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Summary 

In this dissertation, I examine the relationship between mindfulness and resilience as 

personal resources of leaders and different constructive and destructive leadership behaviors, 

as well as work-related outcomes of employees. Based on the integrative framework by Good 

et al. (2016) which embeds mindfulness in the workplace, I developed six research questions 

linking mindfulness and resilience to leadership behavior and outcomes of employees. Besides 

the integrative framework, the COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) represents a basic theory for this 

dissertation which underlines the importance of personal resources. From that I derived three 

empirical studies. First, the relationship between leaders’ mindfulness and resilience, and serv-

ant and destructive leadership behavior was examined as well as the effect on aspects of 

employees’ work-related climate outcomes. To get more insight about the influence of mind-

fulness and resilience on mental health, I secondly investigated the relationship between lead-

ers’ mindfulness and resilience, servant leadership and perceived stress of employees. Finally, 

I considered neurophysiological measures as indicator for resilience and examined potential 

relationships to constructive (transactional, transformational, and servant) leadership behav-

iors. 

The first study explores leaders’ mindfulness and resilience as potential antecedents 

of servant and destructive leadership and further examines the mediating effect of servant and 

destructive leadership behavior between leaders’ mindfulness and resilience and employees’ 

trust in the leader and perceived psychological safety climate (PSC). Therefore, 281 leader-

follower dyads were recruited for an online-survey. The results of the cross-sectional study 

revealed that leaders’ mindfulness was associated with more servant and less destructive 

leadership behavior and further that servant leadership mediated the relationship between 

leaders’ mindfulness and employees’ PSC and approximately trust in the leader. 

The second study investigates whether servant leadership can mediate the negative 

relationship between leaders’ mindfulness as well as leaders’ resilience and employees’ per-

ceived stress. The cross-sectional study of 213 leader-follower dyads showed that leaders’ 
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mindfulness and resilience were negatively linked to perceived stress of employees through 

servant leadership. Both personal resources represent important resources for leaders that 

foster servant leadership which in turn reduces perceived stress of employees. 

The third study explores potential relationships between heart rate variability (HRV) as 

indicator for resilience and constructive (servant, transformational, and transactional) leader-

ship behavior as well as whether changes in HRV due to a stressful event are related to resil-

ience. Therefore, 18 pairs of students were recruited to perform in an assessment center. Alt-

hough, the results of the third study did not support the assumed hypotheses that resting HRV 

and its changes due to stressful events are related to resilience as well as that resting HRV is 

related to transactional, transformational, and servant leadership. However, it revealed that the 

changes in HRV between resting state and the post-TSST measurement are related to trans-

formational and servant leadership behavior. 

In summary, this dissertation reveals important insights regarding personal resources 

and leadership behavior. Identifying the role of leaders’ mindfulness and resilience as ante-

cedents of servant and destructive leadership represents an important step towards the un-

derstanding of leadership behavior. Servant leadership represents an important leadership be-

havior regarding leaders’ mindfulness and resilience as well as employees’ perceived PSC, 

stress, and trust in the leader. In general, this dissertation helps to close the research gap 

regarding mindfulness and resilience at the workplace. Furthermore, it shows insight in neuro-

physiological processes in the organizational context and reveals its research potential. Fur-

ther research might benefit from the findings in this dissertation towards a better understanding 

of personal resources, leadership behavior and stress at the workplace. 
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Zusammenfassung 

In dieser Dissertation untersuche ich den Zusammenhang zwischen Achtsamkeit und 

Resilienz als persönliche Ressourcen von Führungskräften und unterschiedlichen konstrukti-

ven und destruktiven Führungsverhaltensweisen, ebenso wie arbeitsrelevanten Kriterien von 

Mitarbeitenden. Basierend auf dem integrativen Rahmenmodell von Good et al. (2016), wel-

ches Achtsamkeit in den Arbeitskontext einbettet, habe ich sechs Forschungsfragen entwi-

ckelt, welche Achtsamkeit und Resilienz mit Führungsverhalten und arbeitsrelevanten Auswir-

kungen auf Mitarbeitende verknüpfen. Neben dem integrativen Rahmenmodell stellt die COR 

Theorie (Hobfoll, 1989) eine Grundlage für diese Dissertation dar, welche die Relevanz von 

persönlichen Ressourcen verdeutlicht. Daraus habe ich drei empirische Studien abgeleitet. 

Zuerst wurden die Zusammenhänge von Achtsamkeit und Resilienz von Führungskräften mit 

dienendem und destruktivem Führungsverhalten untersucht, ebenso wie die Auswirkungen 

auf das Arbeitsklima von Mitarbeitenden. Um einen tieferen Einblick in die Auswirkungen von 

Achtsamkeit und Resilienz auf die mentale Gesundheit zu erlangen, habe ich anschließend 

den Zusammenhang zwischen Achtsamkeit und Resilienz von Führungskräften, dienender 

Führung und wahrgenommenem Stress von Mitarbeitenden untersucht. Abschließend habe 

ich neurophysiologische Maße als Indikator für Resilienz in Betracht gezogen und potenzielle 

Zusammenhänge mit konstruktiven (transaktionalen, transformationalen und dienenden) Füh-

rungsverhaltensweisen untersucht. 

Die erste Studie zielt darauf ab, Achtsamkeit und Resilienz als potenzielle Antezeden-

zien von dienender und destruktiver Führung zu erforschen und weiter den mediierenden Ef-

fekt von dienender und destruktiver Führung zwischen Achtsamkeit und Resilienz von Füh-

rungskräften und Vertrauen der Mitarbeitenden in die Führungskraft und deren wahrgenom-

menes PSC. Dafür wurden 281 Dyaden, bestehend aus Führungskräften und Mitarbeitenden 

für eine Online-Umfrage rekrutiert. Die Ergebnisse der korrelativen Querschnittstudie zeigen, 

dass Achtsamkeit von Führungskräften mit mehr dienender und weniger destruktiver Führung 

assoziiert wurde und weiter, dass dienende Führung den Zusammenhang zwischen 
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Achtsamkeit der Führungskraft und dem wahrgenommenen PSC der Mitarbeitenden, ebenso 

wie näherungsweise dem Vertrauen der Mitarbeitenden in die Führungskraft vermittelt. 

In der zweiten Studie wird untersucht, ob dienende Führung den negativen Einfluss 

von Achtsamkeit und Resilienz von Führungskräften auf den wahrgenommenen Stress von 

Mitarbeitenden mediieren kann. Die korrelative Querschnittstudie mit 213 Führungskraft-Mit-

arbeitenden Dyaden zeigte, dass Achtsamkeit und Resilienz negativ mit dem wahrgenomme-

nen Stress von Mitarbeitenden durch das Zeigen von dienender Führung zusammenhängen. 

Beide persönlichen Ressourcen stellen wichtige Ressourcen für Führungskräfte da, da sie 

dienende Führung verstärken, welche wiederum den wahrgenommenen Stress von Mitarbei-

tenden reduziert. 

In der dritten Studie werden potenzielle Zusammenhänge zwischen der HRV als Indi-

kator für Resilienz und konstruktivem (dienendem, transformationalem und transaktionalem) 

Führungsverhalten erforscht, ebenso wie die Frage, ob Veränderungen in der HRV durch eine 

stressige Situation mit Resilienz zusammenhängen. Dafür wurden Studierende rekrutiert und 

haben in 18 Zweiergruppen an einem Assessment Center teilgenommen. Die Ergebnisse zeig-

ten allerdings, dass keine der aufgestellten Hypothesen bestätigt werden konnte. Es wurde 

angenommen, dass die HRV sowohl im Ruhezustand als auch ihre Veränderungen durch eine 

stressige Situation mit Resilienz zusammenhängen, ebenso wie, dass die HRV im Ruhezu-

stand mit transaktionaler, transformationaler und dienender Führung zusammenhängt. Es 

zeigte sich, dass Veränderungen in der HRV zwischen dem Ruhezustand und der Messung 

nach dem TSST mit transformationaler und dienender Führung zusammenhängen. 

Zusammengefasst zeigt diese Dissertation wichtige Erkenntnisse in Bezug auf die per-

sönlichen Ressourcen von Führungskräften und Führungsverhaltensweisen. Achtsamkeit und 

Resilienz von Führungskräften konnten als Antezedenzien von dienender und destruktiver 

Führung festgestellt werden. Dienende Führung stellt eine wichtige Führungsverhaltensweise 

in Bezug auf Achtsamkeit und Resilienz von Führungskräften dar, ebenso wie wahrgenomme-

nem Stress und PSC und Vertrauen der Mitarbeitenden in die Führungskraft. Insgesamt 
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unterstützt diese Dissertation dabei, die Forschungslücke in Bezug auf Achtsamkeit und Resi-

lienz im Arbeitskontext zu schließen. Des Weiteren gibt sie Einblicke in neurophysiologische 

Prozesse im organisationalen Kontext und zeigt Forschungspotential in diesem Bereich auf. 

Zukünftige Forschung könnte von den Ergebnissen dieser Dissertation profitieren, hin zu ei-

nem besseren Verständnis in Bezug auf persönliche Ressourcen, Führungsverhalten und 

Stress am Arbeitsplatz. 
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1. Introduction 

“The oak fought the wind and was broken, while the willow bent when it must and 

survived.” (Jordan, 1993, p. 565). 

Leaders deal with several demands, for example, working under time pressure and 

making important decisions. They face uncertainties, changes, and stressful situations, and 

maintain complex relationships with business partners, supervisors, and employees. To man-

age these demands, leaders sometimes need to adapt and bend to them. Therefore, leaders 

need resources to deal with challenges and to be successful (Byrne et al., 2014). Previous 

research suggests that mindfulness is a personal resource which is associated with better 

regulation of the self, stress, and emotions, as well as faster recovery from stress (Good et 

al., 2016; Mesmer-Magnus et al., 2017). Furthermore, mindful individuals show more confi-

dence and suffer less from mental illness such as depression and anxiety (Mesmer-Magnus 

et al., 2017). Leaders’ mindfulness has also several positive effects for their followers. Mindful 

leaders pay more attention to the present moment and their surroundings (Glomb et al., 2011) 

and show more constructive and less destructive leadership behavior (Lange et al., 2018; 

Pinck & Sonnentag, 2018). Moreover, mindful leaders are associated to foster their followers’ 

job satisfaction and work-life balance as well as improve performance. Employees perceive 

also less exhaustion when their leader is mindful (Reb et al., 2014). Another personal resource 

is resilience which is associated with better emotion regulation (Kay, 2016; Tugade & Fredrick-

son, 2007) and more positive emotions as well as positive reaction to stressors (Tugade & 

Fredrickson, 2004). Resilient individuals suffer less from mental health issues such as depres-

sion and anxiety (Hu et al., 2015), are less neurotic (Oshio et al., 2018), and perceive more 

life satisfaction (Hu et al., 2015). Accordingly, mindfulness and resilience seem to be relevant 

resources for leaders that have positive effects on themselves, their leadership behavior, and 

their followers. 

By now, several companies implemented mindfulness practice in their organizational 

culture. A well-known company is Google, which developed its own mindfulness course for its 
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employees. The aim of the program was to foster emotional intelligence as well as resilience, 

mental focus, and understanding. Participants reported to be calmer and more patient and can 

easier deal with stress and emotions after the training (Schaufenbuel, 2015). Other companies 

report similar outcomes of mindfulness practice, for example, mental clarity, creativity, en-

gagement, the ability to focus, lower stress levels, and higher well-being (Schaufenbuel, 

2015). 

However, Pinck and Sonnentag (2018) argue that leadership behavior is necessary to 

transfer resources from leaders into outcomes of followers. Leaders may influence working 

conditions, behaviors, and work attitudes of their followers (Yukl, 2013). Depending on their 

leadership behavior, leaders can, for example, cause stress of their followers or buffer them 

from it (Harms et al., 2017). Therefore, I focus on leaders’ mindfulness and resilience to ex-

plore their relationships to constructive and destructive leadership behavior. Additionally, I fo-

cus on the mediating role of leadership behavior between leaders’ mindfulness and resilience 

and employees’ positive work-related climate outcomes as well as employees’ perceived 

stress. Thereby, I focus on servant leadership as a constructive and employee-oriented lead-

ership behavior (van Dierendonck, 2011) and destructive leadership as a harmful leadership 

behavior (Einarsen et al., 2007). Using the earlier mentioned metaphor of Jordan (1993), I aim 

to explore whether mindfulness and resilience can prevent leaders from fighting against their 

followers by leading destructively and at the same time whether mindfulness and resilience 

can support leaders to bend to their followers and show servant leadership behavior. 

Regarding work-related climate, trust in the leader is associated with more organiza-

tional citizenship behavior (OCB), job performance, job satisfaction, and organizational com-

mitment (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). Furthermore, psychological safety climate (PSC) is associated 

with less psychological distress, exhaustion, and workload as well as job, psychological and 

emotional demands and is positively related to psychological health (Idris et al., 2012). There-

fore, I focus on trust in the leader and PSC as employees’ positive work-related climate out-

comes. 
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Moreover, work-related stress is positively related to mental illness as it leads to anxi-

ety and depression and is negatively related to job satisfaction (Griffin et al., 2010; Lambert et 

al., 2007; Motowidlo et al., 1986). Therefore, it is not only crucial to examine how leadership 

is related to employees’ perceived stress, but to focus on leaders’ perceived stress and on the 

resources, they need to overcome stressful events (Hobfoll, 2002) and simultaneously show 

constructive leadership behavior. Consequently, Antonakis (2011) as well as Judge et al. 

(2009) consider that biological and physiological attributes, beyond psychological traits and 

resources, play a crucial role in the emergence of leadership behavior. Therefore, I set another 

focus on neurophysiological attributes in the workplace and explore their relationship to resil-

ience, regarding a stressful event as well as constructive leadership behavior. Additional to 

servant leadership, I focus on transactional and transformational leadership which display the 

constructive leadership behaviors of the full-range of leadership model (Bass, 1999) that is 

seen as the core theory of leadership (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). I include transactional and 

transformational leadership to gain a wider understanding of the effects of neurophysiological 

processes and further to potentially strengthen the validity of servant leadership which repre-

sents a much younger leadership behavior which has yet not been investigated extensively. 

In the following section, I outline the goals of this dissertation as well as the research 

questions that the three empirical studies of this dissertation are based on. 

1.1. Goals of the Dissertation and Research Questions 

The overall goal of this dissertation is to explore the role that mindfulness and resilience 

play in the context of leadership. Therefore, I aim to theoretically explain and empirically ex-

amine whether mindfulness and resilience represent antecedents of servant and destructive 

leadership. Additionally, I aim to explore mediating effects of these leadership behaviors be-

tween leaders’ mindfulness and resilience and employees’ work-related climate outcomes and 

employees’ perceived stress. Finally, I would like to investigate neurophysiological correlates 

of resilience regarding constructive leadership behavior. The development of the research 

questions of this dissertation as well as the research model is based on the integrative 
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framework of mindfulness in the workplace by Good et al. (2016) to explore the relationship of 

leaders’ mindfulness and resilience in the leadership context. Therefore, I have conducted 

three empirical studies to answer six research questions which will be outlined in the following. 

To examine the role of mindfulness and resilience in the context of leadership is of 

interest for the organizational research field from two perspectives. First, mindfulness and re-

silience are positively associated with aspects of mental health (Hu et al., 2015; Mesmer-

Magnus et al., 2017) and cognitive functioning (Good et al., 2016; Tugade & Fredrickson, 

2007). Furthermore, mindfulness and resilience help individuals to manage stressful events 

and to overcome stressors (Mesmer-Magnus et al., 2017; Tugade & Fredrickson, 2004). Be-

sides their direct positive effects, little is known about whether and how mindfulness and re-

silience can positively influence leadership behavior. Second, previous research addresses 

the lack of explored antecedents of servant and destructive leadership behavior (Eva et al., 

2019; Tepper et al., 2017). Servant leadership has positive effects on employees’ attitudes 

and behavior such as work engagement and organizational commitment (van Dierendonck et 

al., 2014) whereas destructive leadership has negative effects on employees’ work-related 

motivation and job satisfaction (Schyns & Schilling, 2013). However, little is known about the 

personal traits or resources that predict these leadership behaviors or – in case of destructive 

leadership – can buffer this negative behavior. Previous research found that leaders experi-

ence a high amount of work-related stress (Cavanaugh et al., 2000). Therefore, it is crucial to 

explore whether stress-buffering resources such as mindfulness and resilience positively pre-

dict servant leadership and negatively predict destructive leadership. Consequently, I aim to 

examine the following research question in my dissertation in the first study: 

Research Question 1: How are leaders’ mindfulness and leaders’ resilience related to 

servant and destructive leadership behavior? 

Second, a positive climate of employees seems to be a desirable outcome for leaders. 

Trust in the leaders and PSC are associated with several positive work-related attitudes and 

behavior (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Idris et al., 2012). Furthermore, work-related stress has 
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negative consequences for mental health and job satisfaction (Griffin et al., 2010; Lambert et 

al., 2007; Motowidlo et al., 1986). Therefore, I aim to explore in the first study of this disserta-

tion whether servant leaders transfer their personal resources of mindfulness and resilience 

into positive climate outcomes of employees, as well as whether destructive leaders lack of 

mindfulness and resilience and would further reduce employees’ positive climate outcomes. 

In the second study of this dissertation, I aim to follow up on the first study and examine 

whether mindful and resilient leaders can and reduce their followers’ perceived stress through 

servant leadership. Negative outcomes such as stress of destructive leadership behavior have 

been examined by previous studies (Schyns & Schilling, 2013; Tepper, 2000). Therefore, I 

focus on servant leadership as constructive leadership behavior in the second study. This 

leads to the next research questions that I want to explore in my dissertation:  

Research Question 2: Can servant and destructive leadership mediate the relationship 

between leaders’ mindfulness and leaders’ resilience and employees’ work-related climate 

outcomes? 

Research Question 3: Can servant leadership mediate the relationship between lead-

ers’ mindfulness and leaders’ resilience and employees’ perceived stress? 

Previous organizational research suggest that biological and physiological attributes 

should be considered to gain deeper understanding of psychological characteristics and the 

leadership process (Antonakis, 2011; Judge et al., 2009). As the heart rate variability (HRV) 

represents an important aspect regarding regulatory processes of the human body, especially 

during stressful events, and is associated with higher resilience (McCraty & Shaffer, 2015; 

Shaffer & Ginsberg, 2017), I consider resting HRV as a physiological indicator for psycholog-

ical resilience as well as changes in HRV regarding stressful events. Furthermore, I aim to 

explore whether cardiovascular activity in form of resting HRV is relevant for the emergence 

of constructive leadership behavior. Therefore, I aim to investigate the following research 

questions in my dissertation in the third study: 

Research Question 4: Is resilience related to a person’s resting HRV? 
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Research Question 5: How are changes in HRV during and after a stressful event re-

lated to resilience? 

Research Question 6: Is resting HRV related to different constructive (servant, trans-

formational, and transactional) leadership behavior? 

In order to examine the six research questions, I developed three empirical studies. 

The first study explores the first two research questions regarding mindfulness and resilience 

as potential antecedents of servant and destructive leadership as well as the mediating role 

of these leadership behaviors between leaders’ mindfulness and resilience and employees’ 

positive climate outcomes. Therefore, leader-follower dyads were recruited to participate in an 

online-survey. Self-reports of leaders’ mindfulness and resilience were collected, and employ-

ees assessed their leaders’ leadership behavior as well as their own perceived climate out-

comes. The second study addresses the third research question, in order to explore the me-

diating effect of servant leadership between leaders’ mindfulness and resilience and employ-

ees’ perceived stress. The research design was similar to the first study – leaders rated their 

own mindfulness and resilience whereas employees rated their leaders’ servant leadership 

behavior as well as their own perceived stress. Finally, the third study is conducted to investi-

gate the fourth, fifth, and sixth research question. Therefore, students were recruited to par-

ticipate in an assessment center. Self-reports of resilience were collected, and electrocardi-

ography (ECG) was used to measure resting HRV as well as HRV during a stressful event, 

after the stressful event, and during a mindfulness exercise. Furthermore, two participants 

were paired to perform a role play to simulate a conversation between leader and follower. 

Afterwards, the participants with the role of the follower rated the leadership behavior of the 

participants with the role of the leader. 

Consequently, the three multi-modal studies provide insight into the role of mindfulness 

and resilience in the workplace as potential antecedents of servant and destructive leadership 

as well as leadership outcomes. Furthermore, I provide exploration of neurophysiological cor-

relates in a work-related setting regarding stressful events and leadership behavior. 
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1.2. Outline of the Dissertation 

This dissertation consists of six main chapters, which are presented in Table 1. The 

first chapter gives an introduction into the main topic of the dissertation and further includes 

an outline of the goals and research questions as well as the chapter structure. The second 

chapter provides the theoretical background of the study variables and outlines relevant the-

oretical models. Here, the focus lies on leadership behavior, named transactional, transforma-

tional, servant, and destructive leadership as well as personal resources, named mindfulness 

and resilience, and finally work-related outcomes, named trust in the leader, PSC, and per-

ceived stress. Furthermore, the integrative framework by Good et al. (2016) will be illustrated 

as basis for the underlying research model of this dissertation which will be outlined after-

wards.  

The three studies of this dissertation which aim to answer the outlined research ques-

tions are presented in the Chapters 3 to 5. Each study consists of an introduction, a theoretical 

background including the relevant hypotheses of the study, the used method including a 

presentation of the sample, the research design, used measures as well as the analytical 

approach, followed by an illustration of the results and finally a discussion of the study. 

Finally, Chapter 6 presents an overall discussion of the three empirical studies. First, 

a summary of the findings is given and contributions to existing theory are highlighted. Fur-

thermore, limitations of the studies are discussed and implications for future research and 

practice are extracted. The Chapter ends with an overall conclusion of the dissertation. 
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Table 1 

Overview of the Chapter Structure 

Chapter Content 

1 Introduction, Goals and Research Questions, and Outline of the Disserta-

tion 

2 Theoretical Background 

3 Study 1: Do Leaders’ Mindfulness and Resilience foster Trust among Em-

ployees? Servant and Destructive Leadership as potential Mediators 

4 Study 2: The Relationship of Leaders’ Mindfulness and Resilience, Servant 

Leadership, and Employees’ Stress 

5 Study 3: Neurophysiological Correlates of Resilience and Constructive 

Leadership Behavior 

6 Overall Discussion, Summary of Findings and Contribution, Limitations and 

Future Research, Practical Implications, and Conclusion 
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2. Theoretical Background 

In the following chapter, the theoretical background of all relevant study variables of 

this dissertation will be outlined. First, a short overview of the evolution of leadership is given, 

followed by an illustration of the specific leadership behaviors transactional, transformational, 

servant, and destructive leadership. Second, the personal resources mindfulness and resili-

ence will be outlined as well as third, trust, PSC, and perceived stress as work-related out-

comes. Finally, neurophysiological parameters will be explained. Afterwards, the integrative 

framework by Good et al. (2016) will be illustrated as well as the research model of this dis-

sertation. 

2.1. Leadership 

By now, the research field of leadership is an element of organizational science for 

many years, resulting in a great variety of theories and models that has been developed 

(Antonakis et al., 2012). In general, Antonakis et al. (2012) define leadership as an “influencing 

process – and its resultant outcomes – that occurs between a leader and followers and how 

this influencing process is explained by the leader’s dispositional characteristics and behav-

iors, follower perceptions and attributions of the leader, and the context […]” (p. 5). This means 

that leadership always includes a form of influence which has a positive or negative effect on 

the involved individuals. Furthermore, it depends on the personality of the leader and how the 

leader’s behavior is perceived by the followers in different situations.  

Antonakis et al. (2012) distinguish leadership from power and management. Power 

reflects how a leader can influence her1 followers, for example through punishment or exper-

tise. Therefore, the authors conclude that power is needed to lead others. Furthermore, they 

describe management as a more objective and rational way to handle organizational tasks. 

Therefore, leadership is based on successful management but goes further. The authors sum-

marize that leadership is effective if it includes empowerment and a sort of moral guideline 

 
1 To enhance readability, she/her pronouns are used for leaders and he/him pronouns are 

used for employees in this dissertation. 
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and make clear that leadership is an essential component in the organizational context, for 

subordinates, and the organizational environment.  

The research on leadership started in the beginning of the 1900s with trait approaches 

of leadership that suggest that stable personal attributes or traits are decisive if someone is 

capable of being a leader or not. These approaches were followed by behavioral theories in 

the 1950s focusing on the actual behavior of leaders as well as contingency approaches in 

the 1970s with a focus on the perspective that different aspects such as leader-follower rela-

tions or task structure are relevant for the effectiveness of leadership. Contextual approaches 

in the 1990s suggest that the outcome of a specific leadership behavior depends on the situ-

ation and context (Antonakis et al., 2012). In the 1980s relational leadership theories got at-

tention and with it the so called new leadership (Antonakis et al., 2012). Bass (1985) repre-

sents the opinion that former approaches focused on a transactional exchange process be-

tween leader an followers in which the leader points out goals and tasks the employees have 

to accomplish to achieve a reward. In contrast to these traditional leadership approaches, the 

theory of transformational and charismatic leadership was developed and includes the moti-

vation of followers to show more than their ordinary performance (Bass, 1985). Researchers 

argue that it is necessary to understand how a leader influences her followers, for example, to 

adopt values of the leader or the interests of the organization (Antonakis et al., 2012; Bass, 

1985; Yukl, 1999). Based on this leadership paradigm, the full range of leadership model was 

invented (Antonakis et al., 2003; Bass, 1999). This model assigns the activity of leadership 

styles to their effectiveness including non-leadership or laissez-faire leadership as the most 

passive and ineffective, transactional leadership with a moderate level of activity and effectivity 

and transformational leadership as the most active and effective leadership style (Kirkbride, 

2006). 

In the mean and following time, further leadership approaches emerged which are not 

part of the full range of leadership model. In addition to the absence of leadership (laissez-

faire), negative leadership behaviors got attention in the recent years. This negative behavior 
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can be summarized under the concept of destructive leadership (Einarsen et al., 2007). There-

fore, Rowold and Poethke (2017) added destructive leadership to their model of integrative 

leadership which also includes laissez-faire, transactional and transformational as well as in-

strumental leadership which represents a more strategic leader behavior, and communication 

styles. Another research stream focuses on follower-oriented leadership styles such as serv-

ant leadership where the main interest of the leader lies in the support of the employees and 

the consideration of individual needs and interests (van Dierendonck, 2011). 

Accordingly, an important goal of many research approaches is to examine the predic-

tors of different leadership behaviors. Zaccaro et al. (2012) summarize some characteristics 

which they identify as main leader attributes. Cognitive capacities such as general intelligence 

and personality including extraversion, conscientiousness, emotional stability, openness, and 

agreeableness are some personal characteristics besides social capacities as well as prob-

lem-solving skills, implicit knowledge, and motives of the leader (Zaccaro et al., 2012). A newer 

research field that is getting more attention is the biological and natural background of individ-

ual differences and their connection to leadership. This approach suggests that biological and 

physiological aspects, for example genes, might influence leadership behavior (Antonakis, 

2011; Judge et al., 2009). 

