidence to justify the request for certain tasks (Yukl, 2002). Furthermore, such situation may also be openly discussed during annual leader-follower development talks. Similarly to the fact that respectful leaders are considered to have high teachability (Owens et al., 2013), it is likely that leaders, who rate themselves as rational, are open to arguments and evidence from followers of the opposite. Therefore, these leaders may be likely to change their behavior over time. Yet, if a difference in perception persists, i.e., when the leader does not recognize or acknowledge (a lack in) their use of rational persuasion, we expect that this assessment gap may act as a resource passageway that negatively moderates the resilience-workability relationship. Resilient employees will be less inclined to invest their resources in improving their workability when they experience a gap between themselves and their leaders in the assessment of the use of rational persuasion by the leader.

In analogy with the situation in which pressure is being used, it may be the case that followers rate their leaders’ use of rational persuasion more positively than the leader does him/herself. In line with the notion of resources passageways, it is expected that the possibility to use followers’ resources (resilience) for obtaining more resources (workability) is complemented in these situations, as followers experience reasonable and justified (well-argued) requests from their leaders. Therefore, the positive resilience-workability relationship will be reinforced. Taken altogether, the following is hypothesized:


Hypothesis 3: Leader-employee differences in the assessment of leader rational persuasion moderates the positive relationship between resilience and workability in such a way that this relationship is buffered when follower ratings of leaders’ rational persuasion are lower than leader ratings, and strengthened when follower ratings are higher than leader ratings.
 

Figure 1 shows the conceptual model for this study.
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FIGURE 1
 Conceptual model.





3. Materials and methods


3.1. Sample

Data were collected via an online survey in two waves from 146 Dutch leader-follower dyads. In the first wave (W1), In the first wave (W1) data were gathered about the influence tactics used by the leader (leader-rated as well as employee-rated). In this wave, also self-reported data were collected from employees about their resilience. In the second wave (W2), data were gathered about the dependent variable, namely workability (employee-rated). The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of the researcher’s university. Respondents provided informed consent and various procedures were employed to limit common method bias (ability to stop anytime, request for honest responses, etc.).

In total 222 leaders-follower dyads were invited to participate in the study. The scores of leaders and followers were matched by using tokens and pseudonimisation. After the second wave of data collection among leaders and followers the final sample consisted of 146 unique matched leader-follower pairs. In this dataset 54% of leaders and 44% of followers was male. On average leaders were 46.1 years old (SD = 9.1), and followers 41.6 years (SD = 10.7). Furthermore, 88% of leaders and 67% of followers had a bachelor degree or higher.



3.2. Measures

Study variables were assessed using validated scales from prior studies.


3.2.1. Employee resilience

Resilience was measured by the nine-item resilience at work scale from Näswall et al. (2019). This scale is explicitly designed to measure resilience capacity in workplace settings (Näswall et al., 2019). Example items are: “I resolve crises competently at work” and “I effectively respond to feedback at work, even criticism.” Following recommendations of Geldhof et al. (2014) and Cortina et al. (2020), we used McDonald’s (1999) omega (ω) to establish internal reliability of the scales, instead of the less accurate Cronbach’s alpha. Drawbacks from Cronbach’s alpha as compared to other indicators of reliability can be found, among others in Zinbarg et al. (2005), Revelle and Zinbarg (2009) and Cho and Kim (2015). The reliability analysis showed good internal reliability of the scale (ω = 0.80). Similar to Cronbach’s alpha, McDonald’s omega has a cutoff value of 0.7.



3.2.2. Influence tactics

The influence tactics pressure and rational persuasion were each assessed with a four-item scale developed by Yukl et al. (2008). The influence tactics were assessed by leaders as well as followers, i.e., both dyad partners. Leaders rated themselves with respect to their use of pressure and their use of rational persuasion and followers rated the extent in which they perceived pressure (and rational persuasion) from their leader. Two example items for follower-rated pressure are: “My leader repeatedly checks to see whether I have carried out a request” and “My leader tries to pressure me to carry out a request” (ω = 0.69). We employed a referent-shift method (Chan, 1998) to ask the same items to leaders: “I repeatedly check to see whether employee X has carried out a request” and “I try to pressure X to carry out a request” (ω = 0.69). Two example items for follower-rated rational persuasion are: “My leader explains clearly why a proposed change is necessary to accomplish task objectives,” and “My leader uses facts and logic to make a persuasive case for a request or proposal” (ω = 0.87). Employing the referent-shift method leads to similar versions for the leader: “I explain clearly why a proposed change is necessary to accomplish task objectives” and “I use facts and logic to make a persuasive case for a request or proposal” (ω = 0.83). We constructed a new variable for the difference in leader-follower assessment of each influence tactic by subtracting the average follower rating from the average leader rating. Positive values therefore indicate that the leader rates him/herself higher on the use of a certain influence tactic than the follower.



