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Testing the relevance, proximal, and distal
effects of psychosocial safety climate and social
support on job resources: A context-based
approach
Michelle Chin Chin Lee1* and Judith Lunn2

Abstract: Building on and extending the proximal-distal theoretical framework of
motivation, we investigated the relevance of the role and effectiveness of psy-
chosocial safety climate (PSC) and social support as contextual factors in
assisting faculty members’ and university students’ cognitive and emotional
resources. Three hundred and fifty faculty members (N = 175) and university
students (N = 175) from 37 departments of 15 universities in Malaysia partici-
pated in this dual-rater multi-level study. Data analysis involved Hierarchical
Linear Modeling. Individual-level analyses showed that social support influences
faculty members’ and university students’ job resources. Cross-level analyses
showed that PSC was effective in providing job resources to faculty members, but
only to university students’ emotional resources. Between PSC and social support,
PSC showed lesser influence as compared to social support. There was a stronger
influence of PSC and social support on the provision of emotional resources to
both faculty members and university students as compared to cognitive
resources. In conclusion, positive organizational factors such as PSC and social
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support are important in affecting faculty members and university students’ job
resources, especially emotional resources.

Subjects: School Leadership, Management & Administration; School Psychology;
Educational Psychology

Keywords: psychosocial safety climate; social support; job resources; faculty member;
university student; Malaysia

Job resources have been widely discussed in the literature (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Schaufeli &
Bakker, 2004) as it evokes work motivation within employees which subsequently increases work
engagement and job performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), in addition to ensuring the well-
being of employees (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007). The antecedents for the
provision of job resources have become a recent focus in the job resources literature (Bakker &
Schaufeli, 2008). Organizational climate, defined as “the shared meaning organizational members
attach to the events, policies, practices, and procedures they experience and the behaviors they
see being rewarded, supported, and expected” (Ehrhart, Schneider, & Macey, 2014, p. 69), is closely
related to job resources. Within the university setting, university climate is suggested to play an
important role in influencing both faculty members and university students daily functioning and
well-being (Bradshaw, Waasdorp, Debnam, & Johnson, 2014). O’Brennan, Pas, and Bradshaw
(2017) reported that university climate relates to faculty members’ burnout while a study by
Reis, Trockel, and Mulhall (2007) showed that university climate relates to university students’ well-
being. The findings overall indicate the importance of having a positive university climate for both
faculty members and university students. Its importance becomes more pertinent as both faculty
members and university students face high workloads, both cognitively and emotionally. Faculty
members, for example, are busy with teachings, research, administrative work and ensuring the
well-being of university students (Comm & Mathaisel, 2003; Lackritz, 2004). University students, on
the other hand, are busy with studying, identity searching, and relationship problems (Gibbons,
1998).

Whilst many studies have addressed the broader concept of university climate, there is variation in
how university climate is defined and operationalised. For example, in one study university climate
comprised of safety, engagement, and environment (Bradshaw et al., 2014) whilst in another it com-
prised of facultymember support, clarity of roles and expectations, peer interactions, support for cultural
pluralism, achievement orientation, and instructional innovation (Brand, Felner, Shim, Seitsinger, &
Dumas, 2003). Hart and Fellabaum (2008) commented on the lack of concensus in terms of definition
andmeasurement. The authors point out that themore general the definition of university climates, the
greater the likelihood of non-specific issues becoming a research focus. In addition, while studies have
observed that a positive university climate benefits both faculty members and university students
(Virtanen et al., 2009), they have yet to investigate the intricate relationship between the university
climate, faculty members, and university students. In particular, there is a lack of studies looking at how
a university climate may affect the providence of job resources for both faculty members and university
students.