2.1.1. Transactional Leadership 

Bass (1985) points out that a transactional leader, on the one hand, defines a role for 

the followers and identifies what they need to do to achieve certain goals and outcomes. On 

the other hand, she finds out the needs of the followers and makes clear that these can be 

satisfied if the followers fulfil their role and tasks. Avolio et al. (2009) summarize that transac-

tional leadership is “largely based on the exchange of rewards contingent on performance” 

(p.  427), for example, a leader points out a certain goal an employee has to achieve until the 

end of the quarter to get a bonus payment. Bass (1985) differentiates between contingent 

reward as an active transactional leadership behavior and management by exception where 

the leader only takes action if it is necessary, for example when an employee makes a mistake. 
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Later research divides management by exception into an active and a passive behavior (Yukl, 

1999). Passive management by exception refers to the same definition Bass (1985) uses for 

management by exception. Active management by exception means that the leader actively 

searches for mistakes and makes sure that rules are observed (Yukl, 1999).  

Contingent reward is the main aspect of transactional leadership behavior and is de-

fined as “the degree to which the leader sets up constructive transactions or exchanges with 

followers” (Judge & Piccolo, 2004, p. 755). Therefore, the leader makes her expectations of 

the followers clear and communicates the rewards the followers will get if they satisfy these 

expectations (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). Because contingent reward is the core element of trans-

actional leadership only this dimension is considered in this dissertation. 

Previous research examined several positive effects of transactional leadership on 

leaders and followers. Transactional leadership, especially contingent reward, is associated 

with successful leadership (Sturm et al., 2011) and leader effectiveness as well as job satis-

faction, satisfaction with the leader, and job performance (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). 

2.1.2. Transformational Leadership 

Bass (1985) defines transformational leadership as the motivation of the employees 

“to do more than originally expected to do” (p. 31). Avolio et al. (2009) summarize it as “leader 

behaviors that transform and inspire followers to perform beyond expectations while trans-

cending self-interest for the good of the organization” (p. 423). By strengthening the employ-

ees’ confidence and self-value, the transformational leader encourages them to show an extra 

amount of effort in their work (Bass, 1985). Furthermore, transformational leadership includes 

that followers trust and respect their leader, being loyal and show admiration to their leader 

(Yukl, 1999). Within the full range of leadership model, transformational leadership is consid-

ered as more active and effective as transactional leadership (Antonakis et al., 2003; Bass, 

1999; Kirkbride, 2006), but Bass (1985) suggests that transformational leadership should com-

plement, not replace transactional leadership behavior. 
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Based on this theoretical foundation, transformational leadership was classified into 

four dimensions, the so called four I’s: individualized consideration, intellectual stimulation, 

inspirational motivation, and idealized influence (Avolio et al., 1991). Individualized consider-

ation means that a leader shows interest in employees’ wishes and needs, listens to their 

problems, and helps them gaining more confidence. The transformational leader is assuming 

the role of a mentor who trains her followers by building their strengths and gives them indi-

vidual treatment. Through intellectual stimulation a transformational leader encourages her 

followers to rethink their methods in dealing with problems or tasks. The transformational 

leader supports followers to change their own way of thinking about their behavior and values 

and to try out something new. With the ability of inspirational motivation, the transformational 

leader demonstrates an attractive vision for the team and brings the followers to share this 

vision and its goals. Idealized influence means that the transformational leader behaves as a 

role model for her followers which provides that they intend to mimic her attitudes and behav-

ior, and adopt her values (Avolio et al., 1991). 

Following criticism of the four-facet concept of transformational leadership, Podsakoff 

et al. (1990) extended the leadership approach and divided it into six dimensions named iden-

tifying and articulating a vision, providing an appropriate model, fostering the acceptance of 

group goals, high performance expectations, providing individual support, and intellectual 

stimulation. In their newer leadership approach, Rowold and Poethke (2017), like Podsakoff 

et al. (1990), define six adapted dimensions of transformational leadership. Vision includes 

the communication of abstract goals and possibilities for the future of the team. An attractive 

vision pursues the goal of inspiring the employees and explaining the meaning and value of 

the work. A vision of a discounter store, for example, could be making it possible for anyone 

to afford certain products. Role modeling means that the leader acts as she expects the em-

ployees to act and is therefore seen as a good example with the aim that followers imitate her 

behavior, such as a leader who finishes her tasks punctual even when they are tedious. Team 

spirit stands for establishing a positive atmosphere in the work group and creating a sense of 
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unity where the group members are willing to support each other. An example could be the 

performance of a team event, like a challenge, where the team needs to solve problems and 

find a solution together. Performance orientation describes the communication of high-perfor-

mance requirements and the explanation why these are necessary. The transformational 

leader shows her trust and confidence in the employees to achieve the given goals. She, for 

example, sets a high number of contracts that the employees must enter within a month to 

motivate them to show their best performance while she points out that she believes in her 

followers to reach the aim. Focus on individuality includes the support of needs and desires of 

each employee regarding his work and development considering his strengths and weak-

nesses. For instance, the transformational leader discusses the career aspirations with a team 

member and assists him in his development. The last dimension, innovation, refers to the 

suggestion to rethink someone’s own methods in dealing with problems or tasks, and showing 

new ways to achieve goals. Furthermore, the transformational leader listens to the innovative 

and creative ideas of followers to solve challenges. An example could be an internal sugges-

tion system including rewards for innovative ideas. 

Transformational leadership is associated with several positive outcomes in the work-

place. Latest meta-analytic results show that transformational leadership is positively related 

to job performance, OCB, engagement, job satisfaction, commitment, trust in and satisfaction 

with the leader, leader-member exchange (LMX), extra effort, and leader effectiveness (Hoch 

et al., 2018).  

2.1.3. Servant Leadership 

The fundamental idea of servant leadership goes back to the concept of Greenleaf 

(1977/2002). Russell and Stone (2002) summarize in their review that “the prime motivation 

for leadership should be the desire to serve” and further that “it should ascend to a higher 

plane of motivation that focuses on the needs of others” (p. 145). Based on the work of 

Greenleaf (1977/2002), Spears (2010) characterizes ten major attributes of servant leadership 

named listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, foresight, 
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stewardship, commitment to the growth of people, and building community. Russell and Stone 

(2002) identify 20 different attributes of servant leadership according to previous literature. 

They cluster them into functional attributes named vision, honesty, integrity, trust, service, 

modeling, pioneering, appreciation of others, and empowerment and accompanying attributes 

such as communication, credibility, competence, stewardship, visibility, influence, persuasion, 

listening, encouraging, teaching, and delegation. With these findings the authors point out that 

the definition and theory of servant leadership is inconsistent. This is further argued by Liden 

et al. (2014) who summarize the different theoretical approaches and presented a theoretical 

model identifying the servant leader behaviors conceptual skills, emotional healing, putting 

followers first, help followers grow and succeed, behaving ethically, empowerment, and cre-

ating value for the community.  

In a review, van Dierendonck (2011) defines six servant leadership behaviors. Empow-

ering and developing people stands for “fostering a proactive, self-confident attitude among 

followers and [giving] them a sense of personal power” (p. 1232-1233). The leader values her 

followers and supports individual development and decision making. Humility describes a re-

alistic view of someone’s own performance and the ability to admit that talents of other people 

can be helpful. A servant leader searches for expertise among the followers, shows her inter-

est and supports the followers’ performance. Authenticity means that the servant leader rep-

resents herself in a way that corresponds with her inner values and thoughts. It also includes 

honesty in revealing actual intentions and keeping one’s promises. Interpersonal acceptance 

includes empathy and an atmosphere of trust where mistakes are allowed, and every team 

member feels accepted. Providing direction stands for clarifying expectations within a close 

relationship between leader and followers and furthermore for an openness to innovative 

ideas. Lastly, stewardship is based on loyalty to the organization, social responsibility, and 

teamwork. It means assuming the role of a servant for the greater good and therefore deferring 

someone’s own interests. 
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Besides defining servant leadership as “an other-oriented approach to leadership man-

ifested through one-on-one prioritizing of follower individual needs and interests, and outward 

reorienting of their concern for self towards concern for others within the organization and the 

larger community” (p. 114), Eva et al. (2019) declare in their latest review three basic charac-

teristics of servant leadership named motive, mode and mindset. Motive describes the “un-

derlying personal motivation for taking up a leadership responsibility” and the “belief that lead-

ing others means a movement away from self-orientation” (p. 114). Mode “reflects a recogni-

tion that each individual follower is unique, and has different needs, interests, desires, goals, 

strength, and limitations” (p. 114). Mindset stands for the ability to empower followers “to be 

productive and prosocial catalysts who are able to make a positive difference in others’ lives” 

(p. 114). 

Accordingly, many researchers declare servant leadership as distinct from transforma-

tional leadership although there are some similarities (Bass, 2000; Hoch et al., 2018; Liden et 

al., 2015; Rivkin et al., 2014; Stone et al., 2004; van Dierendonck, 2011). Bass (2000) points 

out that the aspects vision, influence, credibility, trust, and service of servant leadership de-

fined by Farling et al. (1999) show similarities to transformational leadership but he mentions 

servant leadership “goes beyond transformational leadership in selecting the needs of others 

as its the highest priority” (p. 33). The main parallels seem to lie in the transformational lead-

ership dimensions inspiration and individual consideration and servant leadership behavior 

(Bass, 2000), however, the main difference seems to be the focus of the leader. Stone et al. 

(2004) summarize “the transformational leader’s focus is directed toward the organization, and 

his or her behavior builds follower commitment toward organizational objectives, while the 

servant leader’s focus is on the followers, and the achievement of organizational objectives is 

a subordinate outcome” (p. 349). Parolini et al. (2009) further argue that “transformational 

leader’s motive toward organizational objectives could become self-serving or egoistic, 

whereas the servant leader’s motive toward serving others [is] more altruistic in nature” 

(p. 275). The two leadership models were also compared by Smith et al. (2004), who argue 



 

17 

that transformational leaders act out of the motivation to lead while servant leaders have the 

desire to serve others. Because of different philosophies, the leaders focus on different as-

pects. Idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized 

consideration are core elements of transformational leadership while valuing and developing 

people, building community, displaying authenticity, and providing and sharing leadership are 

basic for servant leadership. Different organizational cultures result from these behaviors 

which are spiritual, personally, generative, passive, and preserving status quo for servant 

leadership and are proactive, empowered, dynamic, and innovative for transformational lead-

ership. Therefore, as Smith et al. (2004) argue, servant leadership is more successful in a 

static environment while transformational leadership is more successful in a dynamic environ-

ment. 

Moreover, servant leadership must be distinguished from ethical and authentical lead-

ership. An ethical leader behaves as a role model regarding appropriate behavior, communi-

cates with her subordinates about ethical behavior, gives them a voice, and makes fair deci-

sions while considering ethical consequences (M. E. Brown et al., 2005). Further, van Di-

erendonck (2011) argues that “ethical leadership is a more normative approach that focuses 

on the question of appropriate behavior” (p. 1236) while servant leadership places more em-

phasize on support and development of employees. Authentic leaders are aware of their own 

behavior and thoughts as well as their surroundings and situational circumstances, and further 

make clear and transparent decisions while showing “consistency between their words and 

deeds” (Avolio & Gardner, 2005, p. 326). As van Dierendonck (2011) argues, authentic lead-

ership refers more to consistent leader behavior and the inner self of the leader whereas the 

supportive behavior and the subordinates first mentality of servant leadership is missing. 

Furthermore, Ehrhart (2004) differentiates servant leadership from leader-member-ex-

change (LMX). The LMX theory describes that leaders maintain different and individual rela-

tionships across their followers. Some leader-follower relations are close (these employees 

belong to the in-group) and others are less close (these employees belong to the out-group) 
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which results in a different intensity and quality of relationships (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden 

& Graen, 1980). Ehrhart (2004) argues that even though “both emphasize the leader’s priority 

of follower development and the relationship between leaders and followers“ (p. 69), he points 

out that servant leadership includes the aspect of ethical behavior which is not part of LMX 

and does not only focus on followers but also on other organizational stakeholders. Further-

more, one goal of a servant leader is to build high-quality relationships to each subordinate 

characterized by loyalty and trust (van Dierendonck, 2011) which means that servant leaders 

would try to avoid the classification into in-group and out-group, more precisely, they would 

try to build up only an in-group. 

By now, several positive work-related outcomes of servant leadership were found. 

Within their meta-analysis, Hoch et al. (2018) found positive relations between servant lead-

ership and job performance, OCB, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, affective com-

mitment, trust in manager, and LMX. 

2.1.4. Destructive Leadership 

Einarsen et al. (2007) define destructive leadership as a “systematic and repeated be-

havior by a leader, supervisor or manager that violates the legitimate interest of the organisa-

tion by undermining and/or sabotaging the organisation’s goals, tasks, resources, and effec-

tiveness and/or the motivation, well-being or job satisfaction of his/her subordinates” (p. 208). 

It emerges from this definition that the negative behavior can harm the employees or the or-

ganization or both. A destructive leadership behavior towards the subordinates could be, for 

example, yelling at an employee in front of the whole team because he made a mistake 

whereas stealing money for oneself, as an example, is directed towards the organization. The 

definition not only includes verbal but also physical behavior, whereas the intention to harm is 

not included. Even though these negative behaviors were not meant to cause any harm, they 

could be “a result of thoughtlessness, insensitivity, or lack of competence” (Einarsen et al., 

2007, p. 209). Besides active behaviors, the concept of destructive leadership contains pas-

sive behaviors like withholding important information. In their meta-analysis, Schyns and 
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Schilling (2013) argue that the perception of the leader behavior is more important than the 

actual behavior because only perceived actions can have an effect on the subordinates. This 

can be transmitted to the intention of destructive behavior, whereas “behavior that is perceived 

to be intentionally destructive is more harmful than behavior that is unintentionally destructive, 

but both can be considered destructive” (Schyns & Schilling, 2013, p. 140). 

The explanation of destructive leadership by Einarsen et al. (2007) could be seen as a 

wider definition which is further narrowed down by other researchers. Krasikova et al. (2013) 

argue that the harmful behavior needs to be seen in the context of leadership. In their opinion, 

stealing from the organization, for example, falls under counterproductive work behavior and 

is not part of destructive leadership. They further add the aspect that encouraging employees 

to reach destructive goals as part of destructive leadership. Tepper (2000) defines abusive 

supervision as “subordinates' perceptions of the extent to which supervisors engage in the 

sustained display of hostile verbal and nonverbal behaviors, excluding physical contact” 

(p. 178), where the focus lies on negative behaviors especially towards the followers. Rowold 

and Poethke (2017) use this definition by Tepper (2000) as base for their concept of destruc-

tive leadership. Like Tepper, they describe destructive leadership as an active leadership be-

havior and delimit it from the absence of leadership called laissez-faire. Furthermore, laissez-

faire includes “being indecisive, uninvolved, withdrawn when needed, and reluctant to take a 

stand” (Bass & Avolio, 1990, p. 22). 

Meta-analytic results show that destructive leadership is associated with more follower 

resistance, negative affect, turnover intentions, counterproductive work behavior, and per-

ceived stress as well as less job satisfaction, justice, commitment, positive affect, well-being, 

and performance (Schyns & Schilling, 2013). 

2.2. Personal Resources 

In general, resources are defined as “those entities that either are centrally valued in 

their own right (e.g., self-esteem, close attachments, health, and inner peace) or act as a 
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means to obtain centrally valued ends (e.g., money, social support, and credit)” (Hobfoll, 2002, 

p. 307). In the following section, the personal resources mindfulness and resilience are out-

lined. 

2.2.1. Mindfulness 

The main aspect of mindfulness is described as the “awareness and observation of the 

present moment without reactivity or judgement” (Glomb et al., 2011, p. 116). The origin of the 

concept is based on the Buddhist philosophy (Glomb et al., 2011) but now, different ap-

proaches exist (K. W. Brown et al., 2007). In general, Good et al. (2016) have clustered mind-

fulness in four different aspects named state, trait, practice, and intervention. First, being in 

the state of mindfulness means to be aware of the events and experiences in the present 

moment and to be able to observe this moment without any judgement or associations (K. W. 

Brown & Ryan, 2003; Good et al., 2016). Furthermore, it is a state of non-reactivity for feelings 

and thoughts so that automatic behavior is omitted (Bishop et al., 2004). Therefore, mindful-

ness can be understood as a variable state of consciousness, attentiveness, and awareness 

which can change within a person over time and in different situations (K. W. Brown & Ryan, 

2003; Glomb et al., 2011). Second, in line with this approach, Kabat‐Zinn (2003) points out 

that mindfulness can be practiced and intensified through different meditation techniques. Var-

ious programs of mindfulness meditation have been developed in recent years. Third, one of 

the first interventions of mindfulness meditation practice is the mindfulness-based stress re-

duction (MBSR) which was invented for clinical patients with chronical pain to help them to 

regulate how much they experience this pain (Kabat‐Zinn, 1982). As Glomb et al. (2011) ar-

gue, interventions and programs like mindfulness meditation are not mindfulness itself but can 

be used to develop and increase the state of mindfulness. Fourth, in addition, mindfulness is 

defined as a personal trait (K. W. Brown & Ryan, 2003; Glomb et al., 2011). This approach 

focuses on the fact that mindfulness does not only vary within-person but that individual dif-

ferences between persons exist (Glomb et al., 2011).  
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Shapiro et al. (2006) build a model of mindfulness containing the three axioms inten-

tion, attention, and attitude. The role of paying attention and a non-judging attitude have been 

explained earlier. Intention refers to a vision or a purpose why someone is acting mindful or 

trains to be more mindful. This goal can change, for example, from reducing work-related 

stress to being more patient with the children at home. This is needed in daily mindfulness 

practice to set a state of mindfulness while attention and attitude could also happen more 

unintentionally if someone is not trained in mindfulness (Shapiro et al., 2006). 

Glomb et al. (2011) illustrate primary and secondary processes of mindfulness in their 

mindfulness path model. Frist, mindfulness and mindfulness practice help individuals to de-

couple the self from experiences and emotions, to decrease the use of automatic behavior, as 

well as to be aware of physiological regulation. Second, this leads to more response flexibility, 

empathy, affective regulation, self-determination, persistence, working memory, and more ac-

curate forecasting, as well as less rumination. In the last step, this leads to improved self-

regulation of emotions, thoughts, and behavior. 

Another approach uses a more western definition of mindfulness (see Weick & Sut-

cliffe, 2006). It describes a more active and external way of mindfulness including an open 

attention to new aspects and a certain flexibility in cognition, summarized by K. W. Brown and 

Ryan (2003) as “active cognitive operations on perceptual inputs from external environment, 

such as the creation of new categories and the seeking of multiple perspective” (p. 823; see 

also Bishop et al., 2004; Levinthal & Rerup, 2006; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2006). This approach 

differs from the common eastern understanding of mindfulness used in this dissertation and 

will be not further observed. The eastern understanding of mindfulness focuses on awareness, 

nonjudgmental attitude, acceptance, and attention to the present moment (Glomb et al., 2011; 

Shapiro et al., 2006) whereas the western understanding of mindfulness focuses cognitive 

flexibility, multi-perspectivity, and categorization of external inputs (K. W. Brown & Ryan, 

2003). 
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Accordingly, mindfulness is distinct from other constructs as various studies show. K. 

W. Brown and Ryan (2003) found out that mindfulness is unrelated to private self-conscious-

ness and self-monitoring and argue that mindfulness is distinct from theories of reflexive con-

sciousness (see also K. W. Brown et al., 2007). Furthermore, acting with awareness as part 

of mindfulness shows no correlation to the personality trait of openness to experience (Baer 

et al., 2006). 

Yet, mindfulness is associated with several outcomes which are central to the organi-

zational research field. The latest meta-analysis investigating trait mindfulness by Mesmer-

Magnus et al. (2017) found positive correlations of mindfulness and, for example, confidence, 

mental health, emotion regulation, and life satisfaction as well as negative correlations to per-

ceived stress, negative emotions, anxiety, and depression. Other empirical results show that 

mindfulness is a positive predictor for transformational leadership behavior and a negative 

predictor for destructive leadership behavior (Lange et al., 2018; Pinck & Sonnentag, 2018). 

Furthermore, leaders’ mindfulness has an indirect effect on subordinates’ positive affect and 

job satisfaction through transformational leadership (Pinck & Sonnentag, 2018). A positive 

relation between trait and state mindfulness was also found (Hülsheger et al., 2013). 

2.2.2. Resilience 

In general, resilience can be described as a “positive pole of individual differences in 

people’s response to stress and adversity” (Rutter, 1987, p. 316). It means the ability of a 

person to face stressful situations in a certain manner that helps to increase the person’s self-

confidence and social competencies (Rutter, 1985). Therefore, Rutter (1985) points out that 

resilience does not include to avoid stress but to respond to it in a positive way. This response 

is affected by different factors such as the evaluation of the stressor in a certain situation, the 

capacity of the person to deal with the stressor and how the person is attached to this stressor 

(Rutter, 1985). This means that resilience is a variable factor – a person can be able to act 

resilient in one stressful situation and the same person can have problems to deal with another 

stressor in a different situation (Rutter, 1987). For example, who is resilient during a job 
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interview might be not resilient when it comes to working under time pressure. In addition to 

this, Rutter (1985) explains resilience as a relative quality which varies over time and in differ-

ent situations. He further identifies that resilience refers to the process of vulnerability and 

protection due to stressful events (Rutter, 1987). Furthermore, Harvey and Delfabbro (2004) 

summarize the argumentation of Rutter (1985) that a situation can be experienced both as a 

risk and a protective factor. An example for this phenomenon is quitting a job. This is, on the 

one hand, a risky decision because of the uncertainty of not finding a new job and the resulting 

financial problems but, on the other hand, it could be protective to leave a department where 

the person is bullied by colleagues or the supervisor.  

Although resilience is understood as a variable ability, it is often defined as a personal 

trait (Hu et al., 2015; Wagnild & Young, 1993). This includes characteristics like self-confi-

dence, self-esteem, problem-solving skills, and focusing on positive aspects of the situation 

(Wagnild & Young, 1993). Furthermore, Hu et al. (2015) explain that resilience “helps individ-

uals cope with adversity and achieve good adjustment and development” (p. 18) and is also 

associated with the term of bouncing back from negative or stressful events. Unlike this un-

derstanding of resilience as a variable trait characteristic, J. H. Lee et al. (2013) define trait 

resilience as stable and fix, meaning unchangeable, but this dissertation focusses on the com-

mon approach by most research which means that resilience is seen as a personal trait but 

more in form of a capacity that varies regarding different stressors (Connor & Davidson, 2003; 

Hu et al., 2015; Leppert et al., 2008; Rutter, 1985, 1987; Wagnild & Young, 1993). Harvey and 

Delfabbro (2004) describe the definition by Rutter (1985, 1987) as an active process. The 

authors have the view that resilient persons possess the ability to influence their surroundings 

to protect themselves from negative outcomes of a stressful situation (Harvey & Delfabbro, 

2004). Rutter (2012) underlines that resilience has to be seen as a dynamic concept and not 

as a fixed individual characteristic. Other researchers, such as Atkinson et al. (2009), found 

trait-like attributes of resilience but explain that many arguments exist that resilience can also 

be trained and developed. 
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It is crucial to differentiate between resilience and coping. Coping is described as “the 

thoughts and behaviors used to manage the internal and external demands of situations that 

are appraised as stressful” (Folkman & Moskowitz, 2004, p. 745). It includes behaviors such 

as avoidance of a stressful event or situation (Harvey & Delfabbro, 2004) while an avoiding 

strategy is not included in the definition of resilience (Rutter, 1985). It can be said that resili-

ence is the ability to handle stressful events while coping includes strategies to deal with them.  

By now, resilience is associated with some outcomes which are relevant in the organ-

izational context. Meta-analytic results show that resilience is positively related to positive in-

dicators of mental health such as satisfaction with life and positive affect and is negatively 

related to negative indicators such as negative affect, depression, and anxiety (Hu et al., 

2015). Resilience is further associated with less neuroticism as well as higher extraversion, 

openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousness (Oshio et al., 2018). 

2.3. Work Related Outcomes 

In the following, work-related climate outcomes named trust in the leader, and psycho-

logical safety climate as well as perceived stress will be outlined, and a theoretical background 

given. 

2.3.1. Trust in the Leader 

“Trust is a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based 

upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another” (Rousseau et al., 1998, 

p. 395). It is also defined as the “willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another 

party based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the 

trustor” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 712) even though the behavior of the other party cannot be 

controlled. Within this understanding of trust, the aspect of taking certain risks is discussed as 

an assumption for trust. Mayer et al. (1995) argue that “[t]rust is not taking risk per se, but 

rather it is a willingness to take risk (p. 712). Furthermore, Rousseau et al. (1998) set interde-

pendence as another condition for trust because one person needs to rely on another to, for 
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example, achieve a goal. The tendency to trust or to be willing to trust others can be seen as 

a stable trait which differs between persons (Mayer et al., 1995) whereas trust itself can vary 

within a person. It can be created and built, further developed and be stable (for a while) but 

it can also decline (Rousseau et al., 1998). This process is not linear but dynamic, for example, 

if someone developed strong trust in another person but this trust decreases because of a lie 

or cheating, it can only slowly be rebuilt after a long while. 

Within their model of organizational trust, Mayer et al. (1995) distinguish trust from 

constructs often used as synonyms, such as cooperation, confidence, and predictability. They 

argue that cooperation does not particularly include risk-taking, and a cooperative relationship 

could work and be successful without the involved parties trusting each other. An employee 

could work together with a colleague, for example, because they must and maybe pretend to 

trust each other or even not but the cooperation leads to good results. Using the argumentation 

of Luhmann (1988), Mayer et al. (1995) describe that identifying and accepting risks is in-

cluded in the definition of trust but excluded in the definition of confidence. For example, when 

two employees must reach a goal together and the one forwards the results of the other to the 

team leader without checking, he is confident of the others accuracy. If he thinks about check-

ing the results because he could be disappointed, the decision (checking or forwarding without 

checking) depends on the level of trust to the coworker. Furthermore, Mayer et al. (1995) 

argue that predictability of another person “is insufficient to make a person willing to take a 

risk” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 714). For example, when a leader always starts yelling at her 

employees when they indicate a mistake the leader made, this behavior is predictable. This 

does not mean that the employees are more willing to criticize their leader, but it can reduce 

their trust in the leader. These differentiations emphasize that the aspect of risk-taking repre-

sents an important aspect in the understanding of trust. 

