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ABSTRACT
This mixed method research, in the area of HR and leadership, explores leadership
behaviours that foster employee resilience. Resilience is a key capacity in contexts where
job demands and challenges are often dynamic and complex, such as in the public sector.
This research uses a contemporary definition of resilience, one that views employee
resilience as a set of behaviours that help people grow and develop in their jobs, even in
the face of challenges. Two questions guide this research: 1. What leadership behaviours
enable employee resilience in the public sector?, and 2. How do these behaviours enable
employee resilience? This study is situated in the public sector context.
The research consists of five phases. The first phase was a cross-sectional survey of public
servants’ views on whether paradoxical leadership behaviours, mediated by perceptions of
organisational support, might foster resilience. These connections reflect the
correspondence between paradoxical leadership and the dilemmas and paradoxes that arise
in public sector work. Phases two and three concerned a series of qualitative studies which
identified further leadership behaviours, as well as possible mechanisms and outcomes, and
generated an explanatory framework to illustrate how managers can enable employee
resilience. This led to the development of the construct resilience-enabling leadership.
Phase four gathered feedback on the construct’s validity so that it could be tested
quantitatively in a scale. The fifth and final phase tested the resilience-enabling leadership
scale (RELS) as a predictor of resilience. It also tested psychometric properties of the scale,
including factor structure, and discriminant and convergent validity.
Findings show that a unique combination of leadership behaviours that foster growth, trust
and collaboration in employees, is likely to play a pivotal role in developing employee
resilience. The RELS is an innovative contribution to organisational scholarship. It
represents a leadership model that recognises the changing nature of leadership and
responds to the development needs of employees.
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INTRODUCTION

Developing human capabilities has economic, social and psychological benefits for
individuals, organisations, and societies (Denhardt, Denhardt, & Aristigueta, 2012; Hitt,
Bierman, Shimizu, & Kochhar, 2001). Resilience is the capacity of individuals to “utilise
resources to continually adapt and flourish…, even when faced with challenging
circumstances” (Kuntz et al., 2016, p. 460). This capacity brings about effectiveness at
multiple levels – for individuals, groups, organisations and systems (Kozlowski & Klein,
2000). It enables people, organisations, and systems to engage in ongoing learning and
development in order to improve their responses to challenging stimuli. At all these levels,
resilience is about adapting, learning, and growing in the face of complexity and change
(Lengnick-Hall, Beck, & Lengnick-Hall, 2011; Ungar, 2012). In organisations, managers
play a primary role in shaping and developing resilience in employees.
This research is a mixed method investigation of employee resilience and its development
by managers. It expands understandings surrounding the construct of employee resilience
– an important capacity for individuals and organisations – by identifying leadership
behaviours which enable it. The research focuses on the leadership behaviours that line
managers engage in on a daily basis. In short, resilience-enabling leadership is set of line
manager behaviours that work to enable the resilient employee behaviours of network
leveraging, learning, and adaptability in employees.

1.1 Resilience, leadership, and this research
Resilience itself is dynamic. It changes in response to environments, and people can get
better at it (Luthans, 2002a). There are particular capabilities that can be developed to allow
individuals and systems to use change to improve and thrive in new environments
(Hodliffe, 2014). For organisations wanting to be resilient, having resilient employees is a
building block in their readiness and ability to adapt during times of change and
uncertainty.
Leaders within organisations can enable and develop resilience in employees, and the
collective actions of resilient employees can help organisations be more resilient (Horne &
Orr, 1997; Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). Resilient performance is characterised by the
effective use of collective resources that enable employees and organisations to not only
cope under, but thrive, following setbacks or periods of adversity (Lengnick-Hall et al.,
2011). Although all organisations require resilience, these requirements are likely to be
1

unique to particular industries, sectors, and individual businesses. In other words,
resilience, and the need for it, is situational and shaped by the context, rather than trait-like.
Inquiry into what enables resilience in different contexts is necessary if we are to enhance
our understandings of this important phenomenon.
This research is situated in the New Zealand public sector context. It focuses on employee
resilience, a behavioural capacity comprised of network leveraging, learning and
adaptability (Kuntz, Malinen, & Näswall, 2017). Resilient behaviours are likely to help
knowledge workers, including public servants, deal effectively with the demanding,
complex and often contradictory realities of their working environments. There are many
tensions needing to be balanced or resolved in such a context. For example, the shift from
centralised decision authority by default to more inter-agency, networked collaboration and
governance increases engagement with different actors, while contributing to enhanced
unpredictability and complexity (Christensen, 2014; Denhardt & Denhardt, 2007).
Contemporary and dynamic demands are placed on public agencies by citizens, as well as
other organisations and institutions. This requires organisations and their employees to be
adaptive, responsive, and adept at problem solving. The layering of institutional logics from
multiple public sector reforms over the past century have also led to diverse, and often
contradictory forms of pursuing public value. Such values have been described as
“numerous, often contested, and indeed . . . in conflict or even contradictory” (Bryson,
Crosby, & Bloomberg, 2015, p. 14). Public organisations clearly exist in dynamic, often
contradictory, environments that demand flexible and mindful responses to constant
challenge and shock (Lewis, Andriopoulos, & Smith, 2014).
To be resilient, employees need a supportive environment to engage in resilient behaviours
(Näswall, Kuntz, Hodliffe, & Malinen, 2015). The development of employee resilience
comes from engaging with enabling personal, social and contextual resources. In the
workplace, support for resilience may be found in enabling cultures and climates (Khan et
al., 2017; Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011), but managers are particularly salient supporters of
resilience at a relational level (Nguyen, Kuntz, Näswall, & Malinen, 2016; Valero, Jung,
& Andrew, 2015). As key organisational agents (Tepper & Taylor, 2003), their leadership
can both help and harm resilience in employees.
The public sector context calls for effective, resilience-enabling leadership and a
consideration of what makes a resilient workforce, since both are necessary in building
adaptive organisations that can effectively integrate tensions and solve contemporary
problems (Howell & Avolio, 1993; Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). How line managers in
public organisations can enable employee resilience is not yet known. The aim of this
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research is to better understand how employee resilience is enabled, and then developed,
through the leadership behaviours of public sector managers. The following research
questions guide this research:
1. What leadership behaviours enable employee resilience in the public sector?
2. How do these behaviours enable employee resilience?

1.2 Overview of the research
This mixed methods study seeks to identify leadership behaviours that enable resilience,
and to explore the mechanisms through which they do so. The identification process
involves deductive quantitative testing of theorised resilience-enabling leadership
behaviours. Qualitative inquiry then works to expand and enrich understandings of the
nature of these behaviours and also identifies new ones. The study also draws on qualitative
research to investigate the explanatory mechanisms through which the identified leadership
behaviours impact employee resilience (Saldaña, 2015). A framework of new resilienceenabling leadership behaviours is then tested in a final quantitative survey. This study
reflects a multi-phase integrated research design, whereby both quantitative and qualitative
phases are integrated at different stages throughout the research process to reflect on new
findings to meaningfully inform subsequent phases. The phases of this study are described
in more detail below.
This research is informed by pragmatism, a philosophy that sees ideas as dependent on
humans and their interactions with the environment (Menand, 2001). Our ideas are
“provisional responses to particular and unreproducible circumstances” and “their survival
depends not on their immutability but on their adaptability” (Menand, 2001, p. xii). Ways
of building understanding must be shaped by, and adaptable to, what it is we seek to know
about the world. In other words, our methods should be ‘fit for purpose’ (Rescher, 1977).
This research uses mixed methods because they serve both the what and the how of the
research questions. Combined, they offer an adaptive, unique, and holistic perspective for
understanding human behaviours, such as resilience, and their mechanisms (Dixon-Woods
et al., 2014). Pragmatism also corresponds to research aimed at addressing real world
problems and adapting to new information as it emerges (Bazeley, 2018; Bogard & Wertz,
2006).

1.2.1

Research phases

Phase 1 consisted of a quantitative survey administered in a large public sector organisation
in New Zealand. This phase sought to test the relationships between paradoxical leadership
3

behaviours and employee resilience. Paradoxical leadership was included here because it
reflects many paradoxes present in public administration, such as those between
accountability and flexibility, and consistency and the recognition of individuality (Lipsky,
2010; Wällstedt & Almqvist, 2015). The behavioural dimensions of paradoxical leadership
include

“combining

self-

and

other-centeredness,

allowing

uniformity

and

individualisation, maintaining distance and closeness, enforcing work requirements while
allowing flexibility, and maintaining decision control while allowing autonomy” (Zhang,
Waldman, Han, & Li, 2015, p. 538). Results showed, in general, that the relationships
between paradoxical leadership behaviours and employee resilience were mediated by
perceptions of organisational support. However, this deductive model did not sufficiently
explain the wider phenomenon of resilience-enabling leadership. As will be discussed, it
also did not adequately suit the New Zealand public sector context. Thus, further qualitative
inquiry was used to refine, modify, and explain this concept of resilience-enabling
leadership so that it could be more accurately applied and tested.
Phase 2 involved 10 interviews with both employees and managers from the same public
sector organisation. The purpose was to further explore the nature of resilience-enabling
leadership behaviours in the public sector context. Informed by both Phase 1 findings and
emergent responses from Phase 2 participants, a set of resilience-enabling leadership
behaviours were identified. These behaviours consisted of leading for: collaboration, selfmanagement, career and growth, learning, support, and individual differences. Aspects of
these behaviours showed correspondence to paradoxical leadership (Zhang et al., 2015) but
also extended beyond this concept in various ways. These findings prompted further
exploration of the mechanisms behind these behaviours, and in what ways they appeared
to impact resilient employee behaviours. Resilience-harming behaviours also emerged in
the interviews, and are presented as well. Findings related to the nature of resilience, and
aspects of the public sector context, are also presented.
In Phase 3, 10 more interviews were carried out, with employees only. This phase sought
to gain further insight into the identified leadership behaviours from the point of view of
employees. Perceptions regarding how they experienced such behaviours, if they did
indeed experience them, were of particular interest, as well as perceptions of the outcomes
these behaviours had on their own resilience. An outcome of this phase was an explanatory
framework of resilience-enabling leadership.
Phase 4 was comprised of two focus groups and six individual interviews (n=13) with
population experts and consultations with content experts (n=4). Its primary aim was to
confirm, modify, and validate the explanatory framework for scale development. Content
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experts were consulted on the clarity, readability and relevance of the items in the
explanatory framework. This phase resulted in a four-dimensional scale for measuring
resilience-enabling leadership.
The final phase of this study – Phase 5 – consisted of a quantitative survey (n=893) to test
the reliability and validity of the resilience-enabling leadership scale (RELS). Exploratory
and confirmatory factor analyses were conducted, resulting in a reliable three-dimensions,
15-item, model measuring resilience-enabling leadership. Resilience-enabling leadership
was also found to predict employee resilience, after control variables and the comparative
predictor, leader-member exchange (LMX), were accounted for.
The research roadmap on the following page outlines all five phases and what they each
broadly entailed.

Phase 1

Phase 2

Phase 3

Phase 4

Phase 5

Initial
Survey
Quant

Interviews
Qual

Interviews
Qual

(n=10)

(n=10)

Focus groups,
interviews,
consultations
Qual

Final
survey
Quant

(n=222)

(n=893)

(n=13)
Mediation
analysis
uncovering the
relationship
between
paradoxical
leadership,
perceived
organisational
support, and
employee
resilience

Exploratory
study identifying
six key
behavioural
dimensions of
resilienceenabling
leadership

Identifying
and
understanding
the
mechanisms
and outcomes
underlying
resilienceenabling
leadership

Gathering expert
feedback to
inform the
development of
scale for
measuring
resilienceenabling
leadership

Reliability
and validity
testing of the
RELS

Note: Quant = Quantitative study; Qual = Qualitative study

Figure 1: Research roadmap

1.3 Notes on terminology
1.3.1

Leader and manager

This research uses the terms leader and manager interchangeably because leadership can,
and should, be an important aspect of managerial work (Yukl, 1989). Consistent with this
view, the study focuses on the leadership behaviours of public managers.
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1.3.2

Follower, subordinate, and employee

The related terms of follower and subordinate, are also used interchangeably (as in Mittal
& Elias, 2016). However, the more clearly defined term of employee (Andersen, 2014) is
preferred when referring to individuals in relation to their leaders/managers, and is thus
used most often.

1.4 Developed outputs of this research
Parts of this research have been developed into published articles. Theory and results
pertaining to Phase 1 have been published in Australian Journal of Public Administration
(Franken, Plimmer & Malinen, 2019). Findings on resilience-harming leadership have been
expanded and further developed in a special issue for International Journal of Public
Leadership (Franken & Plimmer, 2019).

1.5 Summary
This chapter has introduced the concept of resilience, and the need for it in organisations.
It has also given an overview of the research. The next three chapters present relevant
literature on resilience, the public sector context, and leadership. Following this is a
methodology chapter, which presents the philosophical assumptions and design of the
research. The methods and findings for each phase are then presented according to the
roadmap above. After each phase, there is a brief discussion, or integration, section to
reflect on findings and discuss how they might influence the subsequent phases. This
research will conclude with a general discussion of the study as a whole.
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2

RESILIENCE

This chapter reviews the concept of resilience. It covers its traditional underpinnings, its
related concepts, and its relevance to organisational, and public sector, contexts.

2.1 Resilience and its conceptual origins
Resilience is a well-established and widely recognised concept across contexts and
disciplines (Beltman, Mansfield, & Harris, 2015; H. B. Kaplan, 2005; Luthans, 2002b;
Masten et al., 1988). It is generally understood as “patterns of positive adaptation during
or following significant adversity or risk” (Masten, Cutuli, Herbers, & Reed, 2009, p. 118).
Although there is agreement on the general idea of resilience, definitions have become
more complex and less reductionist over time. For instance, the early psychology studies
by Block (1950; 1951) define resilience as a rare personality trait, consisting of naturally
low levels of anxiety, and the ability to adapt to situational contingencies. Such people
effectively control impulses, and have the “psychological viability” for resilience (Block
& Kremen, 1996, p. 50). Some more recent scholarship mirrors this, positing that resilient
individuals share three key characteristics: “an acceptance of reality, a strong belief that
life is meaningful, and the ability to improvise” (Bhamra, Dani, & Burnard, 2011, p. 5379).
Resilience has been studied in many ways, at many levels. Fields in which resilience has
been studied substantially include psychology, biology, ecology, sociology (Bowes &
Jaffee, 2013; Bronfenbrenner, 2005; Holling, 1973), and, as in this research, organisational
studies (Kachali et al., 2012; Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). Resilience also exists at different
levels, ranging from micro-organisms to ecological systems (Adger, 2000; Allison &
Martiny, 2008). It sits next to a number of similar constructs, and has a complicated
aetiology.

2.1.1

Related constructs

There are several related, but distinct, constructs that exist alongside resilience. Reviewing
these constructs further enhances the understanding of resilience developed in this research.
Thus, hardiness, grit, and coping will be reviewed below in relation to resilience, before
discussing resilience specifically.
The dispositional conception of resilience, as outlined earlier (Block 1950; 1951), is shared
in definitions of hardiness – described as a personality trait closely associated with
resilience (Bartone, 2007). Like resilience, it too is underpinned by an ability to deal
7

effectively with challenging and stressful situations (Kobasa, 1979). In this way, it has been
a relevant and popular concept, not only in psychology (Maddi et al., 2006), but also in
studies of the military, education, and sport (Kelly, Matthews, & Bartone, 2014; Meyer,
Markgraf, & Gnacinski, 2017; Ray & Brown, 2015). More specifically, hardy individuals
are understood to possess “the belief that they can control or influence the events they
experience . . . and the anticipation of change as an exciting challenge to further
development” (Kobasa, 1979, p. 3). Unlike more contemporary conceptions of resilience
however, hardiness appears to discount the notion that adaptive orientations toward the
world and its complexities can exist and be influenced by elements beyond personality
traits, types, or styles. Even though personality traits can influence the way in which an
individual responds to a crisis or challenge, it should be noted that such experiences can
also shape aspects of personality and the context plays a significant role in whether one’s
personality plays an adaptive or maladaptive role in the face of adversity (Masten, 2013).
Grit is another related construct and, like hardiness, has been explored extensively in sport
and education literatures (Martin, Byrd, Watts, & Dent, 2015; Wolters & Hussain, 2015).
It is also commonly viewed as a personality trait (Credé, Tynan, & Harms, 2017), and is
understood as long term perseverance and commitment to achieve goals, as well as staying
strong in the face of failure (Duckworth, Peterson, Matthews, & Kelly, 2007). Grit is made
up of two core facets: perseverance and consistency (Credé et al., 2017). Resilience, on the
other hand, encompasses a wider range of behaviours, such as learning and adaptability,
which help individuals respond effectively to challenges and crises, and learn as a result
(Kuntz et al., 2017; Yeager & Dweck, 2012). Resilience and its behaviours, are also not
trait-like, but dynamic and developable (Yost, 2016).
Coping is similar to the construct of resilience in various ways. Resilience has often been
described as something that aids one’s ability to “cope” effectively (Edward & Warelow,
2005; Iwasaki, MacTavish, & MacKay, 2005; Kitano & Lewis, 2005), as well as an
outcome of effective coping or adaptation (Zautra & Reich, 2011). Coping is also a
component of resilience, according to some (Masten, 2001). Thus, the conceptions of
coping, and of its relationship to resilience, vary. To add to this confusion, coping itself has
seen a variety of conceptualisations. The early work of Lazarus (1966) sparked inquiry into
research on coping. In this text, coping was used to describe the strategies individuals use
for dealing with threat. Situations that require coping are ones which represent a threat,
such as a crisis or an accident (Lazarus, 1966). Coping is therefore viewed as a response to
threat; upon an individual’s appraisal of a threatening situation, “coping activity is
mobilised . . . by virtue of the cognition that “My life, health, wealth, or cherished social
relationships are in danger”” (Lazarus, 1966, p. 153).
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For most of the 20th century, coping was described as having two main forms: emotionand problem-focused coping. The first is used to regulate one’s distress in relation to a
problem, while the second is concerned with understanding and managing the problem
itself (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). More recently, meaning-focused coping has emerged in
the works of influential coping scholars (Folkman, 2008, 2013; Folkman & Moskowitz,
2007; Gottlieb & Gignac, 1996). Meaning-focused coping involves evaluating the meaning
behind a particular event, which consists of asking why the event happened, how it changed
things as a result, and how the event was meaningful on a personal level (Guo, Gan, &
Tong, 2013). The proclaimed existence of problem-, emotion- and meaning-focused coping
reflects the notion that both positive and negative emotions can occur during stress and
coping (Folkman, 2008). Likewise, the aftermath of coping can bring with it both positive
and negative outcomes. For example, coping may result in increased social and personal
resources, heightened empathy and maturity, and new, more effective coping skills (Park
& Folkman, 1997; Schaefer & Moos, 1992). Alternatively, a more common focus has been
on the negative outcomes of the stress process (Folkman & Moskowitz, 2000a), which are
purported to include withdrawal, depression, anxiety, ill health, and even death (Day &
Livingstone, 2001; Folkman & Moskowitz, 2000b).
A large body of research relies on the idea of an appraisal process to explain coping
(Lazarus, 1966; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). In this sense, coping is processual and
transactional in nature (Lazarus, 1990) and involves “continuous appraisals and
reappraisals of the shifting person-environment relationship” (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984,
p. 142). There is first a primary appraisal of the situation, where the individual perceives
and attempts to understand the nature of the stressor or threat, and this is followed by
secondary appraisal, where the individual considers what the possible responses are within
the situation (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). The ways in which individuals actually respond
to the threat are heavily dependent on the resources available to them. These resources can
include factors like health, energy, belief systems, problem-solving, social skills, and
support (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). We can ascertain from Lazarus’ seminal groundwork
on coping that it requires a degree of effort, and active mobilisation. In other words, coping
is not seen as an automatic response process, whereas resilient behaviours, although also
processual in their development, eventually become more automatic and habitual (Yost,
2016).

2.1.2

Resilience and its foundations

Many messages can be taken from the extensive research history on coping and applied to
this study’s understanding of resilience. There is no doubt that coping and resilience
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overlap in the literature, and resilience has been referred to as both a result of, and an
enabler for, adaptive coping (Leipold & Greve, 2009; Steinhardt & Dolbier, 2008; Tugade
& Fredrickson, 2004). Resilience has also been viewed as the higher-level concept for one’s
ability to cope (Leipold & Greve, 2009; B. W. Smith et al., 2008). Like the coping process,
resilience involves a constant interaction between an individual and their environment and
is therefore dynamic and contextual (Armstrong et al., 2005; Masten et al., 1988). Despite
the existence of efforts to confound these two related phenomena, resilience in this research
goes far beyond the ability to cope with crises – it is a sustained capacity that is developed,
and enacted, on a daily basis (Kuntz et al., 2017; Yost, 2016).
The foundations for understanding resilience in the context of this research can be
established by exploring Murphy’s (1965) concept of mastery in children. Resilience
involves a constant interaction between an individual and their environment and from these
ongoing interactions, much like a child’s mastery of the world, an individual “develops a
certain know-how, patterned way of dealing with newness itself” (L. B. Murphy, 1965, p.
2). Influenced by Murphy’s approach to child development, child resilience scholars
Masten and Reed describe the process of resilience in individuals as “patterns of positive
adaptation” (2002, p. 118). This notion of individual development as a patterned process
reflects the idea that frequent, day-to-day experiences and behaviours build individual
capabilities and that patterns of interactions between factors within one’s environment are
what shape the course of resilience development (Masten, 2013). These interactions do not
need to invoke stress or represent a threat to individuals such as with coping; they can also
be relatively minor learning experiences that occur daily through responding to the
surrounding world. Resilience and its development are thus part of a complex system
involving many different forms of individual-environment co-action.

2.2 Resilience as a developable capacity
Resilience is changeable and developable. It is viewed in this research as a “contextually
and culturally embedded construct” that is influenced by the wider system in which both
enabling or disabling factors can be present (Ungar, 2012, p. 3). Under this view, resilience
is a dynamic process and one that is dependent on the system that surrounds it, where
influencing factors are continuously interacting and developing (Masten, 2013). This
system consists of positive and negative forces that shape the course of human development
(Bronfenbrenner, 2005). For resilience development, these forces might relate to social
support, relationship quality (at home, work, and education), provision of resources, and
past experiences (Armstrong et al., 2005; D. L. Brown, 2008; Nguyen et al., 2016). From
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birth, individuals develop through perceiving, experiencing and interpreting their
environment.
Bronfenbrenner (2005) proposes two properties of human development that are particularly
relevant to this research. First, for adaptive development, the effectiveness of positive
forces, such as an enabling parent in child development, often depends on a third party to
support and legitimise them. Another supportive parent would be an important legitimiser.
Second, negative behaviours from immediate influencers (i.e. neglect, abuse, or
domination by a parent) help to actualise maladaptive behaviours which disrupt and
complicate development. Obviously, the systems surrounding resilience development are
not limited to person-to-person interactions; other aspects of context matter too, such as
culture, home, education and work quality, and material resources (Cooke, Cooper,
Bartram, Wang, & Mei, 2016; Rutter, 1987; Ungar, 2012). Nevertheless, the way in which
we relate and respond to others is a large part of what makes us human, and is thus a crucial
component of understanding human development (Bronfenbrenner, 2005).
Resilience scholar Luthans (2002a) also views resilience as dynamic and open to
development. He proceeds to define it as “the developable capacity to rebound or bounce
back from adversity, conflict, failure or even positive events, progress, and increased
responsibility” (p.702). The rationale behind resilience as a developable capacity is
underpinned by the idea that there are particular capabilities that can be developed to “allow
individuals to capitalise on change and thrive in new environments” (Hodliffe, 2014, p. 6).
Under this conceptualisation, there exists the understanding that in addition to adversity,
resilience is important for positive events that individuals might face on a day-to-day basis
(Kuntz et al., 2016). In taking this view, the focus on negative events and adversity is
lessened by an increased emphasis on its positive contributions.

2.2.1

Resilience and the environment

Resilience is shaped by the environment. Attention to the role of systemic, external factors
in invoking and influencing resilience is not new and gained traction through clinical
psychology research in the 1970s, becoming well-established by the 1990s (Garmezy,
1971; Rutter, 1979). These studies were largely focused on the resilience of children facing
adversity. Luthar and Zigler (1991) for instance, recognise and highlight the role of family
factors in determining children’s resilience levels. Family contexts where parental support
is strong and values are shared have been associated with resilience in children (Luthar &
Zigler, 1991; Masten et al., 1988). In support of this connection, a relationship between
good quality parenting (e.g. “a combination of warmth, expectations, and structure”
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(Masten et al., 1999, p. 146)) and a child’s ability to cope effectively with adversity and
challenge has also been established (Masten & Coatsworth, 1998).

2.2.1.1 The role of positive psychology
Although classic resilience studies have provided a productive theoretical foundation upon
which to develop the field further, the overwhelming focus on children and men (Kobasa,
1979; Masten, 2013; Masten & Reed, 2002) as the primary subjects in resilience research
has been a severe empirical limitation. The exclusion of more representative demographics,
in terms of gender, age, ethnicity, as well as context, has arguably prevented the field from
making valuable progress on the wide-reaching implications of resilience, its development,
and its relationship to the environment. Positive psychology changed the shape of resilience
scholarship by extending the focus from children and men only, and emphasising the role
of protective factors in the environment that can influence resilience and its development.
It was not until the peak of this movement in the 2000s that resilience was consistently
described as being relevant to individuals generally (instead of specifically to children and
men). The movement was primarily concerned with shifting the study of “psychology from
a preoccupation only with repairing the worst things in life to also building the best qualities
in life” (Snyder & Lopez, 2009, p. 3). Child psychologist, Murphy, who argued that the
negative focus employed in psychological studies of children limited the progression of
human development and advancement, was an influential scholar for the positive
psychologists in manifesting the adaptive and developmental arguments propelling the
movement into popularity (Masten, 2001; L. B. Murphy, 1965).
A common view of resilience in the positive psychology literature is that although it is
state-like and a result of factors and traits within an individual, external factors play a role
in protecting individuals from adversity (Luthans, Vogelgesang, & Lester, 2006). Positive
psychology scholars emphasise the special role of protective factors in ensuring resilience
when adversity or risk is high (Masten, Cutuli, Herbers, & Reed, 2009). These protective
factors exist within the individual (skills and dispositions), in the individual’s immediate
environment (family and friends), and in the communities and organisations they operate
in (educational institutions and workplaces) (Masten et al., 2009). The notion of protective
factors has since been shared by scholars of resilience outside of psychology-related fields.
Such factors vary depending on context, and have been stressed as important for resilience
in sport, workplaces, and schools (Hernandez, 1993; Sarkar & Fletcher, 2014; van Breda,
2011).
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An issue with having a protective orientation to understanding resilience is that it assumes
resilience is about “defending” against adversity. Scholars in the early 2000s, viewed
adversity and risk as important elements in understanding resilience, and as the required
stimuli preceding a resilient response (Rutter, 2006; Steinhardt & Dolbier, 2008).
Resilience in this research is instead viewed as a proactive behavioural capacity that can
be demonstrated daily and that does not require an adverse event in order for it to be
triggered. Also, resilience is, as understood in this research, not only a defensive state
during crises, but rather it is an important capacity in both low-adversity situations i.e. daily
hassles or stressors (Diehl, Hay, & Chui, 2012), enabling personal learning and growth,
and post-adversity circumstances i.e. after a large crisis (Nikalant et al., 2016), where
resilience capacity can help individuals to reflect on a crisis or challenge and subsequently
improve (Kuntz et al., 2016). Thus, the developable capacity of resilience consists of and
contributes to a continuous learning process that shapes personal development (Yost,
2016).

2.3 Resilience as a multi-levelled construct
Table 1 shows the multi-levelled and contextual nature of resilience across fields of inquiry.
Some understandings of resilience, for example, emphasise the importance of adversity in
triggering resilience (Bonanno, 2004), while others recognise that resilience is a
continuous, ongoing capacity that is important for day-to-day activities as well as large
shocks (Kuntz et al., 2017). The psychology literature emphasises adversity and crisis
through a mix of emotional, cognitive and environmental features.
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Table 1: Fields, levels, and definitions of resilience
Field

Level/
unit of
analysis

Definition

Psychology

Child

A class of phenomena “characterised by good outcomes in
spite of serious threats to [a child’s] adaptation or
development” (Masten, 2001, p. 228)

Adult

“The ability of adults in otherwise normal circumstances who
are exposed to an isolated and potentially highly disruptive
event, such as the death of a close relation or a violent or lifethreatening situation, to maintain relatively stable, healthy
levels of psychological and physical functioning” (Bonanno,
2004, p. 20)

Family

“The processes by which families are able to adapt and
function competently following exposure to significant
adversity or crises” (Patterson, 2002, p. 351)

Ecology

Ecosystem

No precise definition, but described as “the buffer capacity or
the ability of a system to absorb perturbations, or the
magnitude of disturbance that can be absorbed before a system
changes its structure by changing the variables and processes
that control behaviour” (Adger, 2000, p. 349)

Education

Student

“The heightened likelihood of success in school and other life
accomplishments despite environmental adversities brought
about by early traits, conditions, and experiences” (M. Wang,
Haertel & Walberg, 1994)

Teacher

A capacity which “enables teachers to persist in the face of
challenges” (Beltman et al., 2015, p. 185)

School

“The ability of an individual, team or school to adapt to
changing demands, to recover, and to remain vigorous after
the changes have occurred” (Schelvis, Zwetsloot, Bos, &
Wiezer, 2014)

Management Employee

“The capacity of employees to utilise resources to
continually adapt and flourish at work, even when faced
with challenging circumstances” (Kuntz, Näswall, &
Malinen, 2016, p. 460)

Organisation An organisation’s ability “to withstand systematic
discontinuities as well as the capability to adapt to new risk
environments” (Burnard & Bhamra, 2011, p. 5583)
Workplace

“The characteristics, dimensions, and properties of
workplaces that help workplaces to be resistant to disruption
in the face of change and adaptive in the face of crisis
situations” (van Breda, 2011, p. 35)
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The ecology literature notes the contextual, dynamic, and interdependent nature of
resilience, while the education material highlights the valuable role of resilient capacities
and competencies. The management literature, which will be emphasised later, focuses
largely on behavioural capacities like those described in education. An expanded table
showing the specific components of resilience in each of these disciplines is presented in
Appendix A.
In terms of resilience at the level of the employee, there is some consensus on its role as an
“adaptive behavioural capacity to gather, integrate and utilize organizational resources”
(Kuntz et al., 2016; 2017; Näswall et al., 2019, p. 354; Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). This
study agrees, and more specifically takes the view of employee resilience as a developable
capacity, consisting of three core behavioural dimensions: network leveraging, learning
and adaptability (Kuntz et al., 2017). This understanding enables us to observe the key
behaviours through which resilience elicits positive personal and organisational outcomes
(Näswall et al., 2019). In other words, a behavioural understanding establishes how
employees can make change and influence the organisation and themselves through their
behaviours. This focus on interactions with the environment, in particular the workplace,
is consistent with other HRM theories such as person-job fit, selection, organisational
culture, and climate (Paauwe & Farndale, 2017). The ways in which these behaviours have
impact in their organisational contexts are discussed shortly.
Recognising the multi-levelled nature of resilience is also important here because it means
that different levels of resilience might mutually and contextually reinforce one another
(Giustiniano, Clegg, e Cunha, & Rego, 2018). In other words, we can view resilience
capacity and its development as systemic in nature. For instance, employee resilience, the
topic of focus in this research, is a form of resilience that exists at the employee level, as
well as within the wider system of workplace resilience, comprised of a variety of different
forms and levels of resilience (van Breda, 2011). Resilience development occurs when
employees engage with resilience-enabling resources at any of these levels. The resilienceenabling resources focused on in this research are the leadership behaviours performed by
managers. This development process occurs between the employee and the manager.
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2.4 A contextual view of resilience
When viewing resilience as a multi-levelled, developable capacity, individual-environment
co-action is key. Resilience requires an individual to engage with personal, social and
contextual resources for development. The nature of resilience is therefore at least partially
reflective of the context in which it exists in. Thus, resilience is manifested in various ways,
and is externalised, such as through particular behaviours, depending on the characteristics
and demands that exist in a particular context (Harney, 2007). Of course, there are many
studies on resilience among psychology scholarship (Armstrong et al., 2005; Kitano &
Lewis, 2005; Masten, 2013; M. Stewart, Reid, & Mangham, 1997), but resilience has also
been explored in the contexts of parenthood (Horton & Wallander, 2001), war (Froehlich,
2013; D. W. King, King, Foy, Keane, & Fairbank, 1999), natural disasters (Cutter et al.,
2008; Nikalant et al., 2016; Stevenson, 2014), education (Beltman et al., 2015; Yeager &
Dweck, 2012) and organisations (Kuntz et al., 2016; Lengnick-Hall & Beck, 2003; Vogus
& Sutcliffe, 2007).
Resilience takes different meanings and forms across contexts, and is important for
different reasons. For example, in the context of war, or post-war, resilience is described
as a capacity necessary for coping and recovering under severe adversity (D. W. King et
al., 1999; MacDermid Wadsworth, 2010). Here, resilience is seen as relevant in adverse,
crisis situations. On the other hand, recent views on the resilience of employees in
organisations argue that resilience is not just triggered (and developed) by adverse events
and crises. In fact, day-to-day, business as usual activities containing within them minor
challenges and learning experiences, are significant in helping to develop resilient
capabilities in employees (Kuntz et al., 2016). This study shares the view that day-to-day
activities and interactions are central in shaping resilience development in the
organisational context, which is why the influence of leaders, and their daily behaviours,
are deemed critical factors in the continuous development of employee resilience.
A contextual view of resilience also carries the understanding that within a given context,
“particular processes cultivate resilience for particular people” (Harney, 2007, p. 77). This
means that enabling and disabling factors for resilience may differ across contexts and
many may even be unique and distinct in that they are only ever effective in a particular
context. The role of parental support, for instance, is viewed as crucial for resilience
development in children (Armstrong et al., 2005). Alternatively, in the workplace, enabling
processes for resilience in employees may include inclusive job design, information
sharing, or certain forms of leadership (Khan et al., 2017; Nguyen et al., 2016).
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Resilience can thus be expressed in many ways, and what builds it depends on the context.
Instead of being trait-like and determined by personal resources, such as disposition and
personality, resilience requires an individual to engage with environmental factors for
development. This study focuses on resilience in the context of the workplace, and within
this, at the employee-level. The next section will contextualise resilience as a workplace
phenomenon by reviewing relevant literature in and around the fields of management and
organisational psychology.

