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Abstract 

Purpose – Hospitality work setting is error-prone, rendering error handling critical for effective 

organizational operation and quality of service delivery. An organization’s attitude toward errors 

can be traced back to one fundamental question: Should errors be tolerated/accepted or not? This 

study aims to examine the relationships between error tolerance and hospitality employees’ three 

critical work behaviors: learning behavior, error reporting, and service recovery performance. 

Psychological safety and self-efficacy are hypothesized to be the underlying attitudinal 

mechanisms that link error tolerance with these behavioral outcomes.  
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Design/methodology/approach – This study relied on a survey methodology, collecting data from 

304 frontline restaurant employees in Turkey and their direct supervisors. SPSS 25.0 and Amos 

25.0 were used for analysis. 

Findings – The results revealed that error tolerance had direct positive relationships with 

employees’ psychological safety and self-efficacy, both of which had positive impacts on 

learning behavior and error reporting. In addition, learning behavior positively influenced 

employees’ service recovery performance, as rated by the employees’ supervisors. 

Originality/value –This study (1) identifies error tolerance as an organizational distal factor that 

influences employees’ learning behavior, error reporting, and service recovery performance; and 

(2) identifies self-efficacy and psychological safety as mediators of the relationship between 

error tolerance and behavioral outcomes. The findings help clarify the longstanding debate over 

the relationship between an organization’s attitude toward errors and its employees’ learning 

behavior. The findings also shed light on the advantages of tolerating error occurrence for 

organizations, which is especially important since most hospitality organizations pursue 

perfection with aversive attitudes toward errors.   

Research paper 

Introduction 

Hospitality employees and organizations continuously face error and failure situations 

that may range from small slip-ups (e.g., an incorrect guest room allocation) to severe mistakes 

(e.g., a food safety error that threatens the lives of many people), revealing the error-prone nature 

of the hospitality industry (Wang et al., 2020). Given the widely recognized negative 

consequences of error occurrence, individuals and organizations tend to hold strong, aversive 

attitudes towards errors and spare no effort in their drive to eliminate error and failure situations. 



However, errors are not always negative. For instance, people can learn from errors (Dahlin et 

al., 2018). As one aspect of learning from experience, learning after error occurrence centers on 

(1) understanding what is not working in task procedures (e.g., errors) and why, and (2) 

instituting changes to prevent future loss (Reason, 2000; Zhao, 2011).  

This link between error/failure and learning is not a widely accepted phenomenon. In 

spite of the consensus that error and learning are closely associated, theoretical controversies 

regarding why and how errors contribute to learning in organizations persist. One viewpoint 

holds that individuals learn better if they know that errors are not accepted in the workplace, as 

errors can trigger cognitive and emotional resources that motivate individuals to learn. Another 

viewpoint suggests that in order for learning to take place in the aftermath of an error, barriers to 

learning must be removed (Cannon and Edmonson, 2001). First, employees need to be 

comfortable taking risks and disclosing errors. Second, employees must believe in their own 

capacity to learn. The first point corresponds to the literature on psychological safety, which 

values taking an active approach toward errors: open and non-judgmental discussions about 

errors, a focus on problem-solving, and a willingness to share and collaborate (Edmondson and 

Lei, 2014; Senge, 2014). The second point is associated with social cognitive theory (SCT), 

which holds that self-efficacy is a consistent and key predictor of individuals’ behavioral change 

and maintenance, including learning and learning transfer (Bandura, 2012; 2014).  

Lack of error tolerance is prevalent and instantiated in various ways in organizations. 

Employees are at times motivated to promote their own competencies by disclosing others’ errors 

and failures and casting blame. Compared to the arduous efforts one needs to make to surpass 

their coworkers, assigning blame may feel like a shortcut to feelings of winning and competence 

(Alicke, 2000). In this sense, there is a tendency for employees and managers alike to be 



intolerant of error occurrence. In addition, due to the preconceived negative perception of errors 

(e.g., Martin and Marsh, 2003), a person may use intolerance of errors as a way to protect self-

esteem and self-image. Over time, these individual psychological and behavioral tendencies tend 

to bring into being a climate of zero-intolerance of errors. Integrating the theoretical perspectives 

of psychological safety and SCT, the current study recommends that hospitality organizations 

should tolerate and accept errors to promote employees’ learning behavior, as error tolerance can 

enhance both employees’ psychological safety and self-efficacy.  

Like learning behavior, employees’ error reporting behavior and service recovery 

performance are behavioral outcomes on which organizational error tolerance can exert positive 

impacts. Both of these behavioral outcomes are closely associated with failure or error handling. 