Within the workplace, trust is categorized into trust in coworkers, leaders, and the or-

ganization (Lehmann-Willenbrock & Kauffeld, 2010). In this dissertation, I focus on trust in the 

leader which describes the trust the followers have in their direct leader in the organizational 
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context. Trust in the leader is a predictor for more job satisfaction, idea generation, and idea 

implementation (Lehmann-Willenbrock & Kauffeld, 2010). In their meta-analysis, Dirks and 

Ferrin (2002) found that trust in leadership is related to more OCB, job performance, job sat-

isfaction, organizational commitment, belief in information provided by the leader, commitment 

to decisions, satisfaction with the leader, LMX, and lesser turnover intentions. As antecedents 

for trust in leadership were examined transformational and transactional leadership, perceived 

organizational support, as well as  interactional and procedural justice.  

2.3.2. Psychological Safety Climate 

Hall et al. (2010) describe psychological safety climate (PSC) as “an organizational 

climate for employee psychological safety and health” (p. 355) which contains the domains 

senior management support and commitment for stress prevention through involvement and 

commitment, management priority to psychological health and safety versus productivity 

goals, organizational communication (organization listens to contributions of employees), and 

organizational participation and involvement. Therefore, PCS stands for an organization and 

leadership that values the health of the employees, sets a priority on stress prevention, and 

further informs about important stressors at work while integrating the employees in the pro-

cess of stress prevention and psychological safety (Hall et al., 2010).  

Hall et al. (2010) argue that psychological climate describes “individual perceptions of 

the work environment” (p. 357) whereas safety climate focuses on the physical safety and 

health and the authors therefore separate these definitions from PSC. Furthermore, they dif-

ferentiate between PSC and team psychological safety climate. Edmonson (1999) defines the 

latter as “individuals’ perceptions about the consequences of interpersonal risks in their work 

environment” (p. 4) It focuses on “beliefs about how others will respond when one puts oneself 

on the line, such as asking questions, seeking feedback, reporting a mistake or proposing a 

new idea” (p. 4) and therefore stands for the belief that a working environment is safe for the 

individual. However, PSC does not include freedom of fear from not being safe in general, it 

means freedom from psychological injury and is seen as a predictor for team PSC (Hall et al., 
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2010). The focus in this dissertation lies on the individual level of PSC and on the dimensions 

management support and commitment and management priority whereas the aspects of or-

ganizational communication and organizational participation and involvement were excluded. 

In this dissertation, only leader-follower relations are examined wherefore organizational as-

pects and behaviors were not part of the studies Therefore, I focus on the dimensions that 

directly refer to leader-follower interactions. 

Within the organizational research field, PSC has not been examined sufficiently. Yet, 

PSC is negatively related to psychological distress, exhaustion, workload, as well as job, psy-

chological and emotional demands, and positively related to psychological health (Idris et al., 

2012). 

2.3.3. Stress 

Lazarus and Folkman (1984) define stress as “a relationship between the person and 

the environment that is appraised by the person as taxing or exceeding his or her resources 

and endangering his or her well-being” (p. 21). They declare stress as a process where a 

certain stressor – a situation or event – generates a stress reaction. Additionally, Motowidlo et 

al. (1986) describe stress “as an unpleasant emotional experience associated with elements 

of fear, dread, anxiety, irritation, annoyance, anger, sadness, grief, and depression (p. 618). 

By investigating work-related stress, the authors differentiate between frequency and intensity 

of stressful events. They argue that, in different kinds of jobs, various stressful events occur, 

and some appear more often than others. In addition to that, stressors can be classified into 

psychological (e.g., time pressure, conflicts) and physiological (e.g., noise) stressors while 

stress reactions can be physiological (e.g., sweating) or behavioral in form of coping strate-

gies. Coping strategies can be health promoting (e.g., sports) or harmful (e.g., smoking). 

Stress-related consequences – so called strains – are associated with heart diseases, head-

ache and dizziness as well as anxiety, and depression (Baker, 1985). 
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The transactional theory of stress intents to explain the emergence of psychological 

stress and includes two steps of cognitive appraisal (Lazarus & Folkman, 1987). The analysis 

of a situation falls under the first appraisal by evaluating whether the situation is a threat to 

someone’s well-being, already harms the person, or is a potential challenge with the possibility 

to overcome the stressor. Whether circumstances are evaluated as harmful or not depends 

on personal characteristics and environmental factors such as culture or social settings. Dur-

ing the second appraisal, a person assesses whether he or she possesses the required re-

sources to deal positively with the stressful situation and considers which strategy could be 

useful. 

The conservation of resources (COR) theory adds on the approach that resources rep-

resent a central aspect within the process of stress emergence. However, Hobfoll et al. (2018) 

point out that the COR theory is rather an opposite of the transactional theory by Lazarus and 

Folkman (1987) as the “stress-appraisal theory asserts that what is stressful is what is per-

ceived as stressful” (p. 104) whereas the COR theory focuses on the “objectively stressful 

nature of events (p. 104). According to the COR theory, “resources are defined as those ob-

jects, personal characteristics, conditions, or energies that are valued by the individual or that 

serve as a means for attainment of these objects, personal characteristics, conditions, or en-

ergies” (Hobfoll, 1989, p. 516). Stress emerges when a threat of resource loss is present, 

when resources are lost, or when invested resources cannot be restored or gained sufficiently. 

Therefore, resources represent an important tool in the stress process as individuals seek to 

obtain, foster, and protect resources and things they value (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al., 2018). 

Consequently, the COR theory follows four principles. First, the loss of resources is 

more salient than the gain of resources. Second, for protection against resource loss, recovery 

from resource loss, and the gain of resources, individuals must spend and invest other re-

sources. Third, when the loss of resources is high, gaining resources becomes more important 

and valuable. Fourth, when resources are exhausted, individuals move into defense to protect 

themselves which sometimes lead to aggressive behavior (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Further, three 
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implications can be drawn from the COR theory. First, individuals who contain more resources 

are more protected against resource loss and can gain resources more easily whereas indi-

viduals with less resources are less protected against resource loss, and it is more difficult for 

them to gain resources. Second, as the loss of resources results in stress and resource loss 

is more significant than resource gain, a stress spiral can occur which means that individuals 

have less and less resources to overcome resource loss. Third, the spiral to gain resources 

increases more slowly and weakly (Hobfoll et al., 2018). 

The subject of stress is part of many research areas for decades. Within the organiza-

tional research field, work-related stress is associated with depression, anxiety (Motowidlo et 

al., 1986), and burnout (Griffin et al., 2010) as well as decreased job satisfaction (Lambert et 

al., 2007), and negative leadership behavior (Harms et al., 2017). 

2.4. Heart Rate Variability 

Heart rate variability (HRV) represents a relevant factor for the body’s regulatory sys-

tem to adapt to or overcome different challenges (McCraty & Shaffer, 2015). According to 

McCraty and Shaffer (2015), optimal and healthy functions of a human body are comprised of 

dynamic and continuous interactions between various control systems. The heart rate is there-

fore variable and not monotonous which means that a healthy heart rate consists of irregular 

intervals between heartbeats, thus the time between each heartbeat is of different length 

(McCraty & Shaffer, 2015). HRV is “considered a measure of neurocardiac function that re-

flects heart-brain interactions and autonomic nervous system (ANS) dynamics” (McCraty & 

Shaffer, 2015, p. 47). As an assisting function, HRV helps the human body to flexibly cope 

with different challenges or uncertain situations (Shaffer & Ginsberg, 2017) and at an optimal 

and healthy level, HRV is associated with resilience, adaption, emotional processing, and self-

regulation (McCraty & Shaffer, 2015). A state of too high or too low HRV can be an indicator 

for an imbalanced control system. Over time, very low HRV is associated with (chronic) stress, 

(age-related) exhaustion, or general insufficiency of regulatory processes. Very high HRV is 
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associated with harm of regulatory functioning as well as other physiological processes re-

garding inefficient energy usage (McCraty & Shaffer, 2015). 

HRV is defined as the variation of time intervals between heartbeats while the time 

interval itself is called R-R or inter-beat interval (Task Force of The European Society of Car-

diology and The North American Society of Pacing and Electrophysiology, 1996). During each 

interval, different processes occur such as tightening and relaxation of the heart muscles (Task 

Force of The European Society of Cardiology and The North American Society of Pacing and 

Electrophysiology, 1996). Figure 1 shows an exemplary cardiac wave recorded by electrocar-

diography (ECG) with its R-R interval and the so called QRS complex which is simply ex-

pressed what we know as a heartbeat (see Massaro & Pecchia, 2019). 

 

Note. Adapted from “Heart Rate Variability (HRV) Analysis: A Methodology for Organizational 

Neuroscience” by S. Massaro and L. Pecchia, 2019. Organizational Research Methods 22(1), 

p. 358 (https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428116681072). Copyright 2016 by the authors. 

 

Figure 1 

Standard ECG Waveform and R-R (Inter-Beat) Interval 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428116681072
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The heart rate is the number of heartbeats or, more precisely, the number of R-R in-

tervals in one minute. The heart rate is measured in beats per minute (bpm) and the R-R 

interval in milliseconds (ms) and a normal heart rate of an adult lies between 60 and 100 bpm. 

Generally, a lower heart rate is an indicator for a better fitness and health (Massaro & Pecchia, 

2019). 

Generally, there are two different ways to measure HRV: time-domain measures and 

frequency-domain measures. Time-domain measures “quantify the amount of HRV observed 

during monitoring periods” (Shaffer & Ginsberg, 2017, p. 3) with ECG and can range from 

under one minute to over 24 hours. For frequency-domain measurements the variance of R-R 

intervals is divided into different frequency ranges which are measured in hertz (Appelhans & 

Luecken, 2006). For a detailed overview of parameters which are relevant for each measure-

ment technique see, for example, Shaffer and Ginsberg (2017), Massaro and Pecchia (2019) 

or Kim et al. (2018). 

Changes in the cardiovascular system are present in everyday life and become in-

creasingly important during stressful events or challenges. According to the three-stage stress 

response model (Selye, 1984, as cited in Kim et al., 2018), the human body reacts to stress 

in three different steps. In the first stage, the body reacts to an occurring stressor with the so-

called fight or flight reaction. This means that the body decides to either face the stressor 

(fight) or escape the stressor (flight). In this stage, the sympathetic nervous system (SNS) will 

be activated. In the second stage, the body uses its resources to overcome or adapt to the 

stressor. Meanwhile, the parasympathetic nervous system (PNS) tries to regulate physiologi-

cal functions to a normal level. If the resistance or adaption in the second stage fails, the third 

stage will be reached. In this stage, the resistance against the stressor continues to exhaust 

the body’s resources that causes illness in the long term. This model emphasizes the im-

portance of physiological resources in dealing with stress and adversaries. 

Accordingly, the PNS enables certain body functions that are necessary for regenera-

tive processes as well as the replenishment of energy resources. It also slows the heart rate. 
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In contrast to that, the SNS enables certain body functions which supports the body to be 

ready to perform which results in resource consumption and depletion of energy. This process 

is responsible for accelerating the heart rate. Additionally, McCraty and Shaffer (2015) explain 

that the PNS is mainly active at a heart rate below 100 bpm thus during normal activities, or 

when someone is resting or sleeping. On the contrary, the SNS is mainly active at a heart rate 

above 100 bpm. Therefore, at a lower heart rate – when the PNS is active – the time intervals 

between the heartbeats are longer and HRV increases whereas at a higher heart rate – when 

SNS is active – the time intervals become shorter and there is less space for variability and 

the HRV decreases. 

Another important theory regarding physiological processes is the polyvagal theory 

(Porges, 1995, 2007) which intends to explain parts of social behavior with physiological reg-

ulating processes. Porges (1995) argues that humans possess a vagal brake that, for exam-

ple, slows the heartbeat in resting and safe situations. When a stressor occurs, the brake is 

removed, and the body reacts to the stressor as described in the three-stage stress response 

model (Selye, 1984, as cited in Kim et al., 2018). However, the vagal brake represents one 

important difference between mammals and reptiles as reptiles do not possess it. Reptiles 

cannot regulate their body in the way mammals can which is one reason they show less social 

behavior. Porges (1995) states that antisocial behavior as rage and hyperreactivity with a lack 

of regulation can be called reptilian. The polyvagal theory emphasizes how important regula-

tive processes are for social interactions because the dynamic of the vagal complex is asso-

ciated with attention, emotion, and communication which are needed for social interactions 

(Porges, 1995) 

Empirical studies regarding HRV and behavioral or work-related aspects are quite 

scarce. Ode et al. (2010) found that neuroticism predicts negative affect, stress reactivity, 

physical complaints, impulsivity, and cognitive failures in everyday life when HRV is low. Miller 

et al. (2015) examined that altruistic behavior – measured in children who willingly give re-

sources to others – is associated with healthy PNS activity. Barraza et al. (2015) found that 
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HRV in an adult sample is positively related to the willingness to donate money after watching 

an emotional story of a father whose young son is diagnosed with cancer. 

However, organizational scientists have emphasized the importance of biological und 

physiological processes regarding leadership and other work-related outcomes (e. g., Anto-

nakis, 2011; Judge et al., 2009). Massaro and Pecchia (2019) argue that recent studies within 

this field focus more on brain processes and less on other functions of the human body. They 

state that cardiovascular measures represent an underrated research field even though they 

are important for social behavior (see Porges, 1995, 2007) and are additionally easier to ac-

quire and therefore more economical than recordings of brain processes . Furthermore, the 

authors state that the analysis of HRV has not been examined sufficiently within the field of 

organizational neuroscience. Therefore, in this dissertation, HRV will be embedded in the 

workplace with a focus on personal resources of leaders as well as leadership behavior. 

2.5. Integrative Framework of Mindfulness in the Workplace 

As already mentioned earlier, certain resources play an important role within the work-

place, especially for leaders. The Integrative Framework Relating Mindfulness to Workplace 

Outcomes by Good et al. (2016) links mindfulness to functional domains as well as various 

work-related outcomes including organizational outcomes, leadership, and follower-related 

aspects. A shortened version of the integrative framework is illustrated in Figure 2. 

The model considers work-related outcomes of mindfulness as well as several medi-

ators of individual functional domains and workplace outcomes. It further outlines some open 

questions concerning other relationships of mindfulness and further organizational attributes. 

Since the model contains many objects, the aspects which are lesser relevant for this disser-

tation are only represented shortly here. 

 



 
 

34 

Figure 2 

Integrative Framework Relating Mindfulness to Workplace Outcomes 

 

Note. Adapted from “Contemplating Mindfulness at Work” by D. J. Good, C. J. Lyddy, T. M. 

Glomb, J. E. Bono, K. W. Brown, M. K. Duffy., R. A. Baer, J. A. Brewer, and S. W. Lazar, 

2016. Journal of Management, 42(1), p. 116 (https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315617003). 

Copyright 2015 by the authors. Several subitems have been erased that are not relevant for 

the dissertation so that the figure remains lucid. 

 

In the first step, the model displays that mindfulness effects functional domains of a 

human being. Mindfulness can have a positive influence on the stability, control, and efficiency 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315617003
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of attention. It can support cognitive capacity and flexibility and influences emotional reactivity 

and valence of positive and negative emotions. Additionally, mindfulness is linked to better 

self-regulation and lesser automatic behavior. Furthermore, the last aspect of human function-

ing Good et al. (2016) mention is physiology. The authors summarize that mindfulness is as-

sociated with better stress regulation and faster recovery after stressful events (e.g., less in-

creased cortisol) and that mindfulness training can support certain brain activity such as at-

tention or memory. 

The influence on workplace outcomes represents the main aspect of the framework. 

Good et al. (2016) categorize these outcomes into three terms – performance, relationships, 

and well-being. Mindfulness is associated with greater job performance, prosocial behavior, 

and lesser deviance as well as counterproductive work behaviors. It can further support com-

munication and relationship qualities, and fosters empathy and compassion. When a leader is 

mindful, it can have a positive effect on employees’ job satisfaction, work life balance, and 

citizenship behaviors. Mindfulness can further improve team processes as well as conflict 

management. Additionally, mindfulness can reduce burnout, perceived stress, and work-fam-

ily conflict. 

Moreover, the framework contains open research questions which are to be answered 

in part in this dissertation. One question considers resilience – it is not only asked how mind-

fulness and resilience affect each other but further which effects resilience could have in the 

workplace. Previous studies argue that resilience is associated with emotion regulation strat-

egies, attentional control, and cognitive reappraisal (Kay, 2016; Tugade & Fredrickson, 2007). 

Tugade and Fredrickson (2004) found evidence that resilient individuals show more positive 

emotions and can rebound from stressful events. Participants who rate themselves as resilient 

show less cardiac reactivity during a stressful situation as their heart rate was negatively re-

lated to resilience. Therefore, resilience represents a resource which is, like mindfulness, 

linked to functional domains. Resilience is further related to factors of well-being, for example 

positive affect (Hu et al., 2015) and performance, for example work engagement (Z. Wang et 
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al., 2017) and can therefore also be linked to workplace outcomes. Additionally, the relation-

ship between resilience and concrete leadership behavior has not been examined sufficiently. 

While Reb et al. (2014) found that leader mindfulness is positively associated with job 

satisfaction, work-life balance, employees’ performance, and negatively with employees’ ex-

haustion, Good et al. (2016) point out that the relationship between mindfulness and concrete 

leadership behavior has not been investigated sufficiently. Therefore, the open questions re-

garding the relationships of both mindfulness and resilience with concrete leadership behavior 

need to be examined and is therefore part of this dissertation. 

Another open question of the framework considers work-related climate outcomes that 

include psychological safety, voice, and trust. The workplace climate plays an important role 

at the workplace as trust is associated with higher performance, commitment, OCB, and job 

satisfaction as well as less intentions to quit (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). Factors of PSC are posi-

tively related to commitment, job satisfaction, and well-being (Clarke, 2010). To answer the 

open questions regarding mindfulness and resilience the workplace climate is additionally part 

of this dissertation. 

Summarized, the integrative framework emphasizes that mindfulness is related to 

many important aspects regarding oneself as well as other parties in the workplace, and the 

organization. Resilience can be integrated in the framework as well as it is an important aspect 

regarding functional domains and workplace outcomes. However, several open questions re-

main which will partly be addressed in this dissertation. Therefore, in the following, the overall 

research model of this dissertation will be outlined based on the integrative framework by 

Good et al. (2016). 

2.6. Research Model of the Dissertation 

The research model of this dissertation (cf. Figure 3) intends to give a comprehensive 

outline of the assumed relationships between leader resources, leadership behavior, and em-

ployees’ outcomes. The research model is based on the integrative framework of Good et al. 
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(2016) which is described in the previous chapter, linking mindfulness to different workplace 

outcomes. Additionally, I already argued that resilience can be linked to functional domains 

and workplace outcomes as well and therefore be integrated in the framework of Good et al. 

(2016). Within the research model, the focus lies on leaders’ personal and physiological re-

sources, constructive and destructive leadership behavior, as well as employees’ work-related 

outcomes resulting from leadership behavior. In the following, the main considerations of the 

research model are described, and I derive the overall research questions of this dissertation. 

As already mentioned, mindfulness seems to be an important resource in the work-

place, especially for leaders as it is associated with better cognitive and physical functioning 

as well as someone’s own behavior and performance, and relationships to others (Good et 

al., 2016; Reb et al., 2014). Mindfulness is associated with better mental health (Mesmer-

Magnus et al., 2017), transformational leadership (Lange et al., 2018; Pinck & Sonnentag, 

2018) and leaders’ mindfulness is related to employees’ well-being and performance (Reb et 

al., 2014). As Good et al. (2016) argue, previous research of mindfulness in the workplace 

focused more on the direct effects of mindfulness, for example higher well-being, and less on 

its role regarding leader-follower relationships. Respecting leadership behavior, little is known 

about the impact of mindfulness. As far as I know, until now, only two studies examined the 

direct relationship of mindfulness an concrete leadership behavior – Pinck and Sonnentag 

(2018) found a positive relationship between mindfulness and transformational leadership and 

Lange et al. (2018) found a positive relationship with transformational leadership as well as a 

negative relationship with destructive leadership. How mindfulness may affect other leader-

ship behaviors has not been investigated sufficiently. 

The basic situation is quite similar for resilience as it seems to represent an important 

resource for leaders. Resilience is associated with the functional domain (e.g., Tugade & 

Fredrickson, 2004) as well as important work-related criteria (Hu et al., 2015; Z. Wang et al., 

2017) and can be integrated as personal resource in the framework of Good et al. (2016). 

Resilience plays an essential role in the process of dealing with stress. Resilient individuals 
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can cope with stressful events successfully and even benefit with a positive outcome (Rutter, 

1985, 1987). Good et al. (2016) consider resilience as a “psychological capital at work” 

(p. 130) which is positively related to mental health (Hu et al., 2015). Many studies investigated 

resilience in context of traumatic events (for review see Agaibi & Wilson, 2005), child devel-

opment (for review see Zolkoski & Bullock, 2012), specific samples, for example medical staff 

(for review see McCann et al., 2013), or specific and sensible contexts, for example child 

sexual abuse (for review see Domhardt et al., 2015) whereas empirical studies of resilience 

in the workplace, especially leader-follower relationships are quite scarce. Yet, Z. Wang et al. 

(2017) found positive relationship between resilience and positive affect as well as work en-

gagement. Maulding et al. (2012) found positive relationships between resilience and attrib-

utes of leader behavior (e.g., role assumption, consideration, and predictive accuracy) in 

school administrators while I did not find any empirical study that examines concrete leader-

ship styles in connection to resilience. 

Consequently, both personal resources seem to be promising predictors for leadership 

behavior since they are relevant for mental health and cognitive functioning and are important 

factors regarding the management of stress. As already mentioned, how they are related to 

concrete constructive and destructive leadership behavior has not been investigated suffi-

ciently. Therefore, I look at these resources within the workplace more closely. Regarding 

concrete leadership behavior, servant leadership represents a highly other-oriented leader-

ship behavior which is, among other aspects, positively related to employees’ work engage-

ment and organizational commitment (van Dierendonck et al., 2014). As Eva et al. (2019) 

argue, little is known about antecedents of servant leadership. On the contrary, destructive 

leadership represents a harmful behavior towards employees and/or the organization which 

is, among other things, negatively related to employees’ motivation and job satisfaction 

(Schyns & Schilling, 2013). Tepper et al. (2017) argue as well, that antecedents of destructive 

leadership are little explored. As both leadership behaviors affect employees’ work-related 

attitudes and behaviors, it seems crucial to focus on those antecedents which are especially 
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important for leader-follower relationships. Good et al. (2016) consider that – especially – 

mindfulness might be a relevant factor for employees’ climate at work. They further state re-

silience as an important psychological capital in the workplace which is why this aspect is also 

part of my investigation. In the first study of this dissertation, I intend to answer the first two 

research questions: 

Research Question 1: How are leaders’ mindfulness and leaders’ resilience related to 

servant and destructive leadership behavior? 

Research Question 2: Can servant and destructive leadership mediate the relationship 

between leaders’ mindfulness and leaders’ resilience and employees’ work-related climate 

outcomes? 

As already mentioned, mindfulness and resilience are associated with someone’s own 

mental health. It might be interesting if these resources of leaders could have an impact of 

mental health aspects of subordinates as well. Mindfulness and resilience are already consid-

ered important resources in the process of dealing with stress (Good et al., 2016; Tugade & 

Fredrickson, 2004), but only on an intrapersonal level. Pinck and Sonnentag (2018) argue that 

individuals – especially leaders – must show a certain behavior towards their followers to 

transform their own resources into positive outcomes of their followers. Furthermore, Harms 

et al. (2017) argue that leadership behavior is an important factor regarding followers’ per-

ceived stress – it can be a cause or a buffer. As stress is positively related to depression and 

anxiety (Motowidlo et al., 1986) as well as burnout (Griffin et al., 2010), and negative to job 

satisfaction (Lambert et al., 2007), it seems crucial to investigate if mindful and resilient leaders 

can buffer their subordinates’ stress through an employee-oriented and supportive leadership 

behavior. The second study of this dissertation therefore intends to answer the third research 

question: 

Research Question 3: Can servant leadership mediate the relationship between lead-

ers’ mindfulness and leaders’ resilience and employees’ perceived stress? 
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Antonakis (2011) suggests that some biological and physiological aspects of the hu-

man body should be considered regarding leadership behavior. He argues that including bio-

logical measures within behavioral and psychological research could help to a better under-

standing of psychological characteristics. The evolutionary leadership theory (ELT) sates that 

“physiological, neurological, and psychological processes [are] involved in producing human 

behavior” (van Vugt, 2012, p. 143). Referring to Darwin’s work, van Vugt (2012) summarizes 

that traits between individuals vary, among others, due to inherited disposition. This variation 

could be an advantage regarding the competition for important resources. These postulations 

represent the basis for ELT which states that individuals are selected as leaders if they solve 

different problems such as finding resources or conflict management while certain physiolog-

ical traits help to complete the tasks (van Vugt, 2012). The ELT underlines the assumption 

that specific physiological traits are relevant for the role of a leader.  

Furthermore, the model of leader attributes and leader performance by Zaccaro et al. 

(2012) and the leader trait emergence effectiveness model by Judge et al. (2009) address 

similar propositions. Zaccaro et al. (2012) state that cognitive abilities, personality, and values 

are relevant for certain leader skills such as problem solving, social appraisal, and expertise 

which in turn predict leadership criteria such as leader emergence, effectiveness, and promo-

tion. This process is influenced by situational and contextual conditions. Judge et al. (2009) 

propose a more extended approach. They state that genetics and natural selection processes 

lead to certain traits such as intelligence, emotional stability, or narcissism. These traits predict 

leader emergence through certain skills such as social skills, and abilities such as the ability 

to get along. Lastly, this results in subjective perceived leader effectiveness and objective 

effectiveness such as performance. Both theories assume that certain traits, including biolog-

ical and physiological aspects, are important for leadership processes. 

Good et al. (2016) mention that mindfulness is associated with certain brain activities. 

Within their review on mindfulness meditation studies using electroencephalography (EEG), 

Lomas et al. (2015) explain that findings on mindfulness and brain activities are inconsistent 
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in most aspects. Whereas this research field, in combination with leadership behavior, would 

be interesting, EEG measures are highly complex as well as the analysis. Therefore, I decided 

to focus on cardiac activity which could be measured with ECG more easily and more eco-

nomically (see Massaro & Pecchia, 2019). As cardiac activity is associated with resilience (An 

et al., 2020; Tugade & Fredrickson, 2007), I intent to expand the previous research in this field 

of organizational neuroscience. 

HRV represents a physiological process which is a relevant factor regarding regulatory 

processes of a human body and is associated with the ability to be resilient and to cope with 

uncertain and stressful events (McCraty & Shaffer, 2015; Shaffer & Ginsberg, 2017). It is an 

interesting research area to investigate physiological aspects within the workplace to get a 

wider understanding of the emergence of leadership behavior. As leaders work often under 

pressure and must deal with stressful situations, it is crucial to investigate the body’s reaction 

to stress and if it is related to resilience. Examinations might be helpful regarding health pro-

cesses and development of leaders. Therefore, the third study intends to answer the fourth 

and fifth research question: 

Research Question 4: Is resilience related to a person’s resting HRV? 

Research Question 5: How are changes in HRV during and after a stressful event re-

lated to resilience? 

