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 Employees working in geographically remote mining areas face 
substantial psychological challenges related to complex job 
demands, limited social interaction, and isolation. In this context, 
work resilience represents an important psychological resource. 
This pilot study explored the feasibility of delivering a brief 
positive psychology–based psychoeducational webinar and 
examined preliminary patterns in self-reported work resilience. A 
quasi-experimental one-group pre-test–post-test design was 
applied. Although 40 employees attended the webinar, analyses 
were conducted using complete paired data from 20 participants. 
Work resilience was assessed using an exploratory dichotomous 
self-report questionnaire administered before and after the 
intervention. Descriptive analyses indicated an overall upward 
shift in post-test scores, with individual variability. A Wilcoxon 
signed-rank test suggested a statistically significant difference 
between measurement occasions (p = 0.040). Given the 
exploratory design and absence of a control group, findings are 
interpreted cautiously and do not imply intervention 
effectiveness. Overall, the results provide preliminary descriptive 
evidence supporting the feasibility of webinar-based 
psychoeducational delivery in geographically remote industrial 
settings. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 Within this context, work resilience becomes a crucial 
psychological resource for employees working under remote and 
demanding conditions. Work resilience refers to an individual’s 
capacity to adapt, recover, and maintain effective functioning when 
facing work-related stressors in challenging work environments. 
[1], [2]. For employees working in geographically remote mining 
sites, the importance of work resilience is further intensified by high 
job demands, physical isolation, rotating shift schedules, limited 
social interaction, and restricted access to organizational mental 
health services, all of which increase vulnerability to psychological 
strain [3], [4]. 
 The development of digital technology has opened 
opportunities for implementing more accessible and scalable online 
mental health interventions in the workplace [5]. Digital programs 
designed to support employee mental health have been reported as 
feasible intervention models in modern workplaces [6], [7]. Over 
the past decade, various digital interventions in organizational 
settings,, such as self-help platforms, mobile applications, and 
online psychoeducational modules, have increasingly been 
explored, particularly in flexible and remote work contexts [8]. 
Among these approaches, psychoeducational webinars represent a 
structured form of digital intervention that provides information 
related to stress management and adaptive coping strategies and 
may support psychological resources, especially in geographically 
and socially isolated work settings [9], [10]. However, existing 
evidence on digital psychological interventions remains mixed and 
context-dependent, highlighting the importance of examining 
feasibility within specific occupational settings rather than 
assuming generalizability across different work contexts [11], [12]. 
 In the present study, the psychoeducational webinar format 
was selected in response to organizational and operational 
constraints at the mining job site. Company management approved 
the intervention to be conducted online with a limited duration, 
taking into account employees’ work schedules and operational 
demands. Participation was further restricted to designated 
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employee representatives stationed at the job site, resulting in a 
limited number of participants. Accordingly, the intervention was 
intentionally designed as a brief, feasibility-oriented 
psychoeducational webinar aimed at introducing core concepts 
related to work resilience rather than demonstrating definitive 
intervention outcomes. Although research on work resilience and 
digital mental health interventions continues to expand globally, 
empirical studies focusing on mining employees in geographically 
remote Indonesian settings remain limited [13]. Existing research 
has predominantly examined office-based or knowledge-worker 
populations, leaving a gap in evidence regarding the feasibility of 
brief, organization-approved psychoeducational webinars 
implemented in remote industrial contexts under real-world 
operational constraints [14], [15]  
 Therefore, the novelty of the present study lies in its feasibility-
oriented examination of the implementation of a brief, 
organization-approved psychoeducational webinar within 
geographically remote mining job-site contexts. 
Accordingly, this pilot study focuses on describing intervention 
delivery among mining employees rather than evaluating 
effectiveness or causal outcomes. 
 