3.2.3. Workability

Workability was measured with the one-item dimension of the validated shortened Dutch version of the Workability Index (Ilmarinen et al., 2005). The item requires respondents to rate their current workability on a 1–10 rating scale. The use of single-item measures has been extensively discussed in the literature (e.g., Allen et al., 2022; Matthews et al., 2022) and it has been established that single-item measures display ample validity when constructs are unidimensional, well-defined, and narrow in scope (Allen et al., 2022; Matthews et al., 2022), as is the case for workability.



3.2.4. Control variables

We controlled for demographic variables, including age, gender and education level as is the custom in studies about resilience and workability (e.g., Näswall et al., 2019). Age was measured in years. Gender was coded 0 for male and 1 for female. Education level was evaluated using six levels common to the Dutch educational system (1 = basic education; 2 = high school; 3 = applied education; 4 = higher applied education; 5 = university degree; 6 = PhD).




3.3. Analytical strategy

Analyses were performed using Jamovi open source software (The Jamovi Project, 2021), which uses R (R Core Team, 2021), as well as PROCESS for R (version 4.0.1). Collinearity statistics for the independent variables showed that all Variance Inflated Factors (VIFs) were below the recommended threshold of four (Hair et al., 2017), with the highest VIF being 1.06. Using a score-type variable for the leader-follower perception differences, limits the possibilities for testing convergent discriminant validity of the entire model. When assessing model fit by means of a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), including all items of resilience, leader-rated influence tactics and follower-rated influence tactics in a one-factor model generated the following fit measures: χ2 = 985; df = 275; RMSEA = 0.096; CFI = 0.46; TLI = 0.41. The CFA for the five factor-model showed that all items loaded on the intended factors, as is reflected in the fit statistics: χ2 = 381; df = 265; RMSEA = 0.039; CFI = 0.91; TLI = 0.90). Altogether, the CFAs indicated that the five-factor structure has a better fit than the alternative, one-factor model specification.

After performing a regression analysis, two moderation models were analyzed, using 10,000 bootstrap samples. Predictor variables were mean-centered before the analysis to enhance the interpretability of the moderation analyses. The first moderation model pertains to the moderation of the resilience-workability relationship by differences in assessment of leader pressure. The second moderation model applies the assessment of leader rational persuasion as a moderator in the resilience-workability relationship.




4. Results

The correlation matrix in Table 1 summarizes means, standard deviations and correlations between the main variables in our study. Table 1 shows that resilience at wave 1 (W1) is positively associated with workability at wave 2 (W2). Furthermore, the leader’s use of rational persuasion in the perception of the follower is positively related to the leader’s own rating of the degree to which this influence tactic is used, suggesting that leaders and followers align in their perspective. Contrastingly, the leader’s own rating of the use of pressure is not related to the perception of the follower about the extent to which the leader uses this influence tactic. This finding suggests that leaders and followers may differ in their assessment of the leader’s use of pressure. Interestingly, the mean of leader-rated use of pressure is higher than the mean ratings made by followers, suggesting that on average followers perceive less pressure than leaders perceive to exercise.



TABLE 1 Correlation matrix.
[image: Table1]

The correlations between the study variables and the demographic control variables provide the following insights. The education level of the follower is positively and significantly related to the use of persuasion of the leader (r = 0.18). This relationship could signal that highly educated followers are more likely to be encountered with rational persuasion than lower educated followers. Yet, the coefficient is rather small (well below 0.3, which is a commonly used threshold, e.g., Caniëls et al., 2022). Furthermore, Table 1 shows that age and gender of the follower are significantly associated with the perceptual difference between leaders and followers about the use of pressure (DPRES). Given the fact that DPRES concerns the discrepancy in perception between leader and follower it is difficult to assess whose gender/age (that of the follower or that of the leader) is showing the association. When observing the follower ratings and leader ratings (columns 5 and 6 in Table 1), no significant association between age/gender and the use of pressure can be identified. Taken together with the argument for parsimonious study designs and exclusion of impotent control variables (Becker, 2005; Bernerth and Aguinis, 2016), these controls were left out of further analysis to increase its power. Results from the regression and moderation analyses are shown in Table 2. As expected, resilience is shown to be positively and significantly related to workability, supporting hypothesis 1. The results further indicate a significant interaction between resilience and a leader-follower perceptual difference about the use of pressure, which is supportive of hypothesis 2. The interaction between resilience and a leader-follower perceptual difference about the use of rational persuasion is not significant. Hence, hypothesis 3 is not supported.