Furthermore, I propose that HRV is an indicator for resilience and could be used as 

another measurement for resilience. As self-reports are often biased, it might be helpful to, 

additionally, have another and more objective possibility to measure resilience. That is why it 

is interesting to investigate the relationship between HRV and leadership behavior. Judge et 

al. (2009) already consider that physiological criteria are relevant in the process of leadership 

emergence. Additionally, the polyvagal theory (Porges, 1995, 2007) states that the regulating 

functions of a human body are relevant for social behavior and interaction. Constructive lead-

ership behaviors represent a social behavior between leaders and followers and might there-

fore be influenced by HRV. If it is possible to identify that resting HRV is related to certain 
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leadership behavior, the results could be very helpful in future hiring processes of leaders. 

Therefore, I intend to answer the sixth research question in the third study: 

Research Question 6: Is resting HRV related to different constructive (servant, trans-

formational, and transactional) leadership behavior? 

 

Figure 3 

Research Model of the Dissertation 

 

  



 

43 

3. Study 1: Do Leaders’ Mindfulness and Resilience foster Trust 

among Employees? Servant and Destructive Leadership as potential 

Mediators 

3.1. Introduction 

Within the context of strategic management, Wernerfelt (1984) follows the approach 

that organizations should not only be viewed from the product perspective but also from the 

resource perspective. This means that the organization is analyzed from an internal instead 

of an external view. Organizations contain various resources which could help to strengthen 

their market position because of a better fit between organization and market instead of fo-

cusing only on external attributes. On an organizational level, this approach is global and stra-

tegic. Therefore, in this study, I am transferring this resource-based view from the overall or-

ganization to its individual level and investigating potential resources for leaders and leader-

ship behavior as well as their relationships to work-related resources of employees. 

Leadership behavior is a crucial aspect regarding employees’ work attitude. It is, 

among other things, a critical factor for employees’ job satisfaction, performance, and organi-

zational success (Bono & Judge, 2004; Dumdum et al., 2013; Sturm et al., 2011). I focus on 

leadership behaviors which are especially relevant for the resources of employees – servant 

leadership as a behavior that potentially builds and increases resources whereas destructive 

leadership potentially degrades them. Servant leadership, as a highly employee-oriented be-

havior (Russell & Stone, 2002), is argued to assist the achievement of organizational goals 

through developmental support of employees and their well-being (Hoch et al., 2018). This 

means that a servant leader focuses on the needs of each employee as well as on “the good 

of the whole” (van Dierendonck, 2011, p. 1232) and is further interested in the growth of re-

sources for employees and the organization through a “sustainable performance” (Eva et al., 

2019, p. 111). Moreover, servant leadership is negatively related to indicators of employees’ 

psychological strain such as job ambiguity and need for recovery (Rivkin et al., 2014) and 



 
 

44 

positively linked to employees’ work engagement, organizational commitment, and the satis-

faction of psychological needs (van Dierendonck et al., 2014). Therefore, servant leadership 

seems to be a promising factor in the process of resource building. Destructive leadership, as 

a systematically harmful behavior (Einarsen et al., 2007), has some negative consequences 

for employees and the organization. When an employee perceives destructive behavior of his 

leader, he shows resistance towards his leader and his job (Schyns & Schilling, 2013). De-

structive leadership decreases employees’ motivation and job satisfaction and increases per-

ceived stress among employees (Schyns & Schilling, 2013). It is further associated with more 

authoritarian and less ethical leadership and LMX and leads to more counterproductive work 

behavior, depression, emotional exhaustion, and work-family conflict as well as lesser affec-

tive commitment, OCB, and performance (Mackey et al., 2017). Therefore, destructive lead-

ership seems to be a factor that would hinder and decrease the resources of employees and 

should therefore be avoided. As leadership behavior affects employees’ work attitudes, some 

of these attitudes are especially crucial for leader-follower interactions and organizational per-

formance. D.-S. Wang and Hsieh (2013) point out that it is essential for a leader to gain the 

trust of her employees to be an effective leader. Employees who trust their leader show more 

job performance, organizational and goal commitment, OCB, job satisfaction, and a greater 

belief in information while it leads to less intention to quit (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). Furthermore, 

employees who perceive a psychological and safety climate report more organizational com-

mitment, job satisfaction, and well-being (Clarke, 2010). Therefore, it seems crucial to inves-

tigate how servant and destructive leadership influence trust and PSC of their subordinates. 

While some direct consequences of servant and destructive leadership have been fre-

quently studied in recent years (Eva et al., 2019; Hoch et al., 2018; Schyns & Schilling, 2013; 

Tepper, 2000), little is known about antecedents of both leadership styles. Eva et al. (2019) 

summarize that there is limited research on the relationship between personality and servant 

leadership while Tepper et al. (2017) report similar for destructive leadership. As mentioned 

above, both leadership behaviors have many consequences for employees and organizations. 



 

45 

Therefore, it is crucial to investigate personal attributes and resources which foster servant 

leadership and mitigate destructive leadership behavior. Previous research found out that low 

narcissism (Peterson et al., 2012) and extraversion as well as high agreeableness (Hunter et 

al., 2013) and core self-evaluations (self-esteem, self-efficacy, low neuroticism, and locus of 

control; Flynn et al., 2016) predict servant leadership. Meta-analytic results show that agree-

ableness, conscientiousness, extraversion, and openness to experience are negatively, and 

neuroticism is positively related to abusive supervision as a destructive leader behavior 

(Mackey et al., 2017). Above these personal characteristics, little is known about the influence 

of other personal resources. 

Mindfulness and resilience seem to be personal resources which are relevant for the 

work behavior as resilience is associated with work engagement (Z. Wang et al., 2017) and 

mindfulness with performance (Reb et al., 2014). Within the work-related context, most previ-

ous articles focus on direct and intrapersonal health outcomes of mindful or resilient persons 

and found out that they reduce stress and foster mental health (e.g., Hu et al., 2015; Mesmer-

Magnus et al., 2017). How these personal resources could predict leadership behavior, espe-

cially servant and destructive leadership is hardly investigated so far (Lange et al., 2018; 

Verdorfer, 2016). I assume that these personal resources enhance a resource building pro-

cess and result in more servant and less destructive leadership. As a resource spillover, serv-

ant leadership may foster resources of employees – trust in the leader and PSC – while de-

structive leadership may decrease these resources. This process can be explained using the 

COR theory. According to the COR theory, individuals wish to protect and develop things they 

value which includes important resources for survival and everyday life. The COR theory fol-

lows the principles that stress emerges when important resources are about to get lost, when 

they are lost, or when a certain resource gain failed (Hobfoll et al., 2018). One essential con-

clusion of the COR theory is on the one hand that individuals “with greater resources are less 

vulnerable to resource loss and more capable of resource gain” and on the other hand that 

people “who lack resources are more vulnerable to resource loss and less capable of resource 
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gain” (Hobfoll et al., 2018, p. 106). Based on this, I argue that leaders with higher mindfulness 

and resilience can use these resources to protect themselves against resource loss and there-

fore stress. In line with that, these leaders can further gain other resources which could help 

them to focus on leadership tasks. Therefore, I first assume that mindfulness and resilience 

positively predict servant leadership. Additionally, leaders with lesser resilience and mindful-

ness are more vulnerable to resource loss and less capable to gain the resources they need 

for their role as a leader. That is why I secondly assume that mindfulness and resilience neg-

atively predict destructive leadership. Thirdly, I assume that the resources of employees could 

be influenced through a resource spillover. The resources built by mindfulness and resilience 

could be passed to employees through leadership. Servant leadership would increase trust in 

the leader and perceived PSC while lesser resources would lead to destructive leadership 

which would decrease trust and PSC. 

The assumptions that, especially, these variables interact could be explained by the 

integrative framework by Good et al. (2016) who focus on mindfulness in the workplace. They 

mention a lack of research concerning mindfulness and leadership behavior as well as leader-

follower relationships and further discuss the role of abusive leader behavior in connection 

with mindfulness and resilience. They point out that mindfulness has an impact on employees’ 

climate which includes their trust in the leader and perceived PSC. I seek to extend the inte-

grative framework by Good et al. (2016) by examining the influence of mindfulness and resili-

ence on servant and destructive leadership in consideration of employees’ trust in their leader 

and perceived PSC. These assumptions are illustrated in the research model of this study 

which summarizes the potential relations between personal resources, leadership behavior, 

and employees’ outcomes (cf. Figure 4). 

This study contributes to the field of leadership and personal resources in three differ-

ent ways. First, I examine the resource-based view on an individual level to gain insight into 

the processes of personal resources. Second, I expand the leadership literature by consider-

ing mindfulness and resilience as antecedents of servant and destructive leadership. Third, I 



 

47 

consider servant and destructive leadership as mediators between mindfulness and resilience 

as leaders’ personal resources and trust in the leader and perceived PSC of employees. With 

this, I seek to extend the integrative framework of Good et al. (2016) and to empirically test 

these aspects of the framework. 

 

Figure 4 

Research Model for Study 1 

 

 

3.2. Theory and Hypotheses 

3.2.1. Mindfulness and Servant Leadership 

In this study, I focus on mindfulness as a personal resource which is characterized by 

a certain state of awareness for what happens around someone and paying attention to the 

current moment without judging the situation (Glomb et al., 2011). A mindful person would, for 

example, look at the surroundings on the way to work (e.g., nature, people, or buildings) in-

stead of only hurrying from a red traffic light to the next. The mindful person would further not 

complain about these delays but accept them and the current situation. This behavior of non-

reaction – for example not getting angry – is another aspect of mindfulness that prevents 

people from acting automatically without realizing what they are doing (Bishop et al., 2004). In 

general, mindfulness is seen as a state which is changeable and can be developed through 
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different interventions. In addition, a trait perspective sees mindfulness as a personal charac-

teristic that differs between individuals (Bishop et al., 2004; K. W. Brown et al., 2007; Glomb 

et al., 2011). Based on this trait perspective, people with generally higher levels of mindfulness 

report a better mental health, confidence, and life satisfaction and lesser perceived stress, 

negative emotions, depression, and anxiety (Mesmer-Magnus et al., 2017). It further shows 

positive associations within the organizational context like employee performance, work-life 

balance, and well-being (Reb et al., 2014). 

Good et al. (2016) argue that mindfulness could affect interpersonal behaviors and 

relationships and further discuss that correlation between mindfulness and leadership has not 

been particularly examined so far. They further suggest that “mindfulness leads to increased 

other-orientation, facilitating the experience and expression of prosocial behavior” (Good et 

al., 2016, p. 128). Therefore, I state mindfulness as an antecedent of servant leadership which 

focus lies on other-orientation and support of employees (van Dierendonck, 2011). I consider 

mindfulness as a personal resource following the COR theory. COR theory assumes that in-

dividuals seek to gain, keep, develop, and protect valuable things (Hobfoll et al., 2018). A 

potential threat of resource loss and the loss of resources as well as failed resources gain lead 

to stress. Individuals who contain resources can react to stress and build a reserve for the 

future. By developing different resources (personal, material, or social), people become more 

secure that they are capable of handling stressful events. One of the key inferences of COR 

theory is that people with higher resources are more robust against resource loss and can 

better gain resources (Hobfoll et al., 2018). I consider mindfulness as a valuable resource 

which prevents resource loss and therefore protects a person from stress. Meta-analytic re-

sults show that mindfulness negatively predicts stress (Mesmer-Magnus et al., 2017). For ex-

ample, a mindful leader would be able to concentrate on a task or project without distraction 

and would not judge or react to inner experiences (Baer et al., 2006) if she gets angry about 

a mistake or frustrated if something does not work as planned. This could help to save and/or 

gain other resources like energy, time, or maybe the ability to use other essential skills such 



 

49 

as listening carefully or memorizing important aspects of a project or tasks that her followers 

work on. The mindful leader could use these resources to fulfill leadership responsibilities and 

focus on her employees.  

A leadership behavior with a high follower orientation is servant leadership. Servant 

leadership is based on the desire to serve others – especially subordinates – and to place a 

focus on their needs (Russell & Stone, 2002). Further, van Dierendonck (2011) explains that 

servant leaders empower their subordinates and help them to develop while they have a real-

istic perspective towards their own and other performances. This also means admitting that 

other people’s talents can be useful. In line with that, servant leaders appear authentic and 

represent their own thoughts and values while they accept others. An atmosphere of empathy 

and trust is established in the working team. Mistakes are allowed and innovative ideas are 

welcome while expectations are clear. Moreover, servant leaders are loyal towards their or-

ganization and show social responsibility to their team. One of the core intentions of servant 

leaders is considering the needs of other people, especially their subordinates on the basis of 

the motivation to serve others (Stone et al., 2004). The ten main attributes of servant leader-

ship by Spears (2010) include the aspect of awareness towards ethical topics or values within 

the organization which is further associated with being vigilant but calm. Other people’s needs 

are very important to servant leaders, so they need the ability to recognize these needs and 

therefore be attentive towards their followers. As attention and awareness are key aspects of 

mindfulness (Good et al., 2016), being able to focus on the present moment regarding oneself 

and the surroundings could help a leader to better recognize and understand what her follow-

ers require. A mindful leader, therefore, may show a more supportive attitude towards her 

followers (Reb et al., 2014).  

Using COR theory, I argue that mindfulness may build other resources which are rele-

vant for servant leadership. Researchers found positive relations between mindfulness and 

empathy (Beitel et al., 2005; Greason & Cashwell, 2009) while Spears (2010) argues that a 

“servant leader strives to understand and empathize with others” (p 27). This link shows that 
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a certain awareness of a leader enables her to identify with others and take their perspective 

and further “suspend judgement and bias to walk in other’s shoes” (Greason & Cashwell, 

2009, p. 4). This nonjudgmental behavior includes acceptance towards oneself and the sur-

roundings which could involve other people. Interpersonal acceptance is one attribute of a 

servant leader who better understands others and their feelings and further can “cognitively 

adopt the psychological perspectives of other people and experience feelings of warmth, com-

passion, and forgiveness in terms of concern for others even when confronted with offences, 

arguments, and mistakes” (van Dierendonck, 2011, p. 1234). In this way, being mindful may 

help leaders to empathize with their subordinates because of a better relation to their inner 

emotions and motives that could lead to a more employee-oriented behavior. Based on COR 

theory, I argue that mindfulness is a personal resource that fosters other resources (e.g., em-

pathy and interpersonal acceptance) explained above which are required for servant leader-

ship. 

Hypothesis 1: Leaders’ mindfulness is positively related to servant leadership. 

Accordingly, Good et al. (2016) consider that high-quality relationships between lead-

ers and followers can create an atmosphere of psychological safety. They argue that mindful 

leaders can initiate positive work-related climate outcomes such as trust and PSC among 

employees through their attentive and nonjudgmental behavior.  

Trust is defined as the disposition of one person to show vulnerability towards another 

person’s action including the expectation that the other person shows a certain behavior. 

Therefore, trust does not imply actual risk-taking but the willingness to take a risk (Mayer et 

al., 1995). The process of trust is dynamic (it can be built, increased, and decreased) and 

includes an interdependence because someone has to rely on another person and his or her 

behavior (Rousseau et al., 1998). Trust is argued to represent a central aspect of social leader-

follower relationships (Stedham & Skaar, 2019). A person – in this case a leader – is trustwor-

thy, when she has a capacity of ability, integrity, and benevolence (Mayer et al., 1995). 

Stedham and Skaar (2019) consider that “leaders who are mindful exhibit attitudes and 
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engage in behaviors that result in trust-based relationships” (Stedham & Skaar, 2019, p. 5). 

They point out that a mindful leader can see a clear reality through her cognitive competencies 

which helps to focus on her own skills such as decision-making and problem-solving. Showing 

these attitudes towards followers could lead to more trust and the leader would be perceived 

as competent. According to the integrated model of trust by Mayer et al. (1995), a person is 

trustworthy, if he or she is perceived as skilled and competent within a certain domain (ability). 

Therefore, followers would classify their mindful leader as competent which could reduce their 

uncertainty. They are willing to show more vulnerability towards their mindful leader and trust 

her (Stedham & Skaar, 2019).  

Within their review of the social exchange theory (SET), Cropanzano and Mitchell 

(2005) argue that social exchange relationships – in the context of the workplace – emerge 

when leaders look after their subordinates which leads to favorable outcomes. In general, they 

are “advantageous and fair transactions between strong relationships, and these relationships 

produce effective work behavior and positive employee attitudes” (p. 882). By the fact that 

social exchange is based on reciprocity, Eva et al. (2019) argue that a servant leader and her 

subordinates exchange resources and support each other. Social exchanges are therefore 

required to evolve leader-related outcomes as trust (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Eva et al., 

2019). According to SET, a servant leader who shows support and empowerment can earn 

the trust of her employees in exchange. According to Mayer et al. (1995), a leader is trustwor-

thy when she follows principles the followers agree with and further has good intentions to-

wards the followers (benevolence). Clark and Payne (1997) extended this trust model and 

added competence with regard to the role as a leader, consistent behavior concerning fair-

ness, predictability, discretion and good judgement, loyalty, openness, and respect towards 

the subordinates as further dimensions. A servant leader possesses attributes such as loyalty, 

authenticity, openness, and social responsibility towards her followers (van Dierendonck, 

2011) and would be seen as trustworthy. Further, A. Lee et al. (2020) argue that a servant 

leader gains the trust of her followers by placing their interests and goals before her own 
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desires. Meta-analytic results show significant positive relations between servant leadership 

and trust (Hoch et al., 2018; A. Lee et al., 2020). Therefore, I assume that more servant lead-

ership leads to higher employees’ trust in the leader.  

As mentioned earlier, PSC is also important regarding mindfulness and leadership 

(Good et al., 2016). PSC is defined as a climate in an organization with a focus on the psy-

chological health and safety of employees. The management attaches great importance to the 

health of the subordinates and values stress prevention. They further communicate infor-

mation about possible stressors at work and integrate the subordinates in the stress-prevent-

ing process (Hall et al., 2010). The individual level of PSC describes the extent to which an 

employee is free from psychological damage (Hall et al., 2010). A mindful leader can prevent 

or lessen employees’ emotional exhaustion at work (Reb et al., 2014) which is a form of psy-

chological damage. Reb et al. (2014) argue that a mindful leader who is fully aware of the 

present interaction with an employee can better observe the interests of this employee which 

conveys the feeling of value and respect among employees. Further, Reb et al. (2014) found 

evidence that a mindful leader can better satisfy employees’ psychological needs. As per-

ceived psychological safety in the workplace can be seen as an important psychological need 

as well, I assume that leaders’ mindfulness fosters PSC among employees. 

A servant leader is highly interested in the needs of her followers and takes social 

responsibility towards every team member (van Dierendonck, 2011) with a supportive focus 

(Russell & Stone, 2002). Supportive leadership behavior is argued to develop psychological 

safety because employees could “try and fail without fear of consequences” if the leader cre-

ates a supportive environment (Kahn, 1990, p. 711). Within her meta-analysis, Clarke (2010) 

found that safety climate is associated with organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and 

general well-being. It is further predicted by psychological climate, the individual perception of 

the work environment including leadership behavior, for example, support of the leader (Parker 

et al., 2003). Furthermore, Frazier et al. (2017) argue that leadership and high-quality inter-

personal relationships are predictors for PSC and found positive correlations between servant 
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leadership and PSC. Empirical results show that servant leadership can reduce employees’ 

psychological strain and need for recovery (Rivkin et al., 2014) and is associated with the 

satisfaction of psychological needs (van Dierendonck et al., 2014). Employees probably feel 

more secure when their leader supports them and their needs, so I assume that servant lead-

ership is positively related to employees’ PSC. Reb et al. (2014) argue that a mindful leader 

can identify the type of development each employee needs. Showing servant leadership be-

havior could be the key not only to realize the employees’ needs but to further implement the 

support towards them and build PSC. 

As pointed out earlier, COR theory considers that key resources can prevent resource 

loss and foster resource gain (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al., 2018). Seeing mindfulness as a 

personal resource, I argue that its positive aspects could help a mindful leader to protect ex-

isting and gain new resources. These (new) resources can be used to facilitate servant lead-

ership behavior at which the leader passes on important resources to the employees. Within 

a social exchange, a servant leader supports her employees and shows great interest in their 

personal goals and desires. As a result, employees would trust their leader in return and the 

leader can create a PSC among employees. According to this, the mediating effect of servant 

leadership could work through a resource spillover and creates a positive work-related climate 

among employees. 

Hypothesis 2a): The relationship between leaders’ mindfulness and followers’ trust in 

the leader is mediated by servant leadership. 

Hypothesis 2b): The relationship between leaders’ mindfulness and followers’ per-

ceived PSC is mediated by servant leadership. 

3.2.2. Resilience and Servant Leadership 

Resilience is another personal resource which describes how people react to stressful 

events in different ways. These differences lie both within an individual and between individu-

als (Rutter, 1987) which means that one person could handle one challenge positively, for 
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example a stressful day at work with many meetings but struggles with other stressful situa-

tions, for example making important decisions. Another person could have different stressors 

that represent a challenge. A resilient person does not try to avoid stress but is able to face it 

in a positive way (Rutter, 1985). Whether a person can act resilient depends on the capacity 

of the person and how he or she rates the possible stressor. This means that the level of 

resilience varies in different situations (Hu et al., 2015; Wagnild & Young, 1993). Within the 

workplace, resilience is positively linked to work engagement (Z. Wang et al., 2017). 

Good et al. (2016) consider resilience as an important psychological capital within the 

workplace and high-quality relationships. According to COR theory, personal resources can 

prevent resource loss and further stress (Hobfoll et al., 2018). A resilient leader would respond 

positively to stressful situations (Rutter, 1985) and can attenuate work-related stress and 

buffer from burnout (Hao et al., 2015). Additionally, a resilient leader can overcome a chal-

lenging or stressful situation with a positive outcome of self-confidence and social competen-

cies (Rutter, 1985). Further, a resilient leader would less ruminate (Willis & Brunett Jr., 2016), 

for example about arising problems in an important project or a difficult task. According to 

COR theory, this process of protection against resource loss, and further resource gain could 

help a leader to use these resources for other leadership tasks. Resilience is associated with 

self-esteem, self-confidence, problem-solving skills, and the focus on the positive aspects of 

a situation (Wagnild & Young, 1993) which are relevant for leadership behavior. Newly gained 

resources could be helpful to develop higher servant leadership behavior where social skills 

display a fundamental basis due to its other-oriented focus since a servant leader aims to build 

a high-quality relationship with each employee (Eva et al., 2019). Further, Stedham and Skaar 

(2019) argue that a resilient leader can use her abilities even in challenging situations. This 

means that a resilient leader would support her followers and focus on their needs even when 

an adversary occurs. Therefore, I assume that resilient leaders show greater servant leader-

ship behavior. 

Hypothesis 3: Leaders’ resilience is positively related to servant leadership. 
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As mentioned earlier, Good et al. (2016) argue that resilience is a crucial factor in high-

quality relationships at work which could create PSC and foster trust in the leader. As a leader 

is stated trustworthy when she is competent and has certain work-related skills (Mayer et al., 

1995), I assume that a resilient leader is perceived as trustworthy because important leader 

competencies such as problem-solving and decision-making are associated with resilience 

(Wagnild & Young, 1993). A resilient leader can handle stressful and difficult events and use 

her abilities even in challenging situations (Stedham & Skaar, 2019). This could reduce un-

certainty among employees and gives them the confidence that their leader can manage her 

team and her tasks in any situation. Therefore, I assume that a resilient leader gains the trust 

of her followers. Furthermore, a resilient leader is self-confident and focusses on the positive 

sides of an adversity and can develop from a difficult challenge (Hu et al., 2015; Wagnild & 

Young, 1993). This might create a positive, respectively, safe atmosphere at the workplace 

because employees get the impression that their leader can handle difficulties that occur in or 

threaten the team or its members. With her problem-solving skills, a resilient leader (Wagnild 

& Young, 1993) can support employees and give them a secure feeling. Through the support-

ive and employee-oriented behavior of servant leadership, a resilient leader can make this 

feeling of security and safety more present, visible, and tangible. 

Similar as stated for mindfulness, the mediating effect of servant leadership could be 

explained with a resource spillover. As a personal resource, embedded in the COR theory, 

resilience can hinder resource loss and helps to gain resources (Hobfoll et al., 2018). As de-

scribed earlier, the positive interaction with stress can help a resilient leader to show more 

servant leadership which in turn evokes employees’ trust in the leader and PSC in form of a 

social exchange. 

Hypothesis 4a) The relationship between leaders’ resilience and followers’ trust in the 

leader is mediated by servant leadership. 

Hypothesis 4b): The relationship between leaders’ resilience and followers’ perceived 

PSC is mediated by servant leadership. 
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3.2.3. Mindfulness and Destructive Leadership 

Good et al. (2016) consider that mindfulness influences leadership behavior and 

leader-follower relations and ask the question of how it might be related to abusive leadership 

behavior. Destructive leadership is understood as a repeated harmful behavior of a leader 

towards the interest of an organization and/or its employees (Einarsen et al., 2007). An im-

portant aspect of the definition of active destructive leadership is that the negative behavior 

does not need to be on purpose even though it could be a consequence of thoughtlessness 

(Einarsen et al., 2007). However, paying attention to the surroundings and own behaviors and 

actions are key aspects of mindfulness (Glomb et al., 2011). This ability could help a leader to 

prevent inconsiderate actions because she is aware of the current setting, her own emotions 

and could better understand her subordinates’ feelings. As outlined earlier, mindfulness is a 

personal resource which protects people from resource loss and stress. One aspect of COR 

theory assumes that individuals with lesser resources are not able to, both, prevent resource 

loss and gain resources (Hobfoll et al., 2018). This leads to the consideration that a less mind-

ful leader is more vulnerable to resource loss which causes stress. Further, Tepper et al. 

(2017) argue that a high amount of perceived stress could lead to destructive behavior while 

mindfulness is a predictor for less perceived stress (Mesmer-Magnus et al., 2017). Mindful-

ness enables a leader to change into a more objective perspective that helps to separate 

herself from a potentially stressful situation. This reduces rumination and stress (Mesmer-

Magnus et al., 2017). Therefore, being mindful could lead to a decrease of negative reactions 

to stressful events that may be taken out towards the subordinates. In line with this stands that 

mindfulness is associated with greater emotion regulation (Hill & Updegraff, 2012) whereas 

destructive leadership is linked to lesser emotion regulation (Tepper et al., 2017). This aspect 

is in line with the COR theory – a mindful leader could gain other resources as emotion regu-

lation. Mindfulness could help leaders to better control their emotions and therefore prevent 

harmful and destructive behaviors towards others. In line with that, another aspect of mindful-

ness is a nonjudgmental attitude towards a current event. Accepting the surroundings as well 
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as other peoples’ behaviors or decisions could lead to a better understanding of these actions 

even if leader and follower are, for example, in an argument or conflict situation (Greason & 

Cashwell, 2009). This further could lessen the negative response towards the employee in a 

tense situation. Due to theoretical considerations and latest empirical results that show that 

mindfulness is negatively related to destructive leadership (Lange et al., 2018), I claim: 

Hypothesis 5: Leaders’ mindfulness is negatively related to destructive leadership. 