The proximal-distal theoretical perspective views an individual’s behavior from the motivation
through the availability of resources, its construct, and mechanisms within it (Kanfer, 1990).
Organizational climates have been viewed as important factors in the motivation literature in
the providence of job resources (cf. Lee & Idris, 2019). Given the different types of social support
available within the university setting (Bernardon, Babb, Hakim-Larson, & Gragg, 2011), studies
thus far have not identified which types of social support will be more conducive for job resources,
especially in respect to university students. We also bring attention to the issue that, while studies
on job resources have been conducted among faculty members, they were not able to distinguish
the different types of job resources, including cognitive resources and emotional resources (cf. De
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Neve, Devos, & Tuytens, 2015). This is pertinent to understanding the nature of job resources and
the roles each type of job resource may play in a particular context, hereby, the university setting.

Based on the current literature gaps, four research questions arise for this study: 1) What’s the
relationship between psychosocial safety climate (PSC), social support for both faculty members
and university students, and their job resources? 2) How relevant is PSC to university students?
More specifically, 3) Between PSC and social support, which plays a more important role to faculty
members and university students in the providence of job resources? and 4) Does social support
provide more cognitive or emotional resources for faculty members and university students? Since
the overgeneralization of university climate precludes literature from further refinement and
rallying the call of university climate to be more specific and align with existing theory (Wang &
Degol, 2016), we propose the use of PSC and social support as antecedents of job resources.
Between the two, we predict that social support will show a stronger effect, as it displays one
component of PSC (i.e., management commitment and support) (Havermans et al., 2017). We
argue that social support from faculty members’ peers will have a greater influence on faculty
members than university students; whereas for university students, the social support derived from
the peers, rather than social support from faculty members’ will have greater influence.

Furthermore, since PSC largely explains themotivational aspect ofwork and individualwell-being (Hall,
Dollard, & Coward, 2010), we propose that the importance of resources is more influential on faculty
members than university students, due to the relevancy and proximal-distal effects of the organizational
climate. In other words, university students derive their job resources from their environment (i.e., social
support from their university peers), and lesser from the organizational setting (i.e., PSC and social
support from faculty members) (Malecki & Demaray, 2003). Finally, in a further examination on the
role of PSC and social support, we propose that these two factors provide a higher level of emotional
resources (as compared to cognitive resources), as this is a resource that is often lacking within the
academic setting (Ogbonna & Harris, 2004).

The current study will test the applicability of proximal-distal effects of the PSC, and social
support from faculty members and university students’ peers in influencing their perceptions of job
resources, within the organizational climate of the university setting. We will therefore further
elucidate upon the challenges faced by faculty members and university students in tertiary
institutions. Overall, the findings will bring additional understanding within the Asian setting,
where university students face high academic stress (Tan & Yates, 2011) and faculty members
report increased suffering from high workloads (Ahsan, Abdullah, Fie, & Alam, 2009). The proposed
model is shown in Figure 1:

Figure 1. Hypotheses and
Research Model.

Chin Chin Lee & Lunn, Cogent Psychology (2019), 6: 1685929
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311908.2019.1685929

Page 3 of 17



1. Review of the literature and hypotheses development

1.1. Psychosocial safety climate and job resources
Psychosocial safety climate (PSC) has been regarded as a specific organizational climate that
functions to provide a safe working environment for employees to work within (Hall et al., 2010).
It focuses on four aspects of organizational contexts which include management commitment,
management priority, organizational communication, and organizational participation. Most of the
studies done on PSC has been on employees’ health and well-being. Thus far, PSC has been linked
to different types of sample size such as community service employees (Dollard & McTernan,
2011), health-care staff (Idris, Dollard, Coward, & Dormann, 2012), and police constables
(Dollard, Tuckey, & Dormann, 2012). We propose the use of PSC within tertiary institutions as its
function and purpose is suggested to be viewed as a gatekeeper in the provision of job resources,
in other words, it becomes the antecedent of job resources but also functions as a type of job
resources in and of itself (Loh, Idris, Dollard, & Isahak, 2018).