2.5 Resilience at work
A resilient workplace is defined as one that achieves “desirable outcomes amid adversity,
strain, and significant barriers to adaptation or development” (Sutcliffe & Vogus, 2003, p.
94). Growing attention to resilience as an important phenomenon across all contexts has
led to a recontextualised view of the concept in the workplace and the subsequent
development of employee resilience (Kuntz et al., 2017). Despite this recent development,
studies on organisational resilience remain more prevalent than those on employee
resilience. These organisational resilience studies help to provide the concept of employee
resilience with a contextual and conceptual backdrop, and are therefore summarised below.
This study adopts the definition of organisational resilience as “a firm's ability to
effectively absorb, develop situation-specific responses to, and ultimately engage in
transformative activities to capitalise on disruptive surprises that potentially threaten
organisation survival” (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011, p. 244). These responses and activities
need not be invoked by stress or adversity, they can be built into daily practices to better
prepare organisations for disruptions and crises when they do occur.
Studies on the phenomenon of organisational resilience are abundant (Barasa, Mbau, &
Gilson, 2018; Gittell, Cameron, Lim, & Rivas, 2006; Kantur & İşeri-Say, 2015; Ortiz‐de‐
Mandojana & Bansal, 2015; Verrynne, Ho & Linnenluecke, 2018) and have identified
antecedent factors such as leadership capacity (Barasa et al., 2018; Samba, Vera, Kong, &
Maldonado, 2017), organisational culture (Sawalha, 2015), and human and social capital
(Ager et al., 2015; Andrew, Arlikatti, Siebeneck, Pongponrat, & Jaikampan, 2016) as
influential in its development.
Recent attention to resilience development in organisations has also involved discussion of
the terms adaptive and inherent resilience (Nikalant et al., 2016). These are viewed as the
building blocks of a resilient organisation. Adaptive resilience recognises that resilience in
the face of adversity is important (Nikalant et al., 2016). It relates to the “effective
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responsiveness to instances of significant adversity” (Kuntz et al., 2016, p. 458). Inherent
resilience is developed in contexts of low to moderate adversity (Kuntz et al., 2016). It is
constant and stable regardless of the severity of the situation. This is similar to the idea of
strategic agility defined by Välikangas (2016), which is the continuous pursuit of
opportunities in competitive environments, which contribute to an “organisation’s
capability to adapt to change without requiring, or resulting in, a . . . crisis” (p. 1). Adaptive
and inherent resilience are complementary and necessary components of an organisation’s
overall resilience, such that “inherent resilience prior to exposure to a significant adverse
event is associated with adaptive resilience” (Kuntz et al., 2016, p. 458).
People play a significant role in making an organisation resilient. In a healthy, resilient
organisation, people effectively prepare for, survive, and thrive in challenging
environments (Lee et al., 2013; Vogus & Sutcliffe, 2007). Resilient organisations are
comprised of individuals who are collectively aware of what is currently happening in their
environment, are capable of managing vulnerabilities, and are able to display adaptive and
responsive behaviours (Lee, Vargo, & Seville, 2013; Mallak, 1998). Building inherent
resilience is most possible during stable periods on a day-to-day basis, and is near
impossible in crisis situations, and so this form of resilience may work to build the
foundation needed to effectively activate adaptive resilience. Developing employee
resilience on a daily basis is one way in which organisations can build inherent resilience
in these more stable periods.

2.5.1

Employee resilience

The development of resilience in employees involves a constant interaction between an
individual and their work context (Mansfield, Beltman, & Price, 2014). At this level,
resilience is generally understood as “the capacity of employees to utilise resources to
continually adapt and flourish at work, even when faced with challenging circumstances”
(Kuntz et al., 2016, p. 460). As well as being developable by context, employee resilience
is a behavioural construct evidenced through a set of workplace behaviours, centred around
network leveraging behaviours, learning, and adaptability (Kuntz et al., 2017). These
behaviours are separate from, but precede, attitudes such as job satisfaction, motivation,
and wellbeing (Brennan, 2017; Youssef & Luthans, 2007). As a set of capacity-enhancing
behaviours, they are likely to contribute to engagement, and its dimensions such as vigour,
which are measured more as attitudes, or as a “state of mind” (Schaufeli, Bakker, &
Salanova, 2006, p. 702).
This conceptualisation of resilience, as a developable set of behaviours shaped by the
environment, means that workplace actors and contexts can promote or hinder resilience
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(Stokes et al., 2018; M. Vera, Rodríguez-Sánchez, & Salanova, 2017). Rather than being
discrete facets, these behaviours work together, and interact with contextual factors, to
support the protection and acquisition of further job and personal resources to deal with
work challenges. These resources include skills, relationships, and social and professional
support (Hobfoll, 2011).
Network-leveraging behaviours consist of effective collaboration between colleagues,
sharing knowledge and information and cooperating across teams, networks and functions
(Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011; Uzzi, 1997). These behaviours facilitate access to and
exchange of resources which bolster one’s ability to deal with challenge and crises
competently, without a high stress burden (Mitchell, O’Leary, & Gerard, 2015). Networkleveraging behaviours may in turn foster other resilient behaviours such as problem-solving
and seeking feedback. Further to this, collaborative teams facilitate use of collective
competencies to resolve shared issues and challenges (Hardy, Lawrence, & Grant, 2005).
In the public sector, the varied demands from diverse stakeholders place pressures on
collective skills and capacity, making interpersonal collaboration particularly relevant and
important (O'Leary & Bingham, 2009).
Learning, another key behavioural component of employee resilience, supports innovation
in stable contexts, and helps develop the competencies that are necessary in overcoming
and learning from crises (Kuntz et al., 2017). Like collaboration, this skill is particularly
salient in the public sector, where under-resourcing and complex demands are prevalent
(Cameron, 1998; Christensen & Lægreid, 2011a). Having goals that are learning-centered,
rather than rigid and performance-oriented, helps to foster wellbeing and growth as well as
performance, supporting deep and sustained learning that ultimately builds capacity
(Winters & Latham, 1996).
The third key behavioural component of resilience is adaptability. It occurs when
employees use their resources (both personal and job-related) to respond swiftly to changes
and uncertainties. Adaptability helps individuals use experiences involving change or
challenge in order to grow and develop personally and professionally (Kuntz et al., 2017).
It also means that employees can effectively adapt to changing demands and stressors that
arise and develop in a particular context. In doing to, they use learning to improve and
modify their adaptive responses over time.
These behaviours are all closely interlinked and mutually reinforcing. They are not
discrete. For instance, collaboration enables learning, and requires adaptability.
Adaptability is easier with help from others (collaboration) and often stems from, and
creates, learning (Folke et al., 2010). A person who has resilience-enabling support would
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be

one

who

collaborates well

with

others,

learns from

them,

and

likely

contributes to individual and organisational learning. They would adapt to changing
circumstances easily in the job, and acquire and use personal and social resources well. In
contrast, a person who lacks resilience-enabling support may find collaboration difficult;
and not learn easily. They may also struggle with change. Leadership that does not match
the changing demands on public services, and their employees, may be a factor in this. In
contrast, a resilience-enabling leader is one who understands the complexities of context,
and develops employees to demonstrate these behaviours and subsequently build resilience
capacity. A summary of how, and through what specific behaviours, employee resilience
is enacted in workplaces is illustrated in Table 2 below.

Table 2: Resilient employee behaviours
Resilient behaviour

Behavioural examples

Network leveraging
ability

Collaborating internally with peers, managers and
teams
Collaborating with people and teams in other
organisations
Seeking support from managers when required
Exchanging resources with peers and managers
Seeking resources from peers

Learning

Using mistakes as learning opportunities
Re-evaluating performance on a continuous basis to
improve own work
Using feedback, including negative feedback, for
learning and improvement of own work

Adaptability

Managing resources effectively in order to cope with
high workloads when needed
Engaging in crisis management effectively
Using change as an opportunity for growth

Note: Adapted from Näswall, Kuntz, Hodliffe, & Malinen (2015) and Kuntz et al. (2017).

2.6 Summary
This section has provided a detailed overview of the construct of resilience, including its
conceptual underpinnings, its relationship to the environment and context, and its role in
the workplace – particularly at the level of the employee. Given that this study is guided
by a model of resilience that exists beyond the fixed states of an individual, i.e. it is
developable, it is necessary to next describe the broader context – that of the public sector.
The next chapter also discusses the subsequent demands that this context places on
resilience.
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3

THE PUBLIC SECTOR CONTEXT AND LEADERSHIP

This chapter introduces and describes the public sector context, its demands on resilience,
and its implications for leadership. It then discusses the idea of leadership more generally,
including the ways in which it can influence employee behaviour, and subsequently,
resilience.

3.1 Public sector demands on resilience
The public sector context has particular implications for employee resilience, and its
development. In this research, the public sector context is an important contextual issue,
but not a core concept. The public sector is well suited to study employee resilience due to
the complex demands and challenges it is often faced with. Relevant contextual
characteristics of the public sector, particularly those applicable to the New Zealand
context, are discussed below.
Literature points to an emerging public sector aimed at addressing the limitations of both
Traditional Public Administration (TPA) and New Public Management (NPM); one that
highlights the failure of over-reliance on both big government and the market (Bryson,
Crosby, & Bloomberg, 2014). This emerging context consists of many unique tensions and
challenges, many of which require a resilient response.
Although contested in public administration scholarship (Alford & O'Flynn, 2009;
Osborne, 2010), the emerging context appears to prioritise public value and representative
service delivery over past priorities emphasised under TPA and NPM, such as bureaucratic
or contractual compliance. Warner (2008) argues that what is now needed is a “new
balanced position which combines the use of markets, democracy, and planning to reach
decisions which may be both efficient and more socially optimal” (p. 171). This balanced
position is likely to be associated with complex and unique demands, some of which may
be in tension with each other.
The new expansion and dispersion of public services has forced governments to take a
more networked approach to decision-making and organisational structures (Stoker, 2006).
“Wicked problems”, for example, might be more effectively tackled through collaborative,
networked processes both within and between public organisations, and with external (i.e.
private) organisations and stakeholders. Public administration scholars call for public
organisations to exercise discretion to allow for things like effective collaboration and
innovation, whilst remaining constrained by and accountable to democratic laws and values
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(Bryson et al., 2014). From a leadership perspective, a response to this shift might be about
designing leadership that reflects the demands of the context, rather than retaining
traditional prescribed leadership models that are at risk of losing relevance in today’s
dynamic public environments (Ospina, 2016; Van Wart, 2014; Zeier, Plimmer, & Franken,
2018).
With stakeholder relationships and inter-agency communication increasing, government
organisations are functioning in turbulent and trying conditions. Lengnick-Hall et al.
(2011) argue that in dynamic environments like this, “only flexible, agile, and relentlessly
dynamic organisations will thrive” (p. 243). Governments require resilient workforces that
not only survive, but prosper in the face of challenge and adversity (Lengnick-Hall et al.,
2011) to meet and exceed public sector demands.
Despite these changes, and the subsequent demands for resilience, tenets of TPA and NPM
are still an inevitable part of public sector reality. Christensen (2014) argues “[p]ost-NPM
reforms did not replace NPM-reforms, but instead partly merged with them and partly
modified them in what can be described as a layering process” (p. 161). This is
understandable, as the philosophical principles of these reforms, although in conflict
ideologically, have both been driven by a desire to deal effectively with changing demands.
This hybridisation of past and present ideologies influences the public sector work
environment, mainly by increasing role complexity, demands and tensions (Wällstedt &
Almqvist, 2015). The review to follow will explain the current nature of public service
work, and the associated managerial implications, in more depth. It will also explain why
it is necessary to have a resilient workforce in the public sector, and why effective, public
sector leadership is essential in ensuring this.

3.1.1

Public sector work and the implications for managers

In a study of organisational responses to public sector reform, Fossestøl, Breit, Andreassen,
and Klemsdal (2015) refer to managing the associated complexities and tensions
effectively as positive hybridity. This hybridity idea reflects literature on hybrid
organisations, which are those that “combine institutional logics in their efforts to generate
innovative solutions to complex problems” (Jay, 2013, p. 137). These institutional logics
impose conflicting demands on individuals and organisations, including pressures to
collaborate across networks, while needing to retain centralised accountability and decision
making (Fossestøl et al., 2015; Witesman & Wise, 2009). Although balancing conflicting
demands is seen as achievable (March, 1991), it is challenging.
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At the individual level, public servants may find it difficult to perform consistently with
the evolved-NPM logic of being accountable to serving the democratic interests of citizens
(Denhardt & Denhardt, 2007), while also experiencing the residual NPM pressure to ensure
efficient implementation of decisions (Christensen & Lægreid, 2011b). Hendrikx and van
Gestel’s (2016) research provides insight into the impact of public sector reform post-NPM
on public servants’ work experiences. The authors argue that most attention has been
placed on the shifting managerial roles post-reform, rather than on the impact that postNPM reforms have had on professional and front-line staff, whose experiences are arguably
more representative of public sector realities. They give an example from healthcare, where
public servants “are expected to collaborate with peers in a local network context to ensure
continuity, as well as to be competitive, guided by financial incentives and performance
measurement set by central government” (Hendrikx & van Gestel, 2016, p. 12). This is a
strong example of how institutional logics and reforms shape behaviour at the employee
level (Noblet & Rodwell, 2009; Yang & Pandey, 2008).
Leadership is also affected by political and administrative reforms. Balancing tensions like
those inherent in NPM, and those which are even more prominent in post-NPM
environments, may be particularly challenging if leadership does not support employees to
balance such tensions, and if there are high demands and work pressures. New Zealand’s
PSA (Public Service Association) survey, measuring the work experiences of 14,125 public
servants, found that many public servants are experiencing poor reward systems,
competing demands, and a limited culture for learning (Plimmer et al., 2017). Public sector
professionals have long experienced lower job satisfaction, higher turnover intentions and
lower commitment than their private counterparts (Aryee, 1992; Zeffane, 1994).
The shift from a centralised, bureaucratic form of public administration to a more
decentralised, market-driven method of organising (Bryson et al., 2014) has also intensified
work (Cameron, 1998). The customer-oriented demands on public organisations to deliver
services at all costs puts pressure on resources, such as labour, that also need use elsewhere
(Christensen & Lægreid, 2011b). Resource shortages exacerbate this pressure, as “many
large-scale reforms that have occurred in the public sector have involved a loss of
resources, especially in terms of people, time, and budgetary support” (Noblet, Rodwell, &
McWilliams, 2006, p. 338). These challenges further prompt the need for resilience
development in public sector workforces. They also place an emphasis on public managers
to display leadership that confronts these challenges and helps to develop and support
resilience in employees.
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3.2 Public sector leadership
Public sector leadership does not always help development. The approach to leadership
under NPM has been referred to as “managerialist” (O'Reilly & Reed, 2011).
Managerialism represents a belief that “all aspects of organisational life can and should be
managed according to rational structures, procedures and modes of accountability”
(Wallace & Pocklington, 2002, p. 962). The ongoing relevance of this rational-technical
approach to managing is increasingly critiqued by today’s organisational scholars because
it does not deal with institutional and stakeholder complexity. Managerialism is poor at
balancing diverse stakeholder needs and fulfilling other ethical obligations (Simmons,
2004). This matters in the public sector, where stakeholder involvement is necessary,
creating public value is essential, and maintaining public trust is important.
Managerialism has also been associated with output-based performance management.
Although technically “efficient” on resources, an over-reliance on output measurement,
with a disregard for strategy and process, can lead to performance management systems
that are ambiguous, partial, and misaligned with policy or organisational objectives (Van
Thiel & Leeuw, 2002). If the relationship between the system and the aims and goals of the
organisation are unclear and ambiguous, managers will essentially establish “inadequate
paths for future growth” (Andrews, Boyne, & Enticott, 2006, p. 277).
This argument is not new, and was emphasised in the 1970s in Levine’s studies on cutback
management, which is a form of management concerned with responding to resource
scarcity across sectors (Levine, 1979). Levine claimed that management concerned with
tight, standardised resource allocation and reversing the sequences of previous
organisational activities to save on resources will actually do the opposite of its intention.
It will reduce productivity and growth and contribute to organisational decline (Levine,
1978). What is instead necessary in times of tight resource-dependency is management that
fosters flexibility, learning and innovation, rather than management that punishes mistakes
and experimentation because of the initial burden they may place on valuable
organisational resources (Pandey, 2010). Under the conditions of cutback management,
“creativity diminishes, innovation and risk-taking decline, and the sense of excitement that
comes from doing new things disappears” (Levine, 1979, p. 180). For employees and
organisations, the effects of these conditions are antithetical to resilience and its
development.
The Better Public Services Advisory Group highlighted a number of leadership challenges
facing the New Zealand public sector. For example, decision making and accountability
primarily lie centrally with agency chief executives (Better Public Services Advisory
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Group, 2011), which has resulted in centralised single agencies with strong chains of
command. But horizontal relationships both within and between organisations are
fragmented. Productive horizontal relationships can be difficult to uphold with strict lines
of command and control (Schillemans & Busuioc, 2015). Again, this has potentially
stagnating effects for multi-party collaboration and stakeholder engagement, especially in
the current context where leaders are required to navigate increasingly complex and diverse
challenges (Page, 2016). Other leadership issues identified relate to business over
governance priorities, weak people management, and ineffective use of information and
resources to drive agency success (Better Public Services Advisory Group, 2011).
Public sector managers are often unable to effectively balance conflicting imperatives, such
as the need for both innovation and flexibility as well as control and accountability
(Plimmer, Gill, & Norman, 2011). A reason for this might lie in poor people management
by executive leaders. Senior executives often fail to appropriately balance conflicting needs
for control and flexibility (Plimmer et al., 2011). Managers are often “unrewarded for
innovation and, paradoxically, sometimes lacking in real accountability despite the plethora
of control” (Plimmer et al., 2011, p. 296). Senior executives’ reluctance to embrace
paradoxes and tensions encourages subordinates to follow suit, in a replication process of
sorts. This may well cascade down to front-line employees, resulting in risk-averse
workforces lacking in innovative and adaptive capabilities, which are just as important as
control and accountability in today’s public sector. This ultimately renders this approach
to conflicting imperatives counterproductive.
The management and leadership issues identified above highlight the need to rethink and
redefine the nature of effective public sector leadership. In this study, effective public
leadership is viewed as a capacity comprised of leadership behaviours that enable resilience
in employees. Such leadership needs to be adaptive, to be effective at leveraging networks,
and to foster the ability to learn in changing environments.
Many public administration studies stress the importance of shifting from rational and
linear approaches to leadership towards more decentralised, organic, and adaptive
approaches (Ospina, 2016; Page, 2016; Zeier et al., 2018). These views address the need to
take collective responsibility for solving complex problems (Dunoon, 2002), deal with
crises and thrive in post-crisis contexts, and ensure adaptation to dynamic demands and
environments. Despite this, traditional models of leadership persist in government (Van
Wart, 2014). This may occur because, as indicated earlier, leadership standards are often
low (De Waal, 2010; Taylor, 2017). It may also be partly because public demands and
accountabilities create a strong demand for control and hierarchy, even if this does not
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match the complexity of the context. Leadership is contextual (Oc, 2018), and public
leadership has a unique character that should be, at least partly, informed and reflected by
the context itself (Getha-Taylor, Holmes, Jacobson, Morse, & Sowa, 2011).
So far, only relatively traditional conceptions of leadership have been explored in resilience
studies, and a public sector specific approach to studying leadership in this context remains
underdeveloped. Valero, Jung, and Andrew (2015) posit that to respond effectively to
public sector uncertainties and state emergencies, leaders need to be able to “motivate,
communicate, and articulate an organisation’s mission” to followers (p. 4). Not
surprisingly, the authors go on to associate transformational leadership with organisational
resilience (Valero et al., 2015). Harland, Harrison, Jones and Reiter-Palmon (2005) found
more generally that particular dimensions of both transactional and transformational
leadership can contribute to resilience in subordinates. For example, the transformational
and transactional dimensions of intellectual stimulation and contingent reward help
subordinates’ resilience, while others do not, such as active and passive management by
exception (Harland et al., 2005). Developing employee resilience is therefore complex,
influenced by context, and likely involves a diverse set of leadership competencies and
approaches, some of which may seem paradoxical or in tension with each other. These
ideas surrounding leadership will be developed further below, and then throughout this
research.

3.3 Leadership and employee behaviour
The section above has described the characteristics of the public sector and the state of
leadership in this context. Before discussing specific aspects of leadership that may build
employee resilience, it is first necessary to highlight, in a more general fashion, some of
the key ways, and mechanisms by which, leaders can impact employee behaviour. Relevant
theory is applied to discuss these ideas.

3.3.1

Transformational and transactional models

Transformational and transactional leadership are two dominant leadership styles that have
featured extensively in the leadership literature of the last 35 years (Bass, 1985, 1990; Hater
& Bass, 1988; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1996). These
theories, particularly that of transformational leadership, are also well-established in public
administration (Bellé, 2014; Caillier, 2014; Jensen et al., 2019; Taylor, 2017; Wright,
Moynihan, & Pandey, 2012). Both forms of leadership are understood to influence and
benefit employees through several processes (Hartley & Allison, 2000).
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Transformational leadership is multi-dimensional, and comprised of charismatic,
inspirational, individualised and intellectually stimulating leadership (Judge & Piccolo,
2004). These dimensions work to motivate and influence individuals to achieve
organisational outcomes (Hartley & Allison, 2000). Scholars indicate that leaders who
combine these dimensions are transformational, and can instil in followers a sense of pride,
creativity, and a clear vision for the future (Bass, 1990; Mester, Visser, Roodt, &
Kellerman, 2003). The effects of transformational leadership on followers occur “when a
leader's end values (internal standards) are adopted by followers thereby producing changes
in the attitudes, beliefs, and goals of followers" (Kuhnert & Lewis, 1987, p. 653).
The charismatic leadership dimension of transformational leadership is also seen as a
leadership style on its own, and its influencing processes share much similarity with those
underpinning transformational leadership. Originally developed by House (1976),
charismatic leadership represents certain personality characteristics (being dominant and
confident, and having strong values and a desire to influence) that, when displayed by a
leader, have specific effects on followers (Northouse, 1997). Such leaders also demonstrate
particular behaviours, such as role modelling, competence, goal articulation, and
confidence that work alongside personality characteristics to influence followers (House,
1976). According to the theory, followers subsequently develop trust in their leader,
congruent belief systems, acceptance of decisions, obedience, identification, and increased
confidence (House, 1976). Although this process seems to work in a top-down manner,
followers play a key role in validating a leader’s charisma (Bryman, 1992).
Transactional leadership works via an exchange process between leader and follower
(MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Rich, 2001). It is comprised of contingent reward and
punishment behaviours. Particular construct dimensions include contingent reward or
reinforcement, active management by exception, and passive management by exception
(Bass & Avolio, 1997; Hater & Bass, 1988). These relate strongly to theories of
reinforcement (Sims, 1977) and influence employee behaviour via instrumental
compliance (MacKenzie et al., 2001), which diverges from the identification process
(Kelman, 1958) implied in transformational leadership.

3.3.2

Leader-member exchange

A less top-down approach to leadership and its processes is the theory of leader-member
exchange (LMX) (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Whilst still recognising the role of leader as
a source of authority, the theory recognises leadership as a dyadic exchange process
between leader and follower. Thus, followers play a primary role in enabling leader
effectiveness. The quality of the leader-follower relationship is essential in the LMX
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process, such that “when these relationships are of high quality, the goals of the leader, the
followers, and the organisation are all advanced” (Northouse, 1997, p. 116). Goals are
advanced because a process of exchange ensues, where followers are motivated to
reciprocate effort back to the leader, and the organisation. LMX is strongly related to social
exchange theory, the notion that when “one person does another favour, there is an
expectation of some future return” (Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997). It is likely that
leadership, specifically high-quality leader-follower relationships, can enhance social
exchange processes that benefit the wider organisation, such as task and organisational
citizenship behaviours (Gottfredson & Aguinis, 2017; Ladd & Henry, 2000).

3.3.3

Destructive leadership

Whilst the models of leadership mentioned above can make positive contributions to
individuals and organisations, it bears mentioning that leadership can also be destructive
(Shaw, Erickson, & Harvey, 2011; Skogstad, Einarsen, Torsheim, Aasland, & Hetland,
2007). Destructive leadership includes behaviours such as uninformed decision making,
bullying, lying, acting in a tyrannical manner, and engaging in inconsistent behaviour
(Shaw et al., 2011). These behaviours influence employee wellbeing, productivity and
morale (Jóhannsdóttir & Ólafsson, 2004; Schyns & Schilling, 2013), as well as
organisational performance, which occurs via leaders “undermining and sabotaging . . . the
motivation, wellbeing or job satisfaction of subordinates” (Shaw et al., 2011, p. 575).

3.3.4

Authority in leadership

These prominent theories of leadership illustrate the underlying role, and strength, of
authority in leader-follower relations. Leaders clearly matter. Adopting Heifetz’s (1994)
view, organisations are systems of dependencies that rely on appropriate authority. These
dependencies are between individuals who work vertically, as leader-followers and
together, as co-workers. In organisations, Heifetz states, “we construct a network of
appropriate dependencies based on a realistic appraisal of what we and others can provide”
(1994, p. 70). As established, these dependent networks are essential in the development
and maintenance of employee resilience, i.e. horizontally through network-leveraging, but
they also feature, in a vertical fashion, in the relationship between leader and employee.
The two are dependent on each other, and the leader’s use (or misuse) of authority is an
important factor in influencing the nature of these dependencies.
Heifetz (1994) distinguishes between adaptive and maladaptive authority/dependency
relationships and states that although authority is important for order and control,
“habitually seeking solutions from people in authority is maladaptive” (p.73). This is
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particularly true when complex and adaptive solutions to problems are a necessary priority,
such as in the public sector (Head & Alford, 2013). Thus, leaders need to use their authority
to mobilise adaptability in employees, and “provoke debate, rethinking, and other processes
of social learning” (Heifetz, 1994, p. 87). This corresponds strongly to the role that
leadership likely has on an employee’s ability to behave resiliently. It also indicates that
social learning may be a relevant theory to explore in order to understand this relationship.
Social learning theory applies to leadership (M. E. Brown, Treviño, & Harrison, 2005; Sims
Jr & Manz, 1982). This theory relates to the development of a series of behavioural
response patterns that “can be acquired either by direct experience or by observation”
(Bandura, 1977, p. 16). Social learning, much like resilience development, implies that
behavioural learning occurs through interaction between an individual and their
environment (Bandura, 1977; Ungar, 2012). Leaders, as figures of authority in one’s
environment, can influence employee behaviour via modelling (M. E. Brown et al., 2005).
This may be one way in which leadership behaviours can enable resilient behaviours in
employees.

3.3.5

Considerations for this research

The influence processes of leadership are varied and complex. These dyadic processes
involve meaningful exchanges between employees and leaders, and employee responses to
leadership can be established through modelling behaviours from leaders. Some theories,
like transformational and transactional leadership, and adaptive authority, are inherently
paradoxical in that opposing behaviours are being employed in the act of leadership. For
example, adaptive authority requires empowering individuals with appropriate autonomy,
whilst establishing a clear position of authority (Heifetz, 1994). This research takes these
ideas further and later introduces the construct of paradoxical leadership, discussing its
potential role in enabling employee resilience. A paradoxical approach to leadership that
balances the necessary tensions in the operating environment, might well contribute to
resilience development, particularly in the complex public sector context. Other forms and
behaviours of leadership are likely to also be discovered throughout the course of this study,
that may more adequately match the public context. There may also be certain processes,
or mechanisms, by which such leadership influences employee resilience, such as through
social learning or exchange. These ideas are developed after the following chapter on
methodology.
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3.4 Summary
This chapter reviewed the public sector context, its relationship to leadership, and
highlighted prominent leadership theory to discuss the ways in which leadership may
influence employee behaviour. It also established that enabling resilience in public sector
employees is not a straightforward task for managers and traditional models of leadership
are unlikely to suffice. This presents particular implications for the research question of:
What leadership behaviours enable employee resilience? Perhaps rather complex,
contextual, and paradoxical forms may be most appropriate and effective. Many of these
ideas hold relevance throughout this research, and are extended in Chapter 5, where the
relationship between leadership and employee resilience is hypothesised for Phase 1
exploration. The next chapter discusses the methodological approaches taken in this
research, including the ontological and epistemological position of the researcher, as well
as the design of the research process.
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4

METHODOLOGY

The following chapter outlines the methodological approach taken in this study. This
includes the assumptions held about truth and the development of knowledge as well as the
research design underpinned by this approach. These issues are important to acknowledge
before presenting the more specific details regarding the nature of methods employed for
each phase of the study.

4.1 Ontology and epistemology
As Jacquette (2002) attests, researchers need to justify their “beliefs about what exists
before [they] can venture philosophically to say what particular things and kinds of things
actually exist” (p. 13). The term “ontology” relates to premises about the nature of
existence and what the world actually is (P. A. Hall, 2003). Individual conceptions
regarding the nature of existence can be marked on a continuum from a realist conception
of the world to a constructivist one (Morgan, 2013; Neuman, 2013). The former relates to
a single reality that exists independently from an individual’s personal perceptions of this
reality, while the latter recognises multiple realities, determined by the different beliefs and
social experiences of different individuals (Morgan, 2013). Inquiry about the world is
sometimes perceived from either end of this continuum, reflecting a strict adherence to a
singular view of reality and its underlying assumptions. In reality and practice, however,
knowledge is ultimately approached from anywhere along the continuum, depending on
various personal and contextual factors (Morgan, 2007). There is added value in this more
flexible and natural approach to knowing and inquiring. Observing multiple realities and
acknowledging the integration between different views can broaden and enrich our
understanding of reality, or “truth” (Rorty, 1980).
This research adopts an ontology that is neither exclusively realist nor constructivist, but
instead lies in between this dichotomy. This perspective assumes that there is a reality that
exists outside of human experience, but that reality is also understood through human
experience and interaction with the world (Morgan, 2013). Thus, the nature of reality is
both real and socially constructed; and realism and constructivism are mutually relevant.
The social construction of reality is both a result of unique individual interpretations of the
world and a product of socially shared experiences that have developed throughout history.
In this sense, reality is made up of social knowledge of the past and present, and is
continuously developing with every new social inquiry. This means that beliefs about
reality can also be changed and modified, and even though there are beliefs we currently
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believe to be true, society does not need to “adhere dogmatically should we obtain
overruling reasons to believe otherwise” (Munn & Smith, 2008, p. 8).
In addition to ontology, there is epistemology. This relates to how we define and use
knowledge to shape our understandings (Steup, 2005). Consistent with the above
perspective on the nature of reality, the epistemological position taken in this study is one
that values both the existence of an external reality outside human and social experiences,
and yet recognises that seeking to explore the reality defined by human consciousness and
co-construction (Robson & McCartan, 2016) is equally important in knowledge creation
and development. Using both objective and subjective realities to create meaning and
advance social understandings is a priority in this study.
Pragmatism guides this research. A pragmatic view of the of the world sees that ideas and
beliefs are linked to our practical engagement with the environment, not to any defined
‘truth’ (Guyon, Kop, Juhel & Falissard, 2018). Diverse factors and perspectives exist in
our environment and help us to develop robust understandings of the world we live in and
interact with. There is no static truth – our interactions shape our understandings of the
world and our role in it. Our understandings are both complementary and contradictory:
sharing and valuing these differences is what will take us forward to shape new
propositions and challenge existing assumptions.
Pragmatism promotes the integration of different perspectives to address real world
problems in a rigorous manner (Bogard & Wertz, 2006; Fishman, 1999). In social research,
there is a “need for the combining of quantitative and qualitative methods to answer applied
research questions about complex, unknown social realities (Bogard & Wertz, 2006, p.
396). One unknown reality, explored in this study, is the way in which line managers can
foster resilient behaviours in employees. This supports the famous pragmatist, Dewey’s
(1929) view that mentalities and behaviours result from the “transactions [between] the
body [and] its social and biological environment” (Guyon et al., 2018, p. 155).

4.2 Research paradigm
This research is underpinned by the belief that reality is infinitely complex and human
beings can never fully understand it in its truest form. A pragmatic view sees that there is
“no method for knowing when one has reached the truth, or when one is closer to it than
before” (Rorty, 1980, p. 726). Since reality, and thus truth, is infinite, it is our behaviours
and interactions with our physical world that co-create meaning, and further our
understandings. Pragmatists are constantly seeking new insights and knowledge, not to
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reach or define truth itself, but to help us better interact with the world as we know it (A.
Kaplan, 1964).
Pragmatism sees that new knowledge is created by approaching multiple perspectives on
reality and truth. In the pursuit of new knowledge and understandings, pragmatists value
the finite and the infinite, the particular and the universal, and the subjective and objective.
To advance this notion, Bazeley (2016) attests that “any phenomenon, whether physical,
emotional or cognitive, intrinsically has both qualities and quantities” (p. 190). In life, for
instance, people require a certain amount of food and sleep, but to be sustainable for human
wellbeing these factors also need to be of adequate quality. Another example, from a more
relevant empirical perspective, is the notion that researchers using numbers, or quantity, to
investigate a phenomenon need to first develop a qualitative understanding of the relevance
of theory to the numbers, and then make meaningful qualitative judgements on those
numbers to inform conclusions (Bazeley, 2016; Gorard, 2010).
This research recognises multiple realities and values both subjective and objective
knowledge. It acknowledges that by embracing multiple forms of knowledge, new and
unexpected insights can emerge, which may not have otherwise been seen under strict
adherence to the “rules” stipulated by another existing paradigm, such as pure or naïve
realism, idealism or pure constructivism (Morgan, 2007). In valuing diverse perspectives
on knowledge and understanding (Kuhn, 1962), the researcher can engage with different
forms of data in a balanced way in order to comprehensively and practically address the
research questions, and solve research problems (Feilzer, 2010; Tashakkori & Teddlie,
2010).