Practical evidence has confirmed the importance of error reporting and the severe consequences 

of covering up errors. Error reporting describes an employee’s tendency to communicate error 

information to managers or organizations (Van Dyck et al., 2013). Timely error reporting can 

result in prompt corrective actions that can prevent potential negative consequences and raise 

awareness of learning opportunities (e.g., Liang et al., 2012). In spite of their importance, these 

factors remain largely unknown. This study posits that error tolerance is a contextual factor that 

positively influences employees’ error reporting behavior via the mediation effects of 

psychological safety and self-efficacy. An employee’s perception of psychological safety usually 

influences their evaluative process of how others are likely to react to the disclosure of errors 

(Frazier et al., 2017). Moreover, self-efficacy usually alleviates an employee’s reputational 

concerns and negative emotions related to error reporting (Zhao and Olivera, 2006). The third 

work behavior that this study considers is service recovery performance. The nature of service 

production makes occasional service failures inevitable. These failures can lead to various 



negative outcomes, such as negative word of mouth, as well as customer disappointment, 

dissatisfaction, and disloyalty (Cho et al., 2014). Therefore, the competence of frontline 

hospitality employees in addressing service failure (service recovery performance) in order to 

regain customer satisfaction is critical for organizational success. Given that employees need to 

continuously develop new knowledge and practice different service recovery approaches based 

on unique service failure situations, this study posits that service recovery performance is 

determined by how well employees can learn.  

The current study aims to answer the following research question: How can 

organizational error tolerance influence employees’ learning behavior and error-related work 

behaviors? The objectives of this study are threefold: (1) to investigate the relationship between 

employees’ perceptions of organizational error tolerance and learning behavior via the 

underlying mechanisms of psychological safety and self-efficacy; (2) to examine how 

employees’ learning behavior impacted service recovery performance; and (3) to test whether 

psychological safety and self-efficacy mediated the relationship between error tolerance and 

error reporting. The study’s findings regarding these objectives contribute to the literature on 

error management, learning, psychological safety, and organizational voice. First, psychological 

safety and self-efficacy are identified as attitudinal outcomes of organizational error tolerance, 

thereby extending error tolerance’s nomological network. Second, this paper helps elucidate how 

organizations should handle errors to promote employees’ learning behavior, thereby clarifying 

some of the inconsistent findings in the literature on learning in the workplace. Third, this study 

explores how employees’ error reporting and service recovery performance were influenced by 

the organizational and individual psychological factors.  



Literature Review and Hypothesis Development 

Error tolerance 

Making errors is a common life experience that helps an individual grow and develop 

skills over their lifespan (Frese and Keith, 2015). While errors are inevitable, individuals have 

been socialized to dislike errors and link errors with loss, carelessness, threats to self-esteem, and 

lack of diligence (Jung and Yoon, 2017; Van Dyck et al., 2013). This aversive attitude toward 

errors is even more prevalent in hospitality organizations where the golden rule is often “aiming 

for perfection” (e.g., Hagen, 2013; Leape et al., 1998; Guchait et al., 2018). In the hospitality 

industry, customers tend to have high expectations, and employee performance appraisals 

strongly emphasize perfection. For these reasons, error occurrence in hospitality organizations is 

often associated with blaming and negative emotions, rendering error tolerance low (Zhao, 2011; 

Guchait et al., 2016b; Wei et al., 2017). Errors are considered evidence of personal failure and 

are often followed by negative feedback (Oxtoby et al., 2015; Maurer et al., 2017). Errors that 

occur in the hospitality service delivery process may have even broader and more complex 

impacts than errors occurring in industries producing tangible goods. First, a hospitality client 

may form an overall negative evaluation of their entire service experience because of a single 

service error, referred to as the “halo” effect. Second, because the hospitality service product 

requires a series of sequential steps to be completed a single error in the service production chain 

could exert a domino effect, a single error could exert a domino effect and cause errors in 

following steps (Namkung and Jang, 2010). Wang et al. (2019) suggested that 

miscommunication among individuals and service co-production increases the likelihood of error 

occurrence in hospitality organizations. As these studies make clear, effective error management 

is essential for the success of hospitality organizations. 



Researchers have proposed a new managerial approach, error management, for the 

handling of errors. This approach emphasizes the steps to take after error occurrence and 

proposes various error handling behaviors (Edmondson and Verdin, 2018; Guchait et al., 2016c). 

The core of this new managerial approach is accepting and tolerating error occurrence (Frese and 

Keith, 2015; Hagen, 2013). Organizations with high levels of error tolerance do not negatively 

judge errors; rather, they maintain a tolerant attitude with the hope that employees use errors as 

opportunities to learn and develop (Chillarege et al., 2003; Dimitrova et al., 2017; Guchait et al., 

2016c; Pasamehmetoglu et al., 2017). It is important to note that organizational error tolerance 

does not imply the encouragement of error occurrence. On the contrary, the purpose of error 

tolerance is to make the most of every error situation in terms of employee performance. If 

employees feel that errors are accepted, they learn and develop competence and fewer errors 

happen in vain (Weinzimmer and A. Esken, 2017). 

Psychological safety 

The hospitality work setting requires substantial collaboration and teamwork to 

effectively deliver the service product (Hu et al., 2009), rendering it necessary that each 

hospitality employees adopt an interaction-oriented attitude. Psychological safety describes one’s 

willingness to share information, take risks, express themselves, and put energy into tasks 

(Edmondson, 1999, 2004; Wanless, 2016). This construct reveals how employees’ information 

expression and risk-taking tendencies are shaped by interpersonal contexts (e.g., Liang et al., 

2012). Previous research has shown that individuals tend to attribute a failure or an error to 

themselves if they perceive a high probability of improvement next time (Edmondson and 

Verdin, 2018). 



