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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report is the second major output from a Queensland Government Advance Queensland
Industry Research Fellowship funded project, to develop a Queensland Tourism Workforce
Strategy V2: A crisis resilience and recovery plan. The first report, also publicly available on
project partner, Queensland Tourism Industry Council’s website, summarised findings from
15 consultation workshops conducted throughout regional Queensland. That first report
identified a range of threats to Queensland’s tourism workforce, including job security and
well-being. It also identified resilience levels bottomed out during the first half of 2020 but
showed steady improvement throughout 2021. The study found that communication, support,
and leadership were key elements required to enhance resilience, and were required equally
at the policy, organisational and individual levels. This report summarises the findings of a
survey designed principally to better understand factors contributing to employee and
organisational resilience. The survey also collected data on tourism’s labour force
characteristics and responses to various policy and organisational interventions and incentives.

The survey at the broadest level had two main aims. The first aim was to collect descriptive
information about the tourism workforce’s characteristics, responses to COVID-19 and
various policy interventions and incentives, and market adaptability. The second aim was to
test a conceptual model, to discover what factors contributed to employee and organisational
resilience building. In analysis, we extended aim two to examine some of the descriptive
factors in combination with the resilience results. A particular focus of the survey was to
understand whether various tourism industry sectors, and five RTOs of interest in
Queensland (Gold Coast, Whitsundays, Tropical North Queensland, Southern Queensland
Country, and Outback Queensland), differed in their resilience levels. The survey was
administered across several channels and received over 1,500 responses Australia-wide.
Discarding incomplete surveys and those that failed attention checkers 1015 responses were
retained for analysis. Nearly 46% of responses were from Queensland residents. Nearly 47%
of respondents were employed fulltime, the median age of respondents was about 46 years
of age, and more women (65.4%) than men responded to the survey. Otherwise, the
representativeness of the sample approximated that of the general tourism workforce.

Market adaptation, given the disruption of international markets, was the next focus of the
study. The sample reported that pre-COVID, 57.1% were reliant on international markets.
However, 63.7% of businesses reported they could fully adapt to a domestic market and 22.1%
could partially adapt. Regionally, Tropical North Queensland and Gold Coast most indicated
less capacity to adapt to domestic markets, and Outback and Southern Queensland Country
stated strong adaptability — relative to responses.

The survey sought responses to the take-up of various government initiatives and active
labour market policies (ALMPs). While JobKeeper (46.5%) and JobSeeker (28.8%) were highly
subscribed, there was a low take-up and/or awareness of a range of other supports. This was
equally true of market incentives. Respondents ranked the reopening of borders (65.7%) and
vaccination programs (65.3%) as the most helpful government interventions.


https://advance.qld.gov.au/queensland-tourism-workforce-strategy-v2-crisis-resilience-and-recovery-plan
https://advance.qld.gov.au/queensland-tourism-workforce-strategy-v2-crisis-resilience-and-recovery-plan

In terms of resilience, women were significantly more resilient than men, and JobKeeper
positively impacted resilience. Tourism workers either out of work or not looking for work
reported significantly less resilience than all other worker classifications (e.g., volunteers,
unemployed but looking, casual etc). When comparing Queensland to the other States,
employee resilience for Queensland respondents was significantly higher than employee
resilience in New South Wales, Victoria, and South Australia. Similarly, organisational resilience
for Queenslanders was significantly higher than that in New South Wales, Victoria, and South
Australia and the Australian Capital Territory.

In terms of sector differences, our three sectors of interest were accommodation, food service
and retail. Retail had the highest proportion of contingent employees (i.e., zero contract,
casual, part-time). Retail also had the lowest take-up of JobKeeper and probably consequently
had the lowest employee resilience. On the other hand, accommodation had the highest
organisational resilience of the three sectors.

Regarding regional differences within Queensland, only Whitsundays had more rather than
less JobKeeper take-ups, compared to the other four regions of interest. Regarding resilience,
Tropical North Queensland employee resilience was significantly higher than other regions.
Southern Queensland Country’s organisational resilience was significantly higher than other
regions, as was Tropical North Queensland and Outback Queensland.