4.3 Research design
This study used an integrated mixed-methods research design to investigate the research
aim of identifying and explaining leadership behaviours that enable or inhibit employee
resilience in public sector contexts. By integrating methods, this research values both the
objective quantitative and the more subjective qualitative, particularly in respect to how
they overlap, or integrate, to provide a strong basis upon which to reflect on findings, and
subsequently generate rich insights (Bazeley, 2016). Integrated research designs combine
methods so that they are treated as interdependent and mutually reinforcing (Bazeley,
2018). An integrated perspective acknowledges that there are stages throughout the
research process that require points of careful reflection, such as recognising
complementary or contradictory findings or combining analyses from different phases of
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data collection, and this can help generate useful insights to better inform subsequent
phases of the research process.
Integrated designs stand in contrast to conventional processes for undertaking mixed
methods research which are promoted by more traditional typologies of mixed-methods
research design (Creswell, 1999; Ivankova, Creswell, & Stick, 2006). These wellestablished designs are helpful in establishing consensus regarding the value of, and
complementarity between, both quantitative and qualitative data, but they do tend to
assume an independence and isolation of the quantitative and the qualitative. This means
they limit a researcher’s ability to engage in iterative exchange across and between methods
before the final interpretation and discussion of a given study (Bazeley, 2018). This divide
also makes an implicit assumption about the incompatibility between paradigms (Feilzer,
2010). This can place constraints on the flexibility and adaptation needed in order to best
address research aims and questions, particularly in multi-phase research designs such as
this one. Addressing research aims effectively may indeed require temporal shifts in
recognising relevant perspectives of prominent paradigms (Morgan, 2007), such as
between realism and constructivism mentioned earlier. In reality, empirical inquiry is not
linear but an ongoing, iterative, and reflective process (Brannen, 2017) and through an
integrated mixed-methods design, this research embraces this principle.
This research employs both quantitative and qualitative research methods. Specifically, two
quantitative research phases and three qualitative phases were undertaken. The first
quantitative phase aimed to identify the enablers of employee resilience. Qualitative phases
were conducted between the initial and final quantitative phases. These qualitative
components aimed to enrich and add explanatory insight and depth to inform and explain
the quantitative findings (Creswell & Clark, 2017). The final quantitative phase was aimed
at further validating the qualitative findings in a final survey. This supports the overall
research objectives of this study as it allows for robust examination of the enablers of
resilience, particularly at the leadership level, through identifying them, explaining them,
and validating them.

4.3.1

Research phases

There were five key phases in this research design, with various stages of integration in
between phases: Phase 1 consisted of collecting and analysing data from a quantitative
survey (n=222), Phase 2 and Phase 3 involved two distinct sets of interviews (n=20), Phase
4 was a combination of focus groups (n=7), interviews (n=6), and written feedback (n=14),
and Phase 5 comprised a final survey (n=893).
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The quantitative survey in Phase 1 aimed to identify leadership antecedents to employee
resilience. In other words, it sought to gain an understanding of what leadership styles or
constructs can enable employee resilience. It also sought to test perceived organisational
support as a mediator in the relationship between leadership and employee resilience. The
leadership style of interest was paradoxical leadership.
Phase 2 and 3 involved two rounds of sequential interviews. The first round, Phase 2,
involved further identifying resilience-enabling leadership behaviours through qualitative
inquiry with public servants and managers. The second round involved confirming these
behaviours with a different sample of only employees, and gathering an understanding of
how these behaviours were perceived and experienced by employees, including the
perceived impact, if any, they had on resilient employee behaviours. An explanatory
framework of resilience-enabling leadership was subsequently developed. As well as
having standalone explanatory value, this framework was used as a form of inductive scale
development for testing and use in subsequent phases (Hinkin, 1998).
Phase 4’s aim was to validate the findings of the explanatory model that was developed in
Phase 2 and 3 for scale development purposes. Focus groups, interviews, and written
feedback elicited expert feedback on the validity of the resilience-enabling behaviours, and
their mechanisms.
Phase 5 constituted a final quantitative survey testing the newly developed RELS for
various forms of statistical validity. This included exploratory and confirmatory factor
analyses, and assessing is predictive validity in relation to employee resilience.

4.3.2

Research visualisation

The methodological approaches (including the ontology, epistemology, and research
paradigm) taken are summarised in the figure below. The research design, as shaped by the
methodology, is also visualised in Figure 3.
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•Ontology and epistemology
•Reality is multi-faceted and diverse.
Acknowledges realities that are internal and
subjective, as well external and objective.

•Pragmatism
•Seeks productive insights to better interact
with the world as we know it. Diverse
perspectives on truth and knowledge are
needed.

Integrated mixed-methods design
•Combining qualitative and quantitative
methods enriches insights and
understandings. Empirical inquiry is
ongoing, iterative and reflective.

Figure 2: Methodological approaches
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Phase 1 (n=222) Quantitative
Sought to: quantitatively identify potential enablers of employee resilience (paradoxical
leadership and perceived organisation support)

Integration
Reflected on: what other behaviours can be helpful for employee resilience

Phase 2 (n=10) Qualitative
Sought to: qualitatively identify leadership behaviours that are helpful for employee
resilience
Integration
Reflected on: how employees experience these behaviours and how they impact their
resilience
Phase 3 (n=10) Qualitative
Sought to: qualitatively identify and explain the mechanisms and outcomes underlying
resilience-enabling leadership, in the pursuit of developing a framework for testing

Integration
Developed: an explanatory framework for resilience-enabling leadership

Phase 4 (n=13; 4) Qualitative
Sought to: qualitatively gather feedback from experts to inform the development of a
resilience-enabling leadership scale for quantitative testing

Integration
Confirmed: the revised resilience-enabling leadership scale for quantitative testing

Phase 5 (n=893) Quantitative
Sought to: validate the resilience-enabling leadership scale

Integration
Presented: the final, validated, resilience-enabling leadership scale

Final integration and discussion
Discussed: what we now know about employee resilience and resilience-enabling leadership

Figure 3: Research design

37

4.4 Summary
This chapter presented the methodological underpinnings and structure of this research.
The research is philosophically informed by pragmatism, and the research design is one
that uses mixed methods in an integrated way. The five phases of research were also briefly
summarised. The purpose, nature, and findings of each phase will be discussed in more
detail in the appropriate method and findings sections that follow. At the end of each
findings section there will be an integration section, whereby findings will be discussed
with the integration of literature, particularly regarding the way in which they relate to, or
inform, preceding and subsequent phases. The following chapter precedes Phase 1, and
discusses the concepts of paradoxical leadership and perceived organisational support, in
relation to how they might enable employee resilience.
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5

PARADOXICAL LEADERSHIP, PERCEIVED
ORGANISATIONAL SUPPORT, AND EMPLOYEE
RESILIENCE

The tensions and paradoxes of public sector management (Wällstedt & Almqvist, 2015;
Witesman & Wise, 2009) mean that more flexible approaches to management are required
(Clegg, Cunha, & Cunha, 2002). A paradoxical approach to public sector leadership might
work as it responds to the realities and demands of the context.

5.1 Paradoxical leadership
Existing studies on paradoxical leadership state that it offers the flexibility to integrate
seemingly conflicting behaviours in order to best address the situation at hand (Zhang et
al., 2015). Paradoxical leadership reflects this idea of integration as such leaders “attempt
to integrate or harmonise inherent tensions concerning control and empowerment over
time” (Zhang et al., 2015, p. 543). Common tensions requiring integration may relate to
the presence of both control mechanisms for organisational stability and functioning, and
the human element of organisation, which is flexible and unpredictable but essential for
innovation, growth and adaptability (Zhang et al., 2015).
Zhang et al. (2015) empirically explored paradoxical leadership and developed a multidimensional view of the construct. This view and measure of paradoxical leadership is
comprised of “combining self-centeredness with other-centeredness, maintaining both
distance and closeness, treating subordinates uniformly, while allowing individualization,
enforcing work requirements, while allowing flexibility, and maintaining decision control,
while allowing autonomy” (Zhang et al., 2015, p. 41). The approach allows leaders and
followers to address complex organisational tensions in an integrated way.
This research argues that there are two ways in which paradoxical leadership can directly
contribute to employee resilience. The first is through social learning, a concept mentioned
previously. In leadership terms, social learning is described as an observational form of
employee learning, which occurs through the behaviour modelling and training performed
by leaders (Bandura, 1977; Decker, 1986). The most relevant form of modelling in this
research is that which “occurs in the day-to-day relationships between manager and
employees” (Decker, 1986, p. 48). The effect is that followers will learn and respond to
modelled norms and attitudes displayed by leaders through learning daily behaviours that
match and support those of the leader (Bandura, 1977).
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The second way is by creating what Zhang et al. (2015) call bounded and discretionary
work environments. The authors argue that paradoxical leadership creates such an
environment, whereby leaders use their locus of influence to establish a hierarchical
structure and control mechanisms, whilst also giving them the discretion and individuality
to make decisions and work autonomously within this structure (Zhang et al., 2015). This
type of environment is associated with employee proficiency, proactivity, and adaptiveness
(Zhang et al., 2015). This study posits further that such an environment will also promote
resilient behaviours in employees.

5.1.1

Social learning

According to Smith and Lewis (2012), “paradoxical leadership requires cognitive
complexity to juxtapose seeming contradictions, explore potential synergies, and question
oversimplified either/or assumptions” (p. 229). When leaders articulate the unique and
necessary interrelationship between tensions in their work context, followers can be more
motivated to embrace and manage tensions as well (W. K. Smith & Lewis, 2012; W. K.
Smith & Tushman, 2005). Managing tensions effectively can in turn give employees more
energy to learn new things, adapt to changing environments and ultimately develop a
capacity for resilience (W. K. Smith & Lewis, 2011).
Paradoxically skilled leaders promote decision making that is both flexible and adaptive.
They also model and/or articulate the reasoning behind these behaviours to followers
(Waldman & Bowen, 2016). Flexibility and adaptiveness help individuals and
organisations embrace the need for high situational awareness and creative problem solving
skills, both of which in turn promote resilience (McManus, Seville, Vargo, & Brunsdon,
2008; Waldman & Bowen, 2016).
Paradoxical leadership can also contribute to adaptive and proactive behaviours in
subordinates (Zhang et al., 2015). Leaders themselves must also be adaptive and proactive
if they are to understand their environment, along with its inherent paradoxes, and respond
accordingly. Adaptive behaviour in subordinates relates to “handling crises, work stress,
uncertainties, and emergencies” (Zhang et al., 2015, p. 545), while proactive behaviour is
“the extent to which the individual takes self-directed action to anticipate or initiate change
in the work system or work roles” (Griffin, Neal, & Parker, 2007, p. 329). These behaviours
are reflective of resilience capacity in employees. For example, resilient employees handle
high workloads effectively, as well as re-evaluate their own performance on a continuous
basis (Kuntz et al., 2016).
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An important paradoxical behaviour of leaders is the ability to show humility whilst having
a strong sense of self (Waldman & Bowen, 2016). The former can be shown through using
the strengths of others and sharing the limelight with followers and peers. The latter
includes a strong sense of self and communication of beliefs and values (Waldman &
Bowen, 2016). Through this, employees may learn the importance of maintaining selfconfidence and self-efficacy whilst eliciting the humility required to critically evaluate their
own behaviour and performance, as well as work effectively with others (Kuntz et al.,
2017).
Paradoxical leaders can articulate the tensions in their work context, and model how they
can be managed. Employees can then observe and learn necessary skills for managing
paradoxes and public administration dilemmas. Through social learning, paradoxically
competent leaders promote these skills in their team through flexible decision making, and
by articulating to employees the reasoning behind their behaviours (Waldman & Bowen,
2016). Further, their flexibility enables situational awareness and creative problem solving,
both of which promote resilience (Waldman & Bowen, 2016). Paradoxical leadership skills
also entail conflict management, as it actively elicits tensions to seek creative solutions (W.
K. Smith & Lewis, 2012).

5.1.2

Work environments

Managing paradoxes, such as between structural and relational demands would also foster
work environments in which employees know “clearly what to do and how to do it” (Zhang
et al. 2015, p. 546). In such circumstances, paradoxical leaders use hierarchies to establish
high work requirements, but let employees use personal strengths and capabilities, and have
discretion and influence, to achieve job-related and personal goals. When combined with
social learning, these work environments would provide the standards, the opportunities,
and the means to develop resilience.
Treating followers uniformly whilst also allowing individualisation, one aspect of
paradoxical leadership (Zhang et al., 2015), can promote a healthy, team-based context for
collaboration, a key component of resilience. Allowing individuals’ strengths to shine
whilst at the same time fostering an egalitarian structure in teams allows members to
contribute (and collaborate) confidently without being overly competitive or
individualistic. Leaders can set norms for collaboration in other ways too. Smith and Lewis
(2012), for example, argue that paradoxical leadership involves conflict management skills
and being able to “actively elicit tensions and use such information to seek creative
solutions” (p. 229).
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Through modelling key behaviours and creating a bounded and discretionary work
environment, it is expected that a leader who engages in paradoxical leader behaviours is
subsequently developing subordinate resilience. Thus, the first hypothesis for quantitative
testing in this study is as follows:
H1: Paradoxical leadership will be positively related to employee
resilience.

5.1.3

Perceived organisational support

Not only is it important to identify enablers of employee resilience, such as leadership in
this case, it is also necessary to attempt to understand the mechanisms through which such
enablers can influence resilience. These mechanisms might reflect the protective factors
that exist as positive resources for resilience (D. L. Brown, 2008; Werner, 2000). There
may be many different mechanisms that work to influence resilience, and it may depend
on the context. Perceived organisational support (POS) is one potential mechanism.
POS, or employees’ perceptions regarding “the extent to which the organisation values
their contributions and cares about their wellbeing” (Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011, p.
26), may well support resilience and help to explain how paradoxical leadership is
beneficial in resilience development. POS has been widely understood as a process of
social exchange (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986; Wayne et al., 1997).
Social exchange theory is widely established, and strongly influential, in organisational
behaviour studies (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). The theory is used to refer to “the
reciprocal flow of valued behaviour between participants” (Emerson, 1976, p. 347). This
might be seen when employees with high POS feel committed and reciprocate positive
behaviours back to their employer as a result of experiencing commitment, inclusion and
recognition from their leaders (Wayne, Shore, Bommer, & Tetrick, 2002; Wayne et al.,
1997).
Leadership is known to have organisation-wide effects (Igbaekemen, 2014; Lok &
Crawford, 2004). Past studies have identified how perceptions of wider organisational
support can stem from line manager behaviours, and how subordinates consequently
reciprocate not just to their leader, but also the wider organisation through a range of social
capital and task/citizenship behaviours (Ladd & Henry, 2000). These processes, reflective
of social exchange, can be enhanced by effective leadership and high-quality leaderfollower relationships (Gottfredson & Aguinis, 2017).
POS may increase when leaders recognise an employee’s accomplishments, through
supervisory actions such as providing promotion and development opportunities, simple
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acknowledgements of good work, and encouraging sustained commitment to the
organisation (Wayne et al., 1997). In a context operating under conflicting demands and
tensions, a paradoxical, or balanced, approach to leadership might be what is needed to
contribute to these forms of recognition. By addressing and explaining the paradoxes
inherent in contemporary people management, employees will feel considered and likely
to subsequently develop an understanding of what organisational support looks like in the
contemporary public context, where job characteristics are not only complex, but often
inherently paradoxical. By better matching these job characteristics, employees are likely
also to feel more considered and supported. If leadership matches the reality of employees’
jobs, they are more likely to have meaningful social exchanges and get the resources needed
to support their performance and wellbeing.
POS leads to beneficial outcomes for employees, such as greater commitment, job
involvement, and performance (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). POS also benefits
organisations through employees “taking actions to protect the organisation from risk,
offering constructive suggestions and gaining knowledge and skills beneficial to the
organisation” (Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011, p. 189). Such consequences are similar
to aspects of employee resilience, such as the ability to conceptualise novel solutions, take
initiative, and share information and knowledge (Lengnick-Hall et al. 2011). These
behaviours matter in response to complex demands and changing public sector
environments (Kim, 2004; Morris & Jones, 1999). Paradoxical leadership, mediated
through POS, would therefore motivate followers to face tensions and paradoxes in their
jobs, learn new things, adapt to change and ultimately develop their resilience.
This study predicts that paradoxical leadership will promote perceptions of organisational
support, thus facilitating reciprocation in resilient social exchange behaviours, such that:
H2: The relationship between paradoxical leadership behaviours and
employee resilience will be mediated by perceived organisational support.

5.2 Summary
This chapter introduced paradoxical leadership, perceived organisational support, and the
subsequent implications for resilience development. The chapter generated empirical
questions for inquiry in Phase 1, shown through Hypotheses 1 and 2. The next chapter
presents the method, results, and integration for Phase 1.
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6

PHASE 1: SURVEY ON PARADOXICAL LEADERSHIP
AND EMPLOYEE RESILIENCE

6.1 Introduction
Phase 1 constituted an anonymous quantitative survey to identify enablers of employee
resilience. In specific, it investigated the relationships between paradoxical leadership
behaviours, perceived organisational support, and employee resilience. This survey was
sent out to employees and managers in a large public sector organisation in New Zealand.
Its purpose was to identify the potential enablers of employee resilience, and therefore
address the research question of: What leadership behaviours enable employee resilience?
In particular, it sought to test Hypotheses 1 and 2, of Paradoxical leadership is positively
related to employee resilience, and The relationship between paradoxical leadership is
mediated by perceptions of organisational support, respectively. The findings show
support for both hypotheses.

6.2 Method
6.2.1

Sample and design

The survey was administered in a large public sector organisation (2000+ employees) in
New Zealand. This organisation was approached because of its representativeness of the
wider public sector. The organisation is diverse in terms of function and roles, with six
different functional departments and a well-defined vertical structure. Service and policy
are core functions of the ministry, but there are also other areas of the organisation that
consist largely of front-line and operational staff (SSC, 2017a). Access to the organisation
was gained through email contact and subsequent meetings with senior management.
Meetings with the organisation established that there would be mutual benefits gained from
the research.
The survey sample consisted of 250 employees and 250 managers from six different
functional departments, selected purposively by the organisation. Purposive sampling was
chosen to ensure a rich distribution of perspectives (Creswell & Clark, 2017). The criteria
for the purposive sampling was a mix of individuals with and without managerial
responsibilities, a distribution of individuals from the organisation’s different functional
departments, and a relatively even distribution across genders. These criteria were
communicated to the organisation, who then generated an Excel spreadsheet with a sample
of 500 individuals that matched these requirements, including a gender split. This method
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allowed the researcher to focus on the purpose of the study, and subsequently identify those
with characteristics that are relevant to the study (Etikan, Musa, & Alkassim, 2016).
The survey itself was designed and developed on Qualtrics, an online survey development
platform, that can export data for programmes like SPSS and Excel for analysis. It was
chosen because of its ability to manage all phases of survey design and administration. It
is also free for use at Victoria University of Wellington and commonly used in academic
studies (Snow & Mann, 2013). Before distributing the survey to the sample, a copy was
sent to the organisation for checking and feedback. A pilot survey was sent to a small
selection of individuals outside of the sample population, asking for any feedback on the
survey design and user experience. Since all scales used were already established, the pilot
survey did not ask for any feedback regarding the content validity of items and scales. Once
the survey design was refined and finalised, an email was distributed anonymously to the
sample with a link to the full survey. This email also included information about the survey,
specification of voluntary participation and anonymity, and other ethical conditions of the
study. The university’s ethics committee approval number for this phase is 00000236560.
(See Appendix B for other ethics documents.)
The survey remained open for approximately one month, and three anonymous reminders
were automatically sent out to non-completers during that time. The survey yielded a 47%
response rate, consistent with the benchmark for organisational research - within one SD
of 50% (Baruch & Holtom, 2008). The respondent characteristics are presented in Table 3.
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Table 3: Respondent characteristics
Gender
Age

Ethnicity

Managerial
responsibility

Occupational
category

Frequency

Percentage

Male

104

47.3%

Female

116

52.7%

18-24

6

2.7%

25-34

52

23.7%

35-44

57

26.0%

45-54

57

26.0%

55-64

41

18.7%

65 or older

6

2.7%

NZ European

146

66.4%

Māori

11

5%

Samoan

1

.5%

Cook Islands Māori
Tongan

1
1

.5%
.5%

Chinese

4

1.8%

Indian

6

2.7%

Other

50

22.5%

No managerial responsibility
Team leader or middle manager

178
32

80.2%
14.4%

Senior-level manager

12

5.4%

Clerical or Administrative Worker

9

4.1%

Contact or Call Centre Worker
Inspection or Regulation Worker

1
52

.5%
23.5%

Manager (e.g. manager, team
leader)

25

11.3%

Professional (e.g. legal
professional, policy analyst)

76

34.2%

Scientist

20

9%

Technician and Trades Worker

7

3.2%

Other

32

14.4%

Approximately 5% more females than males took part in the survey. Although this is not a
large difference, it does, to some extent, reflect the gender distribution of the New Zealand
public sector overall, where women make up 60.5% of the workforce (SSC, 2017b). The
age distribution (primarily 25-64) is also similar to the working population of New Zealand.
It does appear to also support the finding that the public sector is ageing, with the proportion
of workers over 55 making up 21.4% of respondents (comparable to 24.1% of New
Zealand’s total public sector (SSC, 2017b)). The distribution across ethnicities is notable
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too, in that it reflects statistics on ethnic diversity in the New Zealand public sector overall,
although slightly lower rates of Māori and Pasifika peoples took part in this survey
compared to the sector average (SSC, 2017b). Eighty point two percent of respondents
were employees with no managerial responsibility. Although it is also important to get the
perspectives of higher level managers, this was a desired distribution because the survey
was primarily focused on perceptions of one’s manager, and those with no managerial
responsibility seem very likely to have a distinct manager they can reflect on. This is not
to say that managers themselves are not also managed to a degree, so their inclusion in the
sample is also important and desirable. The occupational categories show that professional
and inspection/regulation workers comprised the majority of respondents. These job types
are common in public sector work (SSC, 2017a).

6.2.2

Data screening

Two hundred and thirty three (233) individuals responded to the survey (47%). Two
hundred and twenty two (222) of these responses were usable after cleaning the data and
performing missing values analysis. The 11 cases that were removed had either empty or
very nearly empty response categories.
Cleaning the data involved renaming items and variables, computing variables from single
items, and inversing reverse scored items. Little’s MCAR test was then used to analyse the
nature of the missing values in the original dataset. This determined whether missing data
was missing in a random, or non-random way, so that the appropriate replacement
technique could be employed (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The test resulted in the
following values: χ2 /df = 2136.06/2251.00, p = .96. The non-significant value meant the
null hypothesis that the data was missing at random could be accepted. This finding,
coupled with the fact that the missing values accounted for only 4.27% of the dataset, meant
that multiple imputation methods could be used to replace the missing data (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). Multiple imputation with the Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm was
the technique chosen to impute the missing data due to the relatively low bias found for the
technique, as well as its well-established use generally (D. C. Howell, 2008; Lin, 2010).
This process was undertaken using Missing Values Analysis in SPSS.

6.2.3

Measures

The three key constructs of interest that were measured in this survey were employee
resilience, perceived organisational support, and paradoxical leadership behaviours.
Demographic variables, such as age, gender, ethnicity and occupational category were also
measured. All construct items were measured on 7-point Likert scales (ranging from 1 =
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strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). Two control variables were used in the testing of
this mediation model. These were gender and management level.

6.2.3.1 Control variables
Gender was included because of its common influence in social research (Callanan &
Davis, 2012; LaGrange & Silverman, 1999). Gender was found to be nonsignificant in
terms of its effect on both POS (β = -.06, p = .36) and employee resilience (β = .05, p =
.49). Thus, it was excluded from the main mediation analyses.
Managerial level (no managerial responsibility vs. managerial responsibility) was also
included as a control, such that those with different managerial responsibilities might
experience paradoxical leadership (and its effects through POS) in slightly different ways.
Specifically, management level was included to determine whether the relationships
between paradoxical leadership, POS, or employee resilience could differ depending on
managerial responsibility. Perhaps managers, for instance, who tend to experience more
autonomy and control (Dobbin & Boychuk, 1999), rely less on leadership when judging
their perceptions of organisational support. Non-managers, on the other hand, might place
primary importance on social exchange relationships with their leaders/managers when
assessing the support they receive from their organisation.

6.2.3.2 Conceptual measures
Employee resilience was measured by the 10-item Employee Resilience Scale (EmpRes)
developed by Näswall, Kuntz, Hodliffe and Malinen (2015). It measures the degree to
which respondents engage in resilient behaviours. They were asked to indicate their level
of agreement with the item statements (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). An
example item is “I effectively collaborate with others to handle unexpected challenges at
work”. The scale’s Cronbach’s alpha for reliability in this study was .80.
Perceived organisational support (POS) was measured using a shortened six-item version
of the POS scale developed by Eisenberger and colleagues (1986), with a Cronbach’s alpha
of .91. This scale was also measured by level of agreement with the item statement (e.g. 1
= strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). An example item is “My organisation strongly
considers my goals and values”.
Paradoxical leadership behaviours was measured at the individual dimension level due to
the distinct factors found by Zhang et al. (2015) in their exploratory factor analyses. The
dimensions

measured

were:

treating

subordinates

uniformly

while

allowing

individualisation (α=.96); combining self-centredness with other-centeredness (α=.72);
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maintaining decision control while allowing autonomy (α=.82); and maintaining both
distance and closeness (α=.79) (Zhang et al., 2015, p. 548). Again, the Likert scale values
represented levels of agreement with the item statement. Zhang et al. (2015) proposed a
fifth dimension in this scale (enforcing work requirements while allowing flexibility),
through which to measure paradoxical leadership, but this was removed during exploratory
factor analysis for reasons that will be discussed. Respective example items are: “My
manager uses a fair approach to treat all subordinates uniformly, but also treats them as
individuals” (uniformity and individualisation); “My manager shows a desire to lead, but
allows others to share the leadership role” (self- and other-centredness); “My manager
controls important work issues, but allows subordinates to handle details” (decision control
and autonomy); and “My manager recognises the distinction between supervisors and
subordinates, but does not act superior in the leadership role” (distance and closeness).

6.2.4

Data analysis

The survey data was analysed using SPSS. Reliability and factor analyses were conducted
first to ensure the robustness of the variables in the conceptual model. Descriptive statistics
were then calculated to develop an initial understanding of the nature of the dataset and the
relationships between variables. This involved calculating frequencies, central tendencies,
and measures of variability in the data. Bivariate correlation analysis was then used as a
descriptive measure to ascertain the general relationships between the key variables of
interest.
Hayes’ PROCESS tool for mediation analysis (Hayes, 2012, 2013) tested the hypotheses
for this phase of the research. This tool combines the functions of other mediation and
moderation tools in one specialised programme with several models for different statistical
procedures (Hayes, 2012). Mediation analyses were run using Model 4 of the PROCESS
tool where X = the four key dimensions of paradoxical leadership, M = perceived
organisational support, and Y = employee resilience (see Figure 4). The analyses were run
with 5,000 bootstrapped samples, as per convention (Creedon & Hayes, 2015). The
bootstrapping method has high statistical clarity and replicability, and it helps researchers
to make more realistic inferences about the distributions within a sample (Efron &
Tibshirani, 1994; Yu, 2003). In these mediation analyses, the indirect effect of X on Y is
the most notable value, in that full mediation, or the “gold standard”, is represented by a
significant indirect effect with a non-significant direct effect (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Zhao,
Lynch Jr, & Chen, 2010).
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M
Perceived
organisational support

X
Paradoxical
leadership dimensions

Y
Employee resilience

Figure 4: Mediation model
6.2.5

Factor analysis

Exploratory factor analysis was conducted in this phase. Principal Axis Factoring was used
for the extraction method and Direct Oblimin was chosen as the rotation method. Principal
axis factoring is a well-known and widely used common factoring method (Ford,
MacCallum, & Tait, 1986; Hinkin, 1998). Direct Oblimin is an oblique rotation method
which assumes the factors are correlated, as expected in this research (W. P. Vogt, 1993).
A combination of item factor loadings >.40, single factor loadings for items (no cross
loadings above .3) (DeVellis, 2016), Kaiser’s criterion (eigenvalues >1), scree plot
inspection, and parallel analysis (Hayton, Allen, & Scarpello, 2004; Kaiser, 1960) were
determinants of retention decisions.
Factor analysis was conducted on all multi-item scales in this study, and while perceived
organisational support and employee resilience performed as expected as unidimensional
measures, further work was needed to achieve a clear factor structure for the paradoxical
leadership scale.
The five dimensional (five-factor) 22-item paradoxical leadership scale (Zhang et al., 2015)
showed high KMO statistics for the KMO and Bartlett’s test (.90, p =<.001). But initial
factor analysis yielded results that required further examination. Consistent with Zhang et
al.’s (2015) factor analysis, a five-factor solution was expected. However, results showed
a poor fit as a five-factor model, with eigenvalues suggesting a four-factor model and the
fifth factor explaining only 2.41% of the variance. Upon inspection of the scree plot
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(Cattell, 1966) it was also clear that there was no point of inflection at component number
five.
The result was a 14-item, four-factor model consisting of uniformity and individualisation
(5 items), self- and other-centeredness (3 items), control and autonomy (3 items), and
distance and closeness (3 items). The factor of requirements and flexibility was removed
due to low factor loadings, cross loading of items across factors, and poor content
(Schriesheim, Powers, Scandura, Gardiner, & Lankau, 1993).
The remaining items performed well as part of a four-factor model, with four eigenvalues
>1 explaining 66% of the variance. The communalities after extraction were all above .45
(as recommended by Costello & Osborne, 2005) and the KMO and Bartlett’s tests for
sphericity were significant (>.8, <.001). There were no cross loadings and factor loadings
of >.4 were achieved for all items within factors. Factor loadings supported the relationship
between item content and the dimensions originally developed by Zhang et al. (2015),
except for requirements and flexibility, where the entire dimension was excluded. Parallel
analysis was performed to check the four-factor model’s performance beyond the Kaiser’s
criterion test and a good fit was found. Factor loadings for the four-factor, 14-item, model
are presented in Appendix C.

6.3 Findings
6.3.1

Frequencies and descriptive statistics

This section presents results of the descriptive statistics for the hypothesised variables of
interest (Table 4). These scores show relatively high means for the conceptual variables,
particularly for employee resilience.
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Table 4: Descriptive statistics of Phase 1 study variables
N

Min

Max

Mean

Std. Deviation

Gender

222

Management level

222

Uniformity and
Individualisation

222

1.00

7.00

4.93

1.41

Self- and OtherCenteredness

222

1.00

7.00

4.16

1.06

Control and
Autonomy

222

1.00

7.00

4.85

1.20

Distance and
Closeness

222

1.00

7.00

4.54

1.16

Perceived
Organisational
Support

222

1.00

7.00

4.63

1.22

Employee
Resilience

222

1.00

7.00

5.76

.53

Note: All variables, except control variables were measured on a 7-point Likert scale.

6.3.2

Correlation analysis

The table presented below (Table 5) shows the correlations between the conceptual
variables measured in this phase.

Table 5: Correlations of measured variables
1.

2.

3.

1. Uniformity and
individualisation

(.96)

2. Self- and other-centeredness

.43**

(.72)

**

.42**
.30**

3. Control and autonomy
4. Distance and closeness
5. Employee resilience
6. Perceived organisational
support

.42
.26**
.20

**

.56

**

.16

*

.30

**

4.

(.82)
.19**
.23

**

.26

**

5.

6.

(.79)
.09
.19

(.80)
**

.31**

(.91)

Note: N=222, Cronbach’s alphas displayed on the diagonal.

Table 5 reveals that the Cronbach’s alphas for all variables are adequate (> . 70) (Nunnally,
Bernstein, & Berge, 1967). The majority of the variables reveal a score of above > .80,
which is desirable for short to medium length scales (Cortina, 1993). All paradoxical
leadership behaviours, except for maintaining distance and closeness, were all significantly
correlated with employee resilience. POS is also significantly related to employee
resilience, as well as to all dimensions of paradoxical leadership. The correlations between
the dimensions of paradoxical leadership were all significant, however they were not high
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enough to raise concerns regarding unidimensionality (Cortina, 1993). This means each
dimension was sufficiently unique to be classed as a single factor within a multidimensional
scale.
Hierarchical regression analysis revealed that neither of the controls (gender or managerial
level) had significant effects on POS or employee resilience. However, when included as
covariates in the mediation analyses, managerial level was found to have a significant effect
on POS. It was also deemed important to test whether managerial level made a significant
difference to the indirect effects of each paradoxical leadership dimension through POS.
This was done by running a moderated mediation model (Hayes’ PROCESS, Model 8)
with managerial level moderating the mediation models. Differences were found between
the direct and indirect effects, but all but one of these differences were not significant. The
significant difference was found for the direct effect of Control and Autonomy, which was
significant for non-managers (β = .18**), but not for managers (β = .04).

6.3.3

Mediation analyses

The coefficients of the mediation analysis are shown in Table 6 below. The direct effect of
perceived organisational support on employee resilience was significant. In regards to the
dimensions of paradoxical leadership, all indirect effects on employee resilience (via POS)
were significant. However, the direct effect on employee resilience was only significant for
control and autonomy, indicating that this dimension has a unique contribution to resilience
that the others do not. In addition, all paradoxical leadership dimensions had significant
effects on POS (path a). Uniformity and individualisation has a particularly strong path to
POS as well as the strongest indirect effect out of all dimensions. Distance and closeness,
on the other hand, was the weakest dimension in its relationship to employee resilience,
both directly and indirectly through POS.
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Table 6: Total, direct and indirect effects on employee resilience,
mediated by perceived organisational support.
Predictor
variable

Total
Effect
(c)

Direct
Effect
(c'/b)

Predicting the
mediator
(a)

Indirect
Effect
via POS
(ab)

Indirect effect
SE

95%
CI
Lower

95%
CI
Upper

pvalue

Uniformity
and
individualisation

.22**

.04

.54***

.18***

.04

.08

.24

.0001

Self- and
othercenteredness

.17**

.08

.30***

.10**

.03

.04

.15

.002

Control and
autonomy

.23***

.15**

.27***

.09**

.02

.03

.13

.005

Distance and
closeness

.09

.03

.18**

.06*

.02

.02

.12

.02

Perceived
organisational
support

.33***

Note: *= p<.05, ** = p<.01, ***=p<.001. Standardised coefficients.