According to SET, high-quality relationships between leaders and followers can create 

positive reciprocity where leaders treat their followers positively who in turn show positive work 

behavior (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Referring to the work of Gouldner (1960), Mitchell 

and Ambrose (2007) argue that also negative reciprocity can occur. Employees who experi-

ence negative treatment by their leader are in response more willing to show negative work 

behavior. This might be the case if they perceive destructive leadership. A destructive leader 

may not give fostering resources to her employees but rather harm them. Important attitudes 

as employees’ work motivation decrease through destructive leader behavior (Schyns & 

Schilling, 2013). Employees report higher perceived stress and lesser well-being when they 

experience negative leadership behavior (Schyns & Schilling, 2013). When employees are 

harmed this way constantly it is unlikely that they show positive work attitudes towards their 

leader such as job satisfaction declines and turnover intentions grow (Schyns & Schilling, 

2013). 

According to Mayer et al. (1995), a person is trustworthy when he or she possesses 

abilities of interpersonal communication, is believed to have good intentions, and has mutual 

principles. A destructive leader would not represent these attributes since she is likely to, for 

example, yell at employees and treats them unfairly. Within their meta-analysis, Schyns and 

Schilling (2013) found negative relations between destructive leadership and trust in the 

leader.  

Furthermore, employees may not feel (mentally) safe in presence of a destructive 

leader because the perceived destructive behavior can harm their psychological well-being 
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and fosters stress (Schyns & Schilling, 2013). Therefore, PSC among employees seems to 

be low. A leader who strengthens PSC would be concerned about the psychological health of 

her employees and tries to prevent stress for her followers (Hall et al., 2010). A destructive 

leader might behave in opposite directions which would rather weaken PSC. 

Based on COR theory, I assume that leaders with less mindfulness show higher de-

structive leadership while, referring to negative reciprocity, employees who perceive destruc-

tive leadership show less trust in their leader and experience less PSC. 

Hypothesis 6b): The relationship between leaders’ mindfulness and followers’ trust in 

the leader is mediated by destructive leadership. 

Hypothesis 6a): The relationship between leaders’ mindfulness and followers’ per-

ceived PSC is mediated by destructive leadership. 

3.2.4. Resilience and Destructive Leadership 

As mentioned earlier, resilience represents a crucial part of leader-follower relation-

ships which needs further research (Good et al., 2016). As the ability to face stressful events 

in a positive way, resilience could represent a protective factor during stressful situations 

(Hobfoll et al., 2018; Rutter, 1987). This could lead to a reduced perception of someone’s own 

stress level. Since higher stress could cause destructive leadership behavior (Tepper et al., 

2017), I assume that resilience prevents leaders from acting destructively. Tepper et al. (2017) 

argue that leaders tend to act destructively “when they experience threats to their identity as 

a leader, their sense of power or control, or their competence of effectively fulfill their respon-

sibilities” (Tepper et al., 2017, p. 139). Resilient leaders can deal with certain adversities and 

even be strengthened by mastering those challenging events (Hu et al., 2015). Therefore, it is 

unlikely that resilient leaders take their negative experiences out on their employees. Some 

authors argue that self-regulation plays an important role in the context of resilience (e.g., 

Gardner et al., 2008; Nota et al., 2004; Wills & Bantum, 2012). Self-regulation can be defined 

as “any efforts by the human self to alter any of its own inner states or responses” (Baumeister 
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& Vohs, 2004, p. 2) including emotions, thoughts, and impulses. Tepper et al. (2017) summa-

rize that leadership comes with a high amount of pressure and demands which could increase 

negative emotions and leaders need, especially, mental resources. Referring to COR theory, 

when these resources – in this case resilience – are low, they are faster exhausted and other 

resources – for example self-regulation – could be lost as well (Hobfoll et al., 2018). This could 

lead to destructive behavior in the long run (Tepper et al., 2017). Accordingly, resilience is an 

important personal resource which protects a leader from work-related stress and demands 

of her role. Therefore, I argue that a resilient leader shows less destructive leadership behav-

ior. 

Hypothesis 7: Leaders’ resilience is negatively related to destructive leadership. 

As already mentioned earlier, I argue based on COR theory that less resilient leaders 

would show more destructive leadership because of a lack of important resources. Further-

more, a destructive leader may not contain abilities or behaviors that make her trustworthy. 

Following the approach of negative reciprocity, I assume that employees who perceive de-

structive leadership show less trust in their leader and PSC. 

Hypothesis 8a): The relationship between leaders’ resilience and followers’ trust in the 

leader is mediated by destructive leadership. 

Hypothesis 8b): The relationship between leaders’ resilience and followers’ perceived 

PSC is mediated by destructive leadership. 
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3.3. Method 

3.3.1. Sample and Research Design 

The present study used a cross-sectional study design with leader-follower dyads2. 

Data acquisition took place from October 2019 to December 2020. Students supported the 

data collection, as they contacted employees or leaders from different organizations in Ger-

many to recruit them for the survey. The participants were invited personally, via e-mail, or 

internet platforms to follow a link to a safe website to opt in for the survey. First, the participants 

were informed that their participation was voluntary and anonymous. Second, participants 

were asked to enter a personal code which had to be identical for each dyad to match the 

leader to his/her follower. Then, leaders were instructed to rate their own mindfulness and 

resilience as well as demographic information. Employees were asked to rate their leader’s 

servant and destructive leadership behavior, their own perception of PSC, their trust in their 

leader and demographic data. I included attention checks in both surveys to identify and fur-

ther eliminate inattentive participants (see e.g., DeSimone et al., 2015). My colleague Jana 

Fürchtenicht and I phrased three different items after research of different bogus items. Meade 

and Craig (2012) list completely senseless items which could irritate the participants. There-

fore, I used these more neutral items: “I have never been on the internet before. (Thank you 

for reading attentively.)“, “I am currently filling in a questionnaire (and I am reading all of the 

questions).”, and “My mother was born on February 30 (which is impossible, of course, but 

unfortunately, some persons do not read everything).”. 

Once the data collection was finished, the sample consists of 473 matched dyads. 

First, I eliminated corrupted data following different criteria (e.g., if leader and follower partici-

pated directly one after the other or both late at night at the same day) resulting in 335 

 
2 In all studies of this dissertation further variables and constructs were retrieved which are not 

reported in this dissertation. First, the students who recruited the participants used some data for their 
unpublished bachelor or master theses, as well as term papers. Second, my colleague Jana Fürchten-
icht used data for her own dissertation, but we made sure that the overlap regarding the variables was 
as small as possible. 
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remaining dyads. Second, 293 dyads remained after eliminating inattentive participants using 

the bogus items. Finally, I eliminated data of participants with less than 10 and more than 80 

working hours per week and further leaders who stated that they have no leadership experi-

ence. After data cleaning, N = 281 leader-follower dyads remained. Of the leaders, 53 % were 

male and 47 % were female. The youngest leader was 20 and the oldest was 67 years old, 

the average age was 44.25 years (SD = 10.43). Most of the leaders had a university degree 

(51 %) as highest education level, followed by professional training (21 %), and (professional) 

baccalaureate (13 %). Only 8 % had a general secondary education certificate, 4 % had a 

doctorate and 0.7 % a secondary education certificate while 2 % did not answer the question. 

Further, 63 % had more than five years of leadership experience and 37 % up to five years 

while 41 % were positioned in the upper management level, 35 % in the middle management 

level, and 24 % in the lower management level. Half of the leaders were responsible for 1 to 

10 employees (51 %), 20 % for 11 to 20 employees, and 28 % for more than 20 employees. 

Of the employees, 44 % were male and 56 % were female. The youngest employee was 18 

years old and the oldest was 66 years old, the average age was 32.22 years (SD = 11.37). 

Most of the employees had a (professional) baccalaureate (34 %), a university degree (30 %) 

or a professional training (34 %). Only 9 % had a general secondary education certificate, 3 % 

a secondary education certificate and 1 % a doctorate while 0.4 % did not answer the ques-

tion.  

3.3.2. Measures 

Mindfulness. Mindfulness was measured with the Mindful Attention and Awareness 

Scale (MAAS) by K. W. Brown and Ryan (2003) in its German version (Michalak et al., 2008). 

The MAAS includes 15 items and were rated on a 6-point Likert scale from 1 = almost never 

to 6 = almost always. An example item is “I could be experiencing some emotion and not be 

conscious of it until some time later” (α = .89). 

Resilience. Resilience was measured with the German version of the 10-item Conner-

Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC, Connor & Davidson, 2003) translated by Sarubin et al. 
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(2015). The items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 

7 = strongly agree. Different from the original scale which is rated on a 5-point Likert scale, I 

chose the 7-point Likert scale to offer differentiated response options to reduce monotonous 

response behavior. An example item is “I am able to adapt to change” (α = .81). 

Servant Leadership. Servant leadership was measured with the servant leadership 

scale developed by Ehrhart (2004) and translated into German by Rivkin et al. (2014). The 14 

items were used as an overall scale for servant leadership and were rated on a 5-point Likert 

scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. An example item is “My department 

manager spends the time to form quality relationships with department employees” (α = .89). 

Destructive Leadership. Destructive leadership was measured with the German Inte-

grative Leadership Survey in the preliminary version of the second edition (Rowold et al., in 

press). It contains 77 items, of which five measure destructive leadership. An exemplary item 

is “The leader I am evaluating speaks badly about me behind my back“. The items were rated 

in a 5-point Likert scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree (α = .84). 

Trust in the Leader. Trust in the leader was measured with the German Workplace 

Trust Survey (G-WTS) by Lehmann-Willenbrock and Kauffeld (2010), a German translation of 

the survey by Ferres (2002). The GWT-S contains 27 items, from which six were used to 

measure trust in the leader. The items were rated on a 6-point Likert scale from 1 = completely 

disagree to 6 = completely agree and an example item is “The leader I am evaluating has 

good intentions“ (α = .91). 

Psychological Safety Climate. PSC was measured with the PSC-12 Survey by Hall et 

al. (2010) in an own German translation. Translation and back-translation procedure (Brislin, 

1970) was used – English to German and back to English by different research associated. I 

used 6 of the 12 original items which refer to the direct leader of the participants (the subscales 

management support and commitment and management priority). The items were rated on a 

5-point Likert scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree and an exemplary item is 
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“My leader acts decisively when a concern of an employees’ psychological status is raised” 

(α = .92). 

Control Variables. Following the steps in the process of selecting control variables by 

Bernerth and Aguinis (2016), no theoretical relevant control variables have been found. Fur-

thermore, demographic variables which might be interesting concerning the hypotheses did 

not show any relevant correlations to the research variables. Therefore, I decided to not in-

clude any control variables in the further data analysis. 

3.3.3. Analytical Approach 

For preparing the data, data cleaning and basis analysis (e.g., reliability analysis, de-

scriptive statistics, correlations), I used IBM SPSS Statistics 27. For the further analyses, I 

used the statistic software R (version 4.1.2; R Core Team, 2020) and imported the data from 

SPSS using the R-package Haven (Wickham & Miller, 2020). To test for multivariate normal 

distribution, I used the R-package MVN (version 5.9; Korkmaz et al., 2014).To test the model 

fit, I compute confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) before I tested the mediation model using 

structural equation modeling (SEM) with latent variables using the R-package Lavaan (version 

0.6.9; Rosseel, 2012). 

3.4. Results 

Descriptive statistics – means and standard deviations – and intercorrelations are pre-

sented in Table 2. The demographic variables leaders’ age and gender were not related to 

any other variable. Resilience was not related to servant leadership (r = .09, p = .15), destruc-

tive leadership (r = -.09, p = .15), and PSC (r = .10, p = .88). The correlation between mindful-

ness and PSC was only marginally significant (r = .12, p = .05). 
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Table 2  

Study 1: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study Variables 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Age (LE) 44.25 10.43 -        

2. Gender (LE) a - - -.06 -       

3. Mindfulness 2.55 0.85 -.11 .01 (.89)      

4. Resilience 5.60 0.85 -.01 -.06 .17** (.79)     

5. SERL 3.68 0.65 -.02 .04 .14* .09 (.88)    

6. DL 1.51 0.65 -.05 .01 -.14* -.09 -.57** (.79)   

7. Trust 5.27 0.80 .01 .02 .22** .12* .70** -.70** (.89)  

8. PSC 3.75 0.91 -.04 .02 .12† .10 .75** -.52** .65** (.92) 

Notes. N = 281. Cronbachs α are indicated on the diagonal. LE = leader; SERL = servant 

leadership; DL = destructive leadership. 
a 1 = male and 2 = female 
† p < .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

Test of multivariate normality indicated that the research variables were not normally 

distributed., Due to non-normal distributed data, robust parameters of the CFA were used as 

well as robust maximum likelihood estimation. Results of the CFA indicate an acceptable fit of 

the measurement model (χ² = 2227.63, df = 1469, p < .001, comparative fit index [CFI] = .87, 

root-mean-square error of approximation [RMSEA] = .05, root-mean-square residual 

[SRMR] = .06). The model fit of the mediation model was acceptable as well (χ² = 2227.63, 

df = 1469, p < .001, CFI = .86, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .06). 

Results of mediation analysis show in Table 3. In line with Hypothesis 1, mindfulness 

was positively related to servant leadership (β = .14, p = .04). In contrast to Hypothesis 2a, 

servant leadership did not mediate the positive relationship between mindfulness and trust, as 

the 95 % confidence interval (CI) of the indirect effect slightly included zero (β = .07, p = .05, 
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95 %-CI [-0.11, 0.00]). For Hypothesis 2b – servant leadership mediates the positive relation-

ship between mindfulness and PSC – significant results were found. The total effect of mind-

fulness on PSC was only approximately significant (β = .10, p = .09) while the direct effect was 

not significant (β = -.02, p = .68). Therefore, the indirect effect indicates a total mediation 

(β = .10, p = .04, 95 %-CI [-0.20, -0.003]). Hypothesis 3 stated a positive relationship between 

resilience and servant leadership which is not supported (β = .08, p = .29). Further, servant 

leadership did not function as mediator between resilience and trust in the leader as stated in 

Hypothesis 4a (β = .04, p = .31, 95 %-CI [-0.04, 0.13]) or PSC as proposed in Hypothesis 4b 

(β = .06, p = .30, 95 %-CI [-0.07, 0.24]). In limited support for Hypothesis 5; mindfulness was 

only marginally related to destructive leadership (β = -.12, p = .08). Destructive leadership did 

not mediate the relationship between mindfulness and trust in the leader (Hypothesis 6a; 

β = .05, p = .09, 95 %-CI [-0.09, 0.01]) as well as PSC (Hypothesis 6b; β = .01, p = .32, 95 %-

CI [-0.03, 0.01]). Thus, hypotheses 6a and 6b were not supported. Moreover, no significant 

relationship was found between resilience and destructive leadership (β = -.06, p = .44), Hy-

pothesis 7 must therefore be rejected. Besides, destructive leadership did not mediate the 

relationship between resilience and trust in the leader (Hypothesis 8a; β = .03, p = .45, 95 %-

CI  [-0.05, 0.11]) as well as PSC (Hypothesis 8b; β = .01, p = .52, 95 %-CI [-0.02, 0.03]). 

Therefore, hypotheses 8a and 8b must be rejected. 
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Table 3 

Study 1: Results of Mediation Analysis 

 β SE 95% CI 

Direct effects    

MF → SERL .14* 0.05 [-0.21, -0.004] 

MF → DL -.12† 0.04 [-0.01, 0.17] 

RES → SERL .08 0.09 [-0.08, 0.26] 

RES → DL -.06 0.08 [-0.21, 0.09] 

SERL → Trust .50*** 0.09 [0.32, 0.68] 

SERL → PSC .77*** 0.10 [0.72, 1.12] 

DL → Trust -.44*** 0.11 [-0.73, -0.31] 

DL → PSC -.09. 0.11 [-0.34, 0.08] 

MF → Trust .08† 0.03 [-0.13, 0.00] 

MF → PSC -.02 0.04 [-0.06, 0.09] 

RES → Trust .04 0.05 [-0.06, 0.15] 

RES → PSC .03 0.06 [-0.07, 0.15] 

Total effects    

MF → Trust .20** 0.05 [-0.26, -0.06] 

MF → PSC .10† 0.06 [-0.21, 0.02] 

RES → Trust .10 0.09 [-0.06, 0.31] 

RES → PSC .09 0.10 [-0.06, 0.32] 

Indirect effects    

MF → SERL → Trust .07† 0.03 [-0.11, 0.00] 

MF → SERL → PSC .10* 0.05 [-0.20, -0.003] 

RES → SERL → Trust .04 0.05 [-0.04, 0.13] 

RES → SERL → PSC .06 0.08 [-0.07, 0.24] 

MF → DL → Trust .05† 0.02 [-0.09, 0.01] 

MF → DL → PSC .01 0.01 [-0.03, 0.01] 

RES → DL → Trust .03 0.04 [-0.05, 0.11] 

RES → DL → PSC .01 0.01 [-0.02, 0.03] 

Notes. MF = Mindfulness. SERL = Servant leadership. DL = Destructive leadership. 

RES = Resilience. PSC = Psychological safety climate.  

†p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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3.5. Discussion 

The aim of this study was to investigate the relationship of leaders’ personal resources 

and leadership behavior as well as employees’ work-related climate outcomes. More pre-

cisely, I examined if mindfulness and resilience are beneficial for servant leadership as well 

as preventive against destructive leadership. Furthermore, the mediating mechanisms of serv-

ant and destructive leadership between leaders’ personal resources and employees’ trust in 

the leader and perceived PSC were analyzed. The results show that mindfulness is positively 

related to servant leadership (Hypothesis 1) and negatively to destructive leadership (Hypoth-

esis 5). Furthermore, servant leadership mediates the relation between mindfulness and PSC 

(Hypothesis 2b). The rest of the hypotheses cannot be confirmed. 

The findings indicate that leaders’ mindfulness is an important resource within the 

workplace, respecting mindful leaders show more servant and less destructive leadership be-

havior. This contributes to the field of leadership research regarding antecedents of servant 

and destructive leadership behavior. Additionally, servant leadership represents an important 

resource for employees as it mediates the mindful state of leaders towards employees’ posi-

tive work-related climate outcomes and strengthens their employees’ perceived PSC. Parts of 

the integrative framework by Good et al. (2016) are supported – mindfulness is relevant for 

high quality leader-follower relationships as mindful leaders have the resources to show sup-

portive behavior towards subordinates and give them a feeling of safety at work while less 

mindful leaders show more negative, destructive behavior. With that, I expand previous find-

ings of Reb et al. (2014) and Pinck and Sonnentag (2018) who found positive relationships 

between leaders’ mindfulness and employees’ well-being, and Lange et al. (2018) who, as 

well, found negative relations between leaders’ mindfulness and destructive leadership. 

Results show no support for any hypotheses including resilience. Resilience is not sig-

nificantly related to either servant or destructive leadership as well as trust in the leader and 

PSC. Previous research regarding resilience and leadership is quite scarce. Z. Wang et al. 

(2017) identify positive relations between resilience and work engagement while most of the 
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research investigates resilience from the individual within-person perspective (e.g., Hu et al., 

2015). Resilience represents a capacity that individuals possess to deal with stressful events. 

One can argue that resilience only occurs when a stressful situation appears (see Rutter, 

2007) which means if the amount of stress is moderate, resilience might be not needed for 

leadership. This would explain that resilience is neither related to servant nor destructive lead-

ership. It is possible that the perception of stress changes during the COVID-19 pandemic, for 

example that leaders in a stable organizational setting might experience less stress because 

they perceived consciously that their position is safe, and they feel less affected while leaders 

who had to work on short time might have less workload and a better work-life-balance. There-

fore, it is crucial to investigate the perceived stress of leaders to get more clarity regarding 

these processes.  

3.5.1. Limitations and Future Research 

Some limitations of this study should be mentioned. First, data quality and the resulting 

sample size can be criticized. Up to 38 % of the data had to be eliminated due to possible 

corruption which leads to a huge loss of data. It should be considered to find a more valid 

strategy to recruit participants than through students to receive reliable data and a bigger 

sample size. This leads to the fact that the sample is not a random sample but a convenience 

sample because students recruited participants asking, for example, mostly friends or family 

members. Therefore, the sample is not representative and might be biased because the sam-

ple does not represent a cross-section of the population. Furthermore, the cross-sectional 

study design does not allow the conclusion of causal relations. It might be possible that the 

study variables influence each other in a different direction.  

Second, the willingness to attend a survey might be low for destructive leaders which 

makes it difficult to receive valid information about antecedents and consequences of negative 

leadership. Therefore, experimental study designs can be used to manipulate certain behav-

ior. For example, one could hire an actor to play the role of a destructive leader and let partic-

ipants in the role of employees rate the short-term consequences of the behavior. 
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Nevertheless, it is problematic to investigate the long-term consequences of consistently neg-

ative leadership behavior. 

Third, data was collected cross-sectional at one point in time using only questionnaires 

so that the problem of common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003) is probably relevant. To 

avoid single source bias, leadership behavior was rated by employees but the bias regarding 

the usage of surveys only is still present. Therefore, future research should use different meas-

urement techniques. Since mindfulness represents an important resource in the workplace 

and leadership, it would be revealing to examine mindfulness in a longitudinal study including 

an experiment. Mindfulness interventions such as mindfulness-based stress reduction 

(MBSR) by Kabat‐Zinn (1982, 2003) could be used to investigate the long-term effects of con-

tinuous mindfulness practice.  

Fourth, as mentioned earlier, resilience depends on the situation, person, and stressor, 

and might be present at one stressful event but not at another (Rutter, 2007). Therefore, it is 

possible that resilience is only present when stress occurs which leads to the point that future 

research should investigate perceived stress of leaders to examine at which circumstances 

resilience is needed for leadership. This could take place within organizations, for example, 

during restructuring measures or other events which include change or pressure. Finally, as 

servant leadership represents an important factor regarding positive work-related climate out-

comes of subordinates, it might be interesting to investigate how servant leadership is related 

to negative work-related aspects, whether it represents a resource that buffers from stress or 

burnout of subordinates or if it also could have some negative effects. Eva et al. (2019) argue 

that servant leaders use a great number of resources to support their subordinates which 

could lead to stress. Therefore, it seems quite reasonable to investigate the perceived stress 

of both leaders and followers in the context of resilience and servant leadership as well as 

mindfulness. Previous research (e.g., Mesmer-Magnus et al., 2017) mostly examined the ef-

fects of mindfulness on the within-person perspective while it is also interesting to explore if 
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mindfulness of one individual could affect stress perception of persons interacting with him or 

her. 

Finally, as already mentioned, the findings of this study support parts of the integrative 

framework of Good et al. (2016) and further expand it. Future research can build on these 

results and focus on further parts of the framework regarding functional aspects as well as 

work-related outcomes for both leaders and followers. 

3.5.2. Practical Implications 

Some practical implications can be drawn from the findings of this study as well. First, 

mindfulness represents an important resource for leaders, therefore, mindfulness training 

such as the MBSR (Kabat‐Zinn, 1982, 2003) should be implemented in organizations as mind-

fulness is associated with a higher servant and less destructive leadership. Organizations 

should give leaders the opportunity to practice their mindfulness skills to expand their abilities 

to deal with work-related and private demands. Participation in these trainings should be vol-

untary since practicing mindfulness is only successful when the person is convinced about the 

effects of mindfulness exercises and must participate out of personal intentions. Second, as 

servant leadership is positively related to employees’ trust in the leader and perceived PSC, 

organizations should recommend this behavior and train leaders to adopt servant leadership 

patterns. Trainings, including coaching and feedback loops, can help to implement servant 

leadership. In addition to that, destructive leader behavior should be traced, and causes lo-

cated to transform negative behavior into constructive and effective patterns. As work-related 

aspects, for example, stress or perceived threat through other company members predict de-

structive leadership (Tepper et al., 2017), these circumstances should be processed to build 

up individual training programs supporting leaders towards effective and efficient leadership. 

3.5.3. Conclusion 

This study contributes to the research field of leadership and personal resources in the 

following ways. It shows that mindfulness represents an important personal resource for 
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leaders as it is associated with higher servant leadership and less destructive leadership. This 

helps to close the research gap regarding antecedents of both leadership behaviors. Moreo-

ver, servant leadership mediates the relation between mindfulness and PSC. Therefore, a part 

of the theoretical framework by Good et al. (2016) could be supported. Future research should 

address this topic further and improve the research design including experiments to receive 

profound insights regarding personal resources and leadership.  
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4. Study 2: The Relationship of Leaders’ Mindfulness and Resilience, 

Servant Leadership, and Employees’ Stress 

4.1. Introduction 

Leaders often find themselves in situations that are stressful or demand an important 

decision under time pressure before the next meeting or customer visit. “Leaders therefore 

require an array of tools […] – or in other words, a sufficient number of resources – if they are 

to be successful” (Byrne et al., 2014, p. 345). It seems that personal resources of leaders 

might have a great impact on their effectiveness. Mindfulness and resilience represent two of 

these personal resources which might be crucial for leaders. They are related to positive out-

comes such as reduced stress or higher mental health (Hu et al., 2015; Mesmer-Magnus et 

al., 2017) and further positive work behavior. Mindfulness is related to higher job performance 

(Reb et al., 2014) and resilience to higher work engagement (Z. Wang et al., 2017). How these 

two personal resources are linked to leadership behavior has not been examined sufficiently 

(e. g., Lange et al., 2018). Furthermore, mindfulness and resilience have mostly been investi-

gated on the individual and intrapersonal level (e.g., Mesmer-Magnus et al., 2017). How these 

leaders’ personal resources are related to employees’ work-related outcomes has hardly been 

explored so far. Reb et al. (2014) examined the relationship between leaders’ mindfulness and 

well-being of employees while I found no specific study that investigated the relationship of 

leaders’ resilience and employees’ individual outcomes. Therefore, I ask the question how 

personal resources of leaders are related to positive leadership behavior and how it influences 

employees’ outcomes. 

Since stress represents an important aspect in the workplace because of its negative 

effects on mental health (e.g., depression and anxiety), and job satisfaction (Griffin et al., 2010; 

Lambert et al., 2007; Motowidlo et al., 1986), it might be crucial to investigate how leaders’ 

mindfulness and resilience are related to employees’ perceived stress. Furthermore, Pinck 

and Sonnentag (2018) argue that leader behavior plays an important part in transferring their 
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own personal resources into positive outcomes for employees. I argue that a certain leader 

behavior is needed so that employees can perceive their leader’s resources. As servant lead-

ership represents a leadership behavior which is highly employee-oriented and is argued to 

satisfy employees’ psychological needs (van Dierendonck et al., 2014), it might be a promising 

mediator between leaders’ mindfulness and employees’ perceived stress as well as between 

leaders’ resilience and employees’ perceived stress. 