Antecedents of psychological safety can be categorized as either individual personality 

traits or organizational contextual factors (Newman et al., 2017). For instance, positive leader 

relations, work characteristics, and a supportive organizational climate positively influence 

psychological safety (e.g., Agarwal and Farndale, 2017; Guchait et al., 2019; Basit, 2017). Gong 

et al. (2012) found that information exchange initiated by proactive job attitudes facilitates 

trusting relationships, which in turn shape psychological safety. This study proposes that error 

tolerance is a contextual predictor of psychological safety. First, an organization’s tolerance of 

errors makes the organization trustworthy in the eyes of its employees. Error occurrence can be 

considered an involuntary way for an employee to demonstrate vulnerability to their organization 

in that the person’s reputation and performance appraisal may be at stake after the error 

occurrence (Mayer et al., 1995; Delizonna, 2017). When an organization tolerates errors, its 

employees recognize that their vulnerability is protected and cared for by the organization 

consequently trust is built (Möllering and Sydow, 2019). Trust is an important component of 

psychological safety (Basit, 2017). Second, error tolerance constitutes one aspect of 

organizational support, which is the willingness to understand and forgive honest errors 

(Kurtessis et al., 2017). Previous research has identified organizational support in various forms 

as a contributor to psychological safety (e.g., Frazier et al., 2017).  

Hypothesis 1: Error tolerance is positively associated with employees’ perceived psychological 

safety. 

Self-efficacy 

According to Bandura’s SCT, one’s goal achievement is largely a function of this person’ 

own judgement of their ability to perform; namely, their self-efficacy. These goals refer 

specifically to individual behavioral change such as learning (Bandura, 2014; Panadero et al., 



2017). Self-efficacy can be conceptualized as a combination of magnitude, strength, and 

generality (Sogh and Zarei, 2016). Self-efficacy manages individual cognition, motivation, and 

behavioral patterns (Simosi, 2012; Liu et al., 2017). In addition, self-efficacy is an individual 

barometer that responds to contextual factors. Unlike dispositional traits, one’s self-efficacy is a 

dynamic state contingent on personal experience (Luthans and Peterson, 2002; Maddux and 

Kleiman, 2018). This study argues that organizational error tolerance can boost one’s self-

efficacy by contributing to both mastery experience and psychological arousal, two critical 

antecedents of self-efficacy (e.g., Consiglio et al., 2016; Ram and Laxmi, 2017). First, successful 

experience alone is unlikely to shape individuals’ persistent confidence in the competence to 

perform a task. By comparison, seeing or experiencing errors may establish one’s self-efficacy 

because in order to correct errors, one has to make continuous endeavors in order to succeed. 

Second, negative emotions and stress are found to impair one’s belief in self-efficacy (Bandura, 

2001; 2013). Zhang et al. (2018) revealed a strong negative impact of hindrance stress on 

employees’ self-efficacy. Organizations’ error tolerance helps mitigate employees’ stress and 

negative emotions (e.g., guilt, anxiety, sadness) in the face of error occurrence. In doing so, it 

creates opportunities for employees to develop self-efficacy by means of confronting and solving 

errors.  

Hypothesis 2: Error tolerance is positively related to employees’ self-efficacy. 

Learning Behavior 

Learning behavior describes a set of activities related to a controlled reduplicative 

process of reflection, action, assessment, and modification that requires cognitive and 

motivational inputs (e.g., Edmondson, 1999; Deverell and Olsson, 2009; Furlan et al., 2019). 

Both motivation and cognitive resources need to be present for learning behavior to occur 



(Rybowiak et al., 1999; Kauppila, 2018). Learning often involves seeking feedback on a task 

performance, asking for help from a colleague or supervisor, and discussing challenges and 

possible solutions (e.g., Reagans et al., 2005; van den Brand et al., 2018). All these behaviors are 

more or less risk-taking. For instance, a person may risk their self-image and reputation when 

asking for help from a supervisor because the supervisor may negatively judge the competence 

of the person. This study proposes that one’s psychological safety can boost learning behavior 

through the activation of both motivational and cognitive resources. First, psychological safety 

can influence individual emotional states in that it amplifies the feeling of vigor, which promotes 

creative thinking and motivates people to seek new knowledge and solutions (Kark and Carmeli, 

2009; Nelson, 2016). In particular, psychological safety removes psychological barriers to 

change and creates an environment where information is shared promptly and trial and error is 

encouraged (Frazier et al., 2017). Second, employees with high levels of psychological safety are 

more engaged in their tasks than other employees (Kahn, 1990; Wanless, 2016). Individuals with 

low psychological safety are likely to protect themselves by avoiding engaging in events that 

they perceive as potentially harmful. High psychological safety tends to provide employees with 

relief from anxiety and defensiveness, allowing them to focus on solving problems, seeking 

feedback, and asking for help (Walters and Diab, 2016). In addition, Siemsen et al. (2009) found 

a positive relationship between psychological safety and information-sharing that facilitates the 

process of seeking feedback. Guchait et al. (2016c) revealed that learning behavior has a 

mediation effect on the relationship between psychological safety and helping behaviors.  

Hypothesis 3:  Psychological safety is positively related to learning behavior. 

A gap between an expected outcome and actual performance leaves room for 

improvement, which often triggers the learning behavior (Kauppila, 2018; Chan et al., 2003). 