6.4 Integration
Phase 1 set out to understand how paradoxical leadership might relate to employee
resilience. There were two hypotheses proposed and tested in this phase. These were H1:
Paradoxical leadership is positively related to employee resilience and H2: The
relationship between paradoxical leadership is mediated by perceptions of organisational
support.

6.4.1

Hypotheses testing

Only one dimension of paradoxical leadership, control and autonomy, had a significant
direct relationship to resilience. H1 was therefore only partially supported. POS, however,
mediated (or in the case of the control and autonomy dimension, partially mediated) the
relationship between all paradoxical leadership dimensions and employee resilience.
Support for H2 was therefore strong. In sum, these findings suggest that the POS
(mediation) pathway between paradoxical leadership and employee resilience is more
consistent across dimensions than the direct pathway. Arguably, this suggests that high
quality social exchanges matter more than direct behaviour modelling within social
learning interactions and the work environment itself, which were theorised as embedded
in the direct relationship between paradoxical leadership and employee resilience. A lack
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of meaningful, motivational exchanges, rather than limited skill or highly controlled
environments, could be the reason employees may not behave resiliently.
The one direct relationship – between control and autonomy and employee resilience
suggests a unique role for this dimension in public sector work contexts. It may strongly
reflect the work environments in public services that are largely controlled but, at the same
time, require autonomy and discretion for real effectiveness in uncertain environments. The
dimension may reflect leadership behaviours that directly influence resilience in employees
by encouraging both controlled and discretionary behaviours and an awareness of the
appropriate situations in which to engage in them. This also relates to this leadership
dimension’s ability to harness both bounded (controlled) and discretionary (autonomous)
work environments in which employees know what is expected of them but are, in turn,
given discretion to do their jobs (Zhang et al. 2015). This dimension corresponds to
extensive, and long standing, arguments in the job design literatures for more autonomy
(Wu, Griffin, & Parker, 2015) and public administration research which expresses concern
about red tape and controlling hierarchies (Colley, 2001; Giauque, Ritz, Varone, &
Anderfuhren-Biget, 2012). These findings show that this kind of contextual tension likely
permeates down to line manager skillsets, and that these in turn may influence important
employee behaviours.
The direct effect of control and autonomy was significant for non-managers, but nonsignificant for managers. This suggests that the maintenance of control, with the allowance
of autonomy, might be a more important leadership paradox for employees who are more
directly “controlled” by their manager and do not have management responsibilities
requiring them to be more flexible in their approach. Perhaps managers value autonomy
from their leaders, without an overarching air of supportive control. This result suggests
that the explanation given in the above paragraph may apply more directly to non-managers
than managers.
The fact that the manager group had a weaker indirect effect for control and autonomy than
non-managers is also worth noting. Managers are exposed to more of the organisation, and
hence have more sources of perceived support. They may therefore view POS as something
quite distinct from how their bosses lead them. This difference would be useful to explore
further, perhaps with a larger sample to check for significance.
In contrast to control and autonomy, the other dimensions (uniformity and
individualisation, self- and other-centredness, distance and closeness) primarily concern
the social, or relational exchange systems in organisations – in this case, public agencies –
and are related to resilience only through POS. This indicates that they act primarily as a
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means of motivation through social exchange. For example, considering individual needs
equally, whilst showing concern for the wellbeing of the group, may reduce the potential
for favouritism and the subsequent divisions it can foster within teams. The strength of the
Uniformity and Individualisation dimension could be attributed to the role that individual
consideration and fair recognition can play in enhancing perceptions of support (Allen,
Shore, & Griffeth, 2003). This dimension also reflects the emergence of more collective,
relational approaches to leadership in public contexts, compared to the earlier, more
controlling, NPM-forms of leadership (Dunoon, 2002; Ospina, 2016; Zeier et al., 2018).
Another more relational dimension that corresponds to the social aspects of work is selfand other-centeredness. The POS pathway was significant, but not as strong as uniformity
and individualisation. Perhaps this signifies that this dimension is more about perceptions
of the leader’s personality i.e. their self-confidence and humility (Waldman & Bowen,
2016), rather than what they actually provide for the employee in terms of support, trust,
and high-quality interactions, although this is clearly still important.

6.4.2

Resilience-enabling leadership

If leadership behaviours match the reality of employees’ jobs and is responsive to the needs
of employees, they are more likely to have meaningful social exchanges and get the
resources needed to support their performance and wellbeing (Van Wart, 2014). These
resources may come in the form of leader behaviours, such as direction, delegation,
support, allowing autonomy, or coaching, which may, in themselves be paradoxical,
depending on the situation (Hersey & Blanchard, 1972). For employees, having a leader
who can alternate between different styles to effectively handle different situations can be
helpful for resilience (Patel, 2010). Such a leader would also potentially model adaptive,
resilient behaviours that are most necessary for a particular situation.
The situational and contextual nature of leadership behaviours indicate that the paradoxical
leadership scale may not fully reflect leadership that matches the public-sector context. In
other words, there may be a broader set of leader behaviours that more comprehensively
match and reflect public administration. There are several potential reasons for this. First,
the fact that the paradoxical leadership scale was developed in the Chinese context (Zhang
et al., 2015) indicates a possibly limited applicability to the Western and New Zealand
contexts. The strong mediation results through POS suggests that the impact of leadership
may be more about social exchange than explicit capability development and modelling.
Paradoxical leadership may match the job content of public servants, but it might not match
the more relational, exchange-based, development needs of employees. Furthermore, not
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all daily experiences of public servants are paradoxical in nature. Thus, other forms of
leadership, other than paradoxical, might be more appropriate.
The above arguments suggest that a reconsideration is needed, both of employee resilience
and the forms of leadership that may more directly enable behaviours such as networkleveraging, learning, and adaptability in the public sector. More enquiry is required in this
research to further explore what leadership behaviours and competencies can enable
resilience in employees. To understand what these might be, it is necessary to reflect on
the exact nature of resilient behaviours, and how leadership could both impact and reflect
them, particularly within the public sector context. These ideas are developed below.

6.4.2.1 Network leveraging ability
Networking leveraging ability is, as established, a key behavioural component of employee
resilience. It includes behaviours such as collaboration, seeking support and exchanging
resources (Kuntz et al., 2017). Van Wart (2014) has emphasised the salience of
collaborative leadership in the public sector context. Collaborative leadership is about
facilitating individuals in “working with groups inside and outside of the organisation”
(Hsieh & Liou, 2016, p. 84). This matches the requirements of the public sector to engage
effectively in intra- and inter-agency collaboration and networked governance (J. W.
Campbell, 2016; Silvia & McGuire, 2010; Stoker, 2006). Of note, Getha-Taylor (2008)
argues that achieving public goals requires collaboration over more centralised decision
authority. In order to address this need, she goes on to identify the collaborative
competencies of employees in the public sector, and these constitute a key part of the
behavioural repertoire of employee resilience. Effective collaboration relates to other
resilient behaviours like problem solving, learning, adaptability, and flexibility (GethaTaylor, 2008; Kuntz et al., 2017; Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). Thus, leadership that
explicitly fosters, and even models, network development and collaboration is likely to be
needed for this aspect of resilience to be activated in employees.

6.4.2.2 Learning
Learning is another key component of employee resilience (Kuntz et al., 2017). Thus,
leadership that is geared towards employee learning and disseminating new knowledge is
likely to be another enabler of employee resilience. Malik and Garg’s (2017) study brings
relevant insights into how employee learning can be facilitated by leaders. The authors
studied the impact of learning organisations on employee resilience, and found that the
strategic leadership component of learning organisations was positively related to
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employee resilience (Malik & Garg, 2017). This relates to leadership that supports the
learning-oriented goals of an organisation. Strategic leadership may well contribute to
employee resilience by steering individuals toward a learning-orientation, and supporting
them to engage in learning opportunities (Malik & Garg, 2017). Both of these are important
for resilience development as they speak directly to a number of resilient behaviours,
namely problem-solving, learning from mistakes, adaptability, and re-evaluating
performance.
Learning-centred leadership is another relevant idea that has been highlighted in public
administration scholarship as an effective approach in the public context (Dunoon, 2002).
Like resilience capacity, it “involves fostering the conditions under which people, working
together, are better able to create new visions, productively deal with underlying issues . .
. and change workplace cultures” (Dunoon, 2002, p.3). Learning-centred leadership is
described here as being a combination of both leadership and management. While the
former inspires individuals to cope with, and learn from, challenge and change, the latter
helps employees maintain consistency, continuity, and stability (Dunoon, 2002). In sum, it
is clear that an employee’s will and ability to learn at work can only be fully enabled if they
have a leader who openly facilitates and fosters learning in their organisation.

6.4.2.3 Adaptability
Certain forms or behaviours of leadership may enable the third key behavioural component
of resilience, which is adaptability. Leadership that enables individuals to adapt to complex
demands and changes in the public context is likely to be important in the development of
employees’ adaptive behaviours, such as the ability to cope with high workloads and use
change as an opportunity for growth (Kuntz et al., 2017). Murphy, Rhodes, Meek and
Denyer (2017) argue the need for complexity leadership in the public context, in order to
help public servants “cope with the complex, collaborative, cross-boundary, and adaptive
work” they are engaged in (p. 692). Broadly speaking, complexity leadership is leadership
in and of complex systems (Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009). This area of leadership scholarship
is likely to shed some light on how leadership can develop adaptive, collaborative, resilient
employees (Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey, 2007), particularly in the bureaucratic
systems (Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009) that tend to exist in the public sector. Like the idea of
adaptive authority (Heifetz, 1994), complexity leadership requires a figure of authority “to
maintain a sense of stability in order to coordinate, structure and control organisational
activity” (J. Murphy et al., 2017, p. 692). At the same time, complexity leadership must be
able to enable the conditions for innovation and change, thus balancing administrative and
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adaptive functions that necessitate modern organisation (Heifetz, 1994; J. Murphy et al.,
2017).
Similar to collaborative leadership, complexity leadership prioritises network leveraging
as a key leadership principle (Uhl-Bien & Arena, 2017). This occurs when leaders facilitate
the movement and exchange of knowledge and ideas across an organisation (Uhl-Bien &
Arena, 2017). This likely fosters collaborative behaviours in employees, as well as across
teams, and models an openness to learning via the exchange of ideas, thus helping to
promote a capacity for resilience.

6.4.3

Implications for subsequent phases

What has been argued here is that it likely takes a complex set of behaviours, particularly
those that relate to complexity, adaptability, collaboration and learning, to enable employee
resilience in the public sector. This does not discount the role of paradoxical leadership in
the development of employee resilience, rather it broadens the scope to allow for
identification of other effective leadership behaviours. Paradoxical aspects may well exist,
but they do not, in themselves, reflect the full behavioural repertoire of resilience-enabling
leadership to meet employee as well as job requirements. However, it is still unclear what
specific behaviours of leaders enable resilience in public sector employees. They likely
consist of a diverse mix of behaviours best explored qualitatively, reflecting a more
inductive form of theory development (Locke, 2007). Qualitative exploration will also
provide a deeper consideration of context, which in this case will reflect the public sector
environment. Thus, the following phase will consist of semi-structured interviews with
public servants and managers, to elicit resilience-enabling leadership behaviours as
experienced by individuals working in the public sector.

6.5 Summary
This chapter presented the methods and findings for the initial quantitative survey – Phase
1. It found partial support for H1, that paradoxical leadership would be positively related
to employee resilience. H2 was more strongly supported, as POS mediated the relationships
between the paradoxical leadership dimensions and employee resilience. Implications of
these findings for subsequent phases were also discussed. The following chapter presents
Phase 2 of this research, which uses interviews to further identify resilience-enabling
leadership behaviours.
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7

PHASE 2 – IDENTIFYING LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOURS

7.1 Introduction
Phase 2 sought to draw on managers’ and employees’ experiences to identify leadership
behaviours they considered to be beneficial for employee resilience. This phase was
exploratory in nature, whereby the phenomenon of resilience-enabling leadership was
explored. This phase explores further the research question of: What leadership behaviours
enable employee resilience?
These interviews used the critical incident technique (Flanagan, 1954) to encourage
participants to first identify an event that required resilience, and then discuss what
leadership behaviours helped (or also hindered) an individual’s ability to behave resiliently.
Managers reported on the experience of managing individuals, whilst employees reported
on their own experiences of being managed.
This phase aimed to develop an initial list of behavioural categories that were found to
influence employee resilience in the public sector. This was a first step in establishing a
framework for understanding resilience-enabling leadership behaviours, that will be further
explored and tested in subsequent phases. In other words, this phase, along with insights
from Phase 1, was about identifying behaviours, and helped to initiate the development of
a resilience-enabling leadership framework that can be further explored, understood, and
tested throughout this research.

7.2 Method
7.2.1

Participants

This phase consisted of 10 interviews with public sector employees (4) and managers (6).
Although a relatively small sample size, this number satisfied the goal of analysis which
was to meaningfully inform the subsequent phases of research (Bazeley, 2018; Guest,
Bunce, & Johnson, 2006; Marshall, Cardon, Poddar, & Fontenot, 2013). Insights and
contextual richness were sought over generalisability (Firestone, 1993), in contrast to the
more generalisable, quantitative, and deductive, approach used in Phase 1. Insights, in the
case of this research, relate to new knowledge and understandings, useful for subsequent
stages in this research. The focused nature of the questions, which will be described below,
also increased the likelihood that responses would be meaningful, and appropriate
saturation would be reached (Mason, 2010). Saturation in this context relates to the
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generation of sufficient insights to establish preliminary knowledge to meaningfully
inform, and explore further in, subsequent phases (Frels & Onwuegbuzie, 2013;
Sandelowski & Given, 2008).
The sample group was a subset of the same wider purposive sample from the Phase 1
survey, which was generated by the organisation into a spreadsheet format. This sample
was determined using a random number generator matching numbers to individuals listed
in the spreadsheet of potential survey participants. The chosen individuals were invited to
participate via email in batches of 10, so as not to accidentally over-extend the scope of
this particular phase, which sought approximately 10 interviews. In the end, 31 individuals
were contacted and invited to participate before 10 individuals responded indicating their
willingness to participate.

7.2.2

Procedure

The invitation email included an information sheet about the purpose of the interviews, as
well as clarifying the ethical considerations of the research and the fact that the phase of
study had been approved by the university’s ethics committee (approval number
00000236560). It also highlighted what the participants were likely to gain by participating
in the research, such as a summary report upon completion of the thesis and of course, a
chance to make a difference in developing understandings around what helps employees
grow, develop, and be resilient at work.
The researcher ensured confidentiality for the research participants, meaning that the
individual and their organisation would not be identified in the write-up of the study.
Confidentiality would be ensured by using pseudonyms and only identifying participants
by their broad job-type/occupation. Participants were given the option of withdrawing from
the project within two weeks of the interview, whereby any interview data collected to that
point would be destroyed. (Appendix B contains all documents related to research ethics
for this phase, as well as Phases 1 and 3).
The participants involved in this phase of the study are listed in Table 7, by their
pseudonym. The table also specifies their gender, job-type, and approximate tenure. The
participant sample was 40% female, and had an average tenure of 6.4 years.
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Table 7: Participant characteristics
Pseudonym

Gender

Position

Tenure

Diane

F

Employee, Policy

15 years

Harry

M

Employee, Operations

2.5 years

Patrick

M

Manager, Commercial

2 years

Ellen

F

Employee, Policy

1.5 years

Barry

M

Manager, Auditing

8.5 years

Brian

M

Manager, Policy

3 years

Zena
Aaron

F
M

Manager, Operations
Manager, Operations

19 years
7 years

Chelsea

F

Employee, Frontline

2 years

Orson

M

Manager, Operations

3 years

7.2.3

Interview structure and design

The Phase 2 interviews lasted between 25 and 45 minutes and were undertaken at an offsite
location of the participants’ preference. Locations included university meeting rooms and
quiet cafes in central Wellington. One interview occurred over the phone, to accommodate
a participant located outside of Wellington. All interviews were recorded.
The critical incident technique, defined as “a procedure for gathering certain facts
concerning behaviours in defined situations” (Flanagan, 1954, p. 335), was chosen because
of its capacity to gather precise information from an interviewee about the sequence and
significance of “behaviours (their own or others') which significantly contribute to a
specified outcome” (Woolsey, 1986, p. 242). Thus, each interview was focused around a
specific probing question related to a particular event requiring resilience capacity: “Can
you tell me about a significant challenge or crisis that required you/your employees to
respond in an adaptive and resilient way?” The participant was asked to talk broadly about
this situation and then about any leadership behaviours they experienced from their
manager (or engaged in as a manager) during this event which helped or hindered the ability
to respond resiliently. The word “adaptive” was incorporated in the primary question to
allow respondents to think beyond their own, potentially more general, conception of
resilience and to recognise that being adaptive is a key part of being resilient (Davis-Street,
Frangos, Walker, & Sims, 2018). At the beginning of the interview, the participants were
also asked a general question about their broad job-type responsibilities and experiences
working in the public sector. Most of the time, participants understood the questions they
were asked, but on occasion they asked for more clarification, in which case a slight

64

rewording of the question was given, along with an example. The interview guide is
presented in Appendix D.
The critical incident technique is focused enough to maintain sufficient specificity in
relation to the incident in question, but it is also relatively open in terms of the range of
behaviours that can emerge in participants’ responses to the question (Butterfield, Borgen,
Amundson, & Maglio, 2005). This more open approach is one that is necessary in
leadership studies. This is because it potentially elicits a freer discussion of perceptions and
behaviours related to leadership, which stands in contrast to methods that make use of
prescribed models of leadership and are thus in danger of suggesting and imposing
elements of pre-established constructs onto the respondent’s representation of knowledge,
perceptions and experiences (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2003; Fulop, 2012). This matches
the goal of this phase, as well as the wider research goal, which is to identify key leadership
behaviours, rather than solely using pre-defined models and theories of leadership to
predict resilience capacity. The latter only tells a small part of the story, as seen in Phase
1.

7.2.4

Analysis

Content analysis (Drisko & Maschi, 2015) was used to analyse the interviews from Phase
1. There were three main cycles of coding in this phase (Miles, Huberman, & Saldana,
2014; Saldaña, 2015). First, structural coding was used to organise the responses to the key
critical incident question and the subsequent probes (MacQueen, McLellan, Kay, &
Milstein, 2008). Responses related to both helpful and harmful leadership behaviours
evident in critical incidents.
It was important here to retain participants’ specific responses to the questions, which is
something a critical incident approach can effectively enable. Thus, structural coding
according to the exact words individuals used, (i.e. verbatim text), was employed. This
process identified segments of text to form the basis of more specific, in-depth analysis.
The units of analysis were manifest codes pertaining to the certain leadership behaviours
identified by participants, such as being “supportive” or treating subordinates in an
“individualised” manner, as well as more latent, formal codes that were derived from
attitudes and preferences towards particular leadership approaches in the context of the
event in question, such as “the importance of collaboration or the negative impacts of
micromanagement” (Drisko & Maschi, 2015). Aside from the central focus on leadership
behaviours and resilience in the interview questions themselves, this cycle of coding was
not informed by particular theory and was largely data-driven; it was primarily focused on
organising ideas as they were described by participants (Namey, Guest, Thairu, & Johnson,
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2008). This approach matches a priority of this research, which is to align data closely with
the research question(s), emphasising the value of individuals’ experiences as they are
directly explained by participants.
The results of the structural coding process described above led to the identification of 22
categories of resilience-enabling leadership and three broad categories of resilienceharming leadership. This process was then followed by applying theory to the 22 resilienceenabling leadership categories to determine the theoretically relevant behaviours to
continue exploring in Phase 3. This was the second coding cycle. Relevant theory in this
context relates to the resilient employee behaviours as identified by Kuntz et al. (2017).
The specific definition underpinning this understanding is “the capacity of employees to
utilise resources to continually adapt and flourish at work, even when faced with
challenging circumstances” (Kuntz et al., 2016, p. 460).
Theoretical saturation was sought in this cycle by organising the behavioural categories by
the degree to which they contribute to relevant theory (Guest et al., 2006; Morse, 2004).
Those that had resilience-related theoretical support were combined under broader thematic
dimensions and retained for Phase 3 investigation (Kuntz et al., 2017). Theoretical support
was determined by a leadership behaviour having an informed, theory-driven reason why
it could relate to, and enable, resilience in employees. This provided further consideration
of the participants’ responses. For example, leadership behaviours centred around selfmanagement had logical connections to resilient behaviours, as such behaviours – being
adaptive, learning, and managing high workloads – require a degree of self-management
on the part of the employee. That is, the identified behaviours were not so much related to
individuals’ personal conceptions of the term resilience, but more so to the particular
understanding of employee resilience used in this research, namely the behavioural
capacity, combining network leveraging, adaptability and learning behaviours (Kuntz et
al., 2017). The tentative labels for the behavioural categories carried through to Phase 3
are: fostering collaboration, encouraging an environment for learning, facilitating career
and growth opportunities, providing ‘support’, recognising individual needs and
contributions, and enabling self-management. Examples are provided for each category in
the findings section of this phase.
These qualitative categories are hereafter termed “dimensions”, to more appropriately fit
their usage in the development of the explanatory framework (Phase 3), and in the
quantitative validation (Phase 4 and 5), whereby constructs are understood as multidimensional, a common view in leadership studies (Kalshoven, Den Hartog, & De Hoogh,
2011; Liden & Maslyn, 1998; Van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). These behavioural
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dimensions were not only the most theoretically relevant; they represented the most
frequent. The coding frame for determining these final dimensions is shown alongside the
respective findings later in this section.
In addition to the conceptually-driven coding processes described above, a more
contextually driven coding cycle was undertaken as well. This was coding cycle three. This
process was achieved by applying codes to participants’ descriptions of both the concept
of resilience and the public sector context. Participants’ descriptions of the idea of
resilience, according to their own understanding were identified in this phase. This was to
give background to the participants’ own general, but nuanced, understandings of resilience
in their contexts.
Elements of the wider public sector context were also important identifiers in this phase, to
contextualise the critical incidents and their associated behaviours. For the public context,
words, such as “stakeholder involvement”, “complexity” and “bureaucracy” (Fossestøl et
al., 2015; Head & Alford, 2013), were applied to the data as context descriptors. Context
descriptions were developed using theory of core aspects of the public sector context, and
respondents’ descriptions were matched to these where relevant. Explicit descriptions of
the public context that did not relate to pre-established concepts such as those referred to
above were also accounted for. This decision supported the notion that strict adherence to
theory can limit the development of other important ideas that can meaningfully inform
research findings and contributions (Namey et al., 2008). The context descriptions, and
codes, are presented with the associated findings below. These helped to contextualise the
critical incident experiences and leadership behaviours described by respondents.
As referred to above, coding frames were developed for the theory-driven parts of coding
cycles two and three, focusing on elements of the public sector context and the resilienceenabling leadership behaviour, since both had theoretically-guided rules for identifying
codes. These are presented in the appropriate findings sections to follow. The transcripts
were annotated according to the concepts present within them. The coding frame
development process was informed by that used by Kurasaki (2000). A coding frame is
defined as “a scheme that lays out key concepts, their definitions, and criteria for
recognition” (Benaquisto & Given, 2008, p. 3). These annotations were sorted into
categories and codes, as part of the second and third coding processes. Descriptions were
then given to explain the final selection of codes to be taken through to Phase 3, and how
they were chosen by the coder. The number of cases out of ten that the code appeared in
were also included, as well as the number of total references to the codes made across all
interviews. These numbers show the distribution and frequency of the codes, which are
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important indicators of how influential the codes might be (Driscoll, Appiah-Yeboah,
Salib, & Rupert, 2007).
The coding frames were then modified through discussions with an external person for
reliability purposes (J. L. Campbell, Quincy, Osserman, & Pedersen, 2013). This is
recommended in studies using content analysis, as it can help to increase coding quality
and coder credibility (Burla et al., 2008). The external person coded a 20% sample of the
transcriptions, consistent with the approach employed by Kurasaki (2000). The annotated
transcripts were then compared and similarities, differences, and disagreements were
discussed. An intercoder reliability value of .90 was achieved as a result of these
discussions.

7.3 Findings
This findings section will be organised in two main parts. The first will present the findings
on both the concept of resilience and the public sector context. The second section will
present examples from the interviews which reflect the initial cycle of coding, involving
all 22 categories of leadership behaviour that were initially identified. It will then present
further examples of the theoretically refined behavioural dimensions of resilience-enabling
leadership that will progress through to subsequent phases. Resilience-harming behaviours
that emerged in the analysis will also be presented, as individuals did experience times
where resilience was not present, and was not supported by leaders, in the face of critical
incidents. Note that organisation-specific critical incidents are not quoted to maintain
confidentiality of individuals and the organisation.

7.3.1

The concept of resilience and the public sector

7.3.1.1 Participants’ perceptions of the concept of resilience
The understandings of resilience that emerged in the interviews helped to shed light on
participants’ general understandings of the concept of resilience, and on the kind of
situations where resilience is deemed relevant and important. The quotes given below are
illustrative in purpose, and there are not enough shared understandings for them to be
generalised into specific codes or themes.
Patrick, a manager, had a particularly strong view of resilience in his experience managing
employees. He has described certain employees as being “not very resilient” as people.
This suggests a traditional approach to understanding resilience, where it is viewed as a
fixed trait or personality characteristic. Patrick also explained the variance between
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individuals when handling stressful situations, and relates this variance to resilience
capacity:
I’ve seen that people respond to stressful situations in different ways. Some people
are . . . personally quite resilient. It might be just that they have a degree of
maturity, or that they will keep things in perspective or kind of, have their own
personal ways of managing stuff. And other people can’t, some people are just
total stress bunnies and react to everything that happens in a negative way. And
those people will struggle. – Patrick, Manager
In the quote below, Patrick describes in detail the behavioural characteristics of one of the
employees he managed, who, according to him, lacked resilience capacity. Note that he
refers to it being “just his personality”:
He didn’t cope with stress well. [He] was not very good at managing his own
productivity and his own work. Not good at managing his priorities and um, he,
regularly found things being a bit sort of overwhelming, and so in that
environment, he really struggled. And also . . . just his personality, he really
struggled with stressful situations, he’d take everything on board as a personal
issue he had to deal with . . . [but other] people on the team are all fairly . . . ah,
what’s the word, resilient. – Patrick, Manager
Another manager, Brian, posits that a sense of purpose is associated with resilience, and
overcoming adversity:
If they’re having a rough time, they get some time to kind of go, “This is why I’m
here,” and then they can swing back in and it creates that kind of resilience to
those things which seem incredibly painful at the time but in the overall sense of
things, they are not – Brian, Manager
Brian also makes a connection between the constant change and challenge in policy work
and employee resilience. He implies that only the resilient will “survive” this type of work:
We have the constant challenge that there’s always churn and change so that does
push us to, “Either you’re resilient or you’re not,” and there’s an element of that
that comes through so some people find policy is not for them pretty quickly, but
those who can survive . . . well if you survive the first 12 months, you’ll be fine! –
Brian, Manager
Resilience is also required beyond the policy level, in order to deal with the “tensions” of
government. Such tensions correspond to those argued in the literature review of this
research:
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We personally have to be resilient to the tensions [of government] but we also
create . . . do we create resilience? That might be stretching it too far but you know,
we’re part of that tension I guess. – Brian, Manager
Resilience may be related to feeling confident and clear about the future, as Aaron attests
below:
Giving people some ideas of what the future could hold and how to get there. For
resilience, understanding what your options are is an important part. – Aaron,
Manager
Having a purpose, and motivation about that purpose, is potentially, as described by Aaron,
another contributor to resilience:
Keeping people reminded of our successes, and where it fits into the big picture is
important in maintaining that motivation and when you’ve got that motivation I
think your resilience is up – Aaron, Manager
It is interesting to note that only managers referred specifically to the word resilience,
indicating its common use (and misuse) by managers as a general term for effective
employee performance. It is also a very popular term in organisations currently, and may
be viewed as a more acceptable and desirable term than stress or coping.
These understandings of resilience help to illuminate its contextual nature and also show
how definitions of the construct vary between persons. It is important to note however, that
the aim of Phase 2 was not to get participants to define resilience, as the research is guided
by a more specific definition of resilience: a behavioural capacity of employees (Kuntz et
al., 2017). This more focused understanding guided the identification of critical incidents,
and the associated leader behaviours presented in sections to follow.

7.3.1.2 Participants’ descriptions of the public sector context
The context in which this research is situated is particularly relevant to better understanding
the enablers of employee resilience. The nature of the public sector context might play a
significant role in the kind of leadership behaviours that are perceived to enable resilience
in public servants. As presented in the literature review of this research, leadership is
contextual, and the context may play a significant role in determining what kind of
leadership behaviours are effective (Getha-Taylor et al., 2011). Elements of this context,
as described by participants, are given below. Since this cycle of coding was informed
substantially by existing theory and research, reference to literature will be made where
appropriate, to reflect the relevance of important ideas that are already well established
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beyond this research project. The coding frame for this section is presented in the table
below.

Table 8: Coding frame for the public sector context
Code

Description

No. of
cases /10

No. of
code
references

Public sector
context

Interpretations of organisational and institutional context
that are uniquely related to a government environment

Stakeholder
involvement

A description of involvement with people and parties
outside of particular organisation

10

30

Resources
(constraints
and poor
allocation)

A description of being constrained or held back by a type
of resource, e.g. labour, finance, capability, or resources
being poorly allocated across departments and
organisations

5

11

Complexity

Use of the words “complex” or “complicated” when
describing the government context and/or a description of
a complex situation, i.e. involving multiple/conflicting
parties or tasks

6

11

Change

A description of changes in a way that indicates it as
reoccurring and/or normal

3

6

Relationship
s

A description of involvement with other government
agencies or industry and/or the use of the word “crossagency” in a description of the context

3

6

Task
demands

A description of government-specific job/task demands

9

15

Bureaucracy

Use of the word “bureaucracy” and/or a reference to
rules/regulations/hierarchy when describing context

5

5

7.3.1.2.1

Stakeholder involvement

Public sector stakeholders come in myriad forms (McAdam, Hazlett, & Casey, 2005), but
two obvious parties consistently referred to by participants were the New Zealand public
and relevant industry bodies. Engaging with other individuals and parties outside one’s
immediate network in decision-making was described as a pertinent, and necessary, aspect
of public sector work:
There’s challenges working in a large organisation like ours in terms of working
across and asking yourself who else needs to know? And you’ve got to keep asking
yourself that, otherwise you can end up paddling without a paddle. – Zena,
Manager
The value of involving stakeholders was also emphasised in relation to how it leads to more
realistic and consultative decision-making processes:
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I guess what happened is as we started to talk to people, we recognised how much
further we needed to take it and how far we needed to take stakeholders on the
journey. So that alerted us quite early that we were going to be going a bit further
than we’d originally planned. – Brian, Manager
7.3.1.2.2

Relationships

Similar to stakeholders was the more specific description of important relationships with
external parties (Matthews & Shulman, 2005). External relationships can be understood as
an element of stakeholder engagement. However, compared with stakeholders, such
relationships appeared to hold more intrinsic meaning and value for public servants. Ellen,
below, valued the role of Māori as Treaty partners in her policy work. She viewed them as
more than just stakeholders or “another person to consult”:
We see Māori as Treaty partners. And quite often [others] across government just
see them as stakeholders. So they’re just another person to consult… you get on to
business as usual and you’ll just consult them with everyone else. Well, that’s not
how people who work in the Māori parts of government see it, they are actually
Treaty partners and so they should be engaged at the beginning of all policy and
at the beginning of all kind of work things and feed into that work so it’s a joint
effort for whatever you do. And then you don’t have issues at the end when they
say they haven’t been consulted and stuff. – Ellen, Employee
Diane talked about external relationships in a slightly different way. Below she explained
that dealing with people in the industry is a core element of an effective public sector
skillset:
It’s quite a tricky environment in the public sector where you know, there’s a bit
of a mix of the technical stuff plus there’s a bit of politics and learning how to deal
with [things]. If you’re trying to bring in industry on the side of something,
understanding that they might not be want to be on side! And that you need to move
really slowly and what you think is kind of a small change could be a huge change
once you translate that out to the whole industry. So it’s about those kind of life
skills, worldliness, kind of things as opposed to, “Yup, so you might be a food
technologist, I’ve got my technical qualifications,” but it’s a bit more about how
you deal with people and how you make things happen in this environment. –
Diane, Employee
Below, Brian explained that external relationships “outside of the bureaucracy” can give
individuals energy to provide effective public services. As well as being necessary, as
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outlined by Diane above, external relationships can give individuals more meaning and a
realisation of purpose in enacting public sector work:
The thing that’s probably most energising is engaging with people outside of the
bureaucracy. So as soon as you get out to the people who are actually doing stuff
on the ground. Whether that’s our frontline staff; I guess they’re still in the
bureaucracy but they’re kind of a step removed. Or getting right out into industry
and you make contact with people who are energised about making [public
services] happen or they are people who can tell you what the impacts of [services]
either working or failing are. That gives the greatest energy and that can
sometimes be a way of topping people up. – Brian, Manager
7.3.1.2.3

Bureaucracy

The presence of bureaucracy in government organisations is a common and expected fact
(Bozeman, 2000). Zena explained the limitations of bureaucratic processes as a manager.
The lack of consensus around the way a process should be carried out, it appears, created
a significant time burden on tasks and deliverables:
Just yesterday, I had a situation where . . . we put a condition on his approval but
they hadn’t closed it out. They hadn’t gone and got an evaluator to go into his
business to decide whether we could remove that condition. So that’s a process
they could have managed way back in 2010 for God’s sake. So that’s how difficult
it is. [It’s] very time consuming for us because it takes us hours to figure out the
paperwork from 2010 and how to go forward. So I got an ear bashing from the
council saying why didn’t you do your due diligence!? It’s the processes – there’s
no broad understanding across what we do! – Zena, Manager
Bureaucratic systems mean different things to different people, according to Brian. He
compared the “political realities” between the chief executive and front-line employees.
Some projects and deliverables might be seen as more achievable depending on where one
sits in the hierarchy, and on the different priorities at those levels. Here, it seems to be a
battle between grand strategy and financial practicality:
Excitement within the bureaucracy is different at different levels. So the higher you
go up to your chief executive, the more you’re in an environment that has to deal
with political reality. That political reality is quite different to the reality on the
ground. So if you have an industry group and they have some specific concerns
and then they have some real specific risks they’re trying to manage, you can really
get a good grip on that and it’s easy to say, “Oh yeah, well we could manage this
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by doing all these kind of cool things.” If you just swept all those up and then start
delivering them in, they have flow-on implications so you wrap around a program
with this industry and it’s like, “Well, why didn’t you do it with this [other]
industry?” And then you go, “Okay, we can’t actually afford to do all that.” –
Brian, Manager
7.3.1.2.4