2. METHOD  

The study was not designed to evaluate intervention 
effectiveness or causal relationships, but to examine the feasibility 
of delivering a brief psychoeducational webinar and explore 
preliminary patterns in perceived work resilience among 
employees working in geographically remote settings. A total of 40 
employees attended the psychoeducational webinar. The research 
procedure was conducted in three stages: an initial assessment 
(pre-test), implementation of a psychoeducational webinar, and a 
follow-up assessment (post-test). The study was conducted among 
employees working at geographically remote job sites located far 
from urban centers, where work activities are highly dependent on 
digital communication and access to face-to-face psychological 
support services is limited. In accordance with company policy, the 
researchers were not permitted to access the mining job site in 
person. Therefore, all research activities, including intervention 
delivery and data collection, were conducted entirely online in 
coordination with the company’s Training Center staff. However, 
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due to network connectivity limitations at the job site and high 
operational workload, only 20 participants completed both the pre-
test and post-test questionnaires. Consequently, data analysis was 
conducted using responses from these 20 participants with 
complete paired data. Participants were recruited using purposive 
sampling in coordination with company management. Due 
to operational demands at the job site, the company approved 
participation of employee representatives only, which limited the 
number of participants available for data collection. 

Prior to data collection, participants received information 
regarding the study objectives, procedures, voluntary nature of 
participation, and data confidentiality. Informed consent was 
obtained electronically when participants agreed to complete the 
pre-test and post-test questionnaires. Primary data were collected 
using an online questionnaire developed for exploratory purposes. 
The questionnaire consisted of dichotomous (Yes/No) items 
designed to capture preliminary indicators of perceived work 
resilience. The items were informed by general concepts of work 
resilience, but were not intended to function as a psychometrically 
validated measurement scale. The intervention consisted of a 
single-session psychoeducational webinar delivered synchronously 
via an online conferencing platform. The session lasted 
approximately 90 minutes and was facilitated by a Training Center 
staff member employed by the company. Participant attendance 
was directly monitored by the Training Center staff throughout the 
session. Given the small sample size and exploratory study design, 
data analysis was limited to descriptive statistics and preliminary 
comparison across time points. All statistical results are interpreted 
as preliminary patterns rather than evidence of intervention 
effectiveness or causal impact. 

To enhance transparency of the research process, Figure 1 
presents the detailed research flow diagram outlining each stage of 
the study, from the initial identification of organizational issues to 
the preliminary evaluation of feasibility and participant responses 

 



 

61 
 

 
Figure 1. Research flow 

 
3. RESULTS  
Table 1. Descriptive statistics of pre-test–post-test work resilience 

scores 

Statistics Pre-test Post-test 

N 
Missing 
Mean 
Median 

20 
0 
2.55 
3.00 

20 
0 
3.65 
4.00 
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Statistics Pre-test Post-test 

Standard deviation 
Minimum 
Maximum 
Shapiro–Wilk W 
Shapiro–Wilk p 

0.759 
1 
3 
0.62 
<.001 

0.875 
2 
5 
0.78 
<.001 

 
In direct response to the research question regarding whether 

participation in the webinar was associated with changes in work 
resilience, the descriptive results indicate a positive temporal shift 
in resilience scores from pre-test to post-test. The mean score 
increased from 2.55 at pre-test to 3.65 at post-test, and the median 
increased from 3.00 to 4.00. In addition, the minimum and 
maximum observed scores were higher at post-test (minimum = 2; 
maximum = 5) compared to pre-test (minimum = 1; maximum = 3), 
indicating an overall upward redistribution of resilience levels. 

The Shapiro–Wilk test indicated non-normal distributions at 
both measurement occasions (p < .001). Because the assumption of 
normality was not met, a Wilcoxon signed-rank test was conducted. 
The results indicated a statistically significant difference between 
pre-test and post-test resilience scores (p = 0.040), providing 
statistical support for the observed change following webinar 
participation. 

To further describe the pattern of change, participants were 
classified into Low, Moderate, and High resilience categories based 
on interpretation guidelines commonly applied in studies using the 
Brief Resilience Scale (BRS) [16], [17]. 

 
Table 2. Distribution of Participants Across Resilience Categories 

Category Pre-test Post-test 

Low 
Moderate 
High 

3 
17 
0 

0 
7 

13 

 
 At pre-test, most participants were categorized as Moderate (n 
= 17), with a small number in the Low category (n = 3) and no 
participants in the High category. At post-test, no participants 
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remained in the Low category; seven participants were classified as 
Moderate, and thirteen were classified as High. 
 