Learning is a conscious cognitive process that incorporates awareness, reflection, information-

processing, evaluation, invention, and implementation (Ye et al., 2018; Lipshitz et al., 2002). 

One key driver of employees’ learning behavior is self-efficacy. Rooted in SCT, self-efficacy 

enables one to persistently allocate cognitive resources to knowledge acquisition via self-

regulation (Bandura, 2010). A strong sense of self-efficacy enables a learner to (1) be motivated 

to learn, (2) positively perceive the learning conditions, and (3) be confident enough to master 

the learning content (Keith and Frese, 2008; Bandura, 2012; Chen, 2017). Previous studies have 

revealed a positive correlation between self-efficacy and exam grades among students, with self-

efficacy boosting students’ cognitive engagement (Linnenbrink and Pintrich, 2003; Grigg et al., 

2018). Indeed, research has generally shown that self-efficacy evokes a sense of agency, 

motivating employees to set more challenging goals, as well as monitor and regulate their own 

behaviors to align with the achievement of these goals. Therefore, as a motivation-focused and 

expectancy-oriented construct, self-efficacy is expected to contribute to employees’ learning 

behavior.  

Hypothesis 4:  Self-efficacy is positively related to learning behavior. 

Error reporting 

As one challenging organizational citizenship behavior, error reporting may involve 

negative psychological (embarrassment, anxiety, stress) and behavioral outcomes (extra work, 

damaged reputation, and financial loss) contingent on work contexts (Van Dyne and LePine, 

1998; Farag et al., 2017). As a result, it is common for employees hide errors (Edmondson, 1999; 

Tucker and Edmondson, 2003; Guchait et al., 2016a). However, it is critical for employees to 

report errors (Wakefield et al., 2001; Soydemir et al., 2017). Not reporting errors can cause 

precious opportunities to correct errors slip by, ultimately leading to severely detrimental 



outcomes. For instance, there may be a widespread foodborne illness outbreak in a hospitality 

organization because of an error that goes unreported (Guchait et al., 2016a). This study proposes 

that error reporting is a prohibitive voice behavior that needs extra effort to be initiated (Liang et 

al., 2012).  

Zhao and Olivera (2006) identified two factors that influence error reporting: cost-benefit 

evaluations and emotional experiences associated with errors. On the cost side of cost-benefit 

evaluations, error reporting may bring substantial loss, such as the loss of employment (Sexton et 

al., 2000), damage to one’s personal reputation (Baker and Norton, 2001; Kelly, 2018), loss of 

time (Tucker et al., 2002; Unal and Seren, 2016), and economic costs (Barach and Small, 2000). 

On the other hand, error reporting may promote learning and enhance a person’s self-value as it 

is a reflection of honesty, altruism, and integrity (Edmondson and Lei, 2014; Frese and Keith, 

2015). With regard to emotional experiences, emotions elicited by errors influence the cognitive 

decision-making processes involved in error reporting behavior. When errors are associated with 

negative emotions such as shame, anger, fear, and anxiety (Rausch et al., 2017), individuals tend 

to avoid reporting them. Negative emotions intensify individuals’ cognitive attention to potential 

threats and risk prevention, which subsequently leads to the behavioral tendency of failing to 

report errors (Loewenstein et al., 2001; Soydemir et al., 2017). Individuals without negative 

emotions tend to think more positively and consider error reporting to be akin to a learning and 

correction opportunity rather than a risky behavior. From this perspective, psychological safety 

can be seen as an individual’s certainty that others will not negatively judge their decision to take 

a risk and speak out (Detert and Burris, 2007). Guchait et al. (2016a) revealed a positive impact 

of leader integrity for food safety on employees’ error reporting. Therefore, this study posits that 

individuals with high levels of psychological safety tend to report errors because (1) the benefits 



of error reporting outweigh the costs and (2) psychological safety mitigates the negative 

emotions related to error reporting (Edmondson, 2004; Guchait et al., 2016).  

Hypothesis 5: Psychological safety is positively related to employees’ error reporting. 

This study identifies self-efficacy as another driver of error reporting. when employees 

perceive themselves as having higher levels of self-efficacy, they are more likely to report errors 

because they believe in their capacity to control and manage the consequences of that error 

reporting, such as the timely correction of errors, thereby avoiding the negative consequences of 

the errors themselves. Individuals with self-confidence tend to disclose errors than others are 

because they are less concerned about the negative impact of errors on their self-image, 

experience fewer negative feelings resulting from errors, and focus more on learning from errors 

(Zhao and Olivera, 2006; Morrison and Phelps, 1999). Emby et al. (2018) found a mediation 

effect of error-related self-efficacy on the relationship between audit senior modeling fallibility 

and audit juniors’ error communication. With this in mind, the following hypotheses are 

established: 

Hypothesis 6: Perceived self-efficacy is positively associated with employees’ error reporting. 

Service recovery performance 

Service recovery describes the effort an organization makes to regain customer 

satisfaction due to service failure situations (Vaerenbergh and Orsingher, 2016). Ashill et al. 