Resources

Limited public sector resources need to be used carefully and strategically (Hood, 1991).
Participants described resource constraints and how poor resource use added further
constraint. Resources used poorly in one area limited the effective deployment of resources
in other areas, resulting in constrained resources:
When I came, one of my particular areas was to address this lost cause and the
problem is that you cannot sacrifice [this service area] but you cannot just keep
throwing resource at it. Additional resources aren’t always the solution. All that
does is exacerbates the problem and takes resources away from other areas of the
business. – Orson, Manager
Reducing expenditure, rather than maximising profit, is a key priority in public service
operations. Harry described that minimising cost is a key element of resource management
in the public sector:
In the government sector, cost is more the driving factor cause you minimise what
you cost. If you want to do something new, you’ve got to get the minister and a
whole lot of people on board to ask for more money because you know, government
funding is limited to what taxpayer funds are available so as far as that goes that’s
quite a different sphere moving from private to public. – Harry, Employee
Resource use and allocation was also a relevant factor in Barry’s perception of the public
context. Prioritisation of resourcing was noted as being particularly relevant:
In terms of how [priorities] stack up against each other and how we actually go
about addressing them at a strategic level, we’re not very well focused on that.
That kind of goes down the line in terms of decisions we make about resources . . .
So that presents a challenge of knowing what’s important. – Barry, Manager
7.3.1.2.5

Task demands

In New Zealand, public sector jobs are demanding, both in terms of the hours worked and
the intellectual and cognitive load of job tasks (Plimmer & Cantal, 2016). Task demands
was one of the most widely experienced contextual factor described by participants in this
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research. Orson described how the accumulation of demands presents a challenge for the
wellbeing of his staff:
When the queue starts extending, the people outside start demanding. When they
start demanding, all the attention is focused on addressing those noises, as
opposed to addressing the problem and all of a sudden it becomes this increasing
spiral so it’s very difficult for [staff] to find enough balance and measure to make
sure that they’ve got wellbeing and welfare considered at the same time as
delivery. – Orson, Manager
Patrick, a manager, reflected on the impact of workload on his employees. This is a demand
that varies over time, and presents challenges for employees, most of whom can cope
effectively:
Workload can sometimes be a challenge for some of the team, we have quite a
cyclical process that we go through and it means there can be some times during
the year where it’s a peak workload. That can be challenging, particularly for some
of the team who could be better at managing their priorities and end up with
everything kind of crunching on one time and putting in the hours to get it done.
Um, in general they cope with that pretty well. – Patrick, Manager
Harry explained that those working on the front line and who are accustomed to the nature
of typical demands can deal with them better, particularly in terms of how they balance
expectations within such a context:
If you’ve come from an environment where you’re used to working in the front line,
I think you deal with [certain demands] better. But if you’re not, people can
perhaps get overwhelmed or um, think that they have to do too much and it’s just
sort of getting that balance right as to, you know, how you sort of manage a
situation like that. – Harry, Employee
Barry told of a particularly demanding task and the impact it had on increasing hours
worked and other stressors:
[The task] presented huge challenges in getting things done within that time frame
with a team of three people, it required quite a significant degree of management
oversight to make sure that all the tasks that needed to be done were getting done
and aware of what those across from us were doing. It required quite a lot of
additional working hours over and above the standard eight to five, which
inevitably creates stressors for people because there’s only so much gas you have
in the tank. – Barry, Manager
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7.3.1.2.6

Change

As well as being prominent in the literature (Karp & Helg, 2008; Wallace & Hoyle, 2012),
change, and its impact, was a feature of the public context for several participants. Ellen,
an employee working in policy, gave a particularly telling description of ministerial
changes and the effect they had on how she felt she needed to approach her work to avoid
“devastation”:
New ministers came on board and the end of last year. Projects that have been
ongoing for three or four years and the current minister is all up to date, a new
minister comes in and you’ve got to do all of these briefings and all of this kind of
work to get them up to speed in a really short period of time. And they might have
a different view from the previous minister, so there’s all this work that’s been
happening behind the scenes and it’s changing depending on the minister . . . So
you can’t really become so involved in your work that a change of minister who
has . . . who wants to scrap it, would be kind of like the end of your . . . [laughs]
you know, you feel devastated. You have to be adaptive all the time because you
know that the government changes quite a lot and that’s not really how the public
sector should work. But it does work that way unfortunately. – Ellen, Employee
Brian gave a manager’s perspective on managing the dynamic nature of public sector work,
which involves working across networks and developing a breadth of understanding about
issues in a fast-paced manner:
So I guess from a team perspective, we needed to adjust the team to alternately be
able to do really in-depth thinking about issues to be able to jump to doing
discussions with stakeholders to then completely changing the direction we were
going to take because it wasn’t going to be acceptable. So constant change in that
sense. – Brian, Manager
7.3.1.2.7

Complexity

The complex, uncertain, and dynamic nature of the public sector workplace is well-known
(Christensen & Lægreid, 2011a; Fossestøl et al., 2015) and was a feature in participants’
descriptions of the context. Below, Diane identified the challenge of dealing with
unpredictable and uncertain tasks, crises, and events:
One of the challenging things about it is you don’t know what’s coming, so it’s not
like really transactional, “I go and process this” thing, it’s you know, dealing with
whatever . . . crisis emerges [internationally] or whatever crops up, you know, an
earthquake. - Diane, Employee
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In the statement below, public sector work is described as having “multiple sides” to it, and
the “political realties” of such work contribute to this inevitable complexity:
But for the people who are working there on the projects at the time, the energy
comes from knowing what the problem is and what they’re trying to do and what’s
the good for New Zealand and they recognise the slightly demoralising part which
is the dealing with the political realities is part of the job and that’s how you move
New Zealand forward and you have to accept that there’s always two sides to
everything, multiple sides, many sides. – Brian, Manager

7.3.2

Leadership and employee resilience

This section presents the interview findings related to the core purpose of this phase, which
was to identify leadership behaviours that enable employee resilience. Resilience-harming
behaviours also emerged throughout this endeavour, and are presented as an additional part
in this section.

7.3.2.1 Examples of the initial categories of resilience-enabling leadership
Before outlining in-depth the final behavioural dimensions of resilience-enabling
leadership derived from this phase of the research, it is helpful to first exemplify the broader
behavioural categories that were identified by participants when they were describing
leadership that enabled resilience during the identified critical incident. Some categories
conceptually overlap, meaning that one example may have been attributed to two or more
different categories in the coding process. It is also important to note that the highlighted
categories in Table 9 below are those which were retained as key behavioural dimensions
for further exploration.
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Table 9: Initial categories of leader behaviours with examples
Category of
leadership
behaviour

Example

Collaborative

You need to have quite strong personal networks throughout the organisation
to be able to go, “Who do I know that knows things about this topic, who are
the key people to have on the team for this?” And you know, my own personal
experience [in my team] is that people do come together really well in those
situations . . . - Diane, Employee

Collected

In general I’m a fairly calm sort of person. I always say, “Don’t panic. First
and foremost, don’t panic, we’ve got this. When has the world turned into
World War 3?” – Zena, Manager

Collective

How I think I operate is probably different from how I actually operate. But I
sort of think about treating the team as individuals but sort of having one
overall way of managing the team. – Patrick, Manager

Self-managing

He doesn’t get into the details and he’s not managing you, you know he
believes you can do the job so he gives you the autonomy to do the job so he
doesn’t need to be taken into the minutia of all your work. – Ellen, Employee

Performance
oriented

Seeing people who do really well recognised is I think really helpful. So
success gets recognised, I won’t say rewarded but good performance is
recognised and that again is an important factor in keeping motivation within
people. – Aaron, Manager

Consistent

I think it’s more just actually being consistent in their approach to
management. So if you’re gonna micromanage then always micromanage. If
you’re gonna be hands off then always be hands off. – Chelsea, Employee

Development
oriented

If [employees] can see this is what I’m doing, this is the purpose, but these
other things are out there and I could go there or do this, it gives them a sense
of what the future could hold. – Aaron, Manager

Directive

When you’re working [in such an event], what you’ve got to have is fast
dynamic decision making and its almost two separate approaches. One is
quite egalitarian, the other is quite hierarchical. Now the problem that you’ve
got is that people moving from this egalitarian approach into the hierarchical
approach under the structure sometimes think, “Oh what are you telling that
for?” The reason why you’re being told in this more directive manner [here]
is because there’s no time for you to be able to deliver with an egalitarian
approach. – Orson, Manager

Learning
oriented

What I say to them is, “Nothing is ever your fault, we all make mistakes, if
you don’t make mistakes, you don’t learn”. – Zena, Manager

Supportive

People know that we will support them if they’re in a tricky situation and that
helps them cope better, so I think that’s an important thing too. – Patrick,
Manager

Crisis oriented

Generally my team will give me the information and I respond to the crisis.
Because that’s a whole higher level than what they need to be at. I need them
to do the work. So I’m there as the crisis person. I take the lead. So in terms
of that I get onto it straight away, I ask the question who else needs to know?
– Zena, Manager
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Individualised

We give blanket praise because we consider it appropriate to bestow our best
wishes on the whole of the team for a job well done, when what we really
should do is highlight specifics for certain individuals and highlight different
specifics for others. – Orson, Manager

Recognition
oriented

I like to make sure that individuals are contributing to different things and
are recognised for the contribution in the area not for the general
contribution for the whole. – Orson, Manager

Humble

[The event] changed me from somebody that needed to stand under the light
and have it shine on me to being able to put the light on every one of those
and stand in the middle and the glow from everyone made the light even
brighter and that was quite an important journey for me. – Orson, Manager

Trust-based

In some cases people can be micromanaged too much. Sometimes there is a
job you have to do and it has to be done by timeline, that’s fine. But giving
people autonomy and trust I think is a key. And showing that little bit of trust
for me is an important one. – Aaron, Manager

Public sector
oriented

He knew the roles of government, he already had the machinery of
government, he knew how to manage people. Because all of that is actually…
government’s quite conservative and there’s things you need to take into
account and there’s ways that you have to, kind of, play your role and he knew
all those kind of ins and outs so it was real easy. – Ellen, Employee

Purposeful

We know, in our team, how we want to organise ourselves and what role we
play and our purpose. But, putting that out to the wider organisation is kind
of . . . . It’s good on the lower levels. It’s the senior levels that we always seem
to run into problems . . . . - Ellen, Employee

Proactive

And I always say to them we don’t want a lot of rework. So it’s best to do
things, you know, take that little bit more care up front, and time, to ensure
that you don’t have to rework things. You know, that’s really really important.
– Zena, Manager

People
oriented

For me, the best managers are people managers, they care about their staff,
they put them into training, they develop them to become the best people they
can. And then they know how to manage up. They’re the best managers. Quite
often you’ll get managers that just manage up. So all they care about is
looking good to the person above them and they don’t care about the people
below them. – Ellen, Employee

Transparent

I think good management is just open and honest communication. I don’t
know if you’ve found that when you’ve interviewed people from government
sector but it’s not entirely transparent with the way we all communicate with
each other so, you know, that would be a lot more helpful. – Chelsea,
Employee

Visible

It’s a real skill knowing how to do those various things, to be seen to be
consistent in the behaviours you’re demonstrating as a leader across the
whole, wider team. – Barry, Manager

Exposure

And we produce a piece of work and then it will hit kickback because
someone, in my case my director, understands context that we don’t and so
this is where there is limits to the autonomy I can provide to my staff. So I try
to make sure they hear as many conversations with my director as possible
because that helps, she’s quite good at feeding back. It gives them a flavour
of context. – Brian, Manager
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The highlighted dimensions in the table above had theoretical relevance in the second
coding cycle, and were thus combined into the behavioural dimensions of resilienceenabling leadership carried through to Phase 3. The correspondence between the initial
categories of resilience enabling leadership and the behavioural dimensions are given in
Table 10 below. This table also outlines the relevance of these behaviours to employee
resilience. These six dimensions are expanded on in more detail next.

Table 10: Resilient behaviours and categories identified through
analysis
Categories carried
through from
structural coding

Behavioural
dimensions for
categories

Corresponding resilient behaviours
(Kuntz et al., 2017)

Collaborative
Collective

Fostering
collaboration

Collaborating internally with peers,
managers and teams
Collaborating with people and teams in
other organisations
Exchanging resources with peers and
managers
Seeking resources from peers

Learning oriented

Encouraging an
environment for
learning

Using mistakes as learning opportunities
Engaging in crisis management
effectively
Using change as an opportunity for
growth

Development
oriented
Supportive

Facilitating growth
and career
opportunities
Providing support

Re-evaluating performance on a
continuous basis to improve own work
Engaging in crisis management
effectively

Self-managing
Trust-based

Enabling selfmanagement

Managing resources effectively to cope
with high workloads when needed
Using feedback, including negative
feedback, for learning and improvement
of own work
Re-evaluating performance on a
continuous basis to improve own work

Individualised
Recognition oriented

Recognising individual
needs and
contributions

Using feedback, including negative
feedback, for learning and improvement
of own work

7.3.2.2 Resilience-enabling leadership behaviours
The behavioural dimensions retained from the first coding cycle are presented here. These
are fostering collaboration, enabling self-management, fostering an environment for
learning, facilitating career and growth opportunities, providing support and recognising
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individual needs and contributions. The coding frame for the retained dimensions is
illustrated in the table below.

Table 11: Coding frame for resilience-enabling leadership
Code

Description

No. of
cases /10

No. of
code
references

Resilience
enabling
leadership

Interpretations of leadership behaviours or factors
which enable resilient behaviours (in the context of
resilience-requiring critical incident)

Fostering
collaboration

A response related to the encouragement of
employees working together and/or the
effectiveness or importance of working
together/collaborating

7

18

Encouraging
an
environment
for learning

A response related to managers’ orientation toward
employee learning and/or the effectiveness or
importance of employee learning

5

13

Facilitating
career and
growth
opportunities

A response related to managers’ role in employees’
growth and career prospects and/or its importance
or effectiveness

6

16

Providing
support

Use of word “support” when describing the positive,
supportive, role of managers in challenging contexts
and explanations of participants’ perceptions of
managerial support

9

18

Recognising
individual
needs and
contributions

A response related to recognition of employees for
specific and unique work achievements. May be
used contrast to collective and generalised
recognition

6

22

Enabling selfmanagement

Use of the word “autonomy” and/or reference to the
importance and/or effectiveness of enabling selfmanagement/autonomy. May be used in contrast to
descriptions of micromanagement

8

17

7.3.2.2.1

Fostering collaboration

In this phase, it was found that a leader or manager’s ability to foster collaboration within
the team had the potential to positively impact employee resilience. This relates to enabling
communication and strengthening team cohesion. Being able to collaborate and draw on
shared skills and competencies, appeared to help individuals deal with both the critical
incidents and day to day work activities, both of which require resilience in some capacity.
Without the ability to communicate and collaborate effectively with team members,
inconsistencies and frustrations can be resulting factors.
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Patrick described an event which required his team to work in closer proximity with each
other, which made it easier to engage in communication and mutual support. It also allowed
them to recognise and draw on complementary skillsets and experiences:
So it’s easy for them to say, “Hey I’ve got this challenge here. Who else has had
this?” . . . They valued the opportunity to interact like that . . . They supported each
other a lot with learning how to do something that they haven’t encountered before
that someone else might have dealt with. – Patrick, Manager
Zena, below, described her approach to managing as a “collaborative approach”. Her
approach involves both manager-employee collaboration and general teamwork:
So I always ask for a collaborative approach. And you know, bring them in as part
of the situation. And work together on the result or an outcome, however we need
to get there. – Zena, Manager
The same manager also described how she articulates this collaborative approach to her
team, and highlights that such an approach enables task consistency across the team:
And I use that term . . . you know, “Do you all understand what team means? T E
A M.” This person looked at me funny and I said, “Together, each achieves more.”
But it’s about collaboration, and it is about working together to make sure you are
all consistent in how you approach [things], okay? Because we need to be. – Zena,
Manager
Articulation of a collaborative or team approach to managing is also evident in the response
from Aaron below, who referred to it as “calibration”. He also explained that this approach
is important for consistency, this time from a decision-making perspective:
In our team we just refer to it as calibration, just talking to each other, what’s
come up in the last week, what were the interesting things . . . so that we’re all
aware of what each other’s doing because the worst thing we could do is act in
isolation and start making decisions which are inconsistent with others. – Aaron,
Manager
An employee perspective is given below, supporting the importance of collaboration,
particularly in situations that require resilience:
I guess that it is generally a different group of people depending what the issue is.
So you kind of had to have quite strong personal networks throughout the
organisation to be able to go, “Who do I know that knows things about this topic,
who are the key people to have on the team for this?” And you know, my own
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personal experience [here] is that people do come together really well in those
situations. - Diane, Employee
The value of sharing skillsets is also a key aspect of effective team collaboration, as Brian
described:
Once you kind of introduce people’s skillsets and what they can deliver [to each
other], that really helps and they’ll use them. Our team as a whole, we try to use
each other’s resources. We all have slightly different skillsets and knowledge so
it’s good to bounce ideas around between us all. – Brian, Manager
According to Aaron, more informal collaboration and team interactions can be helpful for
growth and development as well, beyond informal channels of communication:
While your line manager might be able to give you some things for your
development, you learn just as much from your colleagues about what they’ve
done, what they’ve tried, what worked, what didn’t. So I think there are a lot of
informal channels that if the culture is right, are just as productive as the formal
channels. – Aaron, Manager
The absence of team cohesion is, on the other hand, damaging for resilience capacity,
supporting the need for managers to support collaboration and engage in this behaviour.
Chelsea experienced poor collaboration, communication and cohesion in her team, and
referred to the negative impacts below:
We mostly just end up with two people on either side of it being very frustrated,
information being doubled up on or things not actually being done, that kind of
thing . . . . Yeah, I mean, the majority of our job . . . the difficulties that arise from
it are to do with communicating to people and what goes wrong is . . . that
communication isn’t clear and people getting upset about that kind of thing. –
Chelsea, Employee
Although the above findings wholly support the need to manage the whole team,
recognising and balancing the needs of individuals within the team is equally important.
This is supported by the subsequent behaviours in the resilience-enabling leadership
framework, as well as by the following quote from a manager:
I think it’s important to treat the team as individuals but sort of having one overall
way of managing the team. – Brian, Manager
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7.3.2.2.2

Enabling self-management

The following description from an employee evidences the importance of being afforded
autonomy to engage in work and emphasises the role of support in helping to solve
problems:
[All my managers here] have given me the autonomy to produce the work, and I
just love that . . . then if you have an issue or a problem and you can find a solution
then they’re around to talk about it . . . . - Ellen, Employee
Below, Ellen explained further her experience of an enabling manager, who believed in her
capabilities and afforded her appropriate autonomy:
I don’t quite know how my previous manager manages it so well . . . . But he’s only
really on the peripheral, he doesn’t get into the details and he’s not managing you,
you know he believes you can do the job so he gives you the autonomy. – Ellen,
Manager
One manager highlighted the need to assume capability in individuals and not
micromanage them, but also argued that employees themselves should seek support when
they need it. This is in some ways reflective of a dyadic exchange process, whereby
employees take initiative to seek help, and managers respond through providing
appropriate support. This approach appears to foster resilient and proactive help-seeking
behaviours in employees:
Helping out team members when they need help but not micromanaging. That’s
what I try to do, assume that they are capable of doing their job and let them get
on with it . . . expect them to hold up their hand if they need help and if need be,
get alongside them to help. – Brian, Manager
Orson, a manager, expressed the role of trust in enabling individuals to reach aims and
outcomes without frequent direction. His comments also reflect a balance between control
and trust, such that control and direction need to exist before a trusting, self-managing,
relationship can ensue. He explained how he works to build this trust:
What happens is you grow a trust with the individual you’re working with and it
might start off with direction but it ends up with suggestion. And that suggestion,
once the trust is grown delivers what it was you want. Because you don’t need
somebody telling you to do it your way, you just need to make sure that the aim is
achieved and you can’t achieve the aim until you’ve built the trust. – Orson,
Manager
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Once this trust is developed, individuals no longer need direction at every stage of a task,
and instead they can autonomously reach an outcome:
You’ll start by saying, “I’ll need you to go to A via D to get to B and bring back
E,” whereas later on you’ll say, “I need you to bring back E.” And it’s only as the
trust [develops] that you can take out those earlier letters of the alphabet. – Orson,
Manager
Speaking more generally, Chelsea attested that enabling individuals to self-manage and
make decisions individually is a characteristic of a good or “proper” manager:
And I mean if you’re managing someone properly they should be able to make
decisions that you would agree with when you’re not there, that is kind of how I
view a good manager. – Chelsea, Employee
The concept of trust emerged again in the quote by Aaron below, suggesting that allowing
a degree of self-management in employees can foster a sense of trust and self-confidence
and again, promoting help-seeking behaviours in employees:
If they’re given a task and a time to be completed by, one follow up three-quarters
of the way through saying, “How you going? Need any help?” And then wait for
them to come back with it. Not be on their back every couple of hours saying, “How
you going?” [It] can give people confidence that they are trusted. – Aaron,
Manager
The quote from Brian below exemplifies the need to recognise competence and
subsequently enable autonomy and self-management in employees, while at the same time
exposing them to contexts that may be challenging:
While I’ll try to give my staff as much autonomy as possible, I will give them as
much access to environments that will give them as much understanding of context
as possible, there are constraints. They are highly intelligent and highly effective
analysts; they really do know what they’re doing. They’re in many cases much
better than I am at this kind of work so they are the experts; there’s no point me
coming down on them and trying to micromanage. – Brian, Manager
Brian also viewed the work of employees as their own and recognised the importance of
letting them maintain ownership of such work. Again, a strong belief in employee
capabilities appears to be a significant part of this:
I’m not the type of who’s out the front and just owning all the pieces of work that’s
coming out. They are other people’s pieces of work and they should be seen to have
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ownership of it because it’s theirs. They’re producing high quality, there’s no point
in . . . I don’t have to protect them. There’s nothing to protect. It’s good work. –
Brian, Manager
7.3.2.2.3

Fostering an environment for learning

Fostering learning by providing room for individuals to grow and pushing boundaries was
found to be beneficial for employee resilience. Part of this is the managers’ learning
orientation, and subsequently the way they deal with mistakes made within the team. A
number of excerpts from Zena, below, exemplify these ideas.
Well I take them aside and I’d say to them, “So, what have you learnt from this?”
You know, so I’d say there’s always some learning. So, “What DID you learn and
what do you think you could do better next time?” – Zena, Manager
In the above quote Zena was describing her response to incidents that require resilience
capacity. Below, Zena reflected on her learning-orientation more generally:
I make them think about things. So I make them think about the situation and say,
“Ok, I want you to put yourself in this situation, what would you do?” – Zena,
Manager
In support of managers valuing mistakes as learning opportunities and recognising
employees’ safe failures, Zena stated the following:
What I say to them is, “Nothing is ever all your fault, we all make mistakes, if you
don’t make mistakes, you don’t learn”. – Zena, Manager
It is also important, according to this manager, not to catastrophise mistakes or errors for
employees:
They need to know and understand that they have full support of their manager
and their colleagues and to know that making an error, the world isn’t going to
crumble down around you. – Zena, Manager
This idea of providing a context for safe failures was evident for employees too. Diane,
below, explained it as a way to develop in order to cope with further future challenges:
You know, like if you let people make a few mistakes in a really low . . . [where]
the potential negative is really quite minor, but you let them kind of fail, or also
encourage them to deal with difficult situations that as a fresh new person, they’re
pretty stressful, but they’re actually not, you know what I mean, in hindsight you
go, “Yeah that wasn’t really that bad”. I think that helps you to then develop up
and be able to deal with more and more difficult situations. – Diane, Employee
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7.3.2.2.4

Facilitating career and growth opportunities

Facilitating career and growth opportunities was another prominent behavioural dimension
identified in this phase. The growth and development aspect of this dimension corresponds
strongly to resilient employee behaviours which centre around learning, adaptation and
growth. Objective career successes are also an element of this dimension, but seem to be
peripheral, or even an outcome, to these more subjective growth experiences. Orson
described the importance of growing and developing individuals so that they can
successfully move to a “higher”, more challenging role. This manager recognised that real
personal development is not staying in the same role and unit for an entire career:
I know the people I’ve grown and nurtured – and I think it is my responsibility to
grow and nurture them. I look on attrition as success if that attrition is from people
moving higher or moving to where they want to be. Attrition is a failure if they’re
leaving because they don’t want to be in your environment. And . . . we’ve got
people who don’t want to leave and are having to grow them to the point that they
do. – Orson, Manager
Aaron, a manager, explained that having a clear direction is empowering for employees
and is something that helps individuals develop expectations toward the future.
I think giving people a clear direction of where their job is going and what the
options are in front of them . . . and that empowers people. If they don’t know and
they’re sitting in a vacuum and think this is a dead end, they can get claustrophobic
and frustrated quite quickly. – Aaron, Manager
Manager Zena reflected on the lack of career development she can offer her employees,
particularly young graduates. She explained that without a pathway for development,
career-driven individuals leave and it is safer for her to employ people who are comfortable
“just doing their job, and going home”:
So right now they lack a career development path way. And that’s not good. So I
call these grads at the moment “two minute noodles” because they just want to go
from A to B yesterday. You know, and they wanna be up there tomorrow. They’re
fast thinkers, they’re fast innovators. They want your job tomorrow, you know. And
if you haven’t got a pathway, they’re off . . . I don’t have a career pathway for my
team . . . I’ve got to the stage where I can’t afford to keep taking grads because
I’m losing them. I’m at the stage now where I’m taking someone who wants to
come back into the workforce. And they just want to do a job, and go home. – Zena,
Manager
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7.3.2.2.5

Providing support

Support at a personal level was seen by Patrick as an important way to help individuals
deal better with challenging situations, “contributing to resilience’”
I think it’s really important to have the flexibility, and the understanding, to help
people out when they’re going through tough private situations so where people,
where there might be an illness in the family or . . . they might be going through a
difficult . . . personal situation. I’ve also been in organisations where they talk
about support of people but people just quietly disappear from teams which kind
of destroys culture. I’ve worked in organisations where if someone has an illness
or some sort of personal issue they’re dealing with . . . [managers] will go beyond
. . . and that’s a really positive thing in terms of having a strong culture and also
contributing to resilience because people know that [someone] will support them
if they’re in a tricky situation and that helps them cope better. – Patrick, Manager
Diane explained that her manager is supportive, but also allows her to self-manage,
suggesting that support may need to be balanced with behaviours that allow learning and
autonomy:
My manager . . . has a lot of faith in me to manage myself to some extent. In saying
that, he’s very supportive and you know that if something happens and you need
help, he’ll be there and he’ll do whatever needs to be done to make that happen. –
Diane, Employee
The quote from Brian below is about the importance of supporting employees with goals
and pathways, rather than just providing employees with new roles and positions:
[We] don’t necessarily say, “You’re an advisor now, you should be an advisor
tomorrow, or whatever.” We . . . go, “This is a route that you could take and here’s
how you could be supported going down that route.” – Brian, Manager
7.3.2.2.6

Recognising individual needs and contributions

Recognising individuals for their needs and contributions was also identified as a key
leadership behaviour for employee resilience. It has strong resonance with findings in
Phase 1 regarding the importance of recognising the individual, as an element of
paradoxical leadership. This was often described as something that needs to exist in
addition to more general, collective recognition, such that individuals feel valued for their
contributions, and their unique needs are recognised.
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Diane explained that not only is the act of recognising important, but so is adapting to how
an individual’s needs might change and develop over time:
I think it is about a manager recognising where an individual person is at and their
needs . . . and like I said I’ve been in essentially the same role with essentially the
same manager, although we’ve switched a little bit, for 15 years and the style has
needed to change over that time. – Diane, Employee
Recognising individuals’ unique skillsets can also feed into, and support, collaboration, as
diverse knowledge is valued and shared. Brian’s quote below exemplifies this notion:
Once you kind of introduce people’s skillsets and what they can deliver, that really
helps and they’ll use them. Our team as a whole, we try to use each other’s
resources. We all have slightly different skillsets and knowledge so it’s good to
bounce ideas around between us all. – Brian, Manager
Aaron explained that managers require a certain skillset to effectively recognise the
uniqueness of individuals and how these differences influence the way a manager might
most appropriately respond to them:
It’s very dependent on the manager having a good skillset and being able to
recognise different personality types and tailor the message to them and an
individual level. Then at a group level. Whether it’s a closely managed group,
whether it’s a hands off group – that’s very dependent on the group. The other key
thing is . . . what’s the bigger picture? It’s a big organisation, we know our little
piece, but keeping people reminded of our successes, and where it fits into the big
picture is important in maintaining that motivation and when you’ve got that I
think your resilience is up. – Aaron, Manager
Orson provided more detail on the different ways that individuals might prefer to be
recognised. Part of a manager’s role, particularly in challenging contexts, is to know what
these differences are and how this might influence forms of acknowledgement and
recognition:
You’ve got people with different motivations for being there. Some of them want to
stand up and go look I’ve done my bit I want to recognise people who’ve done their
bit, others go this is important because it’s a historical significance and others
want to say ‘oh look I know some of my family might have been involved in that.’
And all those reasons you’ve got to understand if you want to capture the whole
audience and it’s exactly the same sort of idea here when you’re managing these
diverse groups. You have to recognise the different triggers because if you pull the
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wrong one in the wrong environment you’re going to fire in the wrong direction. –
Orson, Manager
Orson argued that individuals, and their specific contributions, need to be recognised, and
that this needs to be done separately from recognising the contributions of the whole team:
So we give blanket praise because we consider it appropriate to bestow our best
wishes on the whole of the team for a job well done, when what we really should
do is highlight specifics for certain individuals and highlight different specifics for
others. – Orson, Manager

7.3.2.3 Resilience-harming leadership behaviours
While identifying leadership behaviours that enable resilience in employees, harmful
behaviours also emerged in participants’ responses. These behaviours extend insight on the
nature of harmful and destructive leadership in organisations and the public sector context
(Reed & Bullis, 2009; Schyns & Schilling, 2013). These emerged primarily in participants’
descriptions of situations or events that were not dealt with in a resilient manner, or did not
go as well as they could have.
7.3.2.3.1

Micromanagement

The most salient form of harmful leadership was micromanagement. In fact, all participants
from Phase 1 described this behaviour to some degree.
If they’re a micromanager . . . and this is why it didn’t work for me two years ago.
She wanted to know every single minute of the day, whereas I like to know… so
this is my work, you know, it gets done and it will get done on the time that we set
for it to do. I just don’t need to be you know managed all the way through that kind
of work so I prefer a more hands off approach. – Ellen, Employee
One employee, Diane, explained that micromanagement had demoralising effects on their
self-esteem and willingness to learn:
Other managers I would call micromanagers and I think that can be a bit
demoralising to people. – Diane, Employee
In support of the quote above, Ellen also explained the effect micromanagement can have
on self-esteem and learning, both essential for resilience:
It takes away self-esteem because they don’t believe in your ability to do a job.
Well when you feel like you’re constantly being checked up on and you’re not
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allowed to just go up and meet with people or do things without them being there.
. . you can’t learn in that respect. – Ellen, Employee
Micromanagement was described as counterproductive to the performance of staff. This
understanding appeared to be underpinned by the belief managers had in the abilities of
their employees, as evidenced below:
There’s not much you have to tell them because [they’re] absorbing what’s going
on around them, they prefer not being told Policy 101 every day. – Brian, Manager
7.3.2.3.2

Poor people management

This harmful aspect of leadership has potential impacts on all resilience-enabling
behavioural dimensions identified – since leading and managing essentially involves
working with people – but it is most strongly connected to not enabling facilitating career
and growth opportunities, in that it fundamentally undermines the development and growth
of employees. Without good people management, none of the resilience-enabling
leadership behaviours can be enacted effectively. One employee introduced the concept of
“cloud managers”, a notion supported by others reflecting the tendency of some managers
to only focus on managing upwards, whilst ignoring the need to simultaneously manage
down or “be a people manager”. One employee described the tendency for managers to
only manage up:
[Managers] have someone like the minister or external advisory groups wanting
to know what’s happening now, now, now, so there’s that constant pressure . . .
and that is in the communication up to the top and then how does it filter down? –
Harry, Employee
Another employee supported this idea, and offered a reason for the desire to manage up at
the expense of not being a people manager:
There was a change in the way [managers] were supposed to react to [senior
management]. I know [they] don’t like being told off by [them] and so it’s all about
the management of that relationship . . . - Ellen, Employee
Ellen also mentioned the prevalence of only managing upwards in her organisational
context, adding that by only managing up, subordinate needs are not considered and thus
there is little investment in developing capacities like resilience:
Quite often you’ll get managers that just manage up. So all they care about is
looking good to the person above them and they don’t care about the people below
them. – Ellen, Employee
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The same employee commented that poor people managers can end up in management
roles because of their expert knowledge, rather than more relational, “people” skills:
Some people become managers because they have nowhere else to go. And they’re
not necessarily great managers. It’s just that there’s nowhere left in their career,
they’ve been in the same position, you know, so it’s that time thing. Sometimes they
are expert knowledge people, but not managers because they’re not people
managers. – Ellen, Employee
Manager, Barry, relayed a very similar point in this statement below:
You’ve still got a lot of the same people in those leadership positions that have
been there for 10 or 15 years and they got there through hanging around and being
quite senior and knowledgeable about their jobs rather than being leaders per-se.
So in that situation you don’t have people who necessarily have the right set of
skills to lead or manage people. – Barry, Manager
7.3.2.3.3

Lack of learning-oriented leadership

It was clear in these interviews that managers who were not open to learning tended to
produce unhelpful outcomes for employees. This harmful approach likely overlaps with,
or contributes to, a manager’s tendency to micromanage or behave in a reactive way.
Ellen’s quote below equates an unwillingness to learn and engage with relevant people with
a reactive way of managing, which does not help an employees’ ability or willingness to
learn. Such an approach to managing is associated with negative effects like stress and
burnout, according to Ellen:
I thought for ages like, “Why is it all so reactive?” Because of the planning at the
beginning . . . they don’t give time to think about, they don’t give time to engage
with the right people right at the beginning. That’s why people get burnt out or are
stressed because everything’s urgent . . . everything was due yesterday. – Ellen,
Employee
This constant sense of urgency is antithetical to learning, and contributes to a climate that
is not conducive to allowing individuals to take the time to learn from their mistakes. In
another quote, Ellen described the intensity of having to teach her manager how to do
things, when it arguably should be the other way around:
I was having to do four people’s jobs and I kind of had to teach them how to, not
how to do the job but um, everything I was doing, I had to re-teach them about how
it all worked. – Ellen, Employee
92

The quote below from Diane shows how a reluctance to embrace learning can flow into
behaviours like micromanagement:
You complete a piece of work and then give that to [your manager] you know, for
their review and to make sure it’s okay before it’s progressed any further and
they’ll kind of rewrite it to a massive extent, including kind of language styles and
things . . . but I think managers should kind of let some of that stuff go because I
think it’s a bit crushing when it comes back all changed. – Diane, Employee

7.4 Integration
Phase 2 identified and explored several useful themes related to the aims of this research.
It identified participants’ descriptions of the concept of resilience, and of the public sector
context. Most importantly however, it initiated identification of resilience-enabling
leadership behaviours, which can be further explored and tested in subsequent phases.
Specifically, this phase found six key behavioural dimensions for resilience-enabling
leadership. These are: fostering collaboration, enabling self-management, fostering an
environment for learning, facilitating career and growth opportunities, providing support
and recognising individual needs and contributions. These were identified via interviews
using the critical incident technique to elicit leader behaviours that were important during
an event or situation requiring a resilient, adaptive response from employees. This led to
the identification of six resilience-enabling leadership dimensions – concepts central to the
focus of this study – as well as a set resilience-harming leadership behaviours, which
provided added richness to our understandings of resilience and its development.