The findings of this report point to potential actions for employees and their well-being, to
organisational arrangements, and policy reforms with a particular focus on sector and regional
differences. Key highlights for policy include a renewed investment in careers, skills, training,
and development, which will likely trickle through into organisational resilience via a positive
‘learning culture’. Acknowledge that strengthening policy actions in non-work domains (e.g.,
affordable housing, access to in-destination transport and community and family supports)
enhances workforce resilience. Universal ALMPs and Market Incentives have high-level cut-
through, while bespoke policies targeting at-risk cohorts (e.g., the unemployed/those not
looking for work), regions (e.g., Outback for labour shortages, Tropical North Queensland,
and Gold Coast for market incentives) and sectors (e.g., retail workers) can be effective.

Organisations can embrace the industry’s complexity as numerous solutions are possible — for
collaboration and adaptability. Organisations with positive learning, change and strategic
cultures have the highest resilience. Businesses that provide workers agency enhance
employees’ organisational commitment. Creating sustainable employment is the key to worker
retention and conversely, unsustainable employment leads to worker leakage to other sectors.

For employees being unemployed, AND giving up on seeking work, negatively impacts
resilience. Accessing ALMP incentives — programs like JobKeeper — significantly positively
impacts individual resilience. Employees should also seek out and access mental health and
well-being supports and consider the affordances of employment in larger and mature
organisations.



PROJECT OVERVIEW

COVID-19 and its impacts has been significantly disruptive on Queensland’s tourism industry.
Aside from the demand-side impacts, COVID-19 has also presented acute workforce
challenges. Funded by the Queensland Government’s Advance Queensland scheme, this
project seeks to find strategies for recovery and resilience through a program of research
including extensive consultation with industry groups (employees, operators/senior managers,
and stakeholders), sectors (retail, accommodation, and food service) and regions. The
ultimate goal is to support a staged recovery from the COVID-19 pandemic impacts and to
develop workforce resilience and recovery strategies to weather future external shocks via a
Queensland Tourism Workforce Strategy V2: A crisis resilience and recovery plan. The project
is led by Dr Richard Robinson, of The University of Queensland, in partnership with
Queensland Tourism Industry Council (QTIC). The project is supported by Dr Yawei Jiang, a
Post-doctoral Research Fellow.

Overall, the project is conceptualised around a ‘resolution approach’ (see Model 1). This
approach assumes that the tourism workforce is comprised of three equally important groups:
workers (employees), businesses (operators/managers) and stakeholders. Each of these
groups have different perspectives and differing interests, but a Tourism Recovery Strategy
will require a resolution approach, whereby the interests and needs of all groups are
considered and at times concessions made, for the betterment of the recovery and resilience
of the Queensland Tourism Industry holistically.

Study 3 a

All-group

Study 1 #
ithin-Group

=

Busindgses # PEEENENNE Stakehblders #

Model 1 Resolution approach framework

In the first year of the project, on which this report is based, there were two key deliverables.
Firstly, a total of 15 consultation workshops were conducted, three in each of five RTO regions:
Gold Coast, Whitsundays, Tropical North Queensland, Southern Queensland Country and
Outback Queensland. The first three regions lead Queensland’s tourism employment
contribution (14.7%, 34.3%, and 20.8%, respectively). Outback and Southern Queensland
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Country lag comparatively but depend highly on tourism for community benefits and are well-
positioned to capture renewed domestic demand (e.g., self-drive markets) when restrictions
ease. And in each region one each with employees, operators/senior managers, and
stakeholders, that is people that work on rather than in tourism — peak bodies, educators and
trainers, council, infrastructure representatives etc. The findings of this phase of the study are
detailed in Report 1.

Secondly, an Australia wide survey, sampling across all tourism groups, aimed to understand
the characteristics of the workforce, self-reportage on various resilience and resilience-related
factors, and finally to consider these resilience and resilience-related factors as a function of
the workforce characteristics, three key sectors (accommodation, food service and retail) and
explore regional differences. This report focuses on the findings from this survey.