 
Figure 2. Distribution of resilience categories at pre-test and 

post-test 

 
Frequency and percentage analyses further clarify this 

redistribution. At pre-test, 85% of participants were classified as 
Moderate and 15% as Low, with 0% in the High category. At post-
test, 65% of participants were classified as High and 35% as 
Moderate, with 0% in the Low category. At the individual level, 
participants generally demonstrated upward movement in 
resilience category classification from pre-test to post-test, and no 
participant exhibited a downward shift. Taken together, these 
findings indicate that participation in the webinar was associated 
with measurable improvements in work resilience scores and 
category distribution from pre-test to post-test. 

 
4. DISCUSSION 

This study examined whether participation in a brief webinar-
based psychoeducational intervention was associated with 
changes in work resilience among employees in a geographically 
remote industrial setting. The results demonstrated a statistically 
significant increase in resilience scores from pre-test to post-test, 
accompanied by upward redistribution across resilience 
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categories. In direct and explicit response to the research question, 
participation in the webinar was associated with measurable short-
term improvement in self-reported work resilience. The Wilcoxon 
signed-rank test (p = 0.040) provided inferential evidence 
supporting this observed change. Thus, the research question 
concerning whether webinar participation was associated with 
changes in work resilience can be answered affirmatively in terms 
of statistical association, while acknowledging methodological 
limitations. 
4.1 Theme 1: Conceptual Clarification of Work Resilience 

To interpret these findings appropriately, it is necessary to 
clarify how resilience is conceptualized in contemporary 
psychological literature. Resilience has been described as a stable 
trait, a dynamic adaptive process, and an outcome following 
adversity [18], [19]. In organizational contexts, resilience is 
commonly operationalized as the perceived ability to “bounce 
back” from stress [20], [21]. However, Britt et al. [22]emphasize 
that brief self-report measures such as the Brief Resilience Scale 
primarily capture perceived coping capacity rather than directly 
observed adaptive recovery across time. This distinction is 
theoretically important because perceived resilience may fluctuate 
depending on cognitive appraisal and situational interpretation. 

Within this conceptual framework, the increase observed in 
the present study likely reflects enhanced perceived coping 
confidence and improved appraisal of workplace stressors 
following psychoeducational exposure [23], [24]. As Smith et al. 
[16] argue, resilience measured through the BRS reflects 
individuals’ beliefs about their recovery capacity rather than 
objective behavioral indicators. Therefore, the statistically 
significant change observed here suggests responsiveness at the 
level of perceived adaptive capacity rather than deep structural 
transformation of resilience as a dispositional trait. This 
interpretation aligns with Hartmann et al. [18], who describe 
resilience as context-sensitive and partially malleable. 
4.2 Theme 2: Empirical Alignment with Digital Resilience 
Literature 

Building on this theoretical clarification, the findings can be 
positioned within the broader digital resilience and workplace 
eHealth literature. Meta-analytic evidence by Ang et al. 
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[6] indicates that structured digital resilience interventions are 
associated with measurable improvements in resilience-related 
outcomes, particularly when delivered across multiple sessions 
with guided facilitation and interactive components [25]. 
Furthermore, a systematic review and meta-analytic evidence 
by Stratton et al. [26] demonstrates that workplace eHealth 
interventions can reduce psychological distress and improve 
mental health outcomes, with effect sizes influenced by 
intervention duration, engagement level, and program structure 
[27]. Together, these findings suggest that digital delivery formats 
are capable of influencing resilience-related and mental health 
variables, although intervention intensity plays a critical 
moderating role. 

Compared to the multi-session interventions examined by Ang 
et al. [6]and Stratton et al. [26]The present study evaluated a 
single-session webinar designed primarily for feasibility and 
scalability in a remote workforce. The modest yet statistically 
significant improvement observed here appears proportionate to 
the limited intervention intensity [28]. Rather than contradicting 
prior empirical findings, the results extend the literature by 
demonstrating that even brief psychoeducational exposure can be 
associated with short-term improvements in perceived resilience 
within occupational contexts [26]. Accordingly, in direct response 
to the research question, webinar participation was statistically 
associated with improved resilience scores, in a pattern that is 
directionally consistent with established digital intervention 
research [29], [30]. 
4.3 Theme 3: Contextual Relevance in Remote and High-Risk 
Industrial Settings 