According to COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al., 2018), personal resources help 

to gain other resources and prevent from resource loss and further stress. Using this ap-

proach, I argue that leaders with a high amount of mindfulness and resilience can use these 

resources to gain resources required for servant leadership. Furthermore, servant leadership 

might help to transform mindfulness and resilience into positive outcomes for employees and 

therefore might be related to less perceived stress. For employees, servant leadership might 

be an external resource which could help them to gain resources and prevent stress. As ex-

plained in the first study of this dissertation, the theoretical framework by Good et al. (2016) 

underlines the importance of mindfulness and resilience in the workplace and further positive 

leadership behavior. Therefore, I aim to investigate whether servant leadership can mediate 

a positive relationship between leaders’ mindfulness and resilience and employees’ perceived 

stress. An illustration of the assumed relationships can be found in Figure 5. 

This study contributes to the research fields of personal resources and leadership as 

follows: First, I examine the relationship of leaders’ mindfulness and resilience with perceived 

work-related stress of employees. Interpersonal relations of these resources have not been 

examined sufficiently, especially in the workplace. Second, I consider that servant leadership 

has a mediating effect between leaders’ mindfulness and employees’ perceived stress as well 

as leaders’ resilience and employees’ perceived stress. With these assumptions, I attempt to 

expand the theoretical framework by Good et al. (2016) and answer some of its open ques-

tions empirically. 
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Figure 5 

Research Model for Study 2 

 

 

4.2. Theory and Hypotheses 

According to Good et al. (2016), mindfulness is relevant for high quality relationships 

between leaders and their subordinates and would be related to leadership behavior. Mindful-

ness is described as a state of awareness for a current situation without any judgement of this 

situation or emotions that occur (Glomb et al., 2011). It is further associated with less auto-

matic behavior and a form of not reacting to, especially, highly positive, or highly negative 

feelings (Bishop et al., 2004).  

As already explained in detail in the first study of this dissertation, COR theory (Hobfoll 

et al., 2018) indicates that mindfulness as a personal resource is positively related to servant 

leadership – possessing mindfulness might be helpful to gain further resources which are re-

quired for servant leadership. Servant leadership is described as an employee-oriented be-

havior, where the focus is on service towards others and their interests (van Dierendonck, 

2011). There are some characteristics attributed to a servant leader such as listening, empa-

thy, awareness, persuasion, stewardship, conceptualization (Spears, 2010), humility, empow-

ering, and interpersonal acceptance (van Dierendonck, 2011). Through servant leadership, 

leader mindfulness might be related to subordinates’ stress. Stress is defined as a personal 

reaction to circumstances or situations which could be physiological, psychological or both, 
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and which are threatening or exhausting valuable resources (Hobfoll, 1989; Lazarus & Folk-

man, 1984). A mindful leader is attentive to the current situation and is aware of the surround-

ings. It is argued by Reb et al. (2014) that a mindful leader could therefore better approach to 

her subordinates. She would act calmly without letting negative emotions overcome her which 

could have a positive effect on employees and their perceived stress at work. Reb et al. (2014) 

already found a negative relation between leader mindfulness and employees’ emotional ex-

haustion at work.  

Furthermore, leadership behavior is argued to have an impact on subordinates’ stress 

and could either buffer or cause it (Harms et al., 2017). Following COR theory from subordi-

nates’ perspective, leadership could be either a resource that buffers from resource loss and 

further stress or a demand that exhausts their resources which leads to stress (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2007; Hobfoll, 1989). As Eva et al. (2019) summarize, COR theory can be com-

bined with the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). From em-

ployees’ perspective, servant leadership can be assigned as a job-related resource that can 

buffer certain job demands and stressors at work. Following the JD-R model, this means that 

servant leadership can protect an employee from the process of (negative) job strain by re-

ducing stressors and further mental illness. As Bakker and Demerouti (2007) summarize, sup-

porting leader behavior can assist employees to handle job demands and prevent from stress. 

Empirical research on relations between servant leadership and employees’ stress are scarce. 

Babakus et al. (2010) found that servant leadership is related to lesser burnout and turnover 

intentions in bank employees and Dooley et al. (2020) found that servant leadership moder-

ates the relation between stress and physical health in the way that it buffers the negative 

effect of stress. However, the study focused on high school teachers in China.  

Summarized, based on the COR theory, I assume that mindful leaders are therefore 

better protected from resource loss and gain potential resources required for servant leader-

ship which is in turn a resource for employees. Based on the JD-R model, servant leadership 
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could further reduce the negative effects of job demands and therefore reduces subordinates’ 

stress. 

Hypothesis 1: The relationship between leaders’ mindfulness and followers’ perceived 

stress is mediated by servant leadership. 

Resilience is another personal resource which might be important in the workplace and 

within leader-follower relationships (Good et al., 2016). Resilience describes the differences 

in how individuals react to stressful events or challenging situations. Resilient individuals do 

not avoid stress but face it positively. They can handle a stressful situation which could possi-

bly strengthen them (Rutter, 1985, 1987). The differences are both within-person and be-

tween-person. The within-person perspective focuses on situational or time-related differ-

ences of resilience in one individual. More precisely, an individual can handle one situation 

resiliently while getting stressed in another situation. The between-person perspective – which 

is examined in this study – describes the differences in resilience over diverse individuals 

which means that some persons are more resilient than others (Wagnild & Young, 1993). 

As it is for mindfulness, the assumed relationship between resilience and servant lead-

ership is derived in detail in the first study of this dissertation. Following COR theory (Hobfoll, 

1989; Hobfoll et al., 2018), I argued that resilience is a valued personal resource that protects 

a leader from resource loss and helps to gain further resources required for servant leadership. 

A resilient leader can handle stressful challenges at work positively (Rutter, 1985, 1987). 

These challenges often concern not only the leader but also involve her subordinates. There-

fore, when a leader does not get stressed during a challenge and further can handle the situ-

ation positively, it is likely that she might shield or protect her subordinates from further stress. 

Servant leadership might mediate this transmission through employee-oriented and support-

ive behavior with focus on interests of employees. As emphasized earlier, servant leadership 

represents a resource for employees that might mitigate the strain of work demands following 

the JD-R model and therefore could reduce employees’ stress. 
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Hypothesis 2: The relationship between leaders’ resilience and followers’ perceived 

stress is mediated by servant leadership. 

4.3. Method 

4.3.1. Sample and Research Design 

A cross-sectional study design was used in this study. Leader-follower dyads were 

recruited by students from October 2020 to June 2021 in different organizations in Germany. 

The participants were invited via e-mail, social media or in person, and were asked to follow 

a link to the platform soSci Survey were the questionnaire was placed. As the survey was 

anonym, it was necessary that each dyad fills in an identical code to match each pair of leader 

and follower. Leaders were asked to assess their own mindfulness and resilience and provide 

information about demographic variables. Employees were instructed to rate their leader’s 

servant leadership as well as their own perceived stress and fill in demographic information. 

Furthermore, attention checks were included in both questionnaires so that inattentive partic-

ipants could be identified and eliminated from the survey. Literature research yielded a list of 

mostly senseless bogus items (Meade & Craig, 2012). These items could irritate participants, 

therefore, I developed three different and more neutral bogus items for the survey, an example 

is “I have never been on the internet. (Thank you for reading carefully.) “. 

Once the data collection was finished, the sample consists of 307 matched dyads. 

First, I used an algorithm – developed by one of my colleagues and me – to identify and 

eliminate corrupted data. Different criteria were tested (e.g., both participants of one dyad 

started the survey at the exact same time). The remaining 263 dyads were secondly checked 

on inattention using the bogus items mentioned earlier and 226 dyads remained. In the last 

step, I eliminated data of leaders who specified no leadership experience and participants who 

stated less than 10 or more than 80 weekly working hours. Therefore, N = 213 leader-follower 

dyads remained after data cleaning.  
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Starting with the leaders, 32 % were female and 68 % were male. The average age 

was 43.73 years (SD = 10.90), the youngest leader was 21 and the oldest 72 years old. As 

highest education degree, most leaders stated a university degree (56 %) followed by profes-

sional training (16 %) and (professional) baccalaureate (15 %) then general secondary school 

(7 %) and doctorate (5 %) and lastly secondary education certificate (0.5 %). Slightly more 

than half of the leaders had more than five years of leadership experience (56 %) while the 

rest had up to five years of leadership experience (44 %). Furthermore, 45 % were positioned 

in the middle management level, 29 % in the upper management level and 27 % in the lower 

management level. About 53 % lead one to ten subordinates, 30 % lead 11 to 20 subordinates 

while 17 % were responsible for more than 20 employees. Regarding the employees, 54 % 

female and 46 % were male with an average age of 34.00 years (SD = 12.06) while the young-

est employee was 18 years old and the oldest was 64 years old. Most employees had a uni-

versity degree (36 %), professional training (28 %) and (professional) baccalaureate (24 %) 

while 10 % had general secondary school, only 1 % a secondary education certificate and 

0.5 % a doctorate. 

4.3.2. Measures 

Mindfulness. A short version of the Mindful Attention and Awareness Scale (MAAS, K. 

W. Brown & Ryan, 2003) was used in its German version (Michalak et al., 2008). In this study, 

seven of the original 15 items were used and were rated on a 6-point Likert scale from 1 = al-

most never to 6 = almost always. An example item is “I find it difficult to stay focused on what’s 

happening in the present” (α = .74). 

Resilience. Resilience was measured with the 10-item Connor-Davidson Resilience 

Scale (CD-RISC, Connor & Davidson, 2003) in its German version (Sarubin et al., 2015). The 

original scale is rated on a 5-point Likert scale while I chose 7-point Likert scale from 

1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree to reduce monotonous response behavior with var-

ious response options during the survey. An example item is “I am able to adapt to change” 

(α = .83). 
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Servant Leadership. Ehrhart (2004) developed a measurement for servant leadership 

I used in the German version translated by Rivkin et al. (2014). In this study only 9 of the 14 

items were used. The items of the dimensions ethical behavior and value for outside the or-

ganization were not included, the remaining items of the dimensions relationships, empower-

ment, help to grow and succeed, conceptual skills, and putting subordinates first were used 

as an overall scale for servant leadership. The items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 

1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. An example item is “My department manager 

spends the time to form quality relationships with department employees” (α = .89). 

Stress. Stress was measured with the German Irritation Scale by Mohr et al. (2005) 

which includes perceived emotional as well as cognitive strain at the workplace. In this study, 

seven of the original eight items were used – three for cognitive irritation and four for emotional 

irritation. The items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 = does not apply at all to 7 = is 

almost completely true, an example item is “I am quickly annoyed” (α = .86). 

Control Variables. No theoretical relevant control variables were identified using the 

process model for selecting control variables by Bernerth and Aguinis (2016). Within their 

meta-analysis Kiker et al. (2019) found that the effects of servant leadership are moderated 

by followers’ gender. It is likely that women and men differ in their perception of leadership as 

well as stress and further expect and prefer different leadership styles. Therefore, I include 

employees’ gender as control variable into further analysis. 

4.3.3. Analytical Approach 

Data preparation, data cleaning and basic analysis for descriptive statistics were per-

formed in IBM SPSS Statistics 27. CFA as well as SEM with latent variables for hypotheses-

testing were computed with die R-package Lavaan (version 0.6.9; Rosseel, 2012). Since the 

sample size of this study is quite small for computing all variables within one model with SEM, 

I chose additional analysis by two hierarchical regression and mediation analyses – one in-

cluding mindfulness and the other resilience – using the SPSS macro PROCESS. 



 
 

80 

4.4. Results 

Table 4 shows means, standard deviations, and correlations between study variables. 

It is noteworthy that both, leaders’ gender (r = -.15, p = .03) and employees’ gender 

(r = -.14, p = .04) were negatively related to employees’ stress. Furthermore, employees’ gen-

der and servant leadership were positively related (r = .15, p = .03). Servant leadership was 

also positively related to mindfulness (r = .18, p = .008) and resilience (r = .19, p = .004) and 

negatively to employees’ stress (r = -.19, p = .005). Mindfulness was negatively related to em-

ployees’ stress (r = -.17, p = .01) as well. 

 

Table 4 

Study 2: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study Variables 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Gender (leader)a - - -      

2. Gender (employee)a - - .28** -     

3. Mindfulness 4.17 0.81 -.06 .10 (.74)    

4. Resilience 5.51 0.73 .01 .04 .37** (.83)   

5. SERL 3.81 0.74 .09 .15* .18** .19** (.89)  

6. Employees’ stress 2.92 1.27 -.15* -.14* -.17* -.08 -.19** (.86) 

Notes. N = 213. Cronbachs α are indicated on the diagonal. SERL = servant leadership. 
a 1 = male and 2 = female 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

Study variables indicate lack of normality and, therefore, I chose robust parameters for 

further analysis. The model-fit of the CFA is acceptable (χ² = 946.14, df = 521, p < .001; 

CFI = .83; RMSEA = .07; SRMR = .08) as well as the fit of the mediation model (χ² = 985.79, 

df = 554, p < .001; CFI = .82; RMSEA = .06; SRMR = .09). Results of the SEM which are il-

lustrated in Table 5 show no significance for both hypotheses controlling for employees’ 
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gender. Servant leadership does neither mediate the relationship between leaders’ mindful-

ness and employees’ perceived stress (β = -.02, p = .32, 95 %-CI [-.07; .02]) nor the relation-

ship between leaders’ resilience and employees’ perceived stress (β = -.04, p = .39, 95 %-CI 

[-.13; .05]). Both hypotheses are therefore not supported. 

Table 5 

Study 2: Results of SEM Mediation Analysis 

 β SE 95% CI 

Direct effects    

MF → SERL .15† 0.08 [-0.004, 0.30] 

RES → SERL .26† 0.15 [-0.03, 0.55] 

SERL → Stress -.16 0.14 [-0.43, 0.12] 

MF → Stress -.28 0.17 [-0.62, 0.06] 

RES → Stress .10 0.21 [-0.31, 0.52] 

Total effects    

MF → Stress -.30† 0.17 [-0.64, 0.03] 

RES → Stress .06 0.21 [-0.34, 0.47] 

Indirect effects    

MF → SERL → Stress -.02 0.02 [-0.07, 0.02] 

RES → SERL → Stress -.04 0.05 [-0.13, 0.05] 

Notes. MF = Mindfulness. SERL = Servant leadership. RES = Resilience. 

†p < .10. 

 

Further, these results show that both mindfulness (β = .15, p = .06) and resilience 

(β = .26, p = .08) were marginally positively related to servant leadership. Leader mindfulness 

was marginally negatively related to employees’ perceived stress regarding to the total effect 

(β = -.30, p = .06). No other significant results could be found when all study variables were 

analyzed in one mediation model. However, additional analysis, where I tested two single 

hierarchical regression and mediation analyses for each predictor variable, are presented in 

Table 6 and Table 7. 
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Table 6 

Study 2: Hierarchical Regression and Mediation Analysis of Leaders’ Mindfulness and Em-
ployees’ Stress 

Step Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

  b SE β b SE β b SE β 

1 Gender (EM) -0.37* 0.17 -.14* -0.33 0.17 -.13 -0.28 0.17 -.11 

2 Mindfulness    -0.25* 0.11 -.16* -0.21* 0.11 -.14* 

3 SERL       -0.26* 0.12 -.15* 

R2  .02*   .05**   .07**   

ΔR2  .02*   .03*   .02*   

Notes. N = 213. EM = employee. SERL = servant leadership. Completely standardized indi-

rect effect: -.03, 95 %-CI: [-.06; -.003]. 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

Table 6 presents the results for the hierarchical regression analysis for Hypothesis 1 

that stated that servant leadership mediates the relationship between leader mindfulness and 

employees’ perceived stress. Mindfulness was negatively related to employees’ stress (β = -

.16, p = .02) and this relationship was partial mediated by servant leadership (direct effect: 

β = -.14, p = .04; total effect: β = -.25, p = .02; indirect effect: β = -.03; 95 %-CI: [-.06; -.003]). 

Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was supported. Furthermore, employees’ gender as control variable 

was negatively related to employees’ stress (β = -.14, p = .04). This effect was not significant 

when mindfulness (β = -.13, p = .06) and further servant leadership (β = -.11, p = .11) were 

included in the hierarchical regression analysis. 
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Table 7 

Study 2: Hierarchical Regression and Mediation Analysis of Leaders’ Resilience and Em-
ployees’ Stress 

Step Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

  b SE β b SE β b SE β 

1 Gender (EM) -0.37* 0.17 -.14* -0.36* 0.17 -.14* -0.30 0.17 -.12 

2 Resilience    -0.13 0.12 -.08 -0.08 0.12 -.04 

3 SERL       -0.23* 0.12 -.17* 

R2  .02*   .03   .05*   

ΔR2  .02*   .01   .02*   

Notes. N = 213. EM= employee. SERL = servant leadership. Completely standardized indi-

rect effect: -.03, 95 %-CI: [-.08; -.002]. 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

Table 7 presents the results of hierarchical regression and mediation analysis for the 

Hypothesis 2 that stated that servant leadership mediates the relationship between leader 

resilience and employees’ stress. Leader resilience was not significantly related to employees’ 

stress (β = -.08, p = .27) in but the mediation effect was significant (direct effect: 

β = -.04, p = .52; total effect: β = -.08, p = .27 indirect effect: β = -.03; 95 %-CI: [-.08; -.002]). 

Therefore, Hypothesis 2 can be supported. Furthermore, the negative relationship between 

employees’ gender and their perceived stress (β = -.14, p = .04) was still significant when re-

silience was included (β = -.14, p = .04) but not when servant leadership was included 

(β = -.12, p = .09). 

Summarized, testing the hypotheses within one model using SEM, both hypotheses 

were not supported. However, following additional analysis of two separated hierarchical re-

gression and mediation analyses for each independent variable, both hypotheses can be sup-

ported.  
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4.5. Discussion 

The aim of this study was to examine the relationship between leaders’ mindfulness 

and resilience and employees’ perceived stress. Furthermore, it was investigated whether 

servant leadership mediates the negative relationship between leaders’ resources and em-

ployees’ perceived stress. Analysis with SEM yield no significant results for both hypotheses. 

However, additional analyses show that servant leadership mediates the negative relationship 

between leaders’ mindfulness and employees’ perceived stress (Hypothesis 1) as well as the 

negative relationship between leaders’ resilience and employees’ perceived stress (Hypothe-

sis 2), both hypotheses can be confirmed controlling for employees’ gender. When servant 

leadership was included in the hierarchical analysis, gender had no longer an effect on em-

ployees’ perceived stress. 

The findings indicate that mindfulness and resilience represent important resources for 

leaders as they are negatively related to employees’ stress through servant leadership. There-

fore, the integrative framework by Good et al. (2016) can partly be confirmed – mindfulness 

and resilience are important for high-quality relationships between a leaders’ and their follow-

ers as they have the resources to behave supportive towards their subordinates. Especially 

mindfulness and servant leadership are associated with lower perceived stress of employees. 

As previous research found positive relations between leader mindfulness and subordinates’ 

well-being (Reb et al., 2014) and job satisfaction (Pinck & Sonnentag, 2018), I contribute to 

the field of organizational research by linking leaders’ mindfulness and leaders’ resilience to 

subordinates’ perceived stress through servant leadership. Furthermore, the findings empha-

size the importance of mindfulness in the workplace as it has also a direct negative effect on 

employees’ stress. However, the direct effect of resilience on employees’ stress was not sig-

nificant which underlines the importance of the mediating effect of servant leadership. 

4.5.1. Limitations and Future Research 

Some limitations are present in this study that should be mentioned. First, as I had to 

eliminate 31 % of the data due to possible corruption, data quality and sample size can be 
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criticized. Like in the first study of this dissertation, participants were recruited by students 

which means the convenience sample is not representative and might be biased. Therefore, 

future research should make sure a valid strategy of data collection is used to receive a rep-

resentative a sufficient sample size. 

Second, Wolf et al. (2013) argue that at a certain number of latent variables, the sample 

size must be correspondingly big to accurately analyze data with SEM. This might be an ex-

planation for the insignificant results. However, the results of the two hierarchical regressions 

and mediation analysis show support for the hypotheses. Future research should adapt the 

method of analysis to the sample size as well as make sure a sufficient sample size is availa-

ble. 

Third, common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003) might be relevant since a cross-

sectional study design with a single measurement time was used. Therefore, this allows no 

conclusion regarding causal relationships between study variables. Future research should 

combine the use of questionnaires with other techniques such as experiments. As mindfulness 

and resilience seem important regarding servant leadership and employees’ perceived stress, 

long-term effects of both resources should be investigated. Fourth, interventions, for example 

the MBSR program by Kabat‐Zinn (2003), can be used to examine training effects regarding 

leadership behavior as well as employees’ outcomes, and observe the changes over time. In 

addition to this, resilience might be difficult to measure through questionnaires. Accordingly, a 

self-reported capacity can be collected but how a person reacts to a stressful event or which 

situation he or she can overcome positively represents a complex process. Rutter (2007) ar-

gues that resilience cannot be observed as a psychological trait and suggests that future re-

search should examine biological and neurophysiological aspects regarding the resilience pro-

cess. Therefore, future studies should include the measure of biological and neurophysiolog-

ical parameters (e.g., genes, blood pressure, or cortisol) in experimental and training studies 

to get more insight in the effects of resilience regarding leadership behavior and work-related 

outcomes. 
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4.5.2. Practical Implications 

The study findings indicate some implications for practice. As mindfulness and resili-

ence represent valuable resources for leaders, organizations should lay a focus on these re-

sources. They could initiate programs to strengthen leaders’ personal resources to enable 

them to overcome challenges and stressful events. The MBSR program (Kabat‐Zinn, 1982, 

2003) represents an effective intervention as it strengthens mindfulness and reduces stress 

(Chiesa & Serretti, 2009). Furthermore, mindfulness training could foster resilience (Joyce et 

al., 2018). Therefore, mindfulness practice reveals several positive effects which are relevant 

in the workplace. Additionally, both resources are related to servant leadership, which is as-

sociated with lower perceived stress of employees. Therefore, leaders should be trained to 

put servant leadership behavior into practice. Leadership training programs could combine 

mindfulness practice with leadership coaching. 

4.5.3. Conclusion 

Overall, this study contributes to the research field of organizational science in the 

following ways. It shows that both, mindfulness and resilience, represent important personal 

resources for leaders as they are both associated with higher servant leadership which medi-

ated the stress-reducing effect of both resources for employees. With these findings, a part of 

the integrative framework by Good et al. (2016) can be confirmed as mindfulness and resili-

ence are relevant for high-quality relationships between leaders and followers. Future re-

search should continue the investigation of these personal resources and extend it using lon-

gitudinal studies as well as experiments and training-studies. 
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5. Study 3: Neurophysiological Correlates of Resilience and Con-

structive Leadership Behavior 

5.1. Introduction 

Individuals need resources to overcome stressful events in everyday life (Hobfoll, 

2002). Especially in the workplace, stress resistance is an important ability. Resilience de-

scribes individual differences in the reaction to stressful events and how individuals emerge 

from the situation (Rutter, 1985, 1987). Rutter (2007) stated that resilience “is not and cannot 

be, an observed trait” (p. 205). He argues that individuals may be resilient regarding some 

challenging situations but not others which differs from other psychological traits which are 

mostly stable across situations. He further points out that research regarding resilience needs 

to include physiological aspects and measurements in addition to the previous psychological 

approaches. Additionally, other researchers suggest that biological and physiological attrib-

utes should be considered to gain deeper understanding of psychological characteristics and 

the leadership process (Antonakis, 2011; Judge et al., 2009). 

As An et al. (2020) proposed, the heart rate variability (HRV) could be used as a phys-

iological index for resilience. HRV describes “the change in the time intervals between adja-

cent heartbeats” (McCraty & Shaffer, 2015, p. 46). The HRV represents an important aspect 

in the body’s regulatory processes, especially during stressful events (McCraty & Shaffer, 

2015; Shaffer & Ginsberg, 2017). As the HRV changes during stressful situations (Kim et al., 

2018), the resting HRV as well as the strength of the oscillations during stressful situation 

could be an indicator for resilience. 

Accordingly, the three-stage stress response model (Selye, 1984, as cited in Kim et 

al., 2018) explains the processes of physical reactions to stress regarding the importance of 

physiological resources. This process shows resemblance to the COR theory which explains 

the psychological process of stress emergence focusing more on psychological resources 

(Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al., 2018). Combining the physiological and the psychological 
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approach, I assume that HRV is an indicator for the psychological resource of resilience which 

individuals need to overcome stressful events. A resilient person would have a higher HRV. 

Additionally, the HRV of resilient individuals would not react sensitively to stressors as the 

HRV of persons who are not very resilient. 

To extend previous research (e. g., An et al., 2020), this study does not only focus on 

the relation of HRV and resilience but further includes different aspects of leadership behavior. 

In the workplace, leaders need to handle stressful challenges positively to be successful and 

to show constructive leader behavior towards their subordinates. Stressed leaders are more 

likely to show negative behavior such as destructive leadership (Tepper et al., 2017). Follow-

ing COR theory, I argue that more resilient individuals – indicated by their resting HRV – show 

more constructive leadership behavior such as transactional, transformational, and servant 

leadership. The assumed relations between study variables are illustrated in Figure 6. 

This study contributes to the research fields of resilience and leadership in four differ-

ent ways. First, HRV is used as new measure for resilience since Rutter (2007) argued that it 

is difficult to measure resilient via self-reports. Second, by including HRV, I aim to explore the 

role of physiological resources to extend the understanding of the link between resources and 

reactions to stress. Third, by measuring HRV during different tasks in an assessment center, 

I seek to bring the research of physiological data in a more practice-oriented organizational 

context and examine resilience during different work-related tasks. Finally, I combine psycho-

logical and physiological approaches and investigate the relationship of HRV – as an indicator 

for resilience – and constructive leadership behavior to widen the understanding of the link 

between resources and leadership behavior. 
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Figure 6 

Research Model for Study 3 

 

5.2. Theory and Hypotheses 

The heart rate is defined as the number of heartbeats per minute and the HRV de-

scribes “the change in the time intervals between adjacent heartbeats” (McCraty & Shaffer, 

2015, p. 46). The “HRV indexes neurocardiac function and is generated by heart-brain inter-

actions and dynamic non-linear autonomic nervous system (ANS) processes” (Shaffer & Gins-

berg, 2017, p. 1). Put more simply, HRV plays an important part in regulatory processes re-

garding internal and external challenges. A healthy heartbeat is not monotonous but variable, 

meaning that time intervals between heartbeats are not equal. HRV enables the human body 

to cope flexibly with uncertainties or challenging events (Shaffer & Ginsberg, 2017). McCraty 

and Shaffer (2015) assume that an ideal level of HRV is associated with self-regulation, adap-

tion, and resilience. Further, higher HRV is related to attention and emotional processing 

whereas extremely high HRV is associated with insufficient physiological functioning and in-

efficient energy usage. Very low HRV is associated with (chronic) stress, (age-related) ex-

haustion of the system, and insufficient use of self-regulatory mechanisms.  
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The heart rate and HRV are linked to the parasympathetic nervous system (PNS) and 

sympathetic nervous system (SNS). The PNS is responsible for regeneration and the increase 

of energy resources. Additionally, it slows the heart rate. The SNS provides increased readi-

ness to perform which cause depletion of energy resources. Additionally, it quickens the heart 

rate (McCraty & Shaffer, 2015). McCraty and Shaffer (2015) explain that the PNS activity 

dominates when the heart rate is below 100 beats per minute (bpm), for example, when some-

one is at rest, sleeps or during normal activities. When the heart rate is above 100 bpm the 

SNS becomes more active. When the heart rate increases, the time between each heartbeat 

becomes smaller and this means that there is less time for variability. Thus, HRV is typically 

lower. When the heart rate is lower, the time between heartbeats is higher and normally, HRV 

increases.  