A WORD FROM QTIC’S CHIEF EXECUTIVE

As we rebuild our visitor economy during the COVID recovery phase, it is more apparent than
ever that our next big challenge will indeed be managing our labour and skill shortages.
Shocks to our labour markets are nothing new but COVID has created a disruption on an
unprecedented scale and depth that is challenging our abilities to find practical solutions.
There is no single remedy for what has developed into a national and indeed global crisis.

Tourism operators from around the nation are faced with near insurmountable problems in
keeping their businesses operating at capacity, with many positions vacant or sufficiently
skilled staff in short supply.

This piece of applied research provides valuable insight into the dynamics at work and
identifies relevant pressure points where action can be taken. The solutions will have to be
found at the policy level and on the shop floor and anywhere in between. Armed with the
right knowledge we will stand a much better chance of helping our industry through this and
any future crisis.



METHODS & AIMS

In year one of the project there were two data collection deliverables, both designed to
better understand the impacts of, resilience to, and recovery from, the COVID-19 pandemic
on different tourism groups — and in different regions. This report summarises the second
stage of data collection, which involved the administration of an online survey. The survey
at the broadest level had two main aims. The first aim was to collect descriptive information
about the tourism workforce’s characteristics, responses to COVID-19 and various policy
interventions and incentives, and market adaptability. The second aim was to test a
conceptual model (see Figure 1), to discover what factors contributed to employee and
organisational resilience building. In analysis, we extended aim two to examine some of the
descriptive factors in combination with the resilience results. A particular focus of the survey
was to understand whether various tourism industry sectors, and five RTOs of interest in
Queensland, differed in their resilience levels.

A questionnaire was designed that included a) questions designed to capture the responses
to the first descriptive aims of the project and b) questions, using established scales and
measures from the scientific literature, to capture responses to the second aim — to test the
resilience pathway model (see Figure 1). Finally, we also added an open-ended question
allowing respondents to add additional comments, and we also present these in this report.

Organisational Strategy

(05) SN
N
Perceived Organisational Change \\ Organisational Resilience
Organisational Support (oc) 7/‘ {OR)
(POS) path2 ~
Organisational Learning /’/

Culture (OLC)

Empowerment (EMP)

Trait Resilience (TR)

Negative Emotions AN = path 1 )
& (DASS) y Individual Resources Y Employee Resilience (ER)
Y S

(" . . D rd
Emotional Intelligence |-

(E1)

Figure 1 Tourism Employee and Organisation Resilience Model



The model proposed three pathways, each of which posed a question:
e Pathway 1: What individual resources contribute to employee resilience building?

e Pathway 2: What organisational resources and strategies/changes contribute to
organisational resilience building, and

e Pathway 3: What organisational resources contribute to employee resilience building?

The survey was created in the survey platform, Qualtrics®, which enabled both online
administration and for responses to be automatically stored and formatted for ease of
analysis. To quality assure the survey we conducted 10 pre-tests with survey design and
statistical experts and 68 pilot tests of survey with tourism employees. We used a variety of
survey channels (see Table 1): purchased panel data (via PureProfile!), and the membership
databases of Queensland Tourism Industry Council (QTIC), The Tourism Group, workshop
consultation participants from our first study, our university networks (to tap into the student
labour market), the Queensland Government’s Young Tourism Leaders network and the
Queensland Club industry. This approach yielded responses from across Queensland, but
also other States, which proved useful in comparative analyses of Queensland’s workforce
context as compared to that in the rest of Australia. Over 1500 responses (7=1558) were
received across Australia. After data cleansing a total of 1015 valid responses were retained
for analysis. We begin this report by summarising the characteristics of the sample, and
comment on its representativeness of the tourism labour market generally.

Survey channels Returned Survey Valid Responses
Purchased Panel Data 813 656

Queensland Tourism Industry Council 328 135

The Tourism Group 253 152

Focus Group Participants 47 24

University Students 40 13

Young Tourism Leaders 10 5

Clubs Industry 67 30

Total 1558 1015

Table 1. Survey channels and collected samples

1 pureProfile is a market research company that also provides data to researchers, according to specific criteria. We specified respondents that worked in the
tourism industry, either at the time of the survey, or up until January 2019.



SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

Nearly half of all responses were from Queensland residents (45.8% or n=464), 26.6% were
from New South Wales (7=269), and 14.4% from Victoria (17=146). Only 13.3% of responses
in the sample were received from the other three States and two Territories, combined (see
Figure 2).

50.0
45.0
40.0
35.0
30.0
25.0
20.0
15.0
10.0

5.0

0.0

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Sample %

QLD  NSW VIC SA WA TAS ACT NT

Figure 2 Sample Distribution by States & Territories (%)

The median age of respondents was about 46 years of age. Age group distribution was shown
in Figure 3.

75+ 18-24
65-74 4% 9%

25-34
21%
55-64
18%

21%

Figure 3 Sample Distribution by Age (%)
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In terms of employment status (see Figure 4), the sample shows an over-representation of
full-time workers (7=472, 46.5%) and volunteers (7=106, 10.5%), and likely an under-
representation of part-time (7=166, 16.4%), casual (7=193, 19.0%), and zero contract (/7=6,
0.6%) workers. Given the COVID-19 context we also captured data for unemployed workers
(n=41, 4.1%).

0.0 5.0 10.0 15.0 20.0 25.0 30.0 35.0 40.0 45.0 50.0

Full-time 46.5
Part-time 16.4
Casual 19.0

Zero contract (e.g., Deliveroo worker) 0.6

Volunteer (Visitor Information Centre) 10.5
Unemployed / looking for work (in tourism and... = 0.7
Unemployed / looking for work (in another industry) =1.1
Unemployed / not looking for work  #2.3
Others 3.0

Figure 4 Employment Status of Sample (%)
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FINDINGS

1.AIM1
1.1 OVERALL DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OUTCOMES

We began analysis by conducting several crosstabulations. When employment status and
age were compared (see Figure 5) it showed:

- Full-time workers (7=472) are dominated by middle-aged groups (35-54, n=235,
49.8%), with just over a quarter of younger-aged persons (18-34, n=134,
28.4%)

- Part-time workers (n7=166) and casual workers (n=193) show a more flattened
distribution with slightly younger-aged groups (18-34, i.e., 36.1% for part-time
and 43.5% for casual).

- Volunteer workers (n=106) are dominated by senior aged groups (above 55,
n=97, 91.5%).
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(e.g., (Visitor  /looking for /looking for / not looking
Deliveroo Information  work (in work (in for work
worker) Centre) tourismand  another

hospitality)  industry)

Figure 5 Employment Status vs Age Group (N)

These results are likely an artefact of the sample and not representative of the tourism
workforce, although patterns such as middle-aged persons holding full-time positions more
frequently and contingent workers (part-time and casual) being younger certainly reflect
general tourism workforce characteristics.

Cross-tabulating employment status with gender (see Figure 6) showed:

- Women worker proportions are over 75% (much higher than men) in contingent
employment - part-time (75.2%), casual (77.2%), and volunteer (76.7%) jobs.

- In full-time jobs, women workers only account for 54.4%, which is much lower
than the sample rate (65.4%)
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These gendered employment status ratios are reflective of the tourism workforce, and
research amid-COVID-19 has also demonstrated that women, along with youth and the lowly
educated, are more at risk of losing regular work.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Full-ime  [ZIZD 255
part-time [T 124
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Unemployed / looking for work (in tourism and... [NNNERED 4
Unemployed / looking for work (in another industry) [ NS 8
Unemployed / not looking for work  [[NSHIN 19
others G 21

H Male Female

Figure 6 Employment Status vs Gender (N)

When cross-tabulating occupation with gender (see Figure 7) the results show:

- More men are employed in senior roles (51.3%) and executive roles (59.7%) in
the tourism and hospitality industry, compared to the average sample percentage
(34%) in the sample

- Women workers perform more roles as frontline workers (74.0%) and volunteers
(74.7%)

- Interestingly, more women started their own businesses in the tourism and
hospitality industry
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Figure 7 Occupation vs Gender (N)
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Again, these findings accord with general tourism workforce characteristics in terms of
gender representation in more senior roles.