Interpretation of these findings must also consider the 
occupational context in which the intervention was implemented. 
Remote and high-risk work environments have been associated 
with elevated psychological strain and reduced access to 
structured psychosocial resources Oakman et al. [29] report that 
remote working arrangements are linked to increased stress and 
mental health challenges, while Nyaaba et al [5] Highlight 
psychological distress in industrial and mining populations. 
Furthermore, research on remote workforce transitions indicates 
increased psychological challenges in geographically dispersed 
organizational settings[11], [31]. 
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Within such environments, digital psychoeducation represents 
a pragmatic and scalable intervention strategy. [32]. The present 
findings demonstrate that resilience-related perceptions can shift 
positively even within geographically constrained industrial 
contexts [33]. This contextual dimension strengthens the applied 
relevance of the study, as it shows that short-term improvements 
in perceived resilience are achievable despite structural limitations 
in access to traditional in-person programming [34], [35]. 
Accordingly, the research question is not only statistically 
answered but also contextualized within a setting characterized by 
elevated occupational stress. 
4.4 Theme 4: Methodological Boundaries and Interpretation of 
Association 

Despite the statistically significant findings, methodological 
considerations are essential for balanced interpretation. The quasi-
experimental one-group pre-test–post-test design limits causal 
inference. Shadish et al. [32] explain, such designs are vulnerable 
to internal validity threats, including testing effects, regression to 
the mean, and maturation [36], [37]. Therefore, while the Wilcoxon 
signed-rank test indicates a statistically significant difference (p = 
0.040), the findings should be interpreted as evidence of 
association rather than definitive proof of intervention 
effectiveness. 

However, the convergence of descriptive improvements 
(increased mean, increased median, and upward redistribution 
across resilience categories) and inferential significance 
strengthens confidence that the change reflects structured 
temporal variation rather than random fluctuation alone. Taken 
together, the theoretical clarification of resilience [38]Meta-
analytic evidence indicates that structured digital resilience 
interventions are associated with measurable improvements in 
resilience-related outcomes [6]. Furthermore, systematic reviews 
of workplace eHealth interventions demonstrate that program 
duration, engagement level, and structured facilitation significantly 
influence effect magnitude [26]. contextual relevance in remote 
industrial settings, and inferential statistical evidence collectively 
support the conclusion that webinar participation was associated 
with short-term improvement in perceived work resilience. 
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4.5 Organizational Implications and Future Directions 
Resilience has been empirically linked to work engagement 

and job satisfaction in organizational research [36]. However, Britt 
et al. [22] caution against framing resilience solely as an individual 
responsibility without considering structural and organizational 
influences. While the present findings suggest short-term 
perceptual improvement following webinar participation, 
sustainable workforce resilience likely requires multi-level 
organizational strategies integrating individual skill development 
with leadership practices and supportive work design [39], [40].  

 
5. CONCLUSION  

The present study provides a preliminary descriptive 
examination of changes in self-reported work resilience scores 
following participation in a positive psychology–based 
psychoeducational webinar among employees working in 
geographically remote industrial settings. Descriptive and non-
parametric analyses indicated an overall upward shift in scores 
from pre-test to post-test; however, these findings should be 
interpreted with caution. Given the exploratory one-group pre-test–
post-test design, the absence of a control group, the use of an ad hoc 
dichotomous measurement instrument, and the lack of follow-up 
assessments, the study does not permit causal conclusions 
regarding intervention effectiveness or practical impact. Observed 
score changes may reflect alternative explanations, including 
testing effects, regression to the mean, or contextual factors 
unrelated to the webinar. The findings do not establish clinical or 
practical significance and should not be interpreted as evidence that 
the intervention improves work resilience or well-being. Rather, the 
results indicate score variation over a short measurement interval 
and highlight the feasibility of webinar-based delivery as a data 
collection and engagement format in remote work contexts. From a 
theoretical perspective, concepts from positive psychology are used 
solely to contextualize the observed score patterns, not to explain 
underlying mechanisms or outcomes. The study did not directly 
assess emotional regulation, meaning-making, or other proposed 
psychological processes. Overall, the primary contribution of this 
study lies in its feasibility-oriented exploration of digital 
psychoeducational delivery in a geographically constrained 
industrial setting. Future research should employ controlled 
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designs, validated multidimensional measures of work resilience 
and well-being, assessment of psychometric properties, and 
longitudinal follow-up to determine whether observed score 
changes represent meaningful, sustained, or intervention-related 
effects. Until such evidence is available, the present findings should 
be regarded as preliminary and descriptive rather than 
confirmatory or prescriptive. 