(2005) found that service recovery involves employees learning either a skill or technique to 

perform confidently. Learning behavior can contribute to employees’ improved service recovery 

performance because it involves sharing information and seeking feedback by recalling and 

analyzing previous experiences (Kale et al., 2000; Poulston, 2008). Given the fact that hospitality 

employees serve different customers in each interaction they have, service failure situations tend 



to vary. If employees share information about various service failure situations and learn how to 

handle them based on others’ experiences, they tend to perform better. As a result, employees are 

more competent in executing proper service recovery strategies to regain customers’ satisfaction 

following service failures. Lin (2010) indicated that a workplace with an open-minded and 

learning-centered orientation can facilitate employees’ service recovery performance. Scott 

(2001) showed that learning to address various service situations, including service failure, is 

critical for health care employees. Research has also recognized the unique role learning can play 

in improving employees’ work-related performance (e.g., Song et al., 2018).  

Hypothesis 7: Learning behavior is positively associated with service recovery performance. 

Methodology 

Participants and Procedure 

Using the convenience sampling method, the current study collected data from individuals 

who work in restaurants in Turkey. The restaurants are independently owned and managed and are 

similar in terms of the type of food and service that they offered. The restaurants serve world 

cuisine, and provide table service to customers. In all, 308 questionnaires were distributed and 304 

surveys were returned. A manager survey was distributed to the restaurant managers who evaluated 

their employees’ service recovery performance. The researcher asked for a list of employees’ 

names from each manager and assigned codes to each employee that were written on every 

questionnaire. The codes allowed the researcher to match each employee survey to a manager 

survey.  The survey was completed during regular working hours.  

Specifically, employees answered questions regarding error tolerance, psychological 

safety, self-efficacy, learning behavior, and error reporting. Employees’ supervisors evaluated the 

service recovery performance of the employees. Seventy-one percent of the participants were 



male. Fifty-two percent of the participants were between 21 to 30 years old. Eighty-nine percent 

of the participants had worked in the restaurant industry for more than one year. Seventy-seven 

percent had high school or higher degrees.  

Measures 

Participants answered survey questions based on a 7-point Likert scale for all constructs. 

The internal reliabilities (Cronbach’s alphas estimates) ranged from .75 to .91. Error tolerance 

was measured by five items (Weinzimmer and A.Esken, 2017). One sample item is “Managers 

are generally accepting of errors”. Psychological safety was measured with a five-item scale used 

by Liang et al. (2012). One sample item is “Nobody in the organization will pick on me even if I 

have different opinions”. The eight-item measure by Chen et al. (2001) was adopted to assess 

self-efficacy. One sample item is “I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges”. 

Learning behavior was assessed by five items adopted from Chan et al. (2003). One sample item 

is “We regularly take time to figure out ways to improve our work processes”. A measure of six 

items developed by Lin (2010) was used to assess service recovery performance. One sample 

item is “This employee is able to properly handle dissatisfied customers”. A one-item measure 

adopted from Guchait et al. (2016) was used to measure error reporting. The item states “When I 

make an error, I _______ report it to an appropriate responsible person and/or record it through 

the record keeping protocol.” 

Results 

Preliminary Analysis 

The data were subject to a confirmatory factor analysis to confirm the validity and 

reliability of the measures. Two items from the psychological safety and one item from learning 

behavior were dropped due to low factor loadings. The model fit indices demonstrated a good 



model fit (χ2 = 531.80, df = 278, p < 0.05; CFI = 0.93; IFI = 0.94; RMSEA = 0.055; χ2/df = 

1.91). Convergent validity was tested by both factor loadings as well as the average variance 

extracted (AVE). First, AVE scores for three measures ranged from .54 to .65, indicating 

convergent validity. Second, factor loadings for all items were greater than 0.5 (p < 0.01). The 

AVE scores for error tolerance and learning behavior were .43 and .41, respectively. Fornell and 

Larcker (1981) indicated that the convergent validity is still adequate if 1) the AVE is less than 

0.5 but greater than 0.4; and 2) the composite reliability of that measure is higher than 0.6. The 

composite construct reliabilities (CCR) for error tolerance and learning behavior were 

respectively .79 and .74, thus indicating the convergent validity. The discriminant validity was 

examined by comparing the square root of AVE values for any two constructs with the 

correlation estimate between them. The square root of AVE value was greater than the correlation 

estimates in all cases, demonstrating discriminant validity. In addition, the CCR values ranged 

from 0.74 to 0.92, which were greater than 0.70, indicating the construct reliability (Fornell and 

Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2009). Overall the measures possessed adequate reliability and 

validity. Table 1 indicates means, standard deviations, intercorrelations of the variables, and 

Table 2 presented the factor loadings, values of CCR, AVE, and Cronbach's alpha. 