TABLE 2 Moderation analysis with workability as dependent variable (employee-rated; W2; n = 146).
[image: Table2]

To analyse the significant moderation effect of perceptual differences about the use of pressure, a simple slope analysis was performed. Following the procedure suggested by Aiken and West (1991), simple slopes were tested for high (one standard deviation above the mean), moderate (mean) and low (one standard deviation below the mean) levels of the moderator. The significant interaction was plotted in Figure 2 using The Jamovi Project (2021). Figure 2 shows that the green (high moderator level; b = 0.07) line is less steep than the red (average moderator level; b = 0.69), indicating that high perceptual differences between leaders and followers concerning the leader’s use of pressure undermines the resilience-workability relationship. Additionally, the blue line is steeper (b = 1.31) than the red line (b = 0.69), indicating that low perceptual differences between leaders and followers concerning the leader’s use of pressure strengthens the resilience-workability relationship. The slopes of the blue and red lines significantly differ from zero. The slope of the green line does not significantly differ from zero. This pattern of results is in line with what was expected in hypothesis 2 and suggests the presence of a resource passageway.

[image: Figure 2]

FIGURE 2
 Simple slope analysis for the moderating effect of perceptual differences about the use of pressure on the resilience-workability relationship.




5. Discussion

Most studies have explored leadership as an essential supportive (or hindering) factor that shapes the performance of employees. The present study assessed a dyadic perspective on the use of influence tactics by the leader. By investigating this issue, this study is one of the first to explore the boundary conditions that determine whether and how resilient behavior of employees is related to their workability. We found that leader-follower differences in perception about the use of pressure as an influence tactic moderates the resilience-workability relationship of followers. Where on average resilient employees possess resources that are associated with a high workability, this positive relationship is buffered when followers experience more pressure from their leader than the leader is thinking that he/she exerts on the follower. We did not find support for a similar effect with regard to rational persuasion.

The findings of this study have several theoretical and practical implications. First, our study contributes to COR theory by investigating a relatively less examined element of COR theory, namely the role of resource passageways (Halbesleben et al., 2014). Resource passageways are shaped by organizational circumstances that may stimulate the creation and maintenance of resources when they are favorable or may deplete resources when they are stacked against employees (Hobfoll, 2014). In this study, leader-follower assessment differences regarding the leader’s use of pressure as an influence tactic have been found to hamper the conservation of resources (specifically, resilience) by followers. The assessment difference adds an extra load on followers, who try to conserve their scarce resources, and such differences buffer a positive resilience-workability relationship. In other words, assessment differences concerning the use of pressure suppress the utilization of resilience by followers and its passage to workability. As predicted by COR theory, and consistent with the notion of resource passageways (Halbesleben et al., 2014), resource gains from resilience in the form of increased workability are overshadowed by the larger influence of resource loss as a consequence of a pressuring leader who does not fully recognize his/her pressuring influence. Evidence for this effect is indicated by the way in which the red line in Figure 2 transforms into the green line and becomes less steep when followers rate the utilization of pressure higher than their leaders. These results tie in with prior studies about the boundary condition asserted by a safety climate and studies on how resources function (e.g., Loh et al., 2018). The findings are also in line with leadership research that explores the importance of follower perceptions of interpersonal leadership (Aslam et al., 2021) and the leader-member exchange relationship (for a review, see Epitropaki and Martin, 2016) in accelerating (or hindering) employees’ investment of energy and resources in performance behaviors. When employees entertain positive perceptions of interpersonal leadership and of their personal leader-member exchange relationship, they develop a sense of psychological safety that is conducive to an initiative climate, i.e., a climate in which employees are self-starting, oriented at improvements, persistent and long-term-focused (Aslam et al., 2021).

Second, this study advances current insights into the impact of differences in perspective between leaders and followers about the degree in which certain influence tactics are used. We found no effect of leader-follower assessment differences regarding rational persuasion, which may be explained by the notion that rational persuasion appeals to the ratio of followers, whereas pressure may have an effect on a more subconscious level. Leaders who use rational persuasion to a larger extent than they acknowledge are at the root of a leader-follower assessment difference, but the findings indicate that this difference does not influence the resilience-workability relationship. In contrast, influencing followers by pressuring them depletes their resources and leader-follower assessment differences in the use of pressure counteracts the resource gain process that on average exists between resilience and workability. When followers feel pressure (unacknowledged by their leader), they hold close to their resources (resilience) and do not invest them into workability. Apparently, perceptual differences about pressure are more damaging to resource development than perceptual differences about persuasion. Unacknowledged pressure of the leader can induce feelings of hopelessness in the follower, as the situation is not likely to change any time soon. This realization may therefore have a resource depleting effect. Studies about destructive leadership (Trépanier et al., 2013) and dark triad character traits of leaders (Volmer et al., 2016) have shown how pressure from leaders, especially when it cannot be addressed, undermines followers’ motivation and drains their personal resources and can even jeopardize their health (Kile, 1990). In contrast, unacknowledged (lack of) the use of persuasion as an influence tactic by leaders may feel different to followers, as leaders who claim to be rational may do their best in explaining their motivations for their task requests to followers. By asking for more clarification and underlying reasons for the task request, followers may satisfy their need for arguments to justify the request for certain tasks (Yukl, 2002). In other words, followers have the means to address the perceived lack of using persuasion by their leaders. Perceptual gaps between leaders and followers about the leaders’ use of rational persuasion can therefore be overcome.