According to the three-stage stress response model (Selye, 1984, as cited in Kim et 

al., 2018), the human body reacts to stress in three different steps. In the first stage, the body 

reacts to an occurring stressor with the so-called fight or flight reaction. This means that the 

body decides to either face the stressor (fight) or escape the stressor (flight). In this stage, the 

SNS will be activated. In the second stage, the body uses its resources to overcome or adapt 

to the stressor. Meanwhile, the PNS tries to regulate physiological states to a normal level. If 

the resistance or adaption in the second stage fails, the third stage will be reached. In this 

stage, the resistance against the stressor continues to exhaust the body’s resources and this 

may cause illness in the long term. This model shows how important physiological resources 

are in the stress process. The importance of, among other things, personal resources, is pre-

sented by the COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al., 2018). Individuals seek to keep re-

sources that can prevent the emergence of stress. If someone lacks resources required for 

dealing with a stressor, he or she is more vulnerable to lose other resources and stress occurs.  

Consequently, resilience is a personal resource which is defined as the ability to deal 

with stressful events positively (Rutter, 1985, 1987). Furthermore, individuals differ in resili-

ence; some people are more resilient than others and it is easier for them to deal with 
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stressors. Resilience also varies within-person which means that resilience of an individual 

varies depending on the different stressors someone has to face (Wagnild & Young, 1993). 

This means that a person is not necessarily resilient in every aspect of life.  

Combining the three-stage stress response model and the COR theory, I argue that 

HRV could be an indicator for resilience in the way that more resilient individuals have a higher 

HRV. As Rutter (2007) argues, it is almost impossible to observe resilience, especially by 

using self-reports and surveys, and resilience only occurs in stressful situations. According to 

COR theory, resilience can be seen as a personal resource that can be accessed when a 

stressor occurs. It is possible that even at a resting state, HRV is an indicator for resilience. 

Individuals with higher HRV have a higher capacity do deal with stressful events because the 

body can better regulate itself. Furthermore, An et al. (2020) found approximately significant 

positive correlations between resilience and HRV in the resting state. 

Hypothesis 1: Resting state HRV is positively related to resilience. 

Resilient individuals are able to handle stressful events well and can overcome stress-

ors with a good outcome, but they do not try to avoid stress (Rutter, 1985, 1987). Tugade and 

Fredrickson (2004) argue that the psychological capacity to bounce back from certain stress-

ors might be reflected in the physiological reaction. Referring to the three-stage stress re-

sponse model (Selye, 1984, as cited in Kim et al., 2018), when a stressful situation is present, 

the body reacts to it by, for example, accelerating the heart rate which possibly result in a 

decrease in HRV. As mentioned earlier, the body of individuals with higher HRV have a greater 

capacity to regulate its physiological reactions and could therefore be more resilient against a 

stressor. Resilient individuals have both more physiological and psychological resources to 

overcome a stressful situation positively as resources can help to buffer or prevent stress 

(Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al., 2018). The body of resilient individuals may not react as strongly 

as it does in less resilient individuals as the heart rate would not increase as much as it does 

in less resilient persons and the HRV would not decrease as much for resilient persons. 
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Hypothesis 2: Resilience is negatively related to the difference between HRV in the 

resting state and HRV during a stressful situation. 

Beyond prevention of stress, individual resources help to gain other resources (Hobfoll, 

1989; Hobfoll et al., 2018). A resilient person could therefore use resilience as a resource to 

restore or gain other resources that could be useful in stressful situations. When a stressor 

occurs, the PNS tries to regulate physiological states back to a normal state which includes 

slowing the heart rate. As stated above, I assume that resilient individuals have a higher HRV 

which would decrease less strongly during stressful events. Therefore, it should take less time 

for their body to down-regulate the stress-related physiological arousal to a normal level be-

cause the oscillation between resting HRV and HRV under stress is flatter. Furthermore, even 

if the HRV decreases during a stressful challenge, resilient individuals have more resources 

to regulate their physiological states and return faster to the resting state (Tugade & Fredrick-

son, 2004). Tugade and Fredrickson (2004) found that self-reported resilience is associated 

with a quicker return to resting heart rate after a stressful arousal. 

Hypothesis 3: Resilience is negatively related to the difference between resting state 

HRV and HRV after a stressful situation a) in a sitting position and b) during a mindfulness 

exercise. 

According to the polyvagal theory (Porges, 1995, 2007), the regulating process of the 

human body does not only help to overcome stressful or threatening events but also supports 

social behavior. Porges (1995) argues that humans possess a vagal brake that slows the heart 

rate in resting and safe situations. When a stressor occurs, the brake is removed, and the 

body reacts to the stressor. This regulating process represents an important basis for social 

interactions because the dynamic of the vagal complex is associated with attention, emotion, 

and communication which are needed for social interactions (Porges, 1995). 

As explained earlier, I assume that HRV could be an indicator for resilience as the body 

of individuals with a higher HRV has a greater capacity to regulate physiological functions and 

responses. Following polyvagal theory, individuals with higher HRV might show more social 
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behavior. Transferring this approach to the workplace and leadership behavior, I argued ear-

lier in this dissertation that more resilient leaders show more positive leader behavior in the 

form of servant leadership. As leader behavior represents a form of social behavior, I assume 

that HRV is related to leadership. COR theory states that individuals with more personal re-

sources can gain other resources which are, in this case, necessary for successful interactions 

between leader and follower. As individuals with higher HRV may be more resilient, they may 

have the physiological and psychological resources which are required for social leadership 

behavior. In this study, I focus on servant leadership as well as transformational and transac-

tional leadership. 

Servant leadership is a highly social leadership style as the servant leader focus on 

her subordinates. It is characterized by empowerment, support, and empathy (Russell & 

Stone, 2002; Spears, 2010; van Dierendonck, 2011). The interests of subordinates and their 

development have the highest priority and the servant leader sets the goal to support her 

subordinates in every aspect. As it represents a follower-oriented behavior with a strong social 

core, I assume that individuals with higher HRV can regulate their behavior, according to the 

polyvagal theory (Porges, 1995, 2007), in that way that they show servant leadership even in 

a conflict situation or argument with their subordinates. They can regulate their body to stay 

calm and can still focus on the employees’ needs even if a situation gets tense. Therefore, I 

assume that HRV – as an index of resilience – is positively related to servant leadership. 

Hypothesis 4: Resting HRV is positively related to servant leadership. 

Transformational leadership includes leadership behaviors that are characterized by 

motivation and inspiration (Bass, 1985). A transformational leader serves as a role model, 

communicates a vivid vision, and stimulates her subordinates to develop innovative thinking. 

She further focuses on the individual needs of her subordinates as well as on the goals of the 

team. Thereby, she transforms self-interests into interests in organizational goals and values 

and motivates employees to show extra effort at work. Even though transformational leader-

ship shows some similarities to servant leadership, there are important differences. While 
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servant leaders are encouraging and supportive in every aspect of their subordinates’ individ-

ual interests, transformational leaders always refer to organizational goals. Put briefly, a serv-

ant leader puts the subordinates first while a transformational leader acts in the interest of the 

organization (Bass, 2000; Farling et al., 1999; Stone et al., 2004). Therefore, the social aspect 

seems to be stronger in servant leadership although transformational leadership also includes 

an individual focus. Individual support is a core element of both leadership behaviors, but the 

motives are different. 

Therefore, I hypothesize that HRV and transformational leadership are also positively 

related. During a conflict with an employee, a leader with higher HRV has a higher capacity to 

regulate physical reactions and behavior. Even if an employee puts his own interests first, the 

leader will not get angry or raise her voice but focus on bringing the interests of the employee 

and the organization together. 

Hypothesis 5: Resting HRV is positively related to transformational leadership. 

Transactional leadership is based on exchanges between leader and follower. Leaders 

communicate their expectations and clarify goals and rewards when a goal is reached (or 

maybe a sort of punishment if not). The subordinates complete their tasks and receive the 

promised reward (Bass, 1985; Judge & Piccolo, 2004). In comparison to transformational and 

servant leadership, transactional leadership represents a less active behavior with less strong 

relationships between leaders and followers. As leaders with higher HRV can better regulate 

their physiological responses, they cannot only regulate their negative emotions (e.g., rage) 

but also other emotions. This could help to keep a distance towards subordinates and not to 

become too attached to employees’ problems or feelings. Becoming too involved in other peo-

ple’s concerns can be stressful. For example, Eva et al. (2019) assume that servant leaders 

have high demands because they spend much time and energy on their followers what can 

be exhausting an may result in stress. However, a higher HRV may protect leaders from strong 

physiological stress reactions. As a result, these leaders could better focus on factual aspects 

(e.g., goals and expectations) during a conversation or other interaction with employees. 
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Hypothesis 6: Resting HRV is positively related to transactional leadership. 

5.3. Method 

5.3.1. Procedure 

Both, this study, and the data used in this study were part of a larger research project 

which is concerned with neurophysiological processes in relationship to personal characteris-

tics and leadership behavior and takes place at the lab at the TU Dortmund University under 

the direction of professor Rowold. An institutional ethical review board approved the research 

project. The data of this study was collected during an assessment center at the Department 

of Human Resource Development and Change Management of the TU Dortmund University. 

The aim of the assessment center was to simulate work-related tasks as well as exercises 

implemented in job application processes in organizations. Furthermore, it was tested how 

participants behave in a conflict situation playing the role of either the leader or the follower. 

Besides the experience of an assessment center and the preparation for job application pro-

cesses, participants received the results of free IQ-test free of charge as well as a personality 

profile. 

The participants were students from different universities recruited by students who 

received extra credit for their current seminar at our department. Students who were attending 

a seminar at our department at that time were not allowed to participate in the assessment 

center to avoid ethical concerns. Moreover, students who took prescription medication except 

for contraceptives or had a mental illness were not permitted to participate. 

The data was collected as part of the assessment center at different measurement 

points. First, the participants were asked to fill in an online survey at home They were asked 

to fill in a self-report on their resilience as well as demographic information. They were also 

informed about the conditions for participation (e.g., exclusion of allergies against plaster ad-

hesives) and that neurophysiological data are collected during the assessment center. They 

were asked to indicate that they had read and understood all information. Second, participants 
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were divided into groups of two to participate in the assessment center3 which my colleague 

Jana Fürchtenicht and I have developed and implemented. The participants were randomly 

assigned to either the role of the leader or the role of the employee. The role was communi-

cated later during the assessment center. Due to a strict timeline, the employees arrived half 

an hour later to the assessment center than the leaders. At the beginning, the participants with 

the role of the leader were asked to sign a written consent form regarding the measurement 

of neurophysiological data, video and image recording, as well as the voluntariness of their 

participation which they could end at any time. Then, after the sensors for electroencephalog-

raphy (EEG), electromyography (EMG) and ECG were attached to the torso of the participants 

(the participants attached the sensors by themselves aided by a visual manual), a five-minute 

baseline measurement was performed in a sitting position. Next, the participants with the role 

of the employee arrived. They received the same instructions and were headed to another 

room to work on several tasks (e.g., a creativity test).  

In the meantime, an adapted form of the Trierer Social Stress Test (TSST) by Kirsch-

baum et al. (1993) was performed. The leaders were given instructions for preparing a self-

presentation. After a preparation time of five minutes (that was 10 minutes in the original 

TSST), the leaders had to give a self-presentation referring to a self-chosen position and or-

ganization. In five minutes, they had to convince a fictious recruiter that they are the best 

candidate for the position. They were not allowed to use any notes and were informed that 

video and tone recordings were taken to analyze their presentation. During this presentation 

physiological data were measured. The participants were seated face to face with an inter-

viewer (in the original TSST three interviewers perform) whom they had not seen before during 

the assessment center. The interviewer asked them to begin with their presentation. During 

the presentation, the interviewer did not show any reactions to the presentation such as nod-

ding or smiling. If the participants finished their presentation in less than five minutes, they 

were asked to continue. If they stopped talking a second time before the time was over, the 

 
3 I only describe the parts and aspects of the procedure which are relevant for this study. 
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interviewer was silent for 20 seconds before asking questions about the subject of study (e.g., 

which lectures they heard in the last semester). However, in the original TSST, the participants 

were asked to subtract the number 13 from 1022 as fast as possible. 

After five minutes, the participants were thanked for their presentation and the inter-

viewer left the room. Subsequently, a five-minute measurement of physiological data was 

taken while the participants remained seated. 

The next task for the leaders was a mindfulness exercise. Based on the yoga exercise 

mountain pose, the participants were asked to stand up and to follow verbal instructions, for 

example, breathing deeply, standing on both feet, keeping their head straight, or concentrate 

on different body parts. During the five-minute exercise, physiological data were measured. 

Afterwards, again, a five-minute measurement of physiological data was taken in a sitting po-

sition.  

Now, the participants were informed about their role of leader or employee and were 

given 15 minutes time to prepare for a 10-minute role play. Both groups of participants were 

given different information regarding their role and were allowed to take notes. Each partici-

pant was seated in a room alone to prepare their part. The setting of the role play was a team-

leader who would like to talk with a long-time employee about different aspects such as per-

formance and absence due to illness. The instructions were developed with the intention to 

create potential for conflicts. For example, the employee intends to ask about a salary raise 

while the leader has the information that the company needs to save budget. The participants 

were asked to invent missing information and to react actively to the dialogue partner to form 

a lively and authentic role play. Afterwards, the employee was asked to rate the leader’s trans-

actional, transformational, and servant leadership behavior. 

At the end of the assessment center, the participants were given verbal feedback about 

their performance and a debriefing, especially regarding the TSST. They were informed that 

no recordings were taken, and that the behavior of the interviewer was intended to stress the 
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participant during the presentation. Furthermore, the participants received a certificate of at-

tendance as well as the results of their IQ-test and personality profile. 

Overall, 35 assessment centers had been planned from October to December 2019 

before the research project had to be paused due to the Covid-19 pandemic. Of these sched-

uled assignments, eight were cancelled by either the participants because of sickness, or the 

loss of interest, or by us because of problems with the central heating in the lab. Another four 

measurements did not take place because one or both participants did not arrive, or arrived 

too late, without cancelling, or due to technical malfunctioning. 

5.3.2. Sample 

The final sample of this study consists of N = 18 dyads who filled in the relevant surveys 

and participated in the assessment center with its neurophysiological measures. Incomplete 

or deficient data were eliminated. Half of the leaders were female, and the leaders were be-

tween 20 and 28 years old (M = 23.22, SD = 1.98). The participants were asked to measure 

their heart rate during the survey at home according to instructions. The self-measured heart 

rate of the leaders ranged from 52 to 87 beats per minute (M = 64.25, SD = 8.86), 2 participants 

did not report their heat rate. Participants were also asked about their blood pressure. While 

10 leaders reported to have a normal blood pressure, 2 reported low or high blood pressure, 

respectively, and 4 did not know their blood pressure. 

Only one leader reported to be a smoker while 11 (61 %) reported to be non-smokers 

and the remaining 6 (33 %) reported to smoke occasionally, for example, at parties. Further-

more, 11 (61 %) leaders reported that they drank alcohol, 5 (27 %) reported that they only 

drank alcohol very rarely, and 2 (11 %) did not drink any alcohol. 

Of the followers, 8 were female and 9 were male, with an age range from 20 to 28 

years (M = 22.47, SD = 2.18) while one did not report either their gender or their age. The self-

measured heart rate ranged from 42 to 110 beats per minute (M = 69.71, SD = 16.10), one 

follower did not report the heart rate. While 9 followers reported to have normal blood pressure, 
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2 reported high and one low blood pressure, 5 did not know their blood pressure and one did 

not answer the question. 

Four followers (22 %) were smokers, 11 (61 %) were non-smokers, 2 (11 %) reported 

to only smoke occasionally and one did not answer the question. Moreover, 12 followers 

(67 %) reported that they drank alcohol, 4 (22 %) reported that they drank alcohol only very 

rarely and one did not drink any alcohol while one person did not give information on their 

alcohol consumption. 

5.3.3. Self-Report Measures 

Resilience. Resilience was measured with the 10-item Connor-Davidson Resilience 

Scale (CD-RISC, Connor & Davidson, 2003) in its German version (Sarubin et al., 2015). The 

original scale is rated on a 5-point Likert scale while I chose a 7-point Likert scale from 

1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree to reduce monotonous response behavior with dif-

ferent response options during the survey. An example item is “I am able to adapt to change” 

(α = .61). 

Servant Leadership. Ehrhart (2004) developed a measurement for servant leadership; 

I used the German version translated by Rivkin et al. (2014). In this study, only 6 of the 14 

items were used. The items of the dimensions empowerment, help to grow and succeed, and 

putting subordinates first were included, used as an overall scale for servant leadership. I 

excluded the other three dimensions which could not be shown during the role play. The items 

were rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. An ex-

ample item is “My department manager’s decisions are influenced by department employees’ 

input.” (α = .56). 

Transactional Leadership. Transactional leadership was measured with the preliminary 

version of the second edition of the Integrative Leadership Survey, a German questionnaire 

developed by Rowold et al. (in press). Five of the 10 items for transactional leadership were 

used, namely the items of the dimension contingent reward which were measured on a 5-point 
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Likert scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. An example item is “The leader 

I evaluate sets goals and tasks together with me.” (α = .61). 

Transformational Leadership. As for transactional leadership, the Integrative Leader-

ship Survey (Rowold et al., in press) was used to measure transformational leadership. It con-

tains 28 items, four or five items for each of the six dimensions of transformational leadership. 

An example item is “My supervisor explains why best performance is required.”, rated on a 5-

point Likert scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree (α = .88). 

5.3.4. Heart Rate Variability Measures 

An ECG was used to measure the heart rate before, during, or after an exercise. Equip-

ment from g.tec – a biosignal amplifier g.USBamp combined with a g.GAMMAbox interface 

box – was used for recording cardiac activity and other physiological data which are not rele-

vant for this study. A set of two disposable electrodes were placed on the chest at heart level, 

2 cm apart left and right from the spine to record the heart rate. A bipolar recording was used, 

and a ground electrode was placed on the inside of one wrist of the participants. The partici-

pants were asked to place the ground electrode on the non-dominant side. 

MATLAB was used to gather the data with an interface provided by g.tec with a sam-

pling rate of 4800 Hz. MATLAB (version 2020b) was also used to compute HRV measures. 

First, the first five seconds and the last second of each recording were eliminated to minimize 

artifacts of the recordings. Second, the sampling rate was downsampled from 4800 Hz to 

600 Hz which is sufficient for calculating the HRV parameters precisely (Berntson et al., 1997). 

Third, linear trends were eliminated from the data. 

The Pan Tompkins algorithm (Pan & Tompkins, 1985) which was implemented in 

MATLAB by Sedghamiz (2014) was used to detect the QRS complexes. An algorithm of the 

HRV Analysis Software (HRVAS) by Ramshur (2010) was used to identify irregular inter-beat 

intervals. Visualization of the ECG waves showed that the algorithm did not detect all irregu-

larities or artifacts. Therefore, I eliminated the data of 4 participants with irregular data. For the 
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data analysis, I used the two HRV measures RMSSD and HF power, which were calculated 

with the HRVAS. For the calculation of the HF power a fast Fourier transformation was used 

(see Welch, 1967). 

5.3.5. Analytical Approach 

For the statistical analysis I used IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 27). After I transformed 

the RMSSD and the HF power to the natural logarithmic scale due to its greater reliability (see 

Plews et al., 2013), I used bivariate Pearson correlations to test linear relationships. For the 

test of the second and third hypotheses, I computed the three differences between both 

RMSSD and HF power at a) the TSST (t2), b) post-TSST (t3), as well as c) the mindfulness 

exercise (t4), and the resting state (t1). 

5.4. Results 

Table 8 shows the intercorrelations of the demographic and study variables as well as 

several physiological parameters at the resting state. Resilience is positively correlated to the 

gender of the leaders (r = .51, p = .03) which indicates that male participants perceive them-

selves as more resilient than female participants. The self-measured heart rate that the par-

ticipants measured at home before the assessment center is positively related to the meas-

ured heart rate at resting state at the beginning of the assessment center (r = .52, p = .04) and 

positively related to resilience (r = .60, p = .01). Furthermore, the heart rate at the resting state 

and RMSSD at the resting state are negatively correlated (r = -.52, p = .03). RMSSD and HF 

power at the resting state are strongly correlated to each other (r = .98, p < .001). Finally, 

transformational leadership is positively related to servant leadership (r = .64, p = .007) 

whereas all other variables show no significant correlations. 

Results for the first three hypotheses can be found in Table 9. Hypothesis 1 stated that 

resilience is positively related to HRV in the resting state, the results show that resilience is 

neither significantly correlated to the HF power (r = -.01, p = .97) nor RMSSD (r = -.08, p = .76) 

at the resting state. Hypothesis 2 stated that resilience is negatively related to the change in 
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HRV from resting state to a stressful situation, here represented by the TSST. Results show 

that resilience is neither related to the change in the HF power (r = -.22, p = .37) nor the 

change in RMSSD (r = -.22, p = .38). Hypothesis 3 stated that resilience is negatively related 

to the change in HRV from resting state to a) HRV after the stressful event and b) HRV during 

a mindfulness exercise. For both assumptions no significant correlations could be found. Re-

silience is neither related to the change of the HF power (r = -.24, p = .34) nor RMSSD (r = -

.19, p = .44) after the stressful event. Likewise, it is the same for the mindfulness exercise (for 

HF power: r = -.29, p = .24; for RMSSD: r = .-22, p = .39). Therefore, the first three hypotheses 

cannot be supported. 

Results for hypotheses 4 to 6 can be found in Table 8. Hypothesis 4 stated that HRV 

in the resting state is positively related to servant leadership. Neither the HF power (r = -.13, 

p = .63) nor RMSSD (r = -.16, p = .55) at the resting state are significantly related to servant 

leadership. Hypothesis 5 stated that HRV at the resting state is positively related to transfor-

mational leadership. Again, no significant relationship can be found for HF power (r = -.14, 

p = .60) and RMSSD (r = -.24, p = .38). Finally, Hypothesis 6 stated a positive relationship 

between HRV at the resting state and transactional leadership. Neither HF power (r = -.18, 

p = .50) nor RMSSD (r = -.29, p = .28) are significantly related to transactional leadership. 

Therefore, the last three hypotheses cannot be supported either. 
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Table 8 

Study 3: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Demographic and Study Variables at Resting State 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Age (leader) 23.22 1.99 -          

2. Gender (leader) a 
- - .23 -         

3. Resting Pulse at Homeb 
64.25 8.86 .16 .02 -        

4. Resting Heart Ratec 
71.06 8.65 .16 -.08 .52* -       

5. Resilience 5.09 0.70 .26 .51* .60* .10 (.61)      

6. Transactional Leadership 3.25 0.79 .05 .20 .14 .17 .19 (.61)     

7. Transformational Leadership 3.31 0.54 -.42 .27 -.16 .29 .09 .33 (.88)    

8. Servant Leadership 3.43 0.55 -.34 .41 -.07 -.03 .26 -.12 .64** (.56)   

9. Resting ln(HF) 6.45 1.21 -.39 -.30 -.07 -.41 -.01 -.18 -.14 -.13 -  

10. Resting ln(RMSSD)  3.68 0.58 -.35 -.27 -.19 -.52* -.08 -.29 -.24 -.16 .98** - 

Notes. N = 18. Cronbachs α is indicated on the diagonal. 
a 1 = female and 2 = male. b Measured by participants before the assessment center. c Measured during the assessment center. 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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Table 9 

Study 3: Correlations between Resilience and HRV 

 Resilience  Resilience 

Resting ln(HF) -.01 Resting ln(RMSSD) -.08 

Δln(HF)t2 to t1 -.22 Δln(RMSSD)t2 to t1 -.22 

Δln(HF)t3 to t1 -.24 Δln(RMSSD)t3 to t1 -.19 

Δln(HF)t4 to t1 -.29 Δln(RMSSD)t4 to t1 -.22 

Note. All p-values are bigger than .10. 

 

5.5. Discussion 

The aim of this study was to investigate the relationship between resilience and HRV 

in a work-related context as well as the relationship of HRV to constructive leadership behav-

ior. Furthermore, the body’s reaction to stress has been examined during a work-related chal-

lenge to focus on a practical view within the research field of organizational neuroscience. 

Results show that none of the hypotheses can be supported, as the two measures of HRV are 

neither related to resilience nor to transactional, transformational, or servant leadership. How-

ever, the findings show moderate correlations between resilience and the difference between 

HF power during the mindfulness exercise and the resting measurement (Hypothesis 3b). This 

means that the participants who rated themselves as more resilient recover faster to the base-

line HRV after a stressful event during a mindful exercise. I assume that these correlations 

show no significance due to the small sample size. 

However, statistical analysis reveals additional results which are not part of the hypoth-

eses. First, the change in HRV from resting state to the measurement after the stressful event 

is significantly negatively related to both transformational (for HF power: r = -.59, p = .02; for 

RMSSD: r = .-62, p = .01) and servant leadership (for HF power: r = -.60, p = .01; for RMSSD: 
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r = .-69, p = .003). This means, the smaller the differences between the resting HRV and the 

HRV during the post-TSST measurement, the more the participants are perceived to be trans-

formational or servant leaders during the role play. It can be assumed that these relationships 

illustrate that the participants who recover faster from the TSST – the HRV returns faster to 

baseline level after the stressful event – show more transformational and servant leadership. 

Therefore, future studies should focus on the time slot directly after the TSST. Previous studies 

on the TSST found that the heart rate reacts very fast to the stressor as it increases fast during 

the TSST and decreases fast after the TSST (Hellhammer & Schubert, 2012; Kirschbaum et 

al., 1993). It is possible that the reaction of the HRV is fast as well. Furthermore, these findings 

indicate that the absolute oscillation of the HRV might be not as relevant as its changes re-

garding stressful events. This assumption would also support the polyvagal theory (Porges, 

1995, 2007) – applied to leadership behavior – which stated that social behavior is predicted 

by physiological functioning. Consequently, a well-regulated system would allow more social 

behavior such as transformational and servant leadership. 