Job resources are defined as those physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of
the job that either/or (1) reduce job demands and the associated physiological and psychological
costs; (2) are functional in achieving work goals; (3) stimulate personal growth, learning and
development (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004), and serve an important job characteristic for employees
such as faculty members, as academicians suffer from high-stress level (Ismail & Noor, 2016). Job
resources can be furthered broken into three aspects; physical, cognitive, and emotional (De Jonge
& Dormann, 2006). We view cognitive and emotional resources as two job resources closely linked
to faculty members and university students. While literature rarely considers applying the concept
of job resources to university students, we argue that student may require necessary resources
(i.e., cognitive and emotional resources), in order to perform well in university (Wang & Eccles,
2012). From an organizational context, this is possible through PSC and social support, as their
absence is associated with the thwarting of psychological need, and they are also able to provide
higher job resources to faculty members and indirectly, to university students (Huyghebaert, Gillet,
Fernet, Lahiani, & Fouquereau, 2018).

From a relevance perspective, although faculty members and university students co-exist
within the same university, they will view organizational climate differently. We propose that
PSC has significantly greater relevant to faculty members than university students, and it
provides higher resources, cognitively and emotionally. This reasoning is based on two argu-
ments: Firstly, PSC is viewed as an organizational climate that affects employees (i.e., faculty
members), hence it would affect faculty members more than university students. Secondly, PSC
has closer linkages to faculty members as compared to university students given its occupa-
tional connotation (i.e., management commitment, management priority, organizational com-
munication, and organizational participation) (Hall et al., 2010). As such, PSC may not be as
relevant to university students, notwithstanding the climate’s usefulness in creating
a conducive environment for learning within the university setting (Ogbonna & Harris, 2004).
Hence, it is hypothesized that:

H1: Psychosocial safety climate (PSC) influences a) faculty members’ cognitive resources more
than university students’ cognitive resources, and b) faculty members’ emotional resources more
than university students’ emotional resources.

1.2. Psychosocial safety climate, faculty members’ and university students’ social support
Social support is defined as “verbal and nonverbal communication between recipients and
providers that reduces uncertainty about the situation, the self, the other, or the relationship,
and functions to enhance a perception of personal control in one’s life experience” (pp. 19)
(Albrecht & Adelman, 1987). It is suggested that social support contains social and emotional
elements, and serves as a type of job resources for individuals (Cutrona & Russell, 2017;
Halbesleben, 2006). Social support is suggested to be a component of PSC (Havermans et al.,
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2017), and we propose that social support is more closely related to cognitive and emotional
resources than PSC.

While PSC is an overall policy implemented at the workplace that ensures the wellbeing of
employees, social support is more closely linked to employees where communication, care,
and concern are shown throughout the day (Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, &
Rhoades, 2001). It is therefore suggested that PSC will create a higher level of social support
among faculty members and university students that will indirectly increase faculty members’
cognitive and emotional job resources. Social support, especially within the Asian context, is
important given individuals are more relationship-focused, and social support would address
their emotional needs especially with high demands at the workplace (Mohd Roslin &
Melewar, 2004).

Since PSC is proposed to increase faculty members’ and university students’ cognitive and
emotional resources due to the providence of social support, we propose that university students
may benefit from their cognitive and emotional resources due to social support from their peers
(rather than social support from faculty members) (Weyns, Colpin, De Laet, Engels, & Verschueren,
2018). Literature has shown that faculty members are able to provide a conducive environment for
peers to support one another, which can in turn affect university students’ engagement, compe-
tence, and motivation in class (Ruzek et al., 2016; Wentzel, Russell, & Baker, 2016). In other words,
while faculty members’ job resources are obtained through the providence of PSC, university
students’ job resources are initiated by faculty members, as well as influences from peers to
show higher social support for one another. Amongst peers, university students feel psychologi-
cally safe as they are able to be themselves more, and open up their feelings to their close peers.
This is in contrast to faculty members, where there is still a certain level of power distance on
display within an Asian setting (Hew, 2015).