Hypotheses testing 

Following the validation of the measurement model, the structural equation modeling 

(SEM) was used to test the hypothesized relationships. On the whole, the structural model had a 

good fit with the data (χ2 = 696.20, df = 307, p < 0.05; CFI = 0.90; IFI = 0.90; RMSEA = 0.06; 

χ2/df = 2.27). As Figure 1 indicated, error tolerance positively influenced employees’ 

psychological safety (β = 0.21, p < 0.05), thereby supporting H1. Hypothesis 2 posits a positive 

impact of error tolerance on self-efficacy. Supporting H2, error tolerance positively influenced 



self-efficacy (β = 0.24, p < 0.05). Psychological safety was positively related to learning 

behavior (β = 0.50, p < 0.05), supporting H3. In addition, self-efficacy positively impacted 

learning behavior (β = 0.25, p < 0.05), thereby H4 was supported. Supporting H5, psychological 

safety positively influenced error reporting (β = 0.32, p < 0.05). Self-efficacy also positively 

impacted employees’ error reporting (β = 0.34, p < 0.05), supporting H6. At last, learning 

behavior was positively associated with service recovery performance (β = 0.14, p = 0.05), 

supporting H7. 

The bootstrapping was used to examine the indirect effect of error tolerance on service 

recovery performance, learning behavior and error reporting through psychological safety and 

self-efficacy (see Table 3). The results found that psychological safety and self-efficacy 

significantly mediated the relationship between error tolerance and 1) learning behavior 

(Standardized estimate =.16, CI.95 [.06, .29], p < .05); 2) service recovery performance 

(Standardized estimate =.02, CI.95 [.001, .06], p < .05); and 3) error reporting (Standardized 

estimate =.15, CI.95 [.06, .24], p < .05).  

Discussion and conclusions 

Conclusions  

The handling of errors, especially in error-prone hospitality organizations, has long been 

a debate in managerial research and practice. Various empirical findings have emerged regarding 

the relationship between different error handling approaches and employees’ learning behavior 

and job performance. For example, Akay (2011) found that the more employees failed on job 

tasks, the more motivated managers were to set up an intensive learning program. Tjosvold et al. 

(2004) found little relationship between the blaming that stems from an intolerance for errors and 

learning. Drawing on error management literature, this study examined the relationship between 



error tolerance and employees’ learning behavior, service recovery performance, and error 

reporting behavior, as well as underlying attitudinal mechanisms. The findings reveal that 

organizations would benefit from accepting and tolerating error. In particular, employees’ 

perceptions of error tolerance were found to be directly and positively associated with 

psychological safety and self-efficacy, both of which were in turn positively related to learning 

behavior and error reporting. Moreover, learning behavior was positively associated with service 

recovery performance. The result is consistent with previous research findings indicating that 

learning is an important contributor to better work performance (Song et al., 2018). Unlike the 

findings of some previous research (e.g., Zhao, 2011; Akay, 2011), this study indicates that in 

order for employees to learn more effectively it is critical for organizations to establish error-

tolerant work environments. However, the study also corroborates some previous research. In 

particular, the study reveals that psychological safety and self-efficacy are underlying 

mechanisms that help explain how error tolerance positively influences learning behavior, 

findings that are aligned with previous study indicating that learning contributed to better work 

performance (Song et al., 2018). Finally, this study explored the organizational factor of error 

reporting and its attitudinal antecedents. Error reporting is a key factor in determining effective 

risk handling. The findings, too, are consistent with those of previous studies: Self-efficacy and 

psychological safety are important attitudinal precursors of prohibitive voice behavior such as 

error reporting (Emby et al., 2018; Kim and Kim, 2019). Ultimately, this study suggests that 

establishing an error-tolerant work environment can yield benefits in areas such as job attitudes, 

learning, voice behavior, and job performance.  



Theoretical implications 

This study extends the nomological network of error tolerance, thereby contributing to 

the larger body of error management literature. Error management is an organizational 

managerial practice that involves a change in both mindset and behaviors toward errors. Error 

tolerance is the core of error management because the change in mindset always precedes the 

change in behaviors (Frese and Keith, 2015). In spite of the attention that has been paid to error 

tolerance in error management literature, it remains largely unknown how employees’ 

perceptions of error tolerance influence key job attitudes and behaviors. Previous research has 

emphasized the importance of understanding error management-related practices and their 

attitudinal and behavioral outcomes, such as error management culture and error management 

training (e.g., Guchait et al., 2016b; Jung and Yoon, 2016; Guchait et al., 2015; Wei et al., 2017; 

Yao et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2018). While these findings help to elucidate the concept of error 

management, error tolerance’s influence employees’ cognition, emotions, and behaviors remains 

underexplored. One exception is Wang et al (2020)’ study which revealed a positive impact of 

error tolerance on individual’s psychological well-being. In this regard, drawing on literature in 

error management, organizational support (Eisenberger et al., 1986), SCT (Bandura, 2013), and 

voice behavior (Van Dyne and LePine, 1998), the current study finds that error tolerance in 

organizations positively influences employees’ perceptions of psychological safety and self-

efficacy, which in turn leads employees to learn, report errors, and perform better during service 

recovery. In other words, tolerating errors at work not only allows employees to feel comfortable 

speaking up or taking risks, but it also boosts their self-confidence in their own competency at 

work.  



The finding provides insights into the learning literature by clarifying the relationship 

between organizations’ attitude toward errors and employees’ learning behaviors. Previous 

studies have provided inconsistent and sometimes even contradictory findings. For instance, 

while some researchers have suggested that the intolerance of errors elicits negative emotions, 

whose effects subsequently motivate employees to learn (Zhao, 2011), others have suggested that 

it is the intensification of the cognitive process stemming from negative emotions that 

contributes to learning (Argyris, 2017).  Cannon and Edmondson (2001, p.161) suggested that 

“…organizational learning from failure is likely to be impeded by powerful psychological and 

organizational barriers to engaging in behaviors through which this can occur”. Previous 

research has shown that in order for learning to occur, one must (1) believe in their capacity to 

learn (e.g., SCT) and (2) work in an environment where information is shared without barriers. 