Contrary to these findings, the HRV measures during the measurement after the TSST 

are significantly negatively related to both transformational (for HF power: r = -.50, p = .047; 

for RMSSD: r = .-57, p = .02) and servant leadership (for HF power: r = -.50, p = .048; for 

RMSSD: r = .-54, p = .03). This means that a lower HRV (in a sitting position after a stressful 

event) is related to more perceived constructive leadership behavior. This is surprising be-

cause the opposite would be assumed as higher HRV is associated with better regulating 

capacity as already argued. The fact that only the parameters calculated in this session are 

related to leadership behavior and not for any other recording makes it difficult to draw any 

conclusion from it.  

Furthermore, the heart rate during the TSST is significantly positively related to per-

ceived transformational leadership (r = .50, p = .05) which is also a surprising result as higher 

heart rate reflects a physical reaction to stress or other stimuli and a higher heart rate is related 

to a lower HRV which is unrelated to leadership at this recording. This raises the question if 



 
 

106 

the heart rate quickened during the TSST while the HRV did not change or not strong enough 

to be significant. Hellhammer and Schubert (2012) and Kirschbaum et al. (1993) already de-

tected that the heart rate rises during the TSST. Here, a higher heart rate during this stressful 

situation is associated with more perceived transformational leadership, meaning that partici-

pants who show a greater reaction to the stressful situation are perceived as more transfor-

mational leaders. This is surprising and should be further examined by future research. 

An et al. (2020) considered HRV as an index for resilience as well but also only slightly 

approximately significant correlations between resilience and HRV in the resting state (for 

HF/LF power: r = -.28, p = .20). They further examined related variables they declare as fac-

tors of resilience and found positive correlations between HRV and emotion regulation as well 

as adaptive engagement. As I could not find any recent studies which investigated the rela-

tionship between physiological parameters and leadership behavior, no consistent conclusion 

can be drawn by the finding of this study, therefore further research might be needed. 

5.5.1. Limitations and Future Research 

There are some limitations of this study that should be discussed. As already men-

tioned in the method section, the algorithm which should detect irregular heartbeats did not 

detect all measurement artifacts. Additionally, I made a visual inspection of recordings with 

conspicuous data to detect irregular heartbeats. For example, for one participant a resting 

heart rate of 134 bpm was calculated whereas a regular resting heart rate would be between 

60 and 100 bpm. Therefore, future research should consult an expert regarding visual inspec-

tion of ECG recordings to guarantee accurate data processing. 

Furthermore, the sample size of this study should be improved. Even though studies 

including experiments of lab-based data are often quite small, a sample size of 18 participants 

is still small. To give an example, An et al. (2020) worked with a sample of 24 participants and 

could only find small to no effects between resilience and HRV. Schönbrodt and Perugini 
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(2013) found that the point of stability for correlations with calculated effect sizes around r = .25 

is a sample size of N = 161. Therefore, future studies should increase the sample size. 

The sample in this study comprised students with an age ranging from 20 to 28 years 

which could be problematic due to their lack of work or leadership experience. The participants 

only played the role of a leader or employee but did not have a similar professional position. 

This further means that the two participants of each assessment center did not know each 

other but had to pretend to be leader and follower which does not reflect a realistic leader-

follower relationship. Therefore, future research should perform the assessment center with 

real leader-follower dyads; this is already planned for the current larger research project. 

Additionally, the proceedings of the assessment center itself could be problematic. As 

mentioned earlier, some technical problems occurred during some measurements, moreover, 

external aspects can influence the measurements. Noises from outside may distract the par-

ticipants and may cause undesirable movements of participants. Additionally, some persons 

find it more difficult to sit still during a five-minute measurement than others which could further 

cause movement artifacts in the recordings. Personal factors of participants such as sleep 

quality or recent meals can further influence measurements. One participant admitted that she 

did not eat anything in the morning before the assessment center that started at 9:15 o’clock. 

This may have affected physiological functioning. Furthermore, the heart rate that the partici-

pants measured at home was lower than the heart rate during the resting state measurement 

at the beginning of the assessment center. This could indicate that the assessment center is 

perceived as stressful, or participants get excited about the forthcoming events and uncertain-

ties. Therefore, I recommend a resting phase when the participants arrive before the first re-

cording starts. Moreover, the placing of the electrodes had not been visually controlled by the 

experimenters to protect the participants’ privacy and an inaccurate placement may have an 

influence on the recorded data. These aspects show how sensible neurophysiological meas-

urements are and future research should improve the proceedings. 
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Another aspect that should be mentioned concerns the use of surveys. First, resilience 

was rated in a self-report which can lead to biased data because participants might rate them-

selves more resilient than they are (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Furthermore, leadership behavior 

was rated based only on a ten-minute role play between leader and follower. It is unlikely that 

all aspects of each leadership style can be shown in such a short time. Future research could 

analyze the facets of each leadership behavior for a more detailed perspective. Other leader-

ship behaviors such as destructive leadership represent an interesting research aspect, as 

well as perceived stress is a predictor for destructive behavior (Tepper et al., 2017). Different 

versions of a role play can be tested, for example, with an actor playing the role of the em-

ployee, trying to provoke the leader. Furthermore, additional exercises can be developed to 

create stressful events for the leader, for example, working under time pressure or completing 

a task while getting interrupted frequently. If real leader-follower dyads participate in the as-

sessment center, and leadership behavior can be rated beyond the assessment center. 

As it is already planned by the research group of the larger research project this study 

is a part of, different personal characteristics such as the big five or resources such as mind-

fulness which are already found to be related to leadership behavior (Bono & Judge, 2004; 

Lange et al., 2018; Pinck & Sonnentag, 2018) should be included in future lab studies to re-

ceive a more comprehensive picture of the role of neurophysiological processes in the context 

of leadership emergence. 

5.5.2. Conclusion 

Even though none of the assumed hypotheses could be supported, this study revealed 

some interesting methodological implications for future research within organizational neuro-

science. As one of the first studies examining physiological processes in the work-related con-

text, it can be seen as a starting point for future research and emphasizes the need for further 

investigation. 
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6. Overall Discussion 

The overall aim of this dissertation was to examine the relationship between mindful-

ness and resilience as personal resources of leaders and different constructive and destruc-

tive leadership behaviors as well as work-related outcomes of employees. Based on parts of 

the integrative framework by Good et al. (2016) which embeds mindfulness in the workplace, 

I developed six research questions and a research model linking mindfulness and resilience 

to leadership behavior and outcomes of employees. Besides the integrative framework, the 

COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) represents a basic theory for this dissertation which underlines 

the importance of personal resources. From that I derived three empirical studies. First, the 

relationship between leaders’ mindfulness and resilience, and servant and destructive leader-

ship behavior was examined as well as the effect on aspects of employees’ work-related cli-

mate outcomes. To get more insight about the influence of mindfulness and resilience on 

mental health, I secondly investigated the relationship between the two personal resources, 

servant leadership and perceived stress of employees. Finally, I considered neurophysiologi-

cal measures as indicator for resilience and examined potential relationships to constructive 

leadership behaviors. 

The main finding of this dissertation is that especially mindfulness is an important re-

source for servant leadership and positive climate factors – trust in the leader and PSC – of 

employees. Further, both, leaders’ mindfulness and leaders’ resilience as well as servant lead-

ership represent crucial factors regarding employees’ perceived stress. The more mindful and 

resilient a leader is, and the more servant leadership she shows, the lesser is the perceived 

stress of employees. 

The first study revealed that leaders’ mindfulness is associated with more servant and 

less destructive leadership behavior and further that servant leadership mediates the relation-

ship between leaders’ mindfulness and employees’ PSC and approximately trust in the leader. 

Study 2 showed that leaders’ mindfulness and resilience are linked to perceived stress of 

employees through servant leadership. Both personal resources represent important 
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resources for leaders that foster servant leadership which in turn reduces perceived stress of 

employees. Although, the results of the third study did not support the assumed hypotheses 

that resting HRV and its changes due to stressful events are related to resilience as well as 

that resting HRV is related to transactional, transformational, and servant leadership. It re-

vealed that the changes in HRV between resting state and the post-TSST measurement are 

related to transformational and servant leadership behavior in a certain way, but no expressive 

conclusions can be drawn from this study. 

In the following, I summarize the main results of the three empirical studies and relate 

them to previous theoretical and empirical literature. Furthermore, I review the research ques-

tions and point out the contribution of this dissertation. Afterwards, I describe the limitations 

which the study designs entail and derive implications for future research and practice. Finally, 

I draw a conclusion for the dissertation. 

6.1. Summary of Findings and Contributions 

The main contribution of this dissertation to the field of leadership is to gain more in-

sight into the relationships between personal and physiological resources and leadership be-

havior. The aim was to extent the integrative framework by Good et al. (2016) by examining 

the role of mindfulness and resilience in the workplace and concrete leadership behavior as 

well as employees’ outcomes. 

The aim of the first study was to answer the first two research questions (Research 

Question 1: How are leaders’ mindfulness and leaders’ resilience related to servant and de-

structive leadership behavior?; Research Question 2: Can servant and destructive leadership 

mediate the relationship between leaders’ mindfulness and leaders’ resilience and employees’ 

work-related climate outcomes?) and shows that mindfulness predicts both higher servant and 

lesser destructive leadership behavior. Furthermore, servant leadership mediated the positive 

relationship between mindfulness and both employees’ perceived PSC and approximately 

employees’ trust in the leader. The findings are partly in line with previous research on 
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mindfulness and destructive and, respectively, constructive leadership behavior (Lange et al., 

2018; Pinck & Sonnentag, 2018) while it further contributes to the research of antecedents of 

servant leadership as it has been expanded by mindfulness. It confirms the research on serv-

ant leadership and trust in the leader (Hoch et al., 2018; A. Lee et al., 2020) and expands it 

by the positive relationship between servant leadership and PSC. Therefore, the study reveals 

that mindfulness represents an important personal resource for leaders and servant leader-

ship can be seen as a desirable leadership behavior regarding employees’ perceived work 

climate.  

Surprisingly, resilience showed no significant relations to either leadership behavior or 

employees’ outcomes in the first study. Rutter (2007) already argued that resilience might only 

occur in stressful situations which probably makes it difficult to display it in a usual workday. 

Especially for resilience, the context and situation seem to be relevant which was not suffi-

ciently considered in this study. Here, resilience was examined in the workplace without any 

specification of the work situation or manipulation of work settings. 

The third research question (Research Question 3: Can servant leadership mediate 

the relationship between leaders’ mindfulness and leaders’ resilience and employees’ per-

ceived stress?) was intended to be examined in the second study. Hierarchical regression and 

mediation analyses revealed that servant leadership mediated the negative relationship be-

tween both, leaders’ mindfulness and resilience and employees’ perceived stress. The results 

are in line with previous research regarding leaders’ mindfulness and employees’ well-being 

(Reb et al., 2014) and expands it by linking leaders’ mindfulness and resilience to subordi-

nates’ stress through servant leadership. Therefore, mindfulness and resilience represent im-

portant personal resources for leaders and followers as well as servant leadership which has 

provided as desirable leadership behavior regarding employees’ mental health at work. 

The fourth and fifth research questions (Research Question 4: Is resilience related to 

a person’s resting HRV?; Research Question 5: How are changes in HRV during and after a 

stressful event related to resilience?) were considered in the third study of this dissertation. 
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The findings showed no significant correlations between resilience and resting HRV which is 

partly in line with previous research. An et al. (2020) found only slightly approximately signifi-

cant correlation between resilience and HRV in the resting state. Further research is therefore 

needed in this field. The third study deals also with the last research question (Research 

Question 6: Is resting HRV related to different constructive (servant, transformational, and 

transactional) leadership behavior?). The results revealed inconsistent correlations between 

constructive leadership behavior and HRV. Finding show that the smaller the differences be-

tween the resting HRV and the HRV during the post-TSST measurement, the more the par-

ticipants are perceived to be transformational or servant leaders during the role play. On the 

one hand, it can be assumed that these relationships illustrate that the participants who re-

cover faster from the TSST – meaning the HRV returns faster to baseline level after the stress-

ful event – show more transformational and servant leadership. On the other hand, a lower 

HRV (in a sitting position after a stressful event) is related to more perceived transformational 

and servant leadership behavior. It seems that cardiac activity and leadership behavior are 

related but no straight conclusion can be drawn from these findings. Further research is 

needed is the field of organizational neuroscience. 

In summary, this dissertation contributes to the research field of leadership in three 

main points. First, the research on antecedents of servant leadership is extended by mindful-

ness and resilience. Both personal resources are important for leaders to show servant lead-

ership behavior. This confirms part of the integrative framework by Good et al. (2016) and 

expands it by two open questions regarding the role of resilience in the workplace and the 

relationship between mindfulness and concrete leadership behavior. Second, the literature 

regarding consequences of leadership behavior can be both confirmed and expanded. Serv-

ant leadership is positively related to employees’ trust in the leader and PSC as well as neg-

atively related to employees’ stress while destructive leadership is negatively related to trust. 

Since servant leadership acts as mediator between personal resources and employees’ out-

comes, parts of the framework (Good et al., 2016) can be confirmed and extended. 
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Mindfulness is related to climate factors and stress as an aspect of mental health through 

servant leadership. Third, even though results regarding neurophysiological parameters were 

not as expected, the findings revealed that changes in HRV regarding a stressful situation 

seem to be related to leadership behavior. Therefore, the third study contributes to the re-

search field of organizational neuroscience as one of the first studies examining reactions to 

stressful situations as well as leadership behavior in a realistic work-related setting. This can 

be used as basis for further research. 

6.2. Limitations and Future Research 

There are some limitations of the present research project that should be mentioned 

regarding methodological aspects as well as theoretical ones. 

Regarding methodological aspects, two different methods were used in the studies of 

this dissertation. For the first two studies, leader-follower dyads were investigated whereby 

self-reports of both leaders and followers were used as well as the evaluation of the leadership 

behavior by the followers. Even though single source bias was avoided, common method bias 

regarding surveys is present (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Two of the study variables – leadership 

behavior and outcomes of employees – were measured by the same source. It might be prob-

lematic that the ratings affect each other. Furthermore, personal, and interpersonal aspects 

might influence the followers’ ratings of leadership behavior as the current mood or current 

events between leader and follower. For the third study, neurophysiological measurements 

were additionally used. Although the mixed-method approach has some advantages as the 

measurement with ECG is mostly objective, it is still sensible to environmental changings, 

movements or circumstances that happened before the measurement. 

In general, all three studies were surveyed cross-sectional and therefore causality can-

not be expected. More precisely, a clear direction between predictor and dependent criteria 

cannot be derived. It is possible that the relations of study variables exist vice versa to the 

assumed relations. I proposed that leadership behavior affects different outcomes of 
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employees. It is, however, possible that, for example, employees have a positive attitude to-

wards their leader and show them their trust which could result in a closer leader-follower 

relationship where the leader shows more servant leadership behavior including personal sup-

port of the followers. In this case followers’ trust would affect the leadership behavior. Even 

though it is more likely that leaders’ personal resources affect leadership behavior that further 

affects work-related attitudes of followers, alternative explanations cannot be excluded. Lon-

gitudinal studies could help to examine long-term effects of leadership behavior and, espe-

cially, experimental studies could be useful to gain more insight in leadership processes. Pre-

vious studies found that mindfulness trainings have an impact on leadership behavior (Lange 

& Rowold, 2019) and well-being (Gu et al., 2015) and could further foster resilience (Joyce et 

al., 2018). Future research should use mindfulness training studies to gain more insight on the 

process of personal resources, especially mindfulness and resilience and their effect on lead-

ership behavior, especially servant leadership. Currently, I found no previous studies regard-

ing trainings on servant leadership. Furthermore, experimental studies could manipulate cer-

tain behavior and create stressful events for participants to examine resilience in a particular 

stressful situation. 

Moreover, the samples of the studies reveal some limitations that should be discussed. 

First, participants were recruited by students. Therefore, the sample is convenient and for the 

first two studies inspection of the data revealed that more than one third of the collected data 

might be corrupt. The probably corrupt data was eliminated. Furthermore, it is likely that stu-

dents mainly recruited family members or friends that reduces the range. Therefore, the sam-

ple is not representative and might be biased because the sample does not represent a cross-

section of the population. Future research should consider alternative sources for data acqui-

sition which are more reliable and independent to obtain a representative sample, participants 

should be required randomly as well. Second, for the third study, a student sample was used 

where participants were recruited by other students. It is possible that some students only 

participated as a favor for a friend without any real interest for the exercises. Future studies 
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should aim for a more independent sample by widening the range of potential participants who 

show real interest in the assessment center. However, selection bias would still be present, 

therefore, a random sample should be used. Furthermore, the sample should be extended by 

real leader-follower dyads since most of the student do not have any leadership experience. 

As real leaders and their employees know each other and have a work-based relationship, 

findings would be more expressive than for fictional leaders. Measurements could take place 

beyond the assessment center reflecting work behavior and attitudes in the everyday work 

life. Expanding the group of participants is already planned in the larger research project for 

further studies. 

Regarding theoretical and content-related aspects, future research might expand the 

present research project. First, in all three studies the focus laid on leader-follower relation-

ship, therefore, it would be interesting to examine the study variables on group level. Mindful-

ness and resilience represent important resources not only for leaders but for employees as 

well. To investigate if both personal resources might affect team processes represents an 

interesting research approach. Furthermore, leadership is also a group phenomenon (see 

e. g., Kozlowski & Klein, 2000) and team processes might include shared leadership where-

fore further research should consider investigating servant and destructive leadership behav-

ior within a team. Additionally, leaders might not treat every employee the same way (Yukl, 

2013), different perceptions of every group member would give more insight on constructive 

and destructive leadership behavior. 

Second, even though mindfulness and resilience are related to leadership behavior, 

the underlying mechanisms of this process are not displayed in this dissertation. Stedham and 

Skaar (2019) consider that specific mindfulness mechanisms (e.g., attention, cognitive capac-

ity, self-regulation) lead to certain leader characteristics and behavior (e.g., empathy, resili-

ence, transformational leadership). Future research should focus on these mechanisms and 

on the question which facets of mindfulness are relevant for specific leadership behavior. Fur-

thermore, mechanisms of resilience remain unclear. Whether a person is resilient depends on 
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the situation and stressor and is difficult to measure (Rutter, 2007). Neurophysiological indi-

cators would be helpful during a stressful situation and should be combined with surveys about 

this specific stressful event. Additionally, coping strategies (e.g., avoidance, acceptance, or 

searching for support), should be examined for a better understanding of the stress process 

and the used strategies against specific stressors. 

Third, literature of resilience reveals not entirely clear theoretical distinction of the con-

struct. Bonanno et al. (2011) argue that resilience is distinguished from recovery. While resil-

ience is “a relatively stable trajectory of healthy functioning” (p. 514) even direct after a stress-

ful event, recovery is described by “elevated symptoms and some functional impairment […] 

followed by a gradual return to normal levels of functioning” (p. 515). Following this approach, 

this would mean that a person first gets stressed by a difficult situation but recovers after a 

certain time to a normal level while a resilient person is able to hold on to the stress in a lower 

level which means that the trajectory increases less strongly. In the third study, I argued that 

resilient participants have the capacity to regulate their body faster to a normal level after a 

stressful situation – in other words, they would recover faster. It is crucial that future research 

disentangle the theoretical concept of resilience and provide clarification whether, for example, 

aspects as recovery are part of resilience. 

Fourth, regarding servant and destructive leadership behavior, other personal re-

sources or characteristics might be relevant. Eva et al. (2019) argue that research concerning 

antecedents of servant leadership is quite scarce while Tepper et al. (2017) argue similar for 

destructive leadership. Therefore, future research should consider additional predictors for 

these leadership behaviors, for example humility since it is considered to have a significant 

impact on organizational benefits and humble leaders put their own success behind the suc-

cess of employees and the organization (Collins, 2001; Morris et al., 2005). Furthermore, the 

focus in study three was laid on resilience as personal resource. Future studies should explore 

the relationships of other resources and characteristics as mindfulness or the big five with 

neurophysiological parameters to gain more insight in the emergence of leadership behavior. 
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Mindfulness is associated with mental health as well as positive leadership outcomes (Lange 

et al., 2018; Lange & Rowold, 2019; Mesmer-Magnus et al., 2017). Good et al. (2016) argue 

that mindfulness is associated with certain brain activities whereas the review of Lomas et al. 

(2015) reveals that findings regarding the relationship of mindfulness and brain activity are 

inconsistent. Therefore, future research should further focus on this research field. Of the big 

five personality characteristics, for example, neuroticism might influence the perception of 

stressful events. Therefore, EEG recordings could be investigated as previous studies found 

that neuroticism and extraversion are related to brain activity (Aghajani et al., 2014; Gao et 

al., 2013; Schmidtke & Heller, 2004). Future studies should investigate the relationships be-

tween these neurophysiological aspects and stress reaction as well as leadership behavior. 

Furthermore, servant and transformational leadership were measured as global lead-

ership behaviors. Future studies should consider examining both leadership styles on the di-

mensional level. Besides the focus on followers, servant leadership includes an ethical behav-

ior dimension as well as a dimension that focuses on behavior regarding the society outside 

of the organization, and a dimension regarding conceptual skills (Rivkin et al., 2014). It is 

interesting to explore to which dimension leaders’ mindfulness and resilience are related more 

strongly than others and whether there are differences in the two personal resources. Maybe, 

resilience might be more related to conceptual skills and mindfulness more to ethical and so-

cial behavior. Transformational leadership dimensions can be clustered into individual-ori-

ented and team-oriented behavior. During an assessment center, tasks including individual 

leadership behavior as well as tasks including groups could be invented to differentiate poten-

tial situational relevance of personal and physiological traits. 

Finally, the theoretical and empirical findings of this dissertation can be extended re-

garding contextual and situational variables. Mindfulness goes back to Buddhist meditation 

that finds increasing interest in western culture. Previous researchers suggest that the under-

standing and conceptualization of mindfulness might be different in western cultures com-

pared to eastern cultures which are based of Buddhist thinking (Haas & Akamatsu, 2019; 
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Kabat‐Zinn, 2003; Karl et al., 2020). Therefore, future research should focus on cultural set-

tings regarding mindfulness and its effects on mental health and leadership behavior. If the 

western understanding is different from the eastern understanding, potential and desirable 

positive effects might not occur. Previous research found also negative effects of mindfulness 

practice. The findings of two experimental studies suggest that mindfulness is associated with 

increased false memory (Sherman et al., 2012; Wilson et al., 2015). Britton (2019) argue that 

effects of mindfulness practice could be U-shaped, meaning that too much mindfulness prac-

tice can have negative consequences for mental health. Therefore, future studies should con-

sider negative effects of mindfulness on individuals as well as in the workplace. As mindful-

ness is associated with clear thinking (Stedham & Skaar, 2019) and the awareness of the 

current situation (Glomb et al., 2011), it is possible that mindful leaders start to question their 

own role in the organization as well as structures and processes. Therefore, it should be con-

sidered whether mindfulness could influence commitment and selfish thinking, especially with 

regard to leaders. 

Consequently, Figure 7 shows possible expansions of the research model of this dis-

sertation for future research. The aspects written in gray and marked with a plus symbol illus-

trate the potential extensions of the current research flied. 

6.3. Practical Implications 

Several practical implications can be drawn from the findings of this dissertation. First, 

leaders’ mindfulness and resilience are both related to leadership behavior and have positive 

impact on employees’ work attitude and mental health. They represent important resources in 

the workplace which are desirable to develop. The MBSR program developed by Kabat‐Zinn 

(1982, 2003) which was first used for clinical interventions found resonance in the organiza-

tional context and showed beneficial effects on stress reduction (Chiesa & Serretti, 2009). 

Bartlett et al. (2019) found evidence that mindfulness interventions in the workplace have a 

positive impact on mental health, stress and well-being. Furthermore, Lange and Rowold 

(2019) adapted a mindfulness intervention especially for leaders which revealed positive 
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effects on constructive leadership, reduced destructive leadership as well as perceived stress 

of the leaders. Additionally, Joyce et al. (2018) found a positive relationship between mindful-

ness trainings and resilience. Therefore, mindfulness interventions reveal several positive ef-

fects for mental health, leadership behavior, and are beneficial for resilience, and, therefore, 

should be introduced in organizations. 

Second, regarding personnel selection of leaders, organizations should focus on the 

capacity of personal resources as mindfulness and resilience among other personal charac-

teristics (e.g., intelligence, Judge et al., 2004). Furthermore, assessment center or certain ex-

ercises could be used to test applicants’ resources and leadership abilities. The feedback 

participants gave on our assessment center were altogether positive. Job-related tasks or role 

plays could reveal a meaningful insight on cognitive and social abilities as well as expertise 

above a standardized job interview. 

Third, assessment center can be used for leader development as well. They can be 

combined with mindfulness trainings mentioned earlier and leadership trainings. Leadership 

trainings especially for transformational leadership show beneficial effects on leaders and their 

followers (Abrell et al., 2011; Kelloway & Barling, 2010). Using a multi-method approach com-

bining training and coaching as well as multi-source evaluation and feedback, these leader-

ship programs could reveal comprehensive results. After the need for leadership training is 

detected through, for example, employee assessment, strengths and weaknesses of leaders 

can be defined, and certain behavior improved. The process of multi-source feedback includ-

ing the leaders themselves, their followers, supervisors and possibly colleagues (also called 

360° feedback) reveals a holistic picture about the leader’s performance (Lacerenza et al., 

2017). Respecting the results of this dissertation, leadership training programs should be ex-

tended by servant leadership. Organizations should therefore consider implementing leader-

ship training programs. 

Fourth, even though findings of neurophysiological processes revealed no consistent 

insight, further studies in this research field could be fruitful for organizational use. Findings 
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indicate that faster recovery from a stressful situation is associated with more servant and 

transformational leadership behavior. Previous studies found that mental and physical health 

is related to job performance (Merrill et al., 2013; Montano et al., 2017). As the cardiac system 

represents an indicator for physical health (e.g., Massaro & Pecchia, 2019), occupational 

health management could use ECG recordings to track leaders’ fitness and physical health. 

Therefore, a fitness program could be developed and integrated in former leadership training 

programs. Short exercises at the workplace and theoretical coaching about health-related be-

havior as well as the monitoring of cardiac activity could be beneficial for organizational suc-

cess. 

6.4. Conclusion 

This dissertation reveals important insights regarding personal resources and leader-

ship behavior. Identifying the role of leaders’ mindfulness and resilience relating to servant 

and destructive leadership represents an important step towards the understanding of leader-

ship and further its mediating processes. Findings show that leaders’ mindfulness and resili-

ence represent relevant resources, especially for servant leaders as well as employees’ per-

ceived PSC, stress, and trust in their leader. In general, this dissertation helps to close the 

research gap regarding mindfulness and resilience at the workplace as well as antecedents 

of servant and destructive leadership. Furthermore, it shows insight in neurophysiological pro-

cesses in the organizational context and reveals its research potential. Further research might 

benefit from the findings in this dissertation towards a better understanding of personal re-

sources, leadership behavior and stress at the workplace. 
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Figure 7 

 Extended Research Model for Future Research 
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