1.2 MARKET ADAPTATION

In our study we were deeply interested in adaptation, as it is a key characteristic associated
with resilience.

We first considered how businesses’ target markets where indicative of market
adaptation (see Figure 8), and found that:

57.1% of tourism businesses (n7=578) in the sample had their target markets
dominated by international visitors prior to COVID-19, and 29.8% of businesses
(n=302) have an even split of international and domestic visitors as their target
market. Only 8.5% of respondents said they relied mostly on international visitors
prior to COVID-19 (7=86).

Most tourism businesses stated they can either fully adapt (63.7%) or partially
adapt (22.1%) to a purely domestic market in COVID-19.

Of the international visitor-reliant businesses, only 21.0% stated they cannot
adapt to a purely domestic market in the amid-COVID-19 environment.

This inadaptability number is 10.8% for businesses that had an even target
market split of international and domestic visitors prior to COVID-19.

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500

33
Mostly international visitors | 17
31

467
Mostly domestic visitors 30

61

Roughly an even split of international and domestic I 6

B 30

visitors 122

B Can adapt to domestic market B Cannot adapt to domestic market

Partially adapt to domestic market

Figure 8 Current Market and Adaptation in COVID-19 (N)

We also undertook a comparative analysis of the three sectors of interest
(accommodation, food service and retail) regarding market adaptation (see Figure
9). We found that:
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- Proportionately, accommodation relied somewhat on the international market and
food service on the domestic market.

- All three sectors seemed reasonably agile in terms of adaptability fully, or partially,
to a domestic market during the amid-COVID period.

- Accommodation and food service showed some stated inability to pivot to domestic.
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Figure 10 Market Adaptation - N (Three Sectors Comparison)

We also considered whether market adaptation varied across the five regions of
interest: Gold Coast, Whitsundays, Tropical North Queensland, Southern Queensland
Country and Outback.
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- The findings reflect, as might be expected (see Figure 10), that the two regions of
Tropical North Queensland and Gold Coast most reliant on inbound markets,
indicated less capacity to adapt to domestic markets, relative to responses.

- Alternatively, Outback Queensland and Southern Queensland Country, traditionally
reliant on domestic markets, stated strong adaptability, again relative to
responses.?

1.3 INTERVENTION IMPACTS FINDINGS
1.3.1 Employment Related Interventions

Across 2020 and 2021 a range of active labour market policies (ALMPs), mostly initiated
by the Australian Government, were administered as interventions (with supporting funds
and/or resources). We asked respondents to comment on whether these were helpful or not,
and whether they were aware of the policies and/or if they were relevant (see Figure 11). We
found that:

- Among the employment related interventions, 46.5% agreed that JobKeeper
payments were helpful (71=472), and 28.8% agreed that Jobseeker supplements
were helpful (7=292). No other ALMP scored above 20% in terms of helpfulness
although it should be noted some, for example the Boost Apprentice Commencements
Scheme, might only appeal to specific sectors and businesses.

- Alternatively, 38.2% and 54.3% of respondents reported that JobKeeper payments
and Jobseeker supplements were either irrelevant or they were not aware of these
programs.

- Moreover, on average two thirds of the sample reported that all the other ALMPs were
either irrelevant or were not aware of

Although these ALMPs, with the possible exception of JobKeeper payments which was
highly publicised and accessible, these findings could be of interest to policy makers regarding
the appropriateness, and awareness, of ALMPs during times of crisis relative to target
populations.

1.3.2 Business Support/Market Incentives Related Interventions and Others

We also sought to further understand the tourism industry, and workforce’s, take-up and
awareness of a range of other supply and demand side policy interventions (see Figure
12).

- Among business support interventions, the most useful intervention was the Boosting
Cash Flow (tax-free) for businesses scheme (25.6% rated useful), followed by
the Business Events Grants Program (17.9% rated useful), the Queensland
Small Business Digital Grants Program (16.3% rated useful), and the SME
Recovery Loan Scheme (15.3% rated useful).