We suggest here that while job resources have been previously viewed as following the
motivational pathway within the job-demands resources theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017), it
has been looked at from the perspective of the wider organizational context. Within the workplace
perspective, literature has expanded the analysis to include organizational factors such as PSC (Lee
& Idris, 2017b) as the antecedent for employees’ motivation. That is, in tandem with the motiva-
tional pathway in the job demands-resources theory. Hence, the following is hypothesized;

H2: When combining PSC and individual social support (i.e., social support from faculty members’
peers and university students’ university peers), individual social support has a larger influence
than PSC on a) faculty members’ cognitive resources and emotional resources, and b) university
students’ cognitive resources and emotional resources.

H3: University students’ social support from university peers is more related to university students’
a) cognitive and b) emotional resources as compared to social support from faculty members.

1.3. Emotional resources vs. cognitive resources
Job resources can be viewed from the physical aspect, cognitive aspect, and emotional aspect (De
Jonge & Dormann, 2003). Between cognitive and emotional resources, we argue that the presence of
social support also specifically works to provide faculty members withmore emotional resources than
cognitive resources. While issues such as higher workload and external demands may affect faculty
members’ ability to performwell at work, the presence of social support allows facultymembers to feel
included, heard, and cared for (Avanzi, Schuh, Fraccaroli, & van Dick, 2015). As such, it may lead to
higher emotional resources than cognitive resources. Because faculty members may not be well
equipped to handle matters relating to university students’ personal issues, social support helps in
providing good advice (Fiorilli et al., 2015). Within the Malaysian context, individuals exist within close-
knit relationships (Sorensen & Oyserman, 2009), and at the workplace, the relationships between
colleagues become a mixture of professional and personal (Berman, West, Richter, & Maurice, 2002)
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where some individuals find their closest friends fromwithin theworkplace (Sias & Cahill, 1998). Hence,
we suggest that social support is emotionally focused, rather than cognitively focused.

In addition, cognitive resources form part of a faculty member’s job, where they are equipped
with the necessary knowledge and information. This can be derived from and provided by the job
itself and may be more useful if there is the provision of external cognitive resources. Prior
literature has stated that factors that are relevant to cognitive resources are job crafting—another
cognitive resource that exists from job perspective, rather than from the social perspective (Bakker
& Demerouti, 2017). Therefore, as social support is seen as a form of bonding for both faculty
members and university students, we propose the following;

H4: a) Faculty members’ social support has larger influence on faculty members’ emotional
resources than cognitive resources, and b) University students’ social support has larger influence
on university students’ emotional resources than cognitive resources.

2. Methods

2.1. Participants
Three hundred and fifty faculty members (N = 175) and university students (N = 175) from 37
departments of various universities in Malaysia participated in the study. This translates to 9.46
faculty member-student pairings per department. Faculty members are majority female (N = 112;
64%), married (N = 96; 54.86%), are local (N = 149; 85.14%), and have at least a Master’s degree
(N = 145; 82.86%). The mean age for faculty members is 34.39 (SD = 14.04), the average working
years with the current university are 6.94 (SD = 8.39), and average working hours per week are
31.45 (SD = 15.79). University students are majority female (N = 105; 60%), single (N = 166;
94.86%), and are local (N = 157; 89.71%). The mean age for the student is 19.87 years old (SD =
6.59) (see Table 1). The study first obtained ethics approval from ethics board of the university
prior to the initiation of data collection. Subsequent to approval from head of departments of 15
universities within Malaysia recruited to participate in the study, each faculty member was then
handed an envelope consisting of two small envelopes where one is for the faculty member and
the other envelope to be passed to one of the faculty members’ student whom the faculty
member had taught during the current semester. Upon completion, both questionnaires were
sealed and passed back to the research assistants. Both questionnaires contained identical
questions, except for changing of terms from “faculty member” in the faculty members’
packages to “student” in the university students’ packages.

2.2. Instruments

2.2.1. Psychosocial safety climate (PSC)
PSC was measured using 12 items from Hall et al. (2010) which consists of four aspects: manage-
ment commitment (e.g. “In my workplace senior management acts quickly to correct problems/
issues that affect employees” psychological health’); management priority (e.g. “Senior manage-
ment clearly considers the psychological health or employees to be of great importance”); orga-
nizational communication (e.g. “Information about workplace psychological well-being is always
brought to my attention by my manager/supervisor”); and organizational participation (e.g.
“Participation and consultation in psychological health and safety occurs with employees, unions
and health and safety representatives in my workplace”). The questions were rated on a 5-point
Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The scale has shown adequate reliability
(α = .94) and validity (Hall et al., 2010).