7.4.1

The identified behaviours

The behaviours identified in Phase 2, for the most part, align clearly to employee resilience.
For example, fostering collaboration, logically supports network leveraging behaviours in
employees. Further, in relation to the self-management behavioural dimension, trusting
individuals to self-manage is important in creating the conditions for interdependent and
flexible teamworking (Bligh, Pearce, & Kohles, 2006; Costa, Fulmer, & Anderson, 2018).
It is also a marker of social exchange in that treating individuals flexibly, as autonomous
individuals, may mean they are more likely to engage in flexible, adaptive, discretionary
behaviour. At the same time, this trust from leaders, particularly through enabling selfmanagement, promotes self-leadership capabilities in employees, which extend beyond
self-managing and correspond strongly to resilient behaviours (Manz, 1986). For example,
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self-leadership entails an understanding of what needs to be done and how to complete it,
reflecting a self-directed approach to one’s performance (Bligh et al., 2006).
The identified behaviours comprise a mixture of autonomy-allowing trust, with support
and control. For instance, facilitating career and growth opportunities relates to hands-on,
active guidance and support regarding employees’ growth, development, and career
pathways, while enabling self-management reflects a leader’s willingness to trust
employees to carry out their own work processes and self-manage. This balanced approach
seems important for resilience, given the view that too much trust can lead to individuals
straying from organisational objectives, while too much control and guidance can thwart
autonomy and motivation (Weibel & Six, 2013).
There is also partial correspondence between the findings of this phase and the leadership
concepts raised in earlier phases of this research. For example, Malik and Garg’s (2017)
aforementioned findings on the role of strategic, learning-oriented leadership on employee
resilience reflect the relevance of identifying fostering an environment for learning as a
behavioural dimension of resilience-enabling leadership. Malik and Garg’s (2017)
argument was that this approach to leadership helps build resilience in employees by
focusing them towards a learning mindset and helping them feel comfortable and motivated
to engage in learning opportunities. This learning-oriented behaviour identified in Phase 2
may impact employee resilience in a similar fashion, namely by encouraging individuals
to learn from their mistakes, problem-solve effectively, adapt to new knowledge and
circumstances, and model pro-learning behaviours (Kuntz et al., 2017; Sims Jr & Manz,
1982).
Enabling employees to self-manage means helping them engage in personal standardsetting, performance evaluation, and the associated consequences of such evaluations
(Manz & Sims, 1980). Self-managing behaviours have been found to be positively related
to team effectiveness (S. G. Cohen, Chang, & Ledford Jr, 1997), and can be seen clearly to
be beneficial for resilience capacity and development. Self-management has been closely
associated with self-leadership, which is defined as the “process through which people
influence themselves to achieve the self-direction and self-motivation needed to perform”
(Houghton, Neck, & Manz, 2003, p. 126). It has been associated with innovative
behaviours of employees, including seeking and generating new and creative ideas
(Carmeli, Meitar, & Weisberg, 2006). Self-leadership, in addition to comprising resiliencerelated behaviours, also promotes team working behaviours helpful for resilience (Bligh et
al., 2006).
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These concepts surrounding self-management and leadership correspond not only to
resilience itself, but also to certain components of paradoxical leadership investigated in
Phase 1. The dimension of maintaining control while allowing autonomy is a key example,
which relates to providing a structure of control for employees in terms of what they are
required to do, but giving employees space to behave flexibly and autonomously within
that, so that they can experiment, grow, and develop (Zhang et al., 2015).
Recognising individual needs and contributions is likely to make employees feel valued
and have confidence to pursue self-growth and development in their organisation. This
behavioural dimension also resonates strongly with paradoxical leadership behaviours. It
reflects the dimension of “treating individuals uniformly while allowing individualisation”
(Zhang et al., 2015, p. 548). Whilst this dimension is about treating individuals equally, it
also emphasises the importance of considering individual needs and recognising the
different strengths and personalities of individuals (Zhang et al., 2015).
Although the connections between leadership and resilience might appear straightforward
and clear, there remains a lack of specific understanding of how, and through what
mechanisms such behaviours lead to resilience capacity in employees. Understanding these
connections further is a key aim of Phase 3.

7.4.2

Resilience-enabling leadership and the public sector context

The identified behaviours are helpful for employee resilience, but they are also important
in, and relevant to, resilience in the public sector context. Recognising the importance of
context means taking the view that effective leadership is very often more a reflection of
the context, and the realities of jobs and demands, than a prescription to a traditional,
defined model of leadership theory (Bryman, Stephens, & a Campo, 1996; Ospina, 2016).
Leadership that is concerned with employee learning and growth is likely to encourage
learning-oriented behaviours that help employees confront and overcome so-called
“wicked problems” that often arise in public service delivery efforts (M. M. Brown &
Brudney, 2003). Furthermore, problem solving, collaboration and other innovative skills,
when developed by leaders, may promote adaptiveness to ongoing changes in the public
environment (Hartley, Sørensen, & Torfing, 2013). Large change not only occurs with the
arrival of new governments and thus, differing stakeholder requirements, but also with the
residue left by reform models, such as NPM and post-NPM, as well as shifting preferences
toward performance management and total quality management models (Salge & Vera,
2012).
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Public sector leaders could engage more meaningfully in employees’ career trajectories.
This would sustain a long-term organisational commitment and job/career satisfaction.
Doing so is important because in order to fulfil public values of high-quality service
delivery and contribution to the “greater good”, employees need to be committed to
enacting these values (Lyons, Duxbury, & Higgins, 2006; Wright & Kim, 2004). In regard
to career satisfaction, career advancement is something that is valued among public
employees (Frank & Lewis, 2004). In many public contexts, upward mobility, or objective
career advancement like promotion, is relatively limited (Lyons et al., 2006). This places
extra pressure on leaders to foster and encourage employees’ more subjective career
successes, such as satisfaction and intrinsic motivation, in order to retain committed,
satisfied, and thus, effective public servants (Ng, Eby, Sorensen, & Feldman, 2005).
Of course, responsive and effective public services also rely on employees’ ongoing
engagement with the underlying processes of service delivery. Recognising individuals’
contributions in specific and meaningful ways is an important part of a leader’s job in
nurturing commitment and career satisfaction. It also helps individuals to maximise their
potential contribution to, and involvement in, the organisation (Karp & Helg, 2008).
Experiencing supervisory support in such a way can also contribute to an employee’s sense
of belonging in their organisation, and the teams and units within it (Wright & Kim, 2004).
Employees’ identification with the organisation itself is important to maintain in public
contexts where there is sometimes a predominant occupation with a wider service- or public
cause- identity which can override efforts to associate and identify with a particular
organisation (Perryer & Jordan, 2005).
Mentioned in the integration of Phase 1 was the concept of collaborative leadership. As a
concept, this clearly resonates with the identified behavioural dimension of fostering
collaboration. Collaborative leadership is well-established in public administration
scholarship, and is concerned with encouraging and facilitating individuals to work with
groups both inside and outside of the organisation (Hsieh & Liou, 2016; O'Leary &
Bingham, 2009; Van Wart, 2014). A collaborative approach to leadership is likely to
contribute to employee resilience via its support for pro-social employee behaviours such
as cooperative problem solving and learning, as well as openness and flexibility (GethaTaylor, 2008). Not only does fostering collaboration explicitly foster collaborative
behaviours, it also may model network leveraging and other collaborative competencies
that also work to enhance resilience (Decker, 1986). On top of this, such an approach to
leadership is strongly reflective of the public sector context, where networked governance
is now emphasised, along with the need to engage in intra- and inter-agency collaboration
(J. W. Campbell, 2016; O'Toole, 2015; Silvia & McGuire, 2010; Stoker, 2006).
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Weaknesses in public sector leadership were also previously discussed in this research and
show some correspondence to resilience-harming behaviours. Managerialism and outputbased performance management were both referred to as prominent features of public
sector organisations. A managerial focus on outputs, efficiency and adherance to rational
control systems (Levine, 1979; Wallace & Pocklington, 2002) is reflected in elements of
micromanagement and a lack of learning-oriented leadership. These types of resilienceharming leadership behaviours punish mistakes, and leave little room for learning,
innovation and growth.
It has also been established in this research that leaders in New Zealand public
organisations are often unable to effectively balance conflicts, and inherent paradoxes
existent in the context (Plimmer et al., 2011). Aspects of the resilience-harming behaviours
identified evidence an inability to strike a balance in people management. For example,
poor people management reflects a potential ability to manage up but not down, and
micromanagement reflects a focus on control without any allowances for autonomy or
discretion. These behaviours do not help resilience but are also antithetical to paradoxical
leader behaviours.

7.4.3

The relevance of social information processing theory

Leadership influences employee behaviour. In retrospect, one way in which the findings of
Phase 2 can be further understood is by applying social information processing theory (SIP)
(Lord & Maher, 2002) to employee attitudes of leadership. SIP relates to how the
combination of social context and consequences of action can influence people’s attitudes
about their work (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), and this includes perceptions they have of
leaders and of the practice of leadership. Social context clearly played a role in participants’
perceptions of resilience-enabling leadership. If we take an event that requires a resilient
response as an element of the context, an individual is using certain information about the
context to make an appropriate assessment of what an acceptable response from a leader
might be, and this is based on socially acceptable beliefs and attitudes about leadership
behaviour within this unique context (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). Throughout the
interviews, participants were drawing on the mental models within their long-term
memory, allowing them to respond with helpful or harmful leadership behaviour(s) that
was relevant to them during the time or event they recall as a critical incident. According
to SIP theory, they identify these behaviours by “selecting, interpreting, simplifying, and
integrating environmental information” to inform personal perceptions and attitudes (Lord
& Maher, 2002, p. 15).
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SIP theory helps explain how qualitative findings can increase our understandings about
the contexts in which participants experience their realities (Bryman et al., 1996). When
methods are combined as in this research, this qualitative enquiry works to “embed the
quantitative data in a wider social context” (McDonald, 2005, p. 463).
SIP theory can be extended in subsequent phases by eliciting information regarding
employees’ mental models surrounding the identified leadership behaviours. This relates
to first, whether they experience them; second, how (through what mechanisms) they
experience them; and third, what perceived impact they have on followers, particularly
regarding their resilience.

7.4.4

Implications for subsequent phases

As mentioned, the mechanisms and underlying explanatory processes of resilienceenabling leadership are not yet clear. To further understand how these leadership
behaviours influence resilience in employees, it is important to understand the ways in
which employees experience them, and the perceived impact they have on resilience. Thus,
further inquiry is needed to explain and develop the insights gained from Phase 2. This will
help to build an explanatory framework for leadership behaviours that enable employee
resilience.
This third phase will emphasise follower perceptions of how a leadership behaviour might
influence resilience in employees. These perceived mechanisms and outcomes are
important elements to recognise in followers’ perceptions of leadership and attribute
meaning to leadership behaviours (R. J. Hall & Lord, 1995), in turn revealing causal
processes, or mechanisms that follow leadership through to employee resilience. Such an
understanding represents the “so what?” of leadership behaviours. Follower perceptions of
leader behaviours will help to clarify the perceived processes underlying resilienceenabling leadership behaviours experienced by employees. Although processes and
outcomes may vary between followers, there may also be considerable agreement between
them, pointing to some common dynamics (Rentsch & Hall, 1994). Convergence in
perspectives in the following phase will have explanatory power in building an
understanding of resilience-enabling leadership.

7.5 Summary
This phase identified leadership behaviours that enable resilience in employees. It
also presented other ideas that emerged in the interviews, such as understandings
of resilience, descriptions of the public sector context, and resilience-harming
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leadership behaviours. The integration section provided a reflection on these
findings. Resilience-enabling leadership is explored further in Phase 3, presented
in the following chapter.
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8

PHASE 3 – EXPLAINING LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOURS

8.1 Introduction
The third phase of the study aimed to elicit employees’ perspectives on their experiences
of leadership. With this aim in mind, it focused on identifying the explanatory processes
underlying the leadership behaviours experienced by employees, as described by
participants in Phase 2. In other words, it sought to address the second research question
regarding how employees experience the identified leadership behaviours. This includes
the nature of these behaviours as experienced by employees, the mechanisms through
which they were experienced, and the perceived outcomes of these behaviours on employee
resilience. This knowledge expands and develops the framework for resilience-enabling
leadership. Employees’ perceptions and experiences were the focus of this phase, thus only
employees were interviewed.
This employee perspective is supported by Collinson and Collinson, who argue it is
important in studies of leadership “to explore respondents’ [employees’] own definitions
of effectiveness and attributions of causation” (Collinson & Collinson, 2009, p. 368). Thus,
employees, and their perceptions, play a key role in determining leader effectiveness, and
what leadership behaviours might comprise effective leadership. Their attributions of
causation are an important part of this. Eliciting respondents’ causal attributions and mental
models surrounding a question required a more structured approach than Phase 2. This is
described in detail below.

8.2 Method
8.2.1

Participants

The sampling process of Phase 3 followed a very similar approach to that in Phase 2. Ten
employees were sought, and then interviewed. Like Phase 2, this sample was generated
randomly from the Phase 1 survey sample. A distribution across occupation, department,
and gender was again sought. However, those with managerial responsibility were
discarded from the potential sample due to the focus on gathering employee perspectives.
Those with employee-, rather than manager- or team-leader status, were chosen to ensure
potential interviewees were working for a manager, so that they could draw on their current
experiences of being managed. Managerial responsibility was specified alongside
participant details in the original Phase 1 sample document. After this purposive screening
of the sample (Etikan et al., 2016), a random number generator was used to select potential
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participants to contact. Participants were contacted and interviewed in rounds of five. The
decision to undertake two rounds of interviews reflects the value of following an iterative
process, allowing for preliminary analysis of the first round to help inform and potentially
modify the interview questions for round two (Willis, 2004).
The final list of potential participants were contacted via email with an invitation to
participate in the interviews. This email included a description of the research, the purpose
of this phase of the research, and the ethics-approved information sheet.
Ethical approval was granted for this phase, under the same approval application as Phase
1 and 2 (0000023656). (See Appendix B for all documents related to ethics for this phase,
as well as Phase 1 and 2). This meant that the interviews were undertaken under the same
ethical conditions as those in Phase 2, ensuring confidentiality of person and organisation,
identification by job-type only, and the ability to withdraw from the project within twoweeks of the interview. Pseudonyms were again used to report responses from interviews.
Participants had an average tenure of 7.5 years at the organisation, and the gender
distribution was 50/50. More information is provided in the table below.

Table 12: Participant characteristics
Pseudonym

Gender

Position

Tenure

Maree

F

Employee, Operations

2 years

John
Thomas

M
M

Employee, Operations
Employee, Operations

2.5 years
14 years

Sarah

F

Employee, Policy

9 months

Hunter

M

Employee, Operations

8.5 years

Greer
Hera

F
F

Employee, Commercial
Employee, Policy

9 years
11 years

Trina

F

Employee, Policy

10 years

Martin

M

Employee, Data

14 years

Jackson

M

Employee, Policy

3 years

8.2.2

Interview structure and design

This phase was informed by cognitive interviewing, whereby the primary questions were
asked in a questionnaire format in order to “understand how respondents perceive and
interpret questions” (Drennan, 2003, p. 57). These primary questions were related to
leadership behaviours identified in phase one. The way in which an identified leadership
behaviour was adapted to questionnaire format can be seen when enabling selfmanagement is translated to the question: “To what extent does your manager enable self101

management?” This initial question gave the participants the opportunity to reflect on the
extent to which they experience the leadership behaviour in question (i.e. from “not at all”
to “to a large extent”). The extent of experience was then categorised into high or low
examples during analysis. Gaining an understanding of the respondents’ perspectives and
giving them the freedom to think aloud gives insight into the respondents’ (in this case,
employees’) mental models regarding the question (Beatty & Willis, 2007). It also allows
the researcher to pick up on any discrepancies between their own understanding of the
question and that of the respondents’. Considering the ways in which individuals
understand a particular behaviour helps to prompt responses related to the mechanisms by
which individuals might experience these behaviours. Individuals’ responses to the primary
questions were then followed with probing questions, to allow individuals the opportunity
to explicitly describe the mechanisms and outcomes of the leadership behaviours they
experienced. These probing questions are outlined below.
Further information from the respondents was gathered from sub questions probing for the
why and how behind the primary question. This was done in order to map the chain of logic
used by each employee to explain their experience relating to the leadership behaviours
within the primary questions. For the primary question of: “To what extent does your
manager foster collaboration within your workgroup?”, the sub questions were “Why/Why
not? How?” and “What was the impact of this on your behaviour?” These sub questions
sought to gain insight into respondents’ mental models and attributions of causation
regarding the leadership behaviour in question. It also allowed for explanations of negative
leadership behaviours, or the absence of the particular behaviour in question, i.e. if a
participant answered the primary question with “not at all” or “to a low extent”, further
probing related to how or why they thought that was the case could be pursued. Taking this
approach also provided a structure for relevant data to contribute to the resilience-enabling
leadership framework, where the identified leadership behaviours are displayed with their
underlying mechanisms and outcomes for resilience in employees. The interview guide for
this phase is provided in Appendix D.

8.2.3

Analysis

Causation coding was employed to analyse these interviews (Miles et al., 2014) in order to
identify perceived mechanisms and outcomes of resilience-enabling leadership and to
explore the processes and experiences of individuals in context (Kazi, 2003). Causation
coding allows for respondents’ causal attributions or beliefs pertaining to a phenomenon to
be mapped out in an explanatory way, both at the individual level and then potentially at
the aggregated, more generalisable level. It uncovers antecedent conditions, mechanisms
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and perceived outcomes, and in doing so attempts to map a three-part process (Saldaña,
2015). In this case, the leadership behaviours identified in Phase 1 constituted the
antecedent conditions. Codes were then attached to the mechanisms and outcomes
described by participants, which helped to explain the way in which the antecedent
condition contributed to a resilient outcome. Identifying the mechanisms and outcomes
reflected the second and third part of the coding process. If the antecedent condition was
not experienced by the respondent, an alternative, and often negative pathway was mapped
onto the causation coding template based on experiencing the absence of the leadership
behaviour in question, typically revealing a harmful effect on resilience. (See Table 13 for
a distribution of answers).

Table 13: Distribution of answers to primary question
Leadership behaviour

Extent

No. of
cases*

To what extent does your manager foster collaboration in your
workgroup?

High

8

Low
High

3
9

Low

4

To what extent does your manager facilitate career and growth
opportunities? **

High

5

Low

4

To what extent does your manager foster an environment for
learning?

High

8

Low
High

5
6

Low

5

High

6

Low

5

To what extent does your manager enable self-management?

To what extent do you feel supported by your manager?
To what extent does your manager recognise your individual needs
and contributions?

Note: *Some participants responded with experiences of both extents, due to reporting on
more than one manager. ** One participant did not give an answer to this question.

An example of the causation coding template with selected examples is given in Table 14.
This coding process allowed a chain of logic to be built, helping to support the development
of a consolidated explanatory framework, to exemplify how particular leadership
behaviours can foster resilience in employees.
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Table 14: Example of causation coding template
Enabler
To what
extent do you
feel supported
by your
manager?

High

Low

Mechanism

Outcome

Mostly being valued for my skills and contribution to the team, as
opposed to always doing things wrong which is not the case. Yeah just
those things really in a nut shell. I don’t need pats on my back or
anything like that. - Thomas

Oh, it makes me want to turn up. Just want to get stuck in
which is what it’s about. - Thomas

There’s definitely that feeling that you have support from your
manager, that she’ll kind of back you I guess. Or you know, it’s a case
of . . . she’ll back you even if you might make a mistake. - Maree

It does make things easier, definitely. Knowing that you’re
not going to be needing to handle things by yourself I guess.
To front up to things that might not have gone so well by
yourself to have someone there to provide a senior level of
support definitely. - Maree

I feel supported, there is communication and openness about where I
am at. - John

It gives me confidence, knowing that what’s expected of me
is supported, and my manager feeds this up to higher
management. - John

Both my manager and my team leader are men and so that’s one thing
where it’s not like . . . a feminine quality can be useful with support. I
guess it’s just the relationship you have with other men it’s harder to
be like look I need a bit more clarity . . . I felt like there was a lack of
structure with what they were going to do with me. It’s like the
inefficiencies of the public sector where they can afford to have
someone whose kind of running on idle for a little while. - Hunter

I was left with relatively low job satisfaction for a long time.
– Hunter
[It] was frustrating. - Hunter

It’s funny like personally I feel really well supported. But for my job
I’m still feeling quite new and not one hundred percent confident all
the time, sometimes I don’t feel super supported so those two probably
even out to something in the middle. Because personally I feel a lot of
trust and like that’s great but if I’m struggling with something it’s not
always easy to access help so yeah there’s advantages because it can
make you learn and it make you paddle your own canoe or whatever
but at the same time it can be quite stressful so yeah maybe there’s like
somewhere in the middle. - Sarah

There’s advantages because it can make you learn and it
make you paddle your own canoe or whatever but at the
same time it can be quite stressful so yeah maybe there’s
like somewhere in the middle. – Sarah
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8.3 Findings
In addition to asking about the extent to which an individual experiences the leadership
behaviours identified in Phase 2, the Phase 3 interviews also involved the sub-questions
“How?” and “What impact does this have on you?” for each main question. These sub
questions were designed to yield perceived mechanisms and outcomes of the leadership
behaviour in question. In the section below, each enabling behaviour (fostering
collaboration, enabling self-management, facilitating career and growth opportunities,
fostering an environment for learning, providing support, and recognising individual needs
and contributions) is presented with its associated mechanisms and outcomes. Resilienceharming mechanisms and outcomes are also presented.

8.3.1

Resilience-enabling leadership

8.3.1.1 Fostering collaboration
A leader who fosters collaboration was understood by participants as someone who sets
collective tasks and makes collaboration a behavioural norm within the team. Setting
collective tasks appeared to entail encouraging collective work, being open to employees
seeking out their own co-collaborators, and matching a collective set of skills to a particular
task so that the best way to work is to work together. Hunter described his experience
below:
He’ll put me on a project and tell me the people who need to be brought in on that
project and he’s also open to me bringing in more people if I think it’s suitable. –
Hunter
Making collaboration a behavioural norm relates to creating a shared assumption that
working together is a common, necessary, and expected activity within the team. A leader
involving themselves in collaboration can contribute to the creation of this shared norm. In
his response regarding the extent to which his manager fosters collaboration, Martin stated
the following:
Definitely . . . it’s just assumed that we do that. So if an issue comes up and I need
to tap one of my other team members on the shoulder, it’s assumed I’m just going
to do that. It would be considered out of the ordinary [if we didn’t]. – Martin
Leadership that fosters collaboration influence a range of outcomes. Those identified in
this phase include: enhanced interpersonal resources and networks, increased feelings of
connection, and feeling more enabled to engage in necessary work tasks. Drawing on the
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skills and resources of others is an essential part of behaving resiliently. Below, Sarah
described how working together can help utilise interpersonal resources:
When I talk about things with other people I get good ideas or like things become
more clear to me so I find that really helpful. You can really get so much
groundwork done working with other people’s [work] that they did before. – Sarah
Feeling supported to collaborate can also give individuals energy at work. Maree explained
how working and connecting with others gives her energy in her work tasks:
I thrive off being able to bounce ideas off other people just to make sure that what
you’re thinking and doing is the right thing. – Maree

8.3.1.2 Enabling self-management
Most participants explained that a leader who enables self-management focuses more on
aims and outcomes, rather than only on the specifics of process, and this entails an element
of trust in employees to achieve these aims and outcomes. Consistent with Phase 2, this
finding also reflects a degree of manager/leader belief in employee ability and competency.
Several participants also described that a healthy degree of self-management needed to be
balanced by support from leaders when employees required it. The two excerpts below
illustrate these ideas:
He fully respects our ability to do our jobs and he gives guidance where required
but yeah, lets us do our own thing. – Thomas
“This is your work, this is what you’ve gotta get done, you guys understand your
deadlines, you know, I really will come to you if you drop the ball.” But he just had
that [understanding] that we all knew what we were doing. – Greer
Perceived outcomes of leaders enabling self-management include greater autonomy, workrelated motivation, improved confidence and trust, higher quality work, and greater
freedom. Thomas explained how feeling enabled to manage himself and his own work
brings with it a sense of confidence and belief in competence, along with more freedom
and motivation to engage in work:
I actually enjoy coming to work because you have the freedom to do stuff to a
degree – in what we do but also how we do it because we are pretty much subject
matter experts in our office. – Thomas
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Jackson described how being in control of his work made him want to take more pride in
his work decisions, which is ultimately beneficial for organisational functioning as well as
individual performance:
People will say, “Why have you done this?” or “Why have you done that?” and if
you come up with a good answer then it’ll stay so it really makes you think about
what you put in to what you’re doing because if someone questions you on it you
need to be able to back yourself up. – Jackson

8.3.1.3 Fostering an environment for learning
An environment for learning was perceived by most participants as one where mistakes
were treated as opportunities to learn, rather than a source for blame. This relates to a
manager’s ability to detect, and manage, safe failures within the team, or mistakes that
individuals can safely learn from. A number of participants also described that a learningconducive environment occurred when leaders value employee knowledge and expertise,
and show a general openness to learning. Relevant examples from Sarah and Jackson
follow:
I would say for mistakes or for things not being done as well as they could its quite
minimised. So it’s quite like, “Okay this wasn’t great but let’s move on because we
still need to get the job done.” So yeah things are definitely not made into a big
deal, it’s always kept quite small. – Sarah
If we have to do something and I don’t really know how to do it, I can ask [my
manager] and he’ll question me until I sort of figure out how to do it. He’s just
quite good at just guiding without telling. . . . I guess being able to just say what
I’m thinking and run it past [him] . . . in some other teams I found that there wasn’t
that opportunity to do that at the start so you could spend hours or days on
something to find out you should have taken a different approach at the start, which
is particularly frustrating. – Jackson
It is important to note that Jackson’s response above also indicates that an openness to
learning can prevent counterproductive actions and behaviours that stem from being
reluctant to ask for help, which might in turn come from having a manager who is not
concerned with fostering help-seeking and learning behaviours.
Having a leader who is keen on fostering an environment for learning can result in
perceived outcomes such as improved confidence and better teamwork. For effective
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teamwork, team members need to be open to learning from each other. Sarah illustrated the
latter in her comment below:
You can’t function effectively within the team without being open to learning on a
semi constant basis. So I think that that’s quite good. – Sarah

8.3.1.4 Facilitating career and growth opportunities
Career and growth opportunities were facilitated by leaders in various ways. Leaders who
supported employees to seek out opportunities themselves, advocated on behalf of
employees for selection into opportunities, supported them to go on courses for training
and development, and had open conversations about future career possibilities were
resilience-enabling. A quote from Trina about being supported with opportunities supports
this:
The courses I’ve gotten into are very competitive and I know that would have been
influenced by my manager advocating for me . . . . And she’s always encouraging
all of us to think about travel opportunities, are there overseas conferences that
we want to go to? . . . So she’s constantly thinking about that. – Trina
Leader facilitation of career opportunities enhanced commitment and confidence. In both
examples below, participants explained the outcome of having their career opportunities
considered, which helped Hunter reconsider his future in the organisation and for Sarah,
realise new things about her own competence:
It feels really good. In fact it’s made me reconsider my plan which was I’m going
to stay for a year but I’m enjoying my work now more than I was expecting to and
the fact that there’s all these opportunities is kind of making me reassess that a
little bit. – Hunter
To be honest to even have that brought to me as an opportunities kind of made me
feel quite good because I wouldn’t have thought I’d even be considered for this. As
it happened I applied for it and didn’t end up getting selected which was fine but
it was even just to have that brought to me as something like, “Hey maybe you
should do this.” – Sarah

8.3.1.5 Providing support
Leader support worked through the mechanisms of backing the work and decisions of
employees, supporting the personal needs of employees, and being open to ongoing
communication.
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There’s definitely that feeling that you have support from your manager, that she’ll
kind of back you I guess. Or you know, it’s a case of . . . she’ll back you even if you
might make a mistake. – Maree
Two participants alluded to the idea of social exchange, arising from feeling supported on
a personal level. They explained how feeling supported as an individual made them want
to put extra time or effort into their work and/or the organisation. Trina gave a rich
description of her understanding of leader support below:
I quite often do quite a lot of hours extra over my role requirements and under our
contract we’re enabled to take time in lieu, not every team in the organisation
enables that but she does. And she actually makes sure that I’m keeping that at a
manageable level so encouraging me to take that time. She’s there for me to talk
to if I need someone to talk to. – Trina
Outcomes associated with support consisted of work-related motivation, reduced pressure
and stress, improved confidence, and feeling valued. Examples of reduced pressure and
improved confidence, respectively, are given below:
Yeah it does make this easier, definitely. Knowing that you’re not going to be
needing to handle things by yourself I guess. To front up to things that might not
have gone so well by yourself to have someone there to provide a senior level of
support definitely. – Maree
It gives me confidence, knowing that what’s expected of me is supported. – John

8.3.1.6 Recognising individual needs and contributions
Recognising individual needs and contributions was experienced by participants through
mechanisms such as providing feedback and recognition that is tailored and specific to the
individual and their contribution, and publically recognising individual contributions in
front of the workgroup:
When those things go really well you want to know about it because often you don’t
even know what the feedback is, good or bad. And then when you get asked to do
another one you know what to avoid. – Greer
I did a document the other day and it was a tight turnaround so I did it and she
copied everyone in and she goes, “Oh thanks, it’s amazing that you delivered on
that timeline.” – Hera
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Tailored, specific and meaningful recognition of individual employee contributions
appeared to improve intrinsic motivation, employees’ confidence about their own
performance, and feelings of appreciation. Trina supported the first outcome of intrinsic
motivation in the following quote:
We’re underpaid compared to other people in the organisation despite that I’m not
looking to change to another part of the organisation – I have looked at jobs in the
past and been told I can offer you at least 10,000 more than what you’re on now .
. . the money isn’t enough to make me want to change. – Trina

8.3.2

Resilience-harming leadership

The resilience-harming leadership behaviours identified in Phase 2 were followed up in
Phase 3, by analysing the mechanisms by which employees lacked the positive, resilienceenabling, leadership identified, and further explored throughout Phases 2 and 3. These
negative leadership behaviours and experiences perceived by employees show how
resilience can be harmed in public sector workplaces. It also shows how the absence of
resilience-enabling leadership (i.e. the presence of micromanagement in the absence of
self-management) can be detrimental to employee resilience.