2 Whitsundays had too low response rates to draw any inferences
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- Among market incentives, the most useful intervention, as perceived by the
respondents, was the ANZ/NZ Travel Bubble (37% rated useful), followed by the
COVID-19 Consumer Travel Support Program (25.1% rated useful) and the
Queensland Holiday Dollars Travel Voucher Scheme (25.1% rated useful).

- All things considered, the most useful interventions the sample reported that assisted
COVID recovery was Borders Reopening (65.7% rated useful) and the Vaccination
Program (65.3% rated useful).

- Besides the reported helpfulness of the Borders Reopening policy and the
Vaccination Program, on average over two thirds of the sample reported that the
various schemes and programs were either irrelevant or they were not aware of these
programs.

Again, these findings could be of interest to policy makers and industry stakeholder groups
regarding the appropriateness, and awareness, of a range of policies and supply side
interventions during times of crisis, relative to target populations.?

3 It should be noted some schemes, for example the Queensland Small Business Digital Grants Program, and the Victorian support package
would be relevant, or known, to limited number of the survey respondents.
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2. AIM 2
2.1 CONCEPTUAL MODEL TESTING
2.1.1 Correlation Analysis

The second major aim of the survey was to test several scientific measures of resilience, and
proposed predictors of resilience, to better understand what factors contribute to both
employee and organisational resilience building. This section is quite technical. Readers
may prefer to move straight to section 2.2, which reports on the applied findings based
on this technical reporting.

The model proposed three pathways (see Figure 1), each of which posed a question:
e Pathway 1: What individual resources contribute to employee resilience building?

e Pathway 2: What organisational resources and strategies/changes contribute to
organisational resilience building, and

e Pathway 3: What organisational resources contribute to employee resilience building?

Initially, we looked at the correlations between factors, or variables. These show
relationships between factors, but do not indicate causality. The results (see appendices)
showed that:

- Path 1 (Individual level, see appendices, Table 2) correlation results indicate that
employee resilience was positively related to trait resilience and emotional
intelligence.

- Contrarily, employee resilience was negatively relatedto depression/anxiety/stress
(DASS).

- Trait resilience had a moderate negative correlation with DASS, and a moderate
positive relationship with emotional intelligence.

- The results showed that emotional intelligence and trait resilience had a higher
coefficient with employee resilience and DASS, while the direct relationship was
relatively weak between employee resilience and DASS.

These results confirm relationships between the key resilience, and resilience-related,
variables as would be expected from the scientific literature, and provides confidence for the
other analyses we report later in this report.

- Path 2 (organisational resilience) (see appendices, Table 3) had a strong possible
correlation with organisational strategy and organisational change.

- Organisational resilience also had a moderate positive association with
organisational learning culture, perceived organisational support, and employee
empowerment.

- Organisational learning culture also had a strong positive relationship with
perceived organisational support.

These results again confirm relationships that would be expected according to the scientific

20



literature. However, the results suggest organisational resilience could be enhanced by
stronger organisational strategy and organisational change.

These results also indicate that organisational resilience could be future enhanced by
improved by a good learning culture, strong organisational support and by empowering

employees.

- Path 3 (organisational-individual level) (see appendices, Table 4) employee resilience
had positive relationships with different types of organisational resources:
organisational learning culture, perceived organisational support, and employee
empowerment.

These results suggest that various organisational resources are related to employee
resilience (see summary results updated in Figure 1-2 below).
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Empowerment (EMP)

Figure 1-2 Tourism Employee and Organisation Resilience Model (Summary Results)
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2.1.2 Regression Analysis

Building on the correlations analyses which showed relationships between key resilience
and resilience-related factors, we then conducted regression analyses. Regression analyses
demonstrate the impact of one variable on another.

- For Path 1, individual resources that contribute to employee resilience building, a
simple linear regression was used to test if trait resilience, DASS, and emotional
intelligence significantly impacted employee resilience. The overall regression was
statistically significant. Specifically, emotional intelligence and trait resilience
significantly impacted employee resilience. DASS had a relatively weak
influence on employee resilience.