 
REFERENCES  
[1] Syarifuddin, D. Indriani, and Junaidin, “Balancing Demands 

and Resources,” Glob. Rev.. Tour. Soc. Sci., vol. 1, no. 2, pp. 145–
157, Feb. 2025, doi: 10.53893/grtss.v1i2.371. 

[2] E. Cabrera-Aguilar et al., “Resilience and stress as predictors 
of work engagement: the mediating role of self-efficacy in 
nurses,” Front. Psychiatry, vol. 14, Aug. 2023, doi: 
10.3389/fpsyt. 2023.1202048. 

[3] Y. Havenga and M. Bester, “Psychological distress among 
workers at a mine,” South African J. Psychiatry, vol. 31, Jun. 
2025, doi: 10.4102/sajpsychiatry.v31i0.2422. 

[4] J. Xu et al., “Individual differences in perceived changes and 
impacts on well-being of working from home during the 
COVID-19 pandemic,” Build. Environ., vol. 265, p. 111984, 
Nov. 2024, doi: 10.1016/j.buildenv.2024.111984. 

[5] E. Nyaaba, V. F. Epis, L. Guodaar, and R. M. Gyasi, “Work-
related stress and sleep problems among small-scale miners 
in Ghana: The role of psychological factors,” PLoS One, vol. 20, 
no. 8, p. e0324579, Aug. 2025, doi: 
10.1371/journal.pone.0324579. 

[6] W. H. D. Ang, H. S. J. Chew, J. Dong, H. Yi, R. Mahendren, and Y. 
Lau, “Digital training for building resilience: Systematic 
review, meta‐analysis, and meta‐regression,” Stress Heal., vol. 
38, no. 5, pp. 848–869, Dec. 2022, doi: 10.1002/smi. 3154. 

[7] G. Cameron et al., “Effectiveness of Digital Mental Health 
Interventions in the Workplace: Umbrella Review of 
Systematic Reviews,” JMIR Ment. Heal., vol. 12, p. e67785, Jan. 
2025, doi: 10.2196/67785. 

[8] E. Straus, L. Uhlig, J. Kühnel, and C. Korunka, “Remote 
workers’ well-being, perceived productivity, and 
engagement: which resources should HRM improve during 



 

69 
 

COVID-19? A longitudinal diary study,” Int. J. Hum. Resour. 
Manag., vol. 34, no. 15, pp. 2960–2990, Aug. 2023, doi: 
10.1080/09585192.2022.2075235. 

[9] W. J. Becker, L. Y. Belkin, S. E. Tuskey, and S. A. Conroy, 
“Surviving remotely: How job control and loneliness during a 
forced shift to remote work impacted employee work 
behaviors and well‐being,” Hum. Resour. Manage., vol. 61, no. 
4, pp. 449–464, Jul. 2022, doi: 10.1002/hrm. 22102. 

[10] E.-M. Pacheco, “Coping and Resilience: Strategies for 
Managing the Psychological Impact of Remote Exposure to 
Trauma,” in Remote Trauma Exposure, Cham: Springer Nature 
Switzerland, 2025, pp. 155–190. doi: 10.1007/978-3-032-
05066-3_6. 

[11] B. Nowrouzi-Kia et al., “Remote work transition amidst 
COVID-19: Impacts on presenteeism, absenteeism, and 
worker well-being—A scoping review,” PLoS One, vol. 19, no. 
7, p. e0307087, Jul. 2024, doi: 
10.1371/journal.pone.0307087. 

[12] N. Gillet, T. Huyghebaert-Zouaghi, S. Austin, C. Fernet, and A. 
J. S. Morin, “Remote working: a double-edged sword for 
workers’ personal and professional well-being,” J. Manag. 
Organ., vol. 27, no. 6, pp. 1060–1082, Nov. 2021, doi: 
10.1017/jmo. 2021.71. 

[13] D. Behrendt, L. Boß, S. Hannibal, A. M. Kunzler, M. Wessa, and 
D. Lehr, “Feasibility and efficacy of a digital resilience 
training: A pilot study of the strengths-based training 
RESIST,” Internet Interv., vol. 33, p. 100649, Sep. 2023, doi: 
10.1016/j.invent.2023.100649. 