5.1. Practical implications

The study’s findings suggest that leader-follower assessment differences with regard to the leader’s use of pressure served as a resource passageway, draining resources, resulting in a buffered relation between followers’ resilience and workability. This study’s results suggest that organizations can improve the resilience-workability relationship by curbing leader-follower assessment differences of influence tactics (specifically, the utilization of pressure by the leader). Organizations are advised to undertake efforts to improve the self-awareness of leaders. Here could lie a prominent role for human resource management practices, as targeted trainings may be beneficial in this respect. It has been shown that training leaders in self-awareness is positively associated with follower-rated transformational leadership (Cerni et al., 2010). Therefore, self-awareness trainings are expected to diminish the gap between leaders’ and followers’ perception of leaders’ utilization of pressure, which may in turn lift its buffering effect on the followers’ resilience-workability relationship.

Furthermore, the study provided evidence of a positive association between resilience and workability of employees. Therefore, organizations may want to direct resources toward improving employee resilience. Previous studies have posed several concrete ways in which resilience among workers can be stimulated (Bardoel et al., 2014; Caniëls and Hatak, 2019). Human resource practices that are oriented at personal development and growth can be offered to employees in order to strengthen their resilience and thereby their workability. For example, specifically designed interventions may encourage and foster resilience qualities among employees (Bardoel et al., 2014). In addition, organizations can provide adequate tools to buffer the depletion of resources as much as possible. Not only self-awareness trainings for leaders that diminish perception gaps can help in this respect, but also organizational practices that curtail the depletion of resources in general. For example, it has been shown that when employees are given a degree of control over their work that matches their needs, this job control acts as a buffer against depletion of resources (Parker et al., 2010).



5.2. Limitations and future research

Several limitations have to be taken into account when interpreting this study. Firstly, we adopted a two-wave design to test a moderation model. Although a two-wave study is preferred over a cross-sectional design, we can merely offer evidence of causality, but we cannot provide absolute proof. Future studies may want to test the robustness of our proposed model by correcting for auto-correlations in the dependent variable.

Secondly, although evaluating leader-follower perception differences in the leader’s use of influence tactics is new and original, we were limited in that we tested only two influence tactics, namely pressure and rational persuasion. Yukl et al. (2008) have identified a wide range of possible tactics that can be used in the workplace. Future studies may broaden the set of influence tactics under study. Even though studies are known to use subsets of influence tactics (e.g., Sparrowe et al., 2006), it may be especially interesting for future research to design studies that incorporate all tactics.

Thirdly, as was pointed out by one of the anonymous reviewers, Hobfoll et al. (2018) proposes that resource spirals are more rigid than loss spirals, i.e., the progression on a loss spiral is more swift than the progression on a resource spiral. The current study did only explore whether a resource passageway could be established at all. Future studies may have a priori hypotheses about the relative strength of a loss spiral versus a resource/gain spiral. Testing such hypotheses would require multiple (more than two) measurements of this study’s variables.

Lastly, although multiple sources (leaders and followers) were used for this study, the antecedent and outcome variables were rated by followers, while only moderating variables were rated by both, followers and leaders. This procedure may have introduced common method bias to the study. Given that resilience and workability are difficult to assess by others than oneself, because external raters often fall back on general impressions (Lance et al., 1994), the use of self-reports in such cases is generally warranted (Conway and Lance, 2010). Furthermore, we followed recommendations of Podsakoff et al. (2012) about curbing method biases through survey design, by measuring antecedent and outcome variables at different points in time. Therefore, given the nature of the study variables, as well as the multiwave design of the study, risks of common method bias are low. Nevertheless, future studies may pursue alternative research designs to further curtail the risk of bias. Relatedly, due to the fact that the study used multiple waves (wave 1 and wave 2) and multiple sources (leaders and followers), the final size of the sample is quite small (n = 146), which may have consequences for the accuracy and reliability of the estimates (Shadish et al., 2002). This is the price paid for the rigorous study design that allows for a time lag between the measurement of the dependent and independent variables, thereby following Podsakoff et al.’s (2003) recommendations for limiting the risk on method biases through study design. Future studies are advised to check the robustness of this study’s model in larger samples.

Notwithstanding these limitations, the present study and its findings has advanced current insights about how the resilience-workability relationship can be influenced by leader-follower differences in assessment of the leader’s use of influence tactics.
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