- Regarding path 2, organisational resources and organisational strategy/change that
contribute to organisational resilience building, a simple linear regression was used
to see if organisational learning culture, organisational strategy, and organisational
change significantly impacted organisational resilience. The overall regression was
statistically significant. Specifically, organisational strategy and organisational
change significantly impacted organisational resilience. However, organisational
learning culture had a relatively weak influence on organisational resilience.

- For path 3, organisational resources that contribute to employee resilience building,
again simple linear regression was used to see if organisational learning culture,
perceived organisational support, and empowerment significantly impacted employee
resilience. The overall regression was statistically significant. Specifically,
empowerment and organisational learning culture significantly impacted
employee resilience. Perceived organisational support had a refatively weak
influence on employee resilience.

In summary, the regression analyses suggest that 1) emotional intelligence and trait
resilience build employee resilience, 2) organisational resources and organisational
strategy/change contribute to organisational resilience building, but that learning culture
somewhat lagged in the sample, and 3) organisational learning culture, perceived
organisational support, and empowerment significantly impacted employee resilience
building, however, employee resilience could be enhanced by stronger organisational
support amongst the sample.
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2.2 EMPLOYEE & ORGANISATIONAL RESILIENCE ANALYSIS

This section considers the resilience and resilience-related factors, tested in the results of
section 2.1, against a range of other survey items.

We found significant gender differences in terms of resilience.

- The mean (M) female employee resilience is significantly higher than that of
male employees’ resilience (see Figure 13).

This result could inform support strategies for organisations in readiness for, or during, crises.
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Female Male

Figure 13 Employee Resilience Level vs Gender (Mean)

JobKeeper was the key active labour market policy intervention during COVID-19.

- There was a significantly higher employee resilience for respondents with
JobKeeper payments than people without JobKeeper payments (see Figure 14).

This underscores the broader value of JobKeeper because given employee resilience is an
individual level trait the increased resilience spills over into other life domains, for example
family and community.
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Figure 14 Employee Resilience Level vs JobKeeper Access (Mean)
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We also tested for the effects of employment status on employee resilience (see Figure
15). We found that:

- employee resilience of respondents who were unemployed and/or not look for work
is significantly lower than for respondents who have contracts either full-time,
part-time casual or zero contract (e.g., Deliveroo workers). The mean response for
all other employment status were higher than the unemployed and/or not look for
work category.

This suggests any form of employment is better than none for individual resilience.

4.24

Full-time Part-time Casual Zero contact Vounteer (VIC) Unemployed/job Unemployed/job Unemployed/not Others
seeking iin seeking in look for work
tourism and another industry
hospitality

Figure 15 Employee Resilience Level vs Employment Status (Mean)

Our analysis also considered how employee resilience and organisational resilience
compared between States. We fund that Queensland fared very well.

- Employee resilience (see green bars in Figure 16) for Queensland respondents was
significantly higher than employee resilience in New South Wales, Victoria, and
South Australia.

- Similarly, organisational resilience (see orange line in Figure 16) for Queenslanders
was significantly higher than organisational resilience in New South Wales,
Victoria, and South Australia and the Australian Capital Territory.

These results are likely explained by the shorter periods of lockdown Queenslanders
experienced in contrast to the main southern States, despite extended border closures.
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Figure 16 State Comparison — Mean (ER and OR)

These analyses were repeated, for employee resilience and organisational resilience, as a
factor of organisational size (see Figure 17).
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There were no significant differences for employee resilience/organisational
resilience for organisations in different sizes.

Overall, however, medium organisations had the lowest employee resilience and
organisational resilience; while large organisations had the highest employee
resilience and organisational resilience, in our sample.
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Figure 17 Organisational Size Comparison — Mean (ER and OR)
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While the size of the business didn't seem to significantly affect employee resilience and
organisational resilience, the age of the business seemed to matter (see Figure 18). We
found that:

- Organisations operating less than one year and between 5-10 years, had lower

employee resilience than organisations operating between 11-20 years, and over
20 years, but the significance was only marginal.

- There was no significant difference in organisational resilience for organisations

of different ages (operating years).

This result could inform targeted business support in future crises.
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