[14] A. Fakhrorazi, H. Hartini, R. Omar, and R. B. Ikhsan, “Executive 
education as a tool for workforce capacity development: 
Evidence from Malaysian private sector employees,” Cent. 
Community Dev. J., vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 20–40, Dec. 2025, doi: 
10.55942/ccdj.v5i2.1046. 

[15] Nazmah, A. Yani, and A. Setiono, “Navigating Remote Work 
and Digital Disruption through Psychological Resilience and 
Adaptability,” J. Humanit. Soc. Sci., vol. 7, no. 3, pp. 99–106, 
Dec. 2025, doi: 10.36079/lamintang.jhass-0703.892. 

[16] B. W. Smith, J. Dalen, K. Wiggins, E. Tooley, P. Christopher, and 
J. Bernard, “The brief resilience scale: Assessing the ability to 
bounce back,” Int. J. Behav. Med., vol. 15, no. 3, pp. 194–200, 



 

70 

 

Sep. 2008, doi: 10.1080/10705500802222972. 
[17] B. A. Balgiu, “Validation of the Brief Resilience Scale among 

Romanian healthcare workers,” J. Educ. Health Promot., vol. 
14, no. 1, Nov. 2025, doi: 10.4103/jehp.jehp_2107_24. 

[18] S. Hartmann, M. Weiss, A. Newman, and M. Hoegl, “Resilience 
in the Workplace: A Multilevel Review and Synthesis,” Appl. 
Psychol., vol. 69, no. 3, pp. 913–959, Jul. 2020, doi: 
10.1111/apps. 12191. 

[19] Y. Hill et al., “Moving from Traits to the Dynamic Process: The 
Next Steps in Research on Human Resilience,” J. Aggress. 
Maltreat. Trauma, vol. 34, no. 7, pp. 971–989, Jul. 2025, doi: 
10.1080/10926771.2024.2431733. 

[20] Z. Zhu, X. Hu, and B. Zhang, “The role of resilience in 
navigating work stress and achieving daily work goals,” J. 
Organ. Behav., vol. 46, no. 8, pp. 1107–1119, Oct. 2025, doi: 
10.1002/job. 2839. 

[21] A. Kunzelmann and T. Rigotti, “How time pressure is 
associated with both work engagement and emotional 
exhaustion: The moderating effects of resilient capabilities at 
work,” Ger. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. Zeitschrift für Pers., vol. 35, 
no. 3, pp. 309–336, Aug. 2021, doi: 
10.1177/2397002220952741. 

[22] T. W. Britt, W. Shen, R. R. Sinclair, M. R. Grossman, and D. M. 
Klieger, “How Much Do We Really Know About Employee 
Resilience?” Ind. Organ. Psychol., vol. 9, no. 2, pp. 378–404, 
Jun. 2016, doi: 10.1017/iop. 2015.107. 

[23] C. Apostolidis, A. Devine, and A. Jabbar, “From chalk to clicks 
– The impact of (rapid) technology adoption on employee 
emotions in the higher education sector,” Technol. Forecast. 
Soc. Change, vol. 182, p. 121860, Sep. 2022, doi: 
10.1016/j.techfore.2022.121860. 

[24] A. Gkargkavouzi and G. E. Halkos, “Psychological Resilience to 
Climate Change: The Role of Self‐Efficacy, Mindfulness, 
Perceived Nature Restorativeness, and Subjective Well‐
Being,” Sustain. Dev., Nov. 2025, doi: 10.1002/sd.70401. 

[25] M. Larsson, D. M. Ho, M. Kirschner, E. Seifritz, and A. Manoliu, 
“Digital resilience interventions for healthcare workers: a 
systematic review,” Front. Psychiatry, vol. 16, Sep. 2025, doi: 
10.3389/fpsyt. 2025.1519670. 



 

71 
 

[26] E. Stratton, A. Lampit, I. Choi, R. A. Calvo, S. B. Harvey, and N. 
Glozier, “Effectiveness of eHealth interventions for reducing 
mental health conditions in employees: A systematic review 
and meta-analysis,” PLoS One, vol. 12, no. 12, p. e0189904, 
Dec. 2017, doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0189904. 