2.2.2. Social support
Faculty members’ and university students’ social support was measured using six items from
the Perceived Social Support Questionnaire (Fydrich, Geyer, Hessel, Sommer, & Brahler, 1999).
The items have been rephrased to indicate the appropriate social support in that particular
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context. A sample of social support question for faculty members is “I receive a lot of
understanding and security from others (my colleagues)”. A sample question of peer social
support for university students is “I receive a lot of understanding and security from others
(my university peers)”. The questions were rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = does not apply
to 5 = apply exactly). The scale has shown adequate reliability (α = .94) and validity (Fydrich
et al., 1999)

Table 1. Demographic details of participants (N = 350)

n % Mean (SD)

Faculty member (n = 175)
Sex

Male 63 36

Female 112 64

Age (years) 34.39 (14.04)

Marital status

Single 79 45.14

Married 96 54.86

Nationality

Local 149 85.14

International 26 14.86

Highest Education Level

PhD or equivalent 56 32.00

Master’s or equivalent 89 50.86

Bachelor Degree or equivalent 25 14.29

Diploma or equivalent 5 2.86

Time taken to travel from home to university (min) 24.76 (20.27)

Distance from home to university (km) 17.91 (17.16)

Work tenure in current company (years) 6.94 (8.39)

Total working hours/week 31.45 (15.79)

Tertiary student (n = 175)
Sex

Male 70 40

Female 105 60

Age (years) 19.87 (6.59)

Marital status

Single 166 94.86

Married 9 5.14

Nationality

Local 157 89.71

International 18 10.29

Highest Education Level

PhD or equivalent 3 1.71

Master’s or equivalent 5 2.86

Bachelor Degree or equivalent 99 56.57

Diploma or equivalent 68 38.86

Time taken to travel from home to university (min) 29.29 (100.13)

Distance from home to university (km) 19.05 (44.22)

Note: SD = standard deviation.
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2.2.3. Job resources
Faculty members’ and university students’ cognitive and emotional resources were measured
using six cognitive items and five emotional resource items from the Demand Induced Strain
Compensation (DISC) model (De Jonge & Dormann, 2006). A sample question for cognitive
resources is “Do you have the opportunity to take a mental break when tasks require a lot of
concentration?”. A sample question for emotional resources is “Are you able to stop emotionally-
laden interactions with others for a while whenever you want to?”. The questionnaire was rated on
a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The scale has shown adequate
reliability (α = .94) and validity (De Jonge & Dormann, 2006).

2.3. Analysis strategy
We analyzed the hypotheses using hierarchical linear modelling (HLM) software as PSC is a higher-
level construct in which climate results from “… espoused values and shared tacit assumptions and
reflects the surface organizational experience …” (Ostroff, Kinicki, & Muhammad, 2013). We ran
a preliminary analysis to see if PSC fulfilled the conditions needed to be a higher-level variable.
Overall, PSC fulfilled all conditions. The r(WG)(J) (index of agreement) values for PSC was .93. This
indicates a high level of within-group agreement (LeBreton & Senter, 2008). The intraclass correla-
tion coefficient (ICC[I]) value for PSC was .15. This states that 15% of the PSC construct was due to
group factors. The value fulfilled recommended value by Bliese (2000) which is between .05 and
.20, and by Mathieu and Taylor (2007) which is between .15 and .30. The F(III) value was significant
(PSC = 2.14, p< .001), indicating justification of the aggregation of PSC as a higher-level construct.

To test our hypotheses, two types of analyses were conducted comprising: lower-level direct
effects and cross-level direct effects. Lower-level direct effects and cross-level direct effects were
tested using Mathieu and Taylor (2007) recommendations.