While SCT holds that errors are harmful for the establishment of self-efficacy, this study 

demonstrates that errors are the natural by-products of active learning that have a unique 

informative function. They accordingly should be included and tolerated to facilitate learning. 

Error tolerance has been found to boost both self-efficacy and psychological safety, the two key 

attitudinal mechanisms underlying employees’ learning behavior. Psychological safety has been 

found to facilitate knowledge sharing (Edmondson, 1999), and self-efficacy is strongly 

associated with knowledge acquisition (Baudura, 2010). The findings of this study contribute to 

the learning literature by introducing the construct of error tolerance, which is a distal 

organizational antecedent of employees’ learning behavior through self-efficacy and 

psychological safety. The results are consistent with those of previous papers. For example, Frese 

and Keith (2015) posited that it is necessary for organizations to take active approaches to errors 

if learning is to occur. The current study also captures the driving factor of self-efficacy, the core 



of SCT. Although SCT holds that errors and failures impair self-efficacy, findings of this study 

are evidence that one’s self-efficacy can in fact be improved by error situations if errors are 

tolerated.  

The current study brings insights into research on voice behavior. As one type of 

prohibitive voice behavior (Liang et al., 2012), error reporting is a discretionary and risky 

behavior that requires psychological motivation to initiate. Although previous studies have 

suggested that self-efficacy might be an important attitudinal driver of error reporting behavior, 

very few studies have empirically tested this relationship (Zhao and Olivera, 2006). Kim and 

Kim (2019) revealed the influence of medication administration knowledge and nursing 

decision-making on perceived barriers to medication administration errors. The current study 

responded to this call by revealing a positive impact of employees’ self-efficacy on error 

reporting. In addition to identifying individual psychological factors, the study revealed an 

organizational factor that can motivate employees to report errors: organizational error tolerance, 

which positively influenced employees’ self-efficacy and psychological safety.  

Practical implications 

Hospitality organizations need proactive employees who are confident in their own 

competence; who are willing to express different opinions, report errors, and engage in learning; 

and who know how to regain customer satisfaction after service failure. Large organizations such 

as FedEx, Disneyland, Ford, and Marriott have all developed different programs of learning, 

training, and orientation to reinforce performance effectiveness in the face of service failures 

(Tax and Brown, 1998). The current study found that creating a workplace where errors are 

tolerated is an effective way to cultivate hospitality employees’ positive attitudes and behaviors. 

First, the hospitality work environment requires close collaboration and communication among 



organizational members to deliver the service product (Hu et al., 2009). As such, it is important 

for employees to feel psychologically safe in order to speak out and take innovative actions to 

facilitate communication. Second, given the ubiquity of service failure and error occurrence in 

hospitality organizations, it is important for managers to (1) facilitate employees’ learning 

behavior, which in turn, improves their ability to handle inevitable service failure; and (2) create 

an environment where employees do not hesitate to report their own errors. The faster is an error 

is disclosed and handled, the less negative the consequences will be. 

Managers tend to equate errors with the negative consequences of error occurrence, such 

as service failure, faulty products, and customer dissatisfaction. However, errors are separate 

from failures. It is important to establish a new mindset in which errors are simply indicators of 

areas for improvement and thus need to be disclosed, discussed, and analyzed to promote 

learning (e.g., Helmreich and Merritt, 2017). Managers should keep in mind two key reasons for 

supporting error tolerance. First, in order for employees to learn as much as possible, errors must 

be discovered and made known. If employees hide errors or even cover up errors for each other, 

it is impossible for them to learn from errors, which means that errors happen in vain. Second, 

numerous opportunities exist to correct errors before they actually cause negative consequences. 

The sooner an error is disclosed, the more likely it is that the error can be corrected before 

resulting in severe consequences. Error tolerance requires managers to take the lead and form 

and cultivate a mindset of error tolerance among their employees at work. Employees observe 

and follow their leaders’ ways of thinking and behaving, especially when it comes to situations in 

which they feel uncertain. Therefore, managers should make good use of every error situation by 

reinforcing error tolerance. Sometimes a simple sentence such as “Don’t worry, we all make 



errors” can be an effective way to create a perception of error tolerance. That being said, it is 

important for managers to clarify that error tolerance does not mean error permissiveness. 

The results also suggest implications for managers who would like to encourage learning 

behavior. This study supports the viewpoint that individuals should not learn in fear and anxiety. 

Error tolerance can boost employees’ confidence in their ability to successfully perform tasks and 

remove psychological barriers to information-sharing. Individuals learn better when they believe 

in their own competence, are willing to talk to each other, share knowledge and information, and 

take the initiative to explore innovative solutions. Learning initiated by the negative emotions 

resulting from the intolerance of errors may not be effective (Zhao, 2011), because the intensified 

cognition that may be triggered by negative emotions can be neutralized by one’s cognitive focus 

on covering up errors. Accordingly, one will not have sufficient cognitive resources for learning. 