8.3.2.1 Micromanagement
Several employees in Phase 3 described their experiences of micromanagement, and the
negative impact it can have. Greer explained that her old manager had a tendency to
micromanage, and described her thoughts and experiences regarding this kind of
management:
My manager . . . definitely had a tendency to micromanage. She just wanted to
know everything that was going on and then there was an element of, “Is that kind
of necessary information?” or “How about you let me kind of do the work first and
then I can come to you as an outcome?”, as opposed to handholding me through
the process. – Greer
Jackson described his experience of micromanagement in relation to writing. This relates
to Diane’s point in Phase 2 regarding the role of micromanagers (over)-correcting
employees’ writing. It is important to note that Jackson referred to managers beyond his
own team manager when describing his experience of micromanagement.
I used to get really annoyed with [micromanagement] because everyone has a
slightly different way of writing and you write it one way and then your manager
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would change it, then a senior would change it, and then your manager would
change it back and then the director would change it. – Jackson
Micromanagement, when disguised as performance management, is, according to Hera, the
worst kind of micromanagement. Underlying this type of micromanagement is the intent
of the manager to undermine the employees’ performance and “set them up to fail”:
It’s the micromanagement that is a disguise for performance management. It’s like
I hate that person, I’m going to ride them until they quit. And it’s just like setting
impossible goals, saying OK, well there’s a problem with your performance . . . so
your performance is here, we need you to get it to here, we’re going to meet again
on Friday, and I need you to have done this, this, this and this and then of course,
that’s not going to be possible because two or three of those things are going to be
unobtainable. . . . So that to me would be the worst type of micromanagement,
where you’re being set up to fail. – Hera
Both Hera and Thomas attempted to explain why it is that some managers have a tendency
to micromanage. According to these employees, it is associated with a manager’s
insecurities and trust in one’s self, such that managers resort to micromanagement when
they do not know what else to do and project their insecurities of managing onto their
employees:
When you’ve got a manager who is insecure at some point in the chain who’s
pushing that insecurity down on you. Or somebody who is just insecure and they
think that’s what management is, because maybe they’ve come from a sales
environment to this environment and to me, the public service runs more like a
university, you’ve got an assignment, it’s got to be handed in at the end of the term,
you’ll get graded on it, if you fail you have to do it again. – Hera
Some managers don’t trust themselves to get it right so there’s only so many tools
in the toolbox so if the only one they’ve got is being directive then that’s their issue.
So it’s more of a skill base for managers. – Thomas
Participants reported various outcomes of micromanagement, all of which are antithetical
to resilience development. Thomas described the effect that micromanagement had on his
team. It impeded their willingness to engage in discretionary, extra-role behaviours, that
are helpful for resilience:
We really didn’t want to do anything else, we didn’t want to do any more than our
job. – Thomas

111

Employees also felt it was a sign that managers lacked trust in employees, and Greer told
of how it made her colleague feel “like a child”. Treating employees in this way is clearly
not conducive to promoting any form of employee growth or development:
It’s quite negative, because you immediately feel like they don’t trust what you’re
doing and you’re feeling a little bit like . . . one of my colleagues who had the same
thing happen to her with the same manager, she said to me afterwards, “I felt like
a child, I felt like I was being treated like a child. Like, are you doing your
homework?”– Greer
Another key outcome of micromanagement was how it prevented employees from feeling
as though they had meaningful ownership of their own work. For Greer, when she felt
“nagged” about her work, she did not feel personally motivated to do her work – the
motivation instead came from someone telling her to do it. Quotes from Greer and Jackson,
below, exemplify more of the impacts of micromanagement:
You feel a little bit like, oh they think that you only did it because you were nagged.
There’s that element of, you want to feel like you’re presenting your work, because
that’s your job and that’s what you were always going to do, you don’t want to feel
like you’ve done it because someone’s on your case. – Greer
I’d just be like well someone’s gonna change it later on I don’t really need to spend
that much time on it. – Jackson

8.3.2.2 Poor people management
Not effectively managing down, or being a poor people manager, can equate to rework and
inconsistency. It also devalues employee expertise. These ideas were supported by Greer
below:
I did have an example of it recently, so we have a whole lot of figures which relate
to what we’re funding . . . and it hadn’t come through me to give it a second check,
yet it had been getting provided to the minister for a couple of weeks in a row. And
then it’s kind of like by then if I come in and say you are wrong . . . then it kind of
changes the scope and you have the risk of the minister turning around and going
this is completely different to what I’ve been seeing. So I had to highlight that all,
you know, if you want to create these things that you want to report, you’ve got to
work with us on that – we know the work we’re doing. – Greer
Poor people management can also be experienced in relation to collaboration, an important
element of resilience. Hera reflected on getting mixed messages from her manager about
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whether collaboration was a desired activity or not. This inconsistency is evidence of poor
people management and sends confusing messages regarding desired behaviours:
With collaboration it’s like, you know, “You all have to work together as a team”,
“Oh no there’s too much talking”. You know, “You guys are wasting too much
time because you’re working together, I’m gonna get you to work on stuff
individually.” “But make sure you ask the senior people before you do anything,
but don’t talk to each other.” Um so I guess that’s the best way I can answer that
is, you always think you’re doing the wrong thing, you spend the whole day worried
that you’re gonna get told you did something wrong – Hera

8.3.2.3 Lack of learning-oriented leadership
The Phase 2 findings indicated the various ways in which a lack of learning-oriented
leadership manifested in everyday practice, such as through reactive management. These
Phase 3 findings show more specifically how individuals experience leadership that does
not effectively foster learning. Firstly, Maree described, rather mildly, how encouraging
employees to take generic courses and training modules does not necessarily promote true,
experiential day-to-day learning:
We have training modules that you can do that are sort of quite generic across the
agency. To improve your project management skills and presentation skills, all
those sort of quite generic type courses. But I think in terms of areas, subject matter
specific learning options and opportunities I think there could be more
opportunities for us to improve on that. They should make available more
opportunities to know things that are more related to our specific work. – Maree
Furthermore, John pointed out that a lack of learning can come from poor top-down
feedback flows in the context of mistakes. He elaborated:
Sometimes the feedback regarding a mistake does not get fed back down to the
team and stays with management so there’s no learning. Higher level thinking is
not communicated down to the team. – John
Greer supported the point made by John above. Instead of facilitating employees to learn
from a mistake, her experience was that managers address the mistake themselves instead
of feeding it back down:
If there has been something done and it’s not quite right I think they have
a tendency to just fix it themselves and not actually come back to you. . . .

113

if a mistake is made and it’s pointed out no one really explains where it
fell down. – Greer
Hera shed light on the role of context in the quote below, stating that in high stakes
situations such as in her public sector work, it is difficult to use mistakes as learning
opportunities. Saying they “don’t make mistakes” indicates that making mistakes (and then
learning from them) was not currently a norm in her workplace:
With what we do the stakes are really high, you can’t do it wrong, because you’re
looking at the whole NZ economy . . . so we can’t afford to do that. We don’t do
that. We don’t make mistakes. – Hera
Hera added to this by giving an extreme example, from her own experience, of what
happens when an individual makes a mistake in such a context, exemplifying the high
stakes nature of the work she is involved in:
All of a sudden, you’re a leper, you’re a bad person, “I can’t be seen to be
associated with that person.” So what was your question, can you learn on the
job? It’s best that you don’t. – Hera
When employees cannot take ownership over their own mistakes so that they can learn
from them, and the mistakes are instead fixed by managers or those higher up in the
hierarchy, employees can become frustrated and complacent, reducing opportunities to
learn:
I think it can kind of allow people to get a bit complacent. Because you think, oh
well, if no one’s going to talk to me about this or if everything I’m doing is just
going to be acceptable, in the sense that no ones ever gonna come back to me, you
sort of get a bit complacent and think I’ll just keep doing it the way I’m doing it
because no one’s telling me otherwise and then you don’t learn to evolve or change
with new approaches or that sort of thing. – Greer

8.3.2.4 Unsupportive leadership
From the findings of both Phase 2 and 3, it is known that supportive leadership can help to
enable resilience. In contrast, the absence of support, or unsupportive leadership, can be
damaging for resilience. This idea did not emerge in Phase 2, but did emerge when
discussing the leader behaviour of providing support in Phase 3, where participants who
did not experience support gave their views on what they experienced instead.
There were a number of different ways in which employees experienced a lack of support.
One way, experienced by Hunter, was through feeling as though there was a lack of
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structure around what he was meant to be doing in his role, which left him without much
direction for a period of time. His quote also illuminates how a lack of structure is
potentially accommodated by the public sector context:
I felt like there was a lack of structure with what he was going to do with me. It’s
like the inefficiencies of the public sector where they can afford to have someone
whose kind of running on idle for a little while. – Hunter
In the quote below, Sarah distinguished between feelings of personal and job-related
support. Like Hunter, Sarah was quite new to her role and felt that she needed more
guidance and direction in her job, despite experiencing personal support from her manager:
Personally, I feel really well supported. But for my job I’m still feeling quite new
and not one hundred percent confident all the time, sometimes I don’t feel super
supported . . . because personally I feel a lot of trust and like that’s great but if I’m
struggling with something it’s not always easy to access help. – Sarah
Greer explained that she feels partially supported, in that she experiences support when she
reaches out, but does not receive much directly from her manager:
I put things to him, he’s supportive. But yeah not a lot that comes from him. So I
guess yeah I feel supported in the ideas that I might pitch I guess. – Greer
Jackson’s description of feeling unsupported is given below. It is of interest because he
associated this with blame and a lack of trust coming from his manager:
I had one manager who blamed me for something that she’d signed out and given
the ok for and I was sort of like you can blame me if you want but like you know in
your heart that you shouldn’t have signed it out in the first place. I think it’s also
the level of trust how she used to make me send her every email before I sent it. –
Jackson
Both Hunter and Jackson described that experiencing a lack of support was frustrating.
Sarah stated that although there are advantages from the challenge of having to be entirely
independent, a lack of job-related support can be stressful, and thus a balance between
personal and job-related support is necessary:
There’s advantages because it can make you paddle your own canoe or whatever
but at the same time it can be quite stressful so yeah maybe there’s like somewhere
in the middle. – Sarah
Whilst experiencing poor structure in the way, Hunter revealed that he experienced low
job-satisfaction as a result:
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I was left with relatively low job satisfaction for a long time. – Hunter

8.4 Integration
Phase 3 of this research made use of the value in employees’ leadership perceptions (R. J.
Hall & Lord, 1995). This allowed for the generation of insights into what constitutes leader
effectiveness for employees, and how effective leadership is experienced. Eliciting
responses related to how participants experience the identified behaviours, and what impact
these have on employee resilience, generated insights into how particular forms of
leadership are perceived and experienced by employees, rather than only focusing on how
they might be defined from a leader’s perspective. Certain behaviours may be easily
defined by leaders, but their effectiveness depends on how employees interpret and
perceive them. Insight into an employee’s perspective helps both scholars and leaders
realise how and why a leadership style or behaviour is deemed so effective, both in theory
and in practice. Understanding the mechanisms of how employees perceive and experience
leadership helps to further broaden and develop our understanding of leadership itself,
shifting away from prescribed leadership models and theory. Thus, it is not sufficient only
to identify behaviours, as was done in Phases 1 and 2. It is also important, throughout the
course of this research, to explain them, both in terms of how they are experienced, and in
terms of what impact they have on employee resilience. This process helps to build content
validity for the construct of resilience-enabling leadership, with a view of developing it
into a measure in subsequent phases.

8.4.1

Resilience-enabling leadership behaviours

Phase 3 formed the structure of an explanatory framework for the identified leadership
behaviours. The explanatory value of this phase plays a strong role in informing the
subsequent phases in this research. The identified leadership behaviours are developmental
– they foster growth, autonomy, self-management, and teamwork. Resilience-enabling
leadership corresponds to calls for leadership models which facilitate employees’ personal
and vocational development (Zhang & Chen, 2013). However, many well-established
leadership constructs focus more on directing and controlling employees toward achieving
task and goal performance (Howell & Avolio, 1993; Hargis, Watt & Piotrowski, 2011),
and there has been limited identification of more developmental forms of leadership (Zhang
& Chen, 2013). Furthermore, there is a lack of knowledge and research in the important
area of developing the capacity of resilience in employees through leadership. This form
of leadership is not only developmental in nature, but it likely helps employees develop
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their resilience so that they can more proactively grow and develop as individuals. These
ideas correspond to what the new generation of workers want and need in their workplaces
– to be treated as individuals with potential (Gursoy, Geng-Qing Chi & Karadag, 2013; E.
Ng, Lyons & Schweitzer, 2018).
The preceding phases also highlight that leadership needs to take into account the context,
because context does influence what kind of leadership is most appropriate and effective
for employees and organisations (Oc, 2018). Constructs have already been established to
measure the nature of public sector leadership (Tummers & Knies, 2016), but such
measures are not focused on the developmental employee requirements, nor on the
demands that the public context places on resilience. This research recognises the role of
the public sector context, and develops a framework which is built on the experiences of
individuals working in this context. This framework is then developed into a scale for
measuring resilience-enabling leadership. This will provide a tool for assessing the
development capacities of leaders, which can be further tested by scholars and used for
leadership development in organisations.
Phase 2 and 3 have worked to qualitatively “identify important variables to study
quantitatively” (Creswell & Clark, 2017, p. 75). The relevance and uniqueness of
resilience-enabling leadership suggests that it would benefit from further conceptual
refinement and validation. The following phases of this research work to achieve this. The
final quantitative phase, in particular, tests the validity of the developed scale in a survey.

8.4.1.1 Renaming of dimensions
The mechanisms identified in Phase 3 provided insight into the way the leadership
dimensions could be grouped and worded differently to more appropriately reflect the role
they have on employee resilience. This can better capture and more fully express the
underlying mechanisms and their associated dimensions. Four dimensions were renamed.
These were fostering collaboration, fostering an environment for learning, facilitating
career and growth opportunities and providing ‘support’.
Fostering collaboration was changed to managing the whole team. This was because the
mechanisms reflect the work the managers do to encourage team interaction and cohesion,
which in turn, promotes the collaborative, network leveraging behaviours essential for
resilience. It is about building the condition within the team for collaboration to be possible.
In other words, this dimension is about much more than just fostering collaboration.
Fostering an environment for learning was changed to managing safe failures. Like
collaboration above, these mechanisms appeared to be more specific than just learning.
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Rather, they were more about a manager creating the conditions for learning on the job to
occur. These conditions, according to participants, related to feeling comfortable making
mistakes and subsequently learning from them. Additionally, a manager’s general openness
toward learning includes being open about mistakes, and seeing them as learning
opportunities.
Finally, providing ‘support’ and facilitating career and growth opportunities were
combined into supporting personal growth and wellbeing. This addressed the conceptual
overlap between these two dimensions. This decision broadened the conceptual scope of
these underlying mechanisms so that it reflected more than career and growth opportunities.
It comprises the recognition and acknowledgement of personal growth including both
career and work-related opportunities as well as support for personal-level growth and
development.

8.4.2

Resilience-harming leadership behaviours

The resilience-harming behaviours are important insights on their own as they provide a
clear understanding of what types of leader behaviours can harm employee resilience. They
also strengthen the findings related to the resilience-enabling behaviours. They do this by
providing a contrasting picture of what can occur for employees when they do not
experience resilience-enabling behaviour from leaders. Thus, the resilience-harming
leadership behaviours work to illustrate the negative impacts of the absence of the enabling
behaviours. For example, they show what occurs when micromanagement, instead of selfmanagement, is experienced by employees.
These harmful leadership behaviours also mirror those identified in studies of destructive
leadership more generally. Destructive leadership consists of behaviours by leaders “that
violate the legitimate interests of the organisation by undermining . . . the organisation . . .
and/or the motivation, well-being or job satisfaction of subordinates” (Einarsen, Aasland,
& Skogstad, 2007, p. 208). These behaviours need not be direct and intentional, and could
be due to the insensitivity, callousness or a leader’s laissez faire approach (Einarsen et al.,
2007; Sheard, Kakabadse, & Kakabadse, 2013). The same notion applies to the resilienceharming behaviours identified in this research. Reed and Bullis (2009) found that it does
not just undermine job satisfaction, but other forms of satisfaction as well, such as
satisfaction with relationships, pay, benefits, and opportunities at work. Poor satisfaction
across these factors is likely to harm any potential possibility for developing employee
resilience (Itzhaki et al., 2015).
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8.4.3

Resilience-enabling leadership explanatory framework

As mentioned earlier, this phase, along with the inquiries preceding it, have led to the
development of an explanatory framework for resilience-enabling leadership behaviours.
This framework is presented in Figure 5 below.
The mechanisms are a primary feature of this framework. The Phase 3 findings helped to
explain the perceived mechanisms underlying resilience-enabling leadership and resilient
outcomes. These perceived connections are both indirect and direct. Fostering
collaboration directly influences resilience because collaboration can clearly help
employees to broaden their interpersonal networks and subsequently use the resources and
skills held by others, as well as share their own. A leadership behaviour like enabling selfmanagement, on the other hand, works indirectly. It works through perceptions of trust
between the leader and the employee, that allows employees to work autonomously in
making decisions and taking ownership of their work. Individuals may consequently take
better care with processes underlying their own performance. Self-awareness of work
behaviours, coupled with self-confidence (G. Wang & Netemeyer, 2002) gained through
work ownership and leader-member trust, helps employees to effectively re-evaluate their
own performance and learn as a result.
The framework bridges theory and data by illustrating the connections between the
identified leadership behaviours and resilient behaviours in employees. It also initiates a
structure from which a quantitative scale can be developed and measured. The process by
which this structure was devised represents an inductive approach to scale development
whereby a sample of respondents are asked “to provide descriptions of their feelings about
their organisations or to describe some aspect of behaviour” (Hinkin, 1998, p. 107). This
process of scale development and validation will be described in more detail in Phase 4.
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Figure 5: The resilience-enabling leadership explanatory framework
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8.4.4

Implications for subsequent phases

This research is ultimately about understanding what leadership behaviours enable employee
resilience and establishing a measure to test these behaviours. Although this study has
identified the leadership behaviours and mechanisms through which they influence
resilience, they are not yet measurable and have not been verified in an independent sample.
Therefore, the identified behaviours need to be incorporated into a format in which the
behaviours can be further scrutinised and refined in the phases to follow, so that they can be
further refined through quantitative testing (DeVellis, 2016). This means taking the
leadership behaviours out of the explanatory framework and into their own leadership model
that reflects a suitable scale for evaluation and measurement.
The approach used in Phase 3, informed by cognitive interviewing, elicited valid information
regarding how individuals perceive the mechanisms through which leadership behaviours
are experienced (Brenner, 2015). A model suitable for scale development must have a
proposed item pool. These items must reflect the dimension, as well as the construct, of
interest (DeVellis, 2016). Thus, it is appropriate to draw on the identified mechanisms as
items which help exemplify our understanding of resilience-enabling leadership. Since there
were particular mechanisms unique to each behavioural dimension, there was ample
information within these mechanisms to transform them into items that could be effective at
measuring a given dimension of the resilience-enabling leadership construct.
The mechanisms by which individuals experienced each leadership behaviour dimension
identified in Phase 3 were used to illustrate and reflect the behavioural dimensions, and thus
ultimately, the broader, multi-dimensional construct of resilience-enabling leadership. This
new model is presented in Table 15 below.
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Table 15: Resilience-enabling leadership model for validity testing
Leadership
dimension

Examples (Items)

Managing the whole
team

My manager encourages our team to work collectively when
appropriate
My manager expects me to collaborate with others when necessary
My manager involves themselves in collaboration with the team
My manager sets tasks which require us to work together

Enabling selfmanagement

My managers gives guidance that is focused on outcomes, rather than
processes
My manager trusts me to achieve outcomes
My manager supports me when I need it
My manager knows what I am capable of
My manager lets me get on with my work
My manager does not micromanage

Managing safe failures

My manager values the knowledge I bring to the team
When I make a mistake, my manager stays calm
When I make a mistake, my manager helps me to learn from it
My manager shows a general openness toward learning

Supporting personal
growth and wellbeing

I have open conversations with my manager about my future career
plans
My manager supports me to seek out opportunities for training and
development
My manager supports me to go on courses for training and
development
My manager backs the work decisions I make
My manager supports my personal needs
I feel comfortable talking honestly with my manager when I need
their advice
I feel comfortable seeking help from my manager

Recognising individual
needs and contributions

My manager provides me with individualised feedback
My manager provides recognition that is specific to my real
contributions
My manager trusts me to do my own work well
Where possible, my manager is good at providing me with
meaningful non-monetary rewards

In the table above, the behavioural items mirror the mechanisms found in the explanatory
framework (Figure 5). DeVellis’ (2016) recommendations for item generation were taken
into account here, where the relevant leadership behaviours were expressed using simple
words, and double-barrelled items were avoided (see Tummers & Knies, 2016). Reverse
scored items were also avoided due to their potential to reduce the validity of a measure
(Hinkin, 1995). Using participants’ own descriptions as the basis for these items also helped
with the process of developing items that were relevant and easily understood by members
of the target population (in this case, public servants) (DeVellis, 2016).
122

Although the previous phases of this study worked to generate the items for potential
measurement, the process still requires further qualitative exploration, before quantitative
testing. This is an important step in scale development, according to DeVellis (2016).
Qualitative means of developing and validating scales has been commonly used in
organisational scholarship (Levashina & Campion, 2007; Liden & Maslyn, 1998;
Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988). Qualitative exploration here relates to the process
of having the initial item pool being reviewed by experts. This involves consulting
individuals regarding the clarity and readability of the items, as well as to “confirm or
invalidate [the] definition of the phenomenon” (DeVellis, 2016, p. 135). These experts may
also raise other items or descriptions reflecting the phenomenon that have not yet been
included. Engaging in expert reviews, hereafter consultations, helps to maximise the content
validity of a scale that is in development (DeVellis, 2016; Wynd, Schmidt, & Schaefer,
2003).

8.4.5

Considerations

Participants’ causal attributions made in this phase of inquiry are not the same as actual
causality. Making causal attributions using qualitative findings can be seen as a limitation,
as such an endeavour is more commonly pursued in quantitative research (Mohr, 1996). In
contrast however, it has also been argued that qualitative field research “is far better than
solely quantified approaches at developing explanations of what we call local causality – the
actual events and processes that led to specific outcomes” (Miles & Huberman, 1984, p.
132). This in no way undermines the role of quantitative approaches in establishing notions
of causality (e.g. Cook, Campbell, & Shadish, 2002). Instead, qualitative research
complements statistical conclusions by offering explanatory power and insight, that is
sensitive to the social context (Bryman et al., 1996).
In this research, employees’ detailed, contextual experiences regarding the enablers and
processes of leader behaviour are seen as an essential part of understanding effective
leadership for resilience, which requires an understanding of the causal associations
surrounding such behaviour. The context-dependent, sometimes even subjective, nature of
leader effectiveness (Heres & Lasthuizen, 2012) is, after all, not able to be understood solely
through predictive, positivist methods, as this would risk losing the explanatory value and
contextual knowledge evident in this study, provided here through in-depth qualitative
research.
A limitation of this phase is the small sample size. However, this phase of inquiry sought
explanatory insight and contextual richness over generalisability (Bryman et al., 1996), so
this size of 10 employees was deemed sufficient (Guest et al., 2006). As a result, detailed
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descriptions of participants’ perceptions of effective leadership for resilience were able to be
gathered and analysed. Explanatory insight and contextual richness were subsequently
achieved, particularly when combined with the understandings already developed in Phase
2. The distinctiveness and complementarity between the methods employed in these two
phases has helped develop a potentially robust model of resilience-enabling leadership,
explained through the framework in Figure 5.

8.5 Summary
This phase further explored the concepts of resilience-enabling leadership and resilienceharming leadership. In doing so, it produced an explanatory framework for resilienceenabling leadership behaviours, which will be developed into a measure for further
examination and testing in the phases to follow.
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9

PHASE 4 – SCALE DEVELOPMENT AND CONTENT
VALIDITY

9.1 Introduction
This phase comprises consultations with two different types of subject-matter experts to
gather feedback on the RELS. The purpose of these consultations was to modify and validate
the explanatory framework, developed through Phases 2 and 3, as a measurable leadership
model.
First, a selection of members from the population under study were consulted (following the
recommendation by DeVellis, 2016). These participants were those with public sector work
experience and are referred to hereafter as population experts. Then, academic researchers
in the areas of public administration and leadership were consulted. These individuals are
referred to as content experts (Grant & Davis, 1997). It is important to gather expert feedback
during scale development so that the researcher can make informed decisions regarding “the
clarity and comprehensiveness of dimension definitions . . . and the clarity and readability of
items” (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010, p. 1379).Consulting different types of experts is in line
with Vogt, King and King’s (2004) view, shared by DeVellis (2016), that “although the term
‘expert’ has typically been used to refer to researchers who are knowledgeable in the specific
topic area, members of the population under study may also be considered ‘experts’” (p.
232).
These validation processes helped to confirm and further develop the construct of resilienceenabling leadership. A tentative scale was developed as a result, which was fit for
quantitative testing.

9.2 Method
To gather validation feedback from both groups of experts, three forms of data collection
were undertaken: focus groups, interviews, and written feedback. Qualitative methods,
particularly interviews and focus groups, are seen as an effective way to validate and refine
survey instruments (DeVellis, 2016; Lo Cricchio et al., 2016; D. W. Stewart & Shamdasani,
2014). Such methods allow the researcher to consult with potential respondents to gain an
understanding of how they view issues in context and to identify any ambiguities regarding
the researcher’s own understanding of these issues. This type of inquiry can enhance the
content validity of survey instruments (L. A. King, King, Vogt, Knight, & Samper, 2006).

125

Thus, qualitative methods are used in this phase of the research to enhance the content
validity of the RELS. These methods are described within the appropriate sections below.

9.2.1

Focus groups and interviews

Population experts were consulted through focus groups and interviews. Group interaction
in the focus groups was used to foster discussion on the items within the explanatory
framework, as well as their broader dimensions. The three specific aims of the focus groups
were informed by Lo Cricchio et al. (2016). These relate to scale development and consist
of “(a) correcting the language, and in particular, the choice of words or expressions of items
to better fit what is usual for possible respondents; (b) taking into account the context, and
the differences due to age and educational background between the target population and the
researchers who have generated the questionnaires; (c) improving the content, in particular,
the appropriateness of content in questions relating to individuals' experiences and
background” (Lo Cricchio et al., 2016, p. 395). Of particular interest too was whether the
mechanisms (now reframed as the items) made sense conceptually to the participants,
particularly in regard to how well they reflected the overarching dimension they belonged
to.
The interviews had the same aims (Lo Cricchio et al., 2016) but were chosen as an additional
and distinct method for two important reasons. Firstly, they provided a choice for individuals
who were more comfortable engaging in a one-on-one discussion on this topic, rather than
in a group context. And secondly, they were used as a control for any group interaction
effects influencing responses in the focus groups.
A combination of focus groups and interviews was seen as the most effective approach for
yielding balanced and meaningful data, as both methods have complementary strengths and
weaknesses. In focus groups, for example, participants can interact and engage with each
other, resulting in rich insights extending beyond answers to questions asked by the
researcher (Carey & Smith, 1994). In a practical sense, it is an efficient way to gather rich
data in a short period of time. The deep and insightful nature of this data is thus appropriate
to use to “clarify, extend, qualify or challenge” other forms of data collected already (Gill,
Stewart, Treasure, & Chadwick, 2008, p. 293). At the same time, the group interaction effect
can skew data as particular views and personalities may dominate discussion and prevent
any dissenting or challenging views from emerging that may be useful to the researcher
(Asch, 1951). This means that the nature of data emerging from focus groups can often vary
greatly from the insights gathered from interviews (Morgan & Krueger, 1998).
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Interviews, on the other hand, reduce the likelihood of opinion convergence, and can
highlight personal instead of group experiences (Lambert & Loiselle, 2008). Described as
qualitative-qualitative triangulation, combining focus groups with interviews can, in the
appropriate research context, result in a more complete understanding of the research
phenomenon (Lambert & Loiselle, 2008; M. J. Sandelowski, 1995). It can also offset the
limitations present in each method.
Appendices E and F cover ethics documents and additional content provided to participants
in this phase.

9.2.2

Written feedback

Written feedback was gathered from the content experts. This was an additional way in which
insights were generated to help confirm and validate the RELS. Known as judgementquantification (Grant & Davis, 1997), this process involved consulting an expert panel of
researchers, who gave written feedback on the individual items, the dimensions, and the scale
overall. Using the written form as another medium for feedback allowed the researcher to
deal directly with content experts’ written word, which, for them, would have involved
careful consideration of what the relevant issues were and of the specific wording choices.
This differs from verbal feedback, which can be given instantly, but might not be as carefully
considered. It also complements the verbal feedback gained through focus groups and
interviews, by representing another way in which thoughts, experiences, and feedback can
be transformed into communicable representations (Thorne, 2000). There was also a
pragmatic rationale for using written feedback for the content experts. These busy individuals
were located in various locations, so written consultation via email was seen as a low burden,
time efficient way of utilising their expertise.

9.2.3

Sample and design

9.2.3.1 Population experts, focus groups and interviews
The first group of experts (population experts) were post-experience management students
(n=13) with experience working in the New Zealand public sector. This meant the former
group had a solid grounding in management studies, as well as experience of either
managing, or being managed, in a public sector work environment. This made them
knowledgeable members of the population under study. This experience was vital to include
in the validation phase of this research because in order to develop these behaviours into a
usable scale, they need to be well understood and easily applied by potential respondents
(population experts), not just by those who have expert content knowledge (DeVellis, 2016).
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When population experts have a clear understanding of what items within a measure mean,
face validity is enhanced (Hardesty & Bearden, 2004). The potential respondents of the final
survey (Phase 5) were to be public servants and managers.
Two focus groups (n=3, 4) and six interviews (n=6) were undertaken in this phase, and 13
participants were involved all together. Potential participants were first recruited via an email
from post-experience programme directors to all students enrolled in the Masters of Business
Administration and Masters of Public Management programmes at Victoria University of
Wellington. The email addressed individuals with experience in the public sector and
described the purpose and nature of the study. It then gave them the opportunity to contact
the researcher if they were interested in participating. Interested individuals were then sent
an email with more detail about the study, including the topic and aims of the research, the
rules of confidentiality (with ethics approval number 0000025909), the choice of
participating in a focus group or interview, and a proposed time to meet.
Those who replied to the email, expressing their interest in taking part in the research, were
contacted further. An agenda, including discussion content, was emailed to these individuals
prior to meeting for the interviews and focus groups. This content included a description of
the purpose of this phase of study, which in short, was to “confirm and contrast findings to
date”. This involved getting expert feedback on a) whether they agreed with the behaviours
in terms of how they reflected the behavioural dimensions, b) what they perceived the
behaviours to look like in practice c) whether they thought any of the behaviours needed to
be worded differently, and d) whether they had any other specific examples of resilience
enabling leadership behaviours. The content email also included two tables, as presented in
Appendix F. Table C presented resilient employee behaviours (Kuntz et al., 2016; Näswall
et al., 2015) and Table D showed the resilience-enabling leadership behaviours identified in
Phases 1 to 3 in this research.
Focus groups and interviews followed the same structure. The general structure involved
first gathering perceptions of general understandings of resilience in the workplace,
including if and how their understanding of employee resilience corresponded to the resilient
behaviours shown in Table C of the content document. The second, and primary, phase of
the interview or focus group was engaging in rigorous discussion (according to a – d above)
about the leadership behaviours as shown in Table D. Inevitably, the experts raised issues
beyond those initiated in a – d, which were also taken as feedback to inform and improve the
validation of the behaviours for scale development.
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9.2.3.2 Content experts and written feedback
The second and content expert group were made up of academic researchers (n=4) with
expertise in public administration and/or leadership. This meant that they had expert
knowledge on the topic in an academic sense, and could comment on both conceptual and
methodological aspects of resilience-enabling leadership.
Four content experts were successfully recruited for this phase, exceeding the minimum
number of three recommended by Lynn (1986). Content experts were defined as
management academics who had extensive research or scale development experience in the
scholarship areas of leadership and/or public administration and had published extensively
in leadership and/or public administration. Six content experts were initially contacted by the
researcher with an invitation to participate in providing feedback for the validation of a
leadership scale. Four agreed to take part, and were subsequently contacted by the researcher.
They were emailed with a consultation document attached (see Appendix F). This
consultation document included an overview of the study, including brief summaries of the
completed research phases, and the leadership framework of the scale items for confirmation
and validation. Experts were then asked specifically to comment on: 1). The draft items and
dimensions for the scale in terms of readability and content validity, and 2). Any additional
comments in the proposed quantitative survey design (Phase 5), including comparative
leadership constructs. Content experts responded with their comments through a reply email,
as well as by placing comments on the consultation document.
Since this group of experts have developed knowledge and understanding regarding
leadership and/or public administration constructs, including their measurement, insights
specific to content validity were sought, including the processes undertaken to develop the
items. In other words, these consultations were much more specific and targeted to content
validity issues, than the focus groups and interviews, which were more general in purpose.
It was also important to get their views on other variables for inclusion in the final survey
which aimed to quantitatively test the RELS. Reasons for inclusion of these other measures
relate to the need to ensure convergent and discriminant validity (DeVellis, 2016).

9.2.4

Analysis

Focus groups and interviews with population experts were recorded and transcribed, whilst
the written feedback was provided directly by the content experts. Focus group and interview
data were analysed using a very literal, systematic approach to the data. First, to document
the responses and feedback, each participant’s responses were applied to the researcher’s
copy of the content document (Appendix F). Areas where they had specific comments on the
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scale were annotated alongside the associated dimension or item in the framework, and more
general comments were provided beneath the framework. The feedback from the focus
groups and interviews was analysed first, so that the framework could be modified before
sending to the content experts for their written feedback.
The data gathered from the written feedback were analysed by grouping responses initially
according to global and local feedback. Global feedback relates to the general, “big” ideas
that emerge in qualitative data. These ideas are described by Krueger (1998) as “trends or
ideas that cut across the entire discussion” (p. 38). This relates to the global feedback
participants gave on employee resilience and the leadership behaviours generally, not
regarding the specific items or behaviours. Local feedback relates to participants’ more
specific responses regarding the clarity and readability of the scale’s dimensions and their
corresponding items (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010).

9.3 Findings
The findings of the focus groups and interviews will be presented according to each
behavioural dimension, in the order as follows: managing the whole team, enabling selfmanagement, managing safe failures, supporting personal growth and wellbeing, and
recognising individual needs and contributions. For confidentiality reasons, participants’
responses are again presented under pseudonyms.

9.3.1

Focus groups and interviews

9.3.1.1 Managing the whole team
A number of changes were made to this dimension during this stage of feedback. Three new
items were added to this dimension, the reasons for which are described in more detail below.
Suzanne raised the point that establishing the right kind of environment is important for
developing team cohesion, such that the manager should help to set the conditions for
collaboration within a team so that people feel willing to collaborate with each other. This
was deemed a very relevant point, as an accommodating climate often needs to exist before
individuals can engage in a particular behaviour (Neal & Griffin, 2002). Taking this into
account, the item: “My manager helps to create an environment where I want to collaborate”
was added to the managing the whole team dimension.
Patricia emphasised the importance of having a manager who can control and manage
conflict within a team. When conflict is handled or resolved effectively, collaboration is more

130

likely (Weingart & Jehn, 2017). Thus, “My manager is good at managing conflict within the
team” was also included as part of the Managing the whole team dimension.
Mandy stressed that in developing collaborative working and network leveraging behaviours,
it is not only important to maintain existing networks, but it is also necessary to develop new,
wider networks to leverage. Part of managing the whole team and helping individuals work
collaboratively is about building their broader networks to promote new experiences, ways
of working, and ways of interacting with different parties. It was then decided that adding
the item “My manager assists me in developing broader networks” was appropriate in
helping to have more content added to reflect this dimension.
Focus group participants explained that managers should be more facilitative, and less
directive, when it comes to collaboration. This would ensure managers behaved more
inclusively, recognising that different people with different personalities have different
desires and needs around collaboration. To acknowledge this, in “My manager sets tasks
which require us to work together”, the word “require” was changed to “encourage” to avoid
connotations with forceful, directive forms of management which can work against
collaboration. Related to the above statement, since collaborating is about working with
others, and work can come in many different forms (not just communicating verbally), in
“My manager expects me to collaborate with others when needed”, the word “collaborate”
was changed to “work”. It was also discussed in the focus groups that the endings of some
items (e.g. “when appropriate” and “when needed”) within this dimension were very
subjective, as what is needed or appropriate is different for every individual. Thus, to elicit
a more general impression of one’s manager, these endings were removed.