3. Results
Table 2 presents the descriptive analysis and correlations between all measures at level 1 (i.e.,
student level) and level 2 (i.e., faculty member and PSC level). Results for hierarchical linear
modeling (HLM) analyses (i.e. lower-level analyses and cross-level analyses) are shown in Tables
3 and 4. A summary of the findings is presented in Figure 2.

Hypothesis 1 predicts PSC influences a) faculty members’ cognitive resources more than stu-
dent’s cognitive resources, and b) faculty members’ emotional resources more than university
students’ cognitive resources. Psychosocial safety climate shows a significant cross-level effect on
faculty members’ cognitive and emotional resources (γ = .18; p < .05; γ = .29; p < .05) (see Model 1
and Model 4, respectively). However, it did not have any significant cross-level effect on university
students’ cognitive and emotional resources (γ = .03; p > .05; γ = .06; p > .05) (see Model 7 and
Model 12, respectively). Between cognitive and emotional resources, PSC shows higher influence
on faculty members’ emotional resources. Hence, hypothesis 1a and 1b are supported.

Hypothesis 2 predicts when combining PSC and individual social support, individual social support
has a larger influence than PSC on a) faculty members’ cognitive resources and emotional resources,
and b) university students’ cognitive resources and emotional resources. Faculty members’ social
support shows larger influence on faculty members’ cognitive and emotional resources (β = .20; p <
.05; β = .38; p < .05) (see Model 3 and Model 6, respectively). Psychosocial safety climate also shows
significant, but lesser, cross-level influence on faculty members’ cognitive and emotional resources
(γ = .17; p < .05; γ = .29; p < .05) (see Model 3 and Model 6, respectively). As for university students,
university students’ social support also shows the influence on university students’ cognitive
resources (β = .22⁺) and emotional resources (β = .42; p < .05) and (see Model 10 and Model 14,
respectively). Psychosocial safety climate did not show a significant cross-level effect on university
students’ cognitive resources (γ = .01; p > .05) emotional resources (γ = .08; p > .05) and (seeModel 10
and Model 14, respectively). Hence, hypothesis 2a and 2b are supported.
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Hypothesis 3 predicts university students’ social support from university peers more related
to university students’ a) cognitive and b) emotional resources as compared to social support
from faculty members. University students’ social support is significantly related to university
students’ cognitive and emotional resources (β = .30; p < .05; β = .45; p < .05) (see Model 8
and Model 13, respectively). Faculty members’ social support is significantly related to uni-
versity students’ cognitive and emotional resources (β = .21; p < .05; β = .44; p < .05) (see
Model 8 and Model 13, respectively). Hence, hypothesis 3a and 3b are supported.

Hypothesis 4 predicts a) faculty members’ social support has a larger influence on faculty
members’ emotional resources than cognitive resources, and b) University students’ social support
has a larger influence on university students’ emotional resources than cognitive resources.
Faculty members’ social support is higher and significantly associated with faculty members’
emotional resources than cognitive resources (β = .39; p < .05; β = .27; p < .05) (see Model 2 and
Model 5, respectively). University students’ social support is higher and significantly associated
with faculty members’ emotional resources than cognitive resources (β = .42; p < .05; β = .22⁺) (see
Model 9 and Model 11, respectively). Hence, hypothesis 4 is supported.

Table 4. Hierarchical Linear Modelling (HLM) analyses of lower-level outcomes and cross-level
effect of PSC and team climate on lower-level outcomes

Effect SER SER SER SER

Model 11 12 13 14
Lower-Level
Effects

Social Support
(Students)

.42(.09)*** .45(.06)*** .42(.09)***

Social Support
(Lecturers)

.44(.08)***

Cross-Level Effects

PSC .06(.04) .08(.06)

Notes: The first value is the unstandardized parameter estimate, and the value in parentheses is the standard error;
PSC = psychosocial safety climate.

SER = university student’s emotional resources.