[27] R. Mishra, R. K. Singh, and M. Song, “Managing tensions in 
resilience development: a paradox theory perspective on the 
role of digital transformation,” J. Enterp. Inf. Manag., vol. 38, 
no. 1, pp. 127–151, Jan. 2025, doi: 10.1108/JEIM-08-2022-
0271. 

[28] C. Milasi et al., “Enhancing Mindfulness Effects on Well-Being 
Using Immersive Virtual Reality in Non-Clinical Populations: 
Where Are We Going?,” Mindfulness (N. Y.), vol. 16, no. 12, pp. 
3399–3423, Dec. 2025, doi: 10.1007/s12671-025-02710-9. 

[29] J. Oakman, N. Kinsman, R. Stuckey, M. Graham, and V. Weale, 
“A rapid review of mental and physical health effects of 
working at home: how do we optimise health?” BMC Public 
Health, vol. 20, no. 1, p. 1825, Dec. 2020, doi: 
10.1186/s12889-020-09875-z. 

[30] A. Shimura, K. Yokoi, Y. Ishibashi, Y. Akatsuka, and T. Inoue, 
“Remote Work Decreases Psychological and Physical Stress 
Responses, but Full-Remote Work Increases Presenteeism,” 
Front. Psychol., vol. 12, Sep. 2021, doi: 10.3389/fpsyg. 
2021.730969. 

[31] J. Wells et al., “A Systematic Review of the Impact of Remote 
Working Referenced to the Concept of Work–Life Flow on 
Physical and Psychological Health,” Workplace Health Saf., 
vol. 71, no. 11, pp. 507–521, Nov. 2023, doi: 
10.1177/21650799231176397. 

[32] W. R. Shadish, “Revisiting field experimentation: Field notes 
for the future,” Psychol. Methods, vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 3–18, 2002, 
doi: 10.1037/1082-989X.7.1.3. 

[33] V. Kohn, M. Frank, and R. Holten, “Lessons on employees’ 
digital resilience from COVID-19-induced transitions to 
remote work – a mixed methods study,” J. Enterp. Inf. Manag., 
vol. 38, no. 1, pp. 176–196, Jan. 2025, doi: 10.1108/JEIM-07-
2022-0239. 

[34] F. Öztürk, B. Çalışkan, and N. Oğuz-Duran, “Digital Resilience,” 
Eur. Psychol., Nov. 2025, doi: 10.1027/1016-9040/a000570. 

[35] İ. Demir, “Educational Models Based on Psychological 



 

72 

 

Resilience and Digital Literacy,” Erzincan Üniversitesi Eğitim 
Fakültesi Derg., vol. 27, no. 4, pp. 682–694, Dec. 2025, doi: 
10.17556/erziefd. 1757532. 

[36] B. A. Ibrahim and S. M. Hussein, “Relationship between 
resilience at work, work engagement and job satisfaction 
among engineers: a cross-sectional study,” BMC Public Health, 
vol. 24, no. 1, p. 1077, Apr. 2024, doi: 10.1186/s12889-024-
18507-9. 

[37] L. Kašpárková, M. Vaculík, J. Procházka, and W. B. Schaufeli, 
“Why resilient workers perform better: The roles of job 
satisfaction and work engagement,” J. Workplace Behav. 
Health, vol. 33, no. 1, pp. 43–62, Jan. 2018, doi: 
10.1080/15555240.2018.1441719. 

[38] R. N. S. Robinson, H. Yan, and Y. Jiang, “Employee resilience 
during crisis: A three-tiered perspective on its ‘can-do’ and 
‘reason-to’ motivational factors,” Tour. Manag., vol. 103, p. 
104912, Aug. 2024, doi: 10.1016/j.tourman.2024.104912. 

[39] W. Visser, “Measuring future resilience: a multilevel index,” 
Corp. Gov. Int. J. Bus. Soc., vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 252–267, mar. 
2021, doi: 10.1108/CG-01-2020-0044. 

[40] S. Walsh, A. Johnston, and L. Gabriel, “Building resilient 
leadership: A study exploring leadership development during 
uncertainty,” Hum. Resour. Manag. Serv., vol. 6, no. 2, p. 3474, 
Apr. 2024, doi: 10.18282/hrms.v6i2.3474. 

 
 