Intolerance of errors can also cause employees to miss out on many learning opportunities if the 

employees feel that they need to hide errors. Even if the failures are disclosed, if employees do 

not perceive their organizations to be error-tolerant places, they may attribute service failures to 

other factors. To achieve optimal learning outcomes, therefore, it is necessary for organizations 

to tolerate errors. Learning/training transfer is more effective when it is based on allowing or 

tolerating errors (Keith and Frese, 2008).  

Hospitality managers should also realize the importance of employees promptly reporting 

their errors. In spite of the value of error reporting, most individuals remain reluctant to report 

errors. A survey of 360 managers from different industries indicated that 88% of managers would 

address errors made by others in private. Fifty-four percent of managers reported that they were 

informed of errors in private (Hagen, 2013). It is hospitality managers’ responsibility to create a 

work environment in which employees do not experience psychological barriers to reporting 



errors. We propose that managers look to the aviation industry for a model of how to set up a 

“confidential, voluntary, non-punitive” reporting system that allows employees to report errors 

that occur in the workplace. The purpose of such a reporting system is not to identify who made 

errors but to identify learning/training needs, optimize work procedures, and design better 

service.  

Limitations and recommendations for future study 

Several limitations merit consideration. First, although employees’ supervisors were 

asked to rate employees’ service recovery performance to mitigate social desirability bias, future 

researchers should collect the antecedent, mediator, and outcome variables at three different time 

points to identify mediation effects using these longitudinal data. Establishing causal 

relationships would advance scholars’ understanding of the relationship among the constructs 

investigated in this study. For example, research on training and learning suggests that one’s self-

efficacy tends to increase after learning. Second, this study focused on the cognitive effects of 

error tolerance such as psychological safety and self-efficacy. Future studies should examine how 

(in)tolerance of errors variously shapes employees’ discrete emotions, including guilt, shame, 

anger, gratitude and pride. Third, self-efficacy is a result of both organizational factors and 

individual personality traits. It would thus be useful to examine the interaction between error 

tolerance and personality on perceptions of self-efficacy. In addition, the current study measured 

error reporting using a single-item measure, adopted from Guchait et al. (2016a). Future studies 

should develop a multiple-item scale of error reporting that particularly applies to the hospitality 

industry. Finally, this research relied on non-probability convenience sampling. Although the 

data were collected from typical restaurants where employees who took customers’ orders, the 

sample used in this study may not fully represent the characteristics of the whole population of 



interest. Future studies might adopt probability sampling methods in order to generalize from the 

research findings to different contexts. 
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Tables and Figures 

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, correlations, and CFA results. 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 
 

6 

1. Error tolerance 4.38 1.01 -- .02 .03 .14 .03 .02 
2. Psychological safety 4.94 1.23 .14*a -- .20 .19 .01 .18 
3. Self-efficacy 5.46 .98 .16* .45* -- .11 .07 .18 
4. Learning behavior 5.00 1.10 .38* .44* .33* -- .01 .08 
5. SRP 5.31 1.04 .18* .10 .27* .08 -- .04 
6. Error reporting 4.88 1.68 .15* .42* .43* .28* .20* -- 
 
 
Goodness-of-fit statistics 
χ2(278) = 531.80, p < .05 
χ2/df= 1.91 
CFI= .94, IFI = .94 
RMSEA = .055 

        

Note. SRP = service recovery performance;  
CFI = comparative fit index; IFI = incremental fit index;  
RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.  
*p < .05 
a. Correlations are below the diagonal. 



b. Squared multiple correlations above the diagonal. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2. Factor loadings, CCR, AVE, and Cronbach’ alpha results 

 Factor 
loadings 

CCR AVE T-value Cronbach’ 
alpha 

Error tolerance  .79 .43  .75 

1 .56   13.01  

2 .74   17.21  

3 .64   7.12  

4 .61   14.89  

5 .71   16.03  

Psychological safety  .82 .61  .82 

1 .81   27.68  

2 .83   29.29  

3 .68   18.01  

Learning behavior  .74 .41  .75 



1 .65   18.92  

2 .70   21.40  

3 .65   13.58  

4 .56   11.52  

Self-efficacy  .90 .54  .91 

1 .77   30.63  

2 .74   26.62  

3 .75   24.74  

4 .79   31.58  

5 .78   30.12  

6 .75   26.58  

7 .62   16.79  

8 .67   21.75  

Service recovery performance  .92 .65  .92 

1 .68   21.84  

2 .78   31.88  

3 .81   35.88  

4 .88   54.67  

5 .85   33.39  

6 .82   36.01  

 

Table 3. Indirect effects and 95% confidence intervals (CI) for the paths 
Model pathways Estimated effect 95% CI 

  Lower CI Upper CI 
ET  PS & SE  LB  SRP .02* .001 .06 
ET  PS & SE  LB .16* .06 .29 
ET  PS & SE  ER .15* .06 .24 

Notes: ET: error tolerance; PS: psychological safety; SE: self-efficacy; LB: learning behavior;  
SRP: service recovery performance; ER: error reporting. *p < 0.05 
 
 
Figure 1. Results of the research model 
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