N (individual) = 350; N (team) = 37; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

Figure 2. Final Model.
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4. Discussion
The purpose of this study was to investigate how organizational-based resources and social
support may influence the perceived job resources for faculty members and university students.
Specifically, we compare the role of PSC, faculty members’ and university students’ respective
social support in providing job resources to faculty members and university students. We argue
that organizational-based resources (i.e., PSC) will be more beneficial and relevant to faculty
members than to university students, and that university students receive more job resources
from their peers than faculty members, thus further enhancing our understanding on how job
resources function based on a distal perspective.

The study has also shown that the subject target is important when investigating a phenom-
enon: to whom it is relevant and who and what is able to be influenced. When we look at PSC, and
its function and effectiveness in relation to faculty members and university students, we see that
PSC is relevant to faculty members but not to university students. It thereby addresses more of
faculty members’ concerns than those of university students. Past literature has emphasized the
relevance of climates in affecting individuals, and the current finding resonates with these past
findings. Contextual factors such as university climate and leadership were found not to affect
university students in prior research (Allen, Grigsby, & Peters, 2015). However, we offer two
explanatory accounts to reconcile the differences between the present and past findings. First,
PSC concerns employees’ welfare and well-being. The current finding enhances our understanding
on PSC where it is mostly applicable to faculty members. We acknowledge the importance of job
resources as it allows individuals to be engaged with work and leads to higher work productivity
(Lee, Idris, & Delfabbro, 2017).

From another lens of explanation, we argue for an absence of effects of PSC on university
students’ cognitive and emotional resources. We suggest that this is due to the distal effect of
PSC on university students, which happens when the relationship between the antecedent and the
outcome is further apart, as compared to between antecedent and job characteristics for example.
The findings here also indicate that while PSC may not relate to university students directly,
university students benefit from PSC via faculty members. Webster and Fisher (2003) proposed
that university students’ outcomes were influenced by faculty members’ behaviors, which is in turn
a reflection of the university climate.

In addition, in between PSC and faculty members’ social support, we can see that faculty mem-
bers’ social support has a further relationship with faculty members, as compared to PSC at the
workplace. From an organizational perspective, even though climate plays an important role in
regulating the provision of job resources, an aspect of PSC, social support (Havermans et al., 2017)
plays a more significant role on faculty members’ job resources. The same also applies to university
students. Overall, the findings resonate with the extended version of distal-proximal theoretical
framework of motivation (Kanfer, 1990), and which may support the relevance of PSC as a type of
organizational contexts that influence an individual’s motivation in relation to job resources.

We also take into consideration the importance of social support, as this has been suggested as an
important job resource in terms of emotional factors, especially in the context of faculty members’
and university students’ social support. From a student’s perspective, they function differently, as
social support from faculty members tends to be from someone that can provide advice on a more
formal basis in obtaining professional advice (Hew, 2015) while social support from university
students tend to be more informal and occurs among a close circle of peers to whom they can
relate (Legault, Green-Demers, & Pelletier, 2006). When comparing faculty members’ and university
students’ social support on university students’ job resources, the finding shows that university
students’ social support plays a more important role than faculty members. Past literature sug-
gested that during university life, university students’ peers are their main social circle and that
determines the quality of their relationships (Lee & Padilla, 2016). Peer social support addresses
more of the emotional resources for university students, as found in prior studies (Clements &
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Kamau, 2018; Malecki & Demaray, 2003), when these supportive environments are initiated by the
faculty members (Ruzek et al., 2016). Similar findings are observed in the present study, whereas we
also suggest that tertiary institution faculty members are to set a supportive environment for the
university students who are faced with multiple challenges in life (Rosenthal, Russell, & Thomson,
2008), to encourage university students to be supportive of one another.

When we compare cognitive and emotional aspects of job resources for faculty members (i.e.,
PSC and social support) and university students (i.e., social support), both PSC and respective social
support showed higher provision of emotional resources than cognitive, albeit both are significant
in the context of faculty members and university students. We argue that these are psychological
needs in perceiving the workplace to be safe. For university students that there are friends to
depend on in times of difficulties. Overall, we argue that factors of the external environment that
include the organization’s policies, as well as close friendships become an important source of job
resources in our lives (Lee & Idris, 2017a).

Overall, the findings looked at the distal-proximal continuum of factors which may affect an
individual’s job resources by comparing PSC and social support on faculty members and university
students. We found that the closer the relationship of the variables of interest within the target
individual, the stronger the influence. This is observed with respective to social support that has
a larger influence on faculty members and university students, respectively, when compared with
PSC. In addition, we argue that PSC is a more suitable concept to be used for faculty members than
university students, although both reside in the university setting. Therefore, we conclude that
when investigating any phenomena in relation to organizational climates, it is important to look at
the nature and context of the concepts investigated, to which subjects they are applied, and the
distal-proximal “distance” between any variables of interest.

4.1. Strength, weakness and future studies
This study adopted the use of multiple respondents’ multilevel approach allowing the issues to be
investigated from a more objective viewpoint (Cantrell & Kane, 2013), thereby reducing the
potential for subjective view bias that is associated with single respondent methods. The multilevel
approach enabled us to investigate PSC from a higher level multi-site perspective across different
universities, supporting the argument that university climate should be investigated using multi-
level modeling (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992) and should be based on responses from different
individuals within the context under investigation (i.e., faculty members).

Nevertheless, the study was still not able to address the cross-sectional issue using only a one-time
data collectionmethod. As such, wewere not able to determine if PSC indeed affects facultymembers’
resources, as well as university students’ peer support on university students’ job resources. We could
only infer the relationships based on past literature, in which organizational factors were found to
affect job resources, rather than job resources affecting organizational factors. In line with recom-
mendations by Zapf, Dormann, and Frese (1996), when investigating cause-and-effect relationships,
a longitudinal study with a time gap of a minimum of 3 months is required. Aldridge and McChesney
(2018) also concur with this suggestion with respect to university climate research.

While PSC has shown to be an important organizational factor in providing faculty members with
greater job resources, and this study has shown how university may function in relation to faculty
members and university students, the study did not obtain PSC from university students. This may
well have allowed a better understanding of the alignment of PSC throughout the university setting,
which in turn influences both faculty members and university students. Future studies may wish to
include PSC response from university students’ perspective. In addition, since organizational settings
play an influential role in affecting individuals within the university setting, more organizational
factors such as leadership within the university should be investigated, and whether these factors
are more applicable to faculty members, university students, or both (Lee & Idris, 2017b).
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4.2. Practical implications
The study findings have shown that although job resources are viewed as a general term in the
literature, it should be further distinguished based on the types of job resources. These types of
job resources can be viewed in terms of the nature and the target group under investigation.
Within the university setting, the university may provide resources in order for faculty members
to perform well at their tasks. As for university students, it is recommended that the university
sets up a system that allows university students to be close to one another to provide peer
social support, rather than faculty members’ social support, as this has shown to benefit
university students.

The university may need to pay attention to the different kinds of resources needed to provide to
faculty members, and thus indirectly, university students, given the lack of emotional awareness
and management among faculty members. This is particularly important given that this is
a vulnerable phase, in which university students are searching for identities, meaningful relation-
ships, all whilst coping with the demands of studies (Stoliker & Lafreniere, 2015). Universities may
want to conduct more workshops in order to increase awareness and create new avenues in which
faculty members and university students are able to increase their emotional resources. For
example, avenues such as counselling.

While faculty members do not affect university students’ resources and well-being, they have an
indirect effect on student well-being. Hence, university has a role in providing faculty members and
university students a conducive and healthy environment, in order for everyone to do their tasks
well. Overall, university management should ensure that there is a high PSC within the university to
ensure appropriate resource provision for employees, and indirectly to the university students
(Becher, Dollard, Smith, & Li, 2018). To implement such a climate, it is important to have key
stakeholders to review existing policies to ensure it is aligned with the climate, this includes faculty
members and university students (Tang, Leka, Hunt, & MacLennan, 2011).
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