Table 16: Amendments to managing the whole team
Original items

My manager encourages our team to work collectively when
appropriate
My manager expects me to collaborate with others when necessary
My manager involves themselves in collaboration with the team
My manager sets tasks which require us to work together

Revised items

My manager helps to create an environment where I want to
collaborate
My manager encourages our team to work collectively when
appropriate
My manager expects me to work with others when needed
My manager involves themselves in collaboration with the team
when appropriate
My manager sets tasks which encourage us to work together
My manager is good at managing conflict within the team
My manager assists me in developing broader networks

131

9.3.1.2 Enabling self-management
Enabling self-management for resilience was an idea supported by nearly all of the Phase 4
participants. It was described as empowering, capability-enhancing and an important part of
a resilience-enabling leader’s behavioural repertoire. The only change to these items was the
removal of “My manager supports me when I need it” which was deemed to be a duplicate
of item(s) in the supporting personal growth and wellbeing dimension. Changes are
displayed below:

Table 17: Amendments to enabling self-management
Original items

My manager gives guidance that is focused on outcomes, rather than
processes
My manager trusts me to achieve outcomes
My manager supports me when I need it
My manager knows what I am capable of
My manager lets me get on with my work
My manager does not micromanage

Revised items

My manager gives guidance that is focused on outcomes, rather than
processes
My manager trusts me to achieve outcomes
My manager knows what I am capable of
My manager lets me get on with my work
My manager does not micromanage

9.3.1.3 Managing safe failures
No changes were made to this dimension through the focus group and interview analysis.
Rather, it was confirmed by all participants as important in the context of resilience. Of
particular note is the perceived importance of the item “When I make a mistake, my manager
stays calm”, which was described as essential role modelling for individuals coping
resiliently under pressure (Brown, Treviño & Harrison, 2005). The responses also
emphasised that it is important to recognise how challenging it can be for public sector
managers to use mistakes as learning opportunities, given the control and accountability
demands they are working under. This requires a nuanced approach by managers and leaders
to identify and define the type and severity of a mistake, as well as the context under which
it occurs, to decide whether it is appropriate to use it as a learning opportunity.
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9.3.1.4 Supporting personal growth and wellbeing
“My manager supports me to go on courses for training and development” was removed from
this dimension because it was seen as too strongly dependent on external factors, i.e. time
and money, which are prominent pressures in the public sector. Thus, even if a manager
wanted to do this, the context might not allow for it. In addition, it was discussed that the
entire scale is very much relational and interpersonal, whereas this item is quite transactional
in its nature, which distinguishes it from the others. A new item was added to retain the active
pursuit of managers in aiding employee growth and development, in a more personalised and
relational way: “My manager looks out for new opportunities for me to be exposed to”.
Focus group participants discussed the item: “My manager supports me to seek out
opportunities for training and development”, and commented that the term “supports” may
be too passive for describing a resilience-enabling manager, and that “encourage” might be
a more active, resilience-enhancing term to use, as it implies more participation by the
employee to actively capitalise on such encouragement. “Training” was also removed to
maintain consistency with the rationale of the previous paragraph, where options for training
might be restricted or limited.
As a general point, it was also emphasised that ongoing attention to development needs to
be emphasised over one-off opportunities. On the job learning, and support for learning and
personal growth, correspond to the nature of resilience development, which is daily,
continuous, and experiential (Yost, 2016). It was discovered throughout this process that
these items reflected more than just “career” opportunities. They are about a person’s own
unique development. In other words, facilitating people’s careers is first about supporting
their personal growth and development. Leadership needs to be oriented towards the
individual and their unique potential, rather than orienting the individual to already
established tangible and objective career opportunities, such as training and courses.
It became clear throughout this process that managers and leaders also need to respect that
employees have their own career aspirations. This was raised by a number of participants.
Part of a manager’s job is valuing these aspirations in employees, rather than projecting their
own ideas about where an employee’s career should go. “My manager values my career
aspirations” was added to this dimension as a result.
“I feel comfortable talking honestly with my manager when I need advice” was also
modified. Participants explained that “advice” was too specific a reason to talk honestly with
one’s manager. Rather, it is always important for employees to feel comfortable talking
honestly with their manager. Thus, “advice” was changed to “it” to broaden the behaviour,
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resulting in the modified item of “I feel comfortable talking honestly with my manager when
I need it”. Amendments are shown below:

Table 18: Amendments to supporting personal growth and wellbeing
Original items

I have open conversations with my manager about my future career
plans
My manager requires me to seek out opportunities for development
My manager supports me to go on courses for training and
development
My manager backs the work decisions I make
My manager supports my personal needs
I feel comfortable talking honestly with my manager when I need their
advice
I feel comfortable seeking help from my manager

Revised items

I have open conversations with my manager about my future career
plans
My manager encourages me to seek out opportunities for my
development
My manager looks out for new opportunities for me to be exposed to
My manager values my career aspirations
My manager backs the work decisions I make
My manager supports my personal needs
I feel comfortable talking honestly with my manager when I need it
I feel comfortable seeking help from my manager

9.3.1.5 Recognising individual needs and contributions
Focus group participants and four of the interviewed individuals highlighted that this
dimension needed to reflect individual recognition at a personal level – i.e. valuing people
for just “being themselves” – rather than focusing on task-related needs and contribution.
The difference that a manager can make just by recognising someone’s individual differences
was also emphasised by a number of participants when discussing this dimension. Thus, it
was agreed that two dimensions would be added to reflect this. These were: “My manager
cares about me as a person” and “My manager values my differences”.
Focus group participants noted that “My manager trusts me to do my own work well”
conceptually overlaps with elements in the “Enabling self-management dimension”. It was
subsequently removed from this dimension for this reason.
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Table 19: Amendments to recognising individual needs and contributions
Original items

My manager provides me with individualised feedback
My manager provides recognition that is specific to my real
contributions
My manager trusts me to do my own work well
Where possible, my manager is good at providing me with meaningful
non-monetary rewards

Revised items

My manager cares about me as a person
My manager values my differences
My manager provides me with individualised feedback
My manager provides recognition that is specific to my real
contributions
Where possible, my manager is good at providing me with meaningful
non-monetary rewards

The overall modifications made to the RELS are provided in the table on the following page.
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Table 20: Changes to scale post-focus groups and interviews.
Supervisory behaviour

Examples (Items)

Managing the whole
team

My manager helps to create an environment where I want
to collaborate
My manager encourages our team to work collectively when
appropriate
My manager expects me to work with others when needed
My manager involves themselves in collaboration with the
team when appropriate
My manager sets tasks which encourage us to work together
My manager is good at managing conflict within the team
My manager assists me in developing broader networks

Enabling selfmanagement

My managers gives guidance that is focused on outcomes,
rather than processes
My manager trusts me to achieve outcomes
My manager supports me when I need it
My manager knows what I am capable of
My manager lets me get on with my work
My manager does not micromanage

Managing safe failures

My manager values the knowledge I bring to the team
When I make a mistake, my manager stays calm
When I make a mistake, my manager helps me to learn from it
My manager shows a general openness toward learning

Supporting personal
growth and wellbeing

I have open conversations with my manager about my future
career plans
My manager encourages me to seek out opportunities for my
development
My manager supports me to go on courses for training and
development
My manager looks out for new opportunities for me to be
exposed to
My manager values my career aspirations
My manager backs the work decisions I make
My manager supports my personal needs
I feel comfortable talking honestly with my manager when I
need it
I feel comfortable seeking help from my manager

Recognising individual
needs and contributions

My manager cares about me as a person
My manager values my differences
My manager provides me with individualised feedback
My manager provides recognition that is specific to my real
contributions
My manager trusts me to do my own work well
Where possible, my manager is good at providing me with
meaningful non-monetary rewards

Note: Added words and items are bolded, while removed items are crossed out.
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9.3.2

Written feedback

The feedback from the content experts was analysed by organising it into categories of global
and local evaluative commentary. The global commentary consisted of general comments
participants had about the behaviours and resilience-enabling leadership generally and the
local commentary involved specific feedback on the behavioural examples (items). There
were positive and negative aspects raised for both of these commentaries.

9.3.2.1 Global commentary
The section below presents the global, or general, comments the content experts had on the
RELS. It also explains what was changed in response to these comments. To maintain
confidentiality, content experts are referred to by their job roles only.

Table 21: Global commentary on resilience enabling leadership
Issue

Comment

Distinct
contribution

The dimensions that you suggest parallel closely with Ryan and Deci
(2000)’s self-determination theory. Servant leadership behaviours also
capture some of the dimensions you suggest. You need to be explicit in
the distinct contribution you are making. I do not know your work, but I
quite like the idea of “resilience enabling leadership behaviours.” It is a
worthwhile field of inquiry to see what leadership behaviours build
employee resilience. – Associate Professor in Leadership

Readability

Readability is excellent and the items seem straightforward for a lay
person to understand (no jargon) – Senior Lecturer in Organisational
Psychology

Nature of
construct

I always think it’s important to identify the focus of your construct (the
“who” of the items – self/other – and perceptions, attitudes, or
behaviours), and then the items are drawn from that orientation. In your
case I think the focus is on the respondent’s observations of managerial
competence/behaviours – Senior Lecturer in Management

General
impression

I can see how you would come to these items, and I can imagine how they
could be theoretically justified – Professor of Public Management

Dimensions

You have many dimensions and it is unlikely that EFA will lead to a
matching factor solution. Also, unless some of these are based on already
widely used and validated scales, you may not find sufficient alpha values
from only four untested items. . . . Typically, one sees constructs with 2-4
dimensions, and, at this point in the study, about 7-8 items per subscale,
in order to find out which items actually scale and, hence which should
be retained. – Professor of Public Management

Changes were made to the scale’s composition in response to the expert comments. These
are presented under the relevant issue subheadings below.
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9.3.2.1.1

Distinct contribution

Sufficient distinctions between this scale, self-determination theory, and servant leadership
do exist, and this is explained further in the integration section to follow. No changes were
made to the actual scale based on this comment because this question is primarily theoretical,
and therefore the distinctions can be delivered theoretically, rather than empirically.
However, this comment did raise awareness of the importance of testing the scale’s
predictive and discriminant validity.
9.3.2.1.2

Readability

This comment on readability is a positive one to receive at the global level. However,
readability issues did exist at the local level, and are presented in the following section.
9.3.2.1.3

Nature of construct

It was noted in response to this comment that the focus of this scale, in terms of whether it
is behavioural, attitudinal, or emotional, was not fully clear. Indeed, it is the case that the
scale is about perceptions of managers’ leadership behaviours. Again, there are specific items
at the local level that were addressed in order to make the scale more consistent with this
focus.
9.3.2.1.4

General impression

This comment that the expert understands how the scale was developed and theoretically
justified is a positive one as it suggests the scale makes sense at face value and is not
confusing as an overall measure. It also indicates the dimensions are straight-forward in why
and how they might reflect an overarching construct of resilience-enabling leadership.
9.3.2.1.5

Dimensions

A very pertinent and valuable comment made by the Professor of Public Administration
concerning the scale’s dimensions. A significant response was taken to address this.
The dimensions were carefully scrutinised as a result of this comment and although the first
two dimensions (managing the whole team and enabling self-management) were distinct as
stand-alone dimensions, the last three were not so clear-cut upon further inspection. First,
the third (managing safe failures) and fourth (supporting personal growth and wellbeing)
contained a large degree of conceptual overlap. Many of these items appear to relate to
individuals feeling safe to learn around, and seek help from, their manager. Four items from
supporting personal growth and wellbeing were combined with those from managing safe
failures, resulting in a new dimension titled creating a safe climate for learning. The
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remaining items from supporting personal growth and wellbeing, regarding support for
career and personal growth, aligned conceptually with the final dimension, recognising
individual needs and contributions. These items reflect managers’ support for, and
encouragement of, employees’ personal development, whether it be through facilitating
growth opportunities or providing effective individual feedback. These items were combined
after this consideration, and renamed as supporting personal growth.
It should be noted that factor analysis in the following phase will also indicate the nature of
dimensionality for this scale.

9.3.2.2 Local commentary
This section presents the local, or specific, feedback the content experts had on the RELS,
(See the Table on the following page for an overview). The section also outlines the response
taken to these comments.
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Table 22: Local commentary on resilience enabling leadership
Issue

Comment

Nature of
construct

In regards to Enabling self-management:
These are all behaviours, value neutral, and consistent .– Senior Lecturer in
Management
In regards to “. . . is good at managing conflict within the team”:
This is the only item that has a positive value embedded in it – “good.” The other
items are statements of behaviour whereas this is a perception. Could be changed
to “manages conflict” to align with the other behavioural items. – Senior
Lecturer in Management
In regards to “. . . stays calm when I make a mistake”:
This item is getting at emotional self-control, and the fourth item is a personality
trait, while the other two are behaviours. Could they be rewritten to be more
behavioural like the other items? – Senior Lecturer in Management

Wording

In regards to the opening statement of “My manager . . .”:
Some employees have more than one manager they report to and/or at different
levels within the organisation. It would be helpful to define this so there is
consistency across respondents, e.g. “my immediate manager” or “the manager
I report to”, “my team leader”, etc – Senior Lecturer in Management

Dimensions

In regards to Managing the whole team:
I wonder if it might be better labelled as: Developing collaborative working? The
items seem more specific to developing a collaborative culture/climate rather
than general management. – Senior Lecturer in Organisational Psychology
There are certain items that I am not sure how they fit with the dimension:
Managing the whole team. For example, “. . . assists me in developing broader
networks” is not clear. The broader networks, for me, means boundary spanning
and developing networks of relationship with others who are outside the team. Is
that what you intend the one who rates to think? Most of the items that pertain to
this dimension has to do with team collaboration. Is this what the dimension
captures? Does team collaboration relate to employee resilience? – Associate
Professor in Leadership

Meaning

In regards to “. . . gives guidance that is focused on outcomes, rather than
processes”:
A manager who "gives guidance that is focused on outcomes, rather than
processes" might not also be able to score highly on all the process items in
Managing the whole team. – Senior Lecturer in Organisational Psychology
I would reword the item “. . . gives guidance that is focused on outcomes, rather
than processes”. I know what you mean, but it will not be clear for practitioners
who will use your instrument. – Associate Professor in Leadership

Conceptual
overlap

In regards to overlap between dimensions:
I'm not sure why “values the knowledge I bring to the team” is considered so
different from “knows what I am capable of” that it's in a different dimension. –
Senior Lecturer in Organisational Psychology
In regards to Enabling self-management:
The item “does not micromanage” is a redundant item. If the manager does
everything you state in the first 4 items, then the manager is not micromanaging
– Associate Professor in Leadership
In regards to Supporting personal growth:
I feel that the item “. . . is good at providing me with meaningful non-monetary
rewards where possible” is redundant as it is captured by the item “. . . provides
recognition that is specific to my real contributions”. – Associate Professor in
Leadership
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9.3.2.2.1

Nature of construct

To align with other behavioural items, “. . . is good at managing conflict within the team”
was changed to “. . . manages conflict within the team”; “. . . stays calm when I make a
mistake” was also changed to “. . . acts calm . . .” in order to reflect a behaviour rather than
an emotional state.
9.3.2.2.2

Wording

To improve clarity regarding the manager that respondents are reporting on, “My manager .
. .” was changed to “The manager I report to . . .”.
9.3.2.2.3

Dimensions

The first and second comments for this issue relate to the dimension of managing the whole
team. The comments highlight the fact that the items relate more to collaboration than to
managing teams. Thus, upon reflection, this dimension was changed to developing
collaborative working, similar to its original title.
9.3.2.2.4

Meaning

In terms of the item, “. . . gives guidance that is focused on aims and outcomes, rather than
processes”, the latter part of the sentence: “. . . rather than processes” was removed to
communicate that managers could still be sensitive to process, such as the processes required
for encouraging collaborative working, whilst still focusing on outcomes to enable a degree
of self-management. Another reason for this decision was to improve general clarity for this
issue, as highlighted in the second comment.
9.3.2.2.5

Conceptual overlap

Comments related to conceptual overlap were largely related to the potential redundancy of
certain items. The item “. . . values the knowledge I bring to the team” from the learning
dimension was removed, not only due to the conceptual overlap with “. . . knows what I am
capable of”, but also because it did not clearly or adequately reflect a type of behaviour that
could be easily defined and understood.
The final two comments regarding the redundancy of items in both enabling selfmanagement and supporting personal growth and wellbeing were deemed relevant and
logical. However, these potential redundant items were still retained. This was to allow
quantitative testing to help determine the strength of these items (versus the other
conceptually similar items) in reflecting and explaining the dimension it is supposed to be
measuring.
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9.3.2.3 Final changes
The wording of two items were changed upon reflecting on feedback. In particular, feedback
on the nature of the construct. This construct is about the perceptions of one’s manager. Two
items were changed to become perceptions of one’s manager, rather than self-perceptions.
Thus, “I feel comfortable talking honestly with my manager when I need it” and “I feel
comfortable seeking help from my manager” were changed to “. . . makes me feel
comfortable talking honestly to them” and “. . . makes me feel comfortable seeking help from
them.” This also suited the wording of the scale more appropriately, as “The manager I report
to . . . ” could then be an appropriate prefix for all items.
The wording of the dimensions was also modified to appear more active. For example,
Developing collaboration was changed to Develops collaboration. More detail on the
changes made here are provided in the following section, and presented in Table 23.

9.4 Integration
Phase 4 sought to gather expert feedback on the resilience-enabling leadership behaviours
identified. A five-dimension 28-item scale resulted from these consultations. The revised
scale for quantitative testing in Phase 5 is presented in Table 23 below.
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Table 23: Revised RELS for quantitative testing
Leadership
behaviour

Examples (Items)
The manager I report to . . .

Develops
collaboration

expects me to work with others
helps to create an environment where I want to collaborate
encourages our team to work collectively
involves themselves in collaboration with the team
sets tasks which encourage us to work together
manages conflict within the team
assists me in developing broader networks

Enables selfmanagement

gives guidance that is focused on outcomes
trusts me to achieve outcomes
knows what I am capable of
lets me get on with my work
does not micromanage

Creates a safe
climate for
learning

acts calm when I make a mistake
helps me to learn from mistakes I make
shows a general openness toward learning
backs the work decisions I make
supports my personal needs
makes me feel comfortable talking honestly to them
makes me feel comfortable seeking help from them

Supports
personal and
career growth

has open conversations with me about my future career plans
encourages me to seek out opportunities for my development
looks out for new opportunities for me to be exposed to
values my career aspirations
cares about me as a person
values my differences
provides me with individualised feedback
provides recognition that is specific to my real contributions
is good at providing me with meaningful non-monetary rewards
where possible

This phase has exemplified the value of expert engagement in the scale development process.
Moreover, it shows that different types of experts can provide complementary feedback on
the potential practical, scholarly, and statistical relevance of a scale. This phase further shows
that qualitative approaches, such as focus groups (Krueger & Casey, 2014), interviews
(DeWalt, Rothrock, Yount, & Stone, 2007), and written feedback (Fowler, Staudt,
Greenberg, & Oppenheim, 2009), are all effective for determining how a phenomenon, and
its proposed items, will be perceived, understood, and responded to by members of the target
population. These more context-aware, interactive approaches are likely to provide a careful,
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nuanced understanding of the ambiguities in, and necessary modifications to, the scale before
it is tested in a quantitative manner using statistics, for processes such as reliability tests and
factor analyses.
A large part of this phase was understanding how followers might perceive, and ultimately
respond to, leadership behaviours. This has implications for predictive validity, or how
resilience-enabling leadership might predict behaviours in employees. When employees
perceive these behaviours as resilience-enabling, the associated response to these behaviours
might be for employees to behave resiliently. It is expected that employees would experience
a resilience-enabling effect, whereby they experience the confidence, skills, and motivation
to perform resilient behaviours, similar to views on effect of transformational leadership
(Barbuto, 1997), whereby followers “feel trust and respect towards leaders, and are
motivated to perform extraordinary behaviours” (Mester et al., 2003). It is not yet clear
whether these leadership behaviours are actually resilience-enabling. That is, do they predict
resilience in employees? The final phase to follow set out to test the predictive validity of
these behaviours, as part of assessing the overall validity of the measure (Posner & Kouzes,
1988).
The distinctiveness of the construct is another important issue to explore further in Phase 5.
The content expert comment on similarities between the construct of resilience-enabling
leadership, self-determination theory and servant leadership warrants consideration. Selfdetermination theory certainly shares similarities with the constructs under study in this
research. Self-determination theory concerns the importance of individuals’ self-motivation
and wellbeing, through satisfying needs for competence, relatedness, and autonomy (Ryan
& Deci, 2000). These needs are central to the behaviours of a resilient employee and are
likely, to some extent, to be able to be encouraged by the behaviours of a resilience-enabling
leader. Resilience-enabling leadership may foster both autonomous and controlled
motivation too (Gagné & Deci, 2005), but it more importantly goes beyond influencing the
motivational state of an individual and is instead designed to enable definable behaviours in
employees, namely those centered around network-leveraging, learning, and adaptability
(Kuntz et al., 2017). Resilience-enabling leadership is also distinct from self-determination
theory as the latter is a way of understanding motivation, not a leadership style or theory.
Servant leadership also shares similarities with resilience-enabling leadership with respect
to its potential role in fostering learning, growth and autonomy (Bass, 2000). Although
outcomes might converge, the nature of the constructs are distinct. Resilience-enabling
leadership is not so much about “serving” others (Parris & Peachey, 2013), than it is about
leadership that enables employees to better serve the organisation. It also does not assume
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that resilience-enabling leaders have the foresight, healing and stewardship characteristics of
servant leaders as expressed by Spears (1998). Behaviours, rather than leadership
characteristics, are central to resilience-enabling leadership. What would be valuable in
future studies once resilience-enabling leadership is validated is to examine the variability
between these two leadership constructs in their ability to predict resilient behaviours in
employees. The above distinctions do not discount the need for discriminant validity checks
in the processes of scale development, and as will discussed in Phase 5, the construct of LMX
(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) will be included in the final survey to assess its performance
alongside resilience-enabling leadership. LMX is better suited as a discriminant validity
variable because, like resilience-enabling leadership, it measures employee perceptions of
leader behaviour, and is partly geared towards fostering positive behaviours in employees
(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Difference lie in that fact that resilience-enabling leadership is
not primarily based on social exchange (although certain elements might be), and it does not
explicitly measure leader-follower relationship quality.
The results of this phase illustrated some of the fundamental truth assumptions held in this
study, informed by pragmatism. That is, understandings can be developed, revised, and reinformed through engagement with diverse forms of knowledge. This approach to research
and to different types of research sources (i.e. population vs content experts) helps to provide
a robust and well-rounded understanding of a phenomenon. Although truth is never concrete
or certain, it is true that we come to know more, and more usefully, through taking multiple,
complementary but different, steps through inquiry.

9.5 Summary
This phase helped to refine the RELS, particularly regarding its content validity. Population
and content experts provided meaningful feedback on the scale. This has led to a revised 28item scale for quantitative testing in the next phase of research.
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10 PHASE 5 – VALIDATION STUDY
10.1 Introduction
The purpose of Phase 5 was to test and validate the RELS. The process used to develop this
scale was largely informed by DeVellis’ (2016) recommended steps in scale development,
including item generation, expert feedback, and survey validation. These steps are seen as
credible in management and public administration scholarship, and have been widely applied
(Delmotte, De Winne, & Sels, 2012; Flatten, Engelen, Zahra, & Brettel, 2011). This
validation phase involved two main data collection processes: a pilot survey (n=30) and a
final validation survey (n=893). Both surveys were anonymous. These surveys helped the
researcher understand how individual items performed so that a valid scale can be developed,
consisting of relevant, appropriate, and statistically valid items (DeVellis, 2016). These are
described below.

10.2 Pilot survey
The pilot survey was administered for development purposes (i.e. to improve the scale’s
content validity). This is consistent with DeVellis’ (2016) recommendation to administer
newly developed items to a development sample, before evaluation. The pilot survey allowed
for any final adjustments to be made before administering the final survey to a larger sample.
The focus of the pilot survey was to gain feedback on the design of the survey, and on the
RELS specifically. The design of the survey relates to the readability of the survey overall,
and the user experience. In terms of the RELS, feedback was sought on the clarity and
readability of the specific items. Due to these aims, and the small sample size, the pilot survey
statistics were not analysed in-depth.

10.2.1 Sample and design
The survey was piloted with two separate participant groups. The first group was a distinctly
defined subset of the intended final survey sample (members of a large public sector
network), and the second group were past participants of this research (from Phases 2, 3, and
4). These participants were recruited because they were public sector professionals and they
fit the profile of potential respondents (DeVellis, 2017). This selection of participants was
therefore expected to be able to provide meaningful feedback on the nature, design, and items
within the proposed survey. Two different recruitment methods were used. The sample
subset was approached by the organisers of the network, via an email with an anonymous
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link (see Appendix G). The researcher also sent emails (see Appendix G) to the past
participants, welcoming their feedback and participation in the pilot survey, and included an
anonymous link for them to click if they wished to take part.
The survey was designed and administered using the survey programme Qualtrics, also
employed in Phase 1 of this research. Thirty responses were received before the survey was
closed. This number is recommended for pilot surveys “where the purpose is preliminary
survey or scale development” (Johanson & Brooks, 2010, p. 399). Preliminary descriptive
statistics for the RELS are provided in Appendix H. Due to the small sample size, no
additional statistical analyses were conducted.

10.2.2 Pilot revisions
Each newly developed resilience-enabling leadership dimension was presented on a separate
page of the survey. At the bottom of each page was an open comment box where respondents
could place any final feedback on the clarity and readability of the items in question.
Fourteen respondents (46.7%) commented on the survey, on areas ranging from the design
and layout to the clarity and readability of the RELS. Most of these comments were about
the survey design or the applicability of the question to the respondent, rather than item
clarity and/or readability. Nevertheless, some comments informed modifications to the
survey for the distribution of the final version. The comments, along with any subsequent
revisions, are outlined below.
There were comments revealing the constraint of context on respondents’ abilities to answer
the survey accurately, which is a measurement issue to be expected. For example, one
participant responded with “Depends on the level of workload pressure” to the leadership
behaviours and another stated, “My manager is quite self-oriented: he has no clue and no
training in the nuances you are referring to here, and the type of approach you are referring
to is not fostered in my organisation.” These comments do not challenge the scale’s potential
validity, but they do highlight the role of other factors in influencing responses. This gives
some support to the inclusion of certain additional influencing variables in future studies to
assess potential relationships with resilience-enabling leadership (Spector & Brannick,
2010).
One respondent commented on the dimension of supports personal and career growth in
regards to the clarity and readability of two items. The respondent commented on the original
items of “. . . makes me feel comfortable talking honestly to them” and “. . . makes me feel
comfortable seeking help from them”, stating that “the use of the verb ‘makes’ implies power
no manager has and negates the stem ‘support.’”
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This person suggested changing the verb of these sentences to “works”. These items then
became “. . . works to ensure I can feel comfortable talking honestly with them” and “. . .
works to ensure I can feel comfortable asking for their help”. This comment was deemed
valuable and the items were subsequently amended ahead of the final full survey.
No other comments led to any further amendments of the scale. This piloting process
prepared the survey for final distribution (DeVellis, 2017). Aside from these revisions, the
pilot survey was identical in design to the final survey presented below.

10.3 Final survey
The final validation survey was designed for evaluation purposes (i.e. to assess the scale’s
reliability and validity) (DeVellis, 2017). After the final survey was administered and
responses were collected, the items of the RELS were evaluated. This includes assessing
reliability and dimensionality of the RELS. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses
were a key part of this evaluation, along with assessing the scale’s predictive validity (as in
Posner & Kouzes, 1988). These analyses led to the development of a final three-factor, 15item, RELS fit for use in future research. Additional scales were included in the surveys for
construct and predictive validity purposes (DeVellis, 2016). The rationale behind the
inclusion of additional variables will be discussed below.

10.3.1 Sample and design
The final survey was also designed and administered through Qualtrics. The primary sample
were members of a large public sector network in New Zealand. Resilience-enabling
leadership, leader-member exchange, and employee resilience were the key variables of
interest. Controls were included as well. These factors will all be elaborated on in the sections
to follow.

10.3.1.1 Sample
The final validation survey was administered to all members of a large public sector network
in New Zealand (n=8,622). This survey was part of a larger ongoing study on public sector
dynamics in New Zealand. It was administered through the organisation’s database. An email
was sent to all members on the database by the network administrator. The email included
information about the study, ethical considerations, and the anonymous survey link (see
Appendix G). The survey link was live for approximately three weeks. After one week, a
reminder email was sent to the members from the network administrator.
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Nine hundred and eighty one individuals responded to the survey, reflecting a low response
rate of 11.3% (Baruch, 1999). Reasons for the lower response rate could be due to the lack
of multiple follow up reminders (Wensing, Mainz, Kramme, Jung & Ribacke, 1999), the
perceived intrusiveness of the online format (and email reminder) (Manfreda, Bosnjak,
Berzelak, Haas & Vehovar, 2008), members not checking or discarding non-urgent emails,
the length of the survey, or not receiving any tangible personal incentives for participating
(Singer & Ye, 2012).
Representativeness is arguably more important than response rate in survey research of this
scale (Baruch & Holtom, 2008; Cook, Health & Thompson, 2000). Respondents share many
similarities with public sector workers. For example, survey respondents were 33.7% male
and 65.4% female. Despite this clear difference, it fits closely with the gender distribution of
the New Zealand public sector workforce, which is 60.9% female (SSC, 2017b). The
majority of respondents held non-managerial positions, and the results show that policy
advisors, professionals, and scientists make up the majority of respondents. These are all
common public service jobs (SSC, 2017a). The proportion of workers over 55 comprise
27.6% of respondents, which is slightly higher than, but similar to, the 24.1% of New
Zealand’s total public sector (SSC, 2017b). The distribution in ethnicities reflects the
ethnically diverse public sector overall, however the survey had lower numbers of Māori,
Pasifika and Asian peoples than the public sector averages (16%, 9.1% and 10.1%
respectively) (SSC, 2017b). Respondent characteristics are presented in the table below.
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Table 24: Respondent characteristics
Gender

Age

Ethnicity

Managerial
responsibility

Occupational
category

Frequency

Percentage

Male

256

33.7%

Female

497

65.4%

Gender diverse

7

.9%

18-24

29

4.5%

25-34

133

20.8%

35-44

138

21.6%

45-54

162

25.4%

55-64

144

22.6%

65 or older

32

5.0%

NZ European

582

74.0%

Māori

49

6.2%

Samoan
Cook Islands Māori

8
5

1.0%
.6%

Tongan

3

.3%

Niuean

1

.12%

Chinese

15

1.9%

Indian

14

1.8%

Other

109

22.5%

No managerial responsibility

553

65.6%

Team leader or middle manager

165

19.6%

Senior-level manager

125

14.8%

Clerical or Administrative Worker

33

3.9%

Policy advisor

207

24.4%

Inspection or Regulation Worker

133

15.7%

Manager (e.g. manager, team
leader)

7

.8%

Professional (e.g. legal
professional, HR professional)

172

20.3%

Scientist

284

33.5%

Other

11

1.2%

10.3.1.2 Measures
All measures, except for demographic variables, were measured on Likert scales (7-point) (1
= strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). These measures relate to both the pilot survey and
the final validation survey.
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10.3.1.2.1 Control and demographic variables
Control variables were important to include for the predictive validity analysis in this phase.
These were gender, managerial level, employment status, tenure, and time with manager.
As in Phase 1, gender was included as a control due to its potential to influence social
phenomena (Callanan & Davis, 2012; LaGrange & Silverman, 1999).
Managerial level (no managerial responsibility vs. managerial responsibility) was chosen as
a control variable because resilience-enabling leadership and LMX may differ depending on
one’s managerial responsibilities. For example, those with more responsibility and autonomy
may require less support for resilience from their own manager. Employee resilience may
also differ between these groups. Managers might have more access to resources which
support resilience, for instance.
Employment status was another control included in this analysis. It is expected that
employment status (fixed term vs. permanent) would influence one’s dependency and
involvement with a manager, thus impacting their experiences of resilience-enabling
leadership. Permanent staff may be more likely to receive ongoing, rather than sporadic,
support for their resilience at work.
Tenure and time with manager were also included as controls. The duration of one’s
experience at their workplace, and with their manager, could potentially influence one’s
experience of resilience-enabling support, and of other behaviours from their managers, such
as LMX.
Other demographic variables, such as age and ethnicity, were also included in the survey to
help characterise the sample of respondents.
10.3.1.2.2 Conceptual variables
Resilience-enabling leadership
The revised, four dimensional, 28-item RELS was included in this survey as the main
measure for validity testing. Respondents were asked to respond with their degree of
agreement with the item statements. For example, “The manager I report to acts calm when
I make a mistake”.
Leader-Member Exchange (LMX)
LMX was chosen because of its potential effectiveness at helping to assess the discriminant
validity of the RELS. LMX relates to the effective leadership relationships that “develop
between dyadic ‘partners’ in and between organisations” (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995, p. 225).
It is distinct from the resilience-enabling leadership in two key ways: a) it is about the
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perception of the quality of the working relationship between leader and follower, not about
follower perceptions of leader behaviour (as in the RELS), and b) LMX is strongly
underpinned by followers’ obligations to reciprocate with exchange behaviours (Wayne et
al., 1997), which is not a key feature in the resilience-enabling leadership measure. However,
it is similar enough to be a conceptually comparative measure. It is about positive, adaptive,
leader-follower relations which are likely to have social influence and exchange effects. (See
Section 4.1 for a discussion of LMX). It was measured using the 7-item LMX-7 scale
developed by Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995). An example item is “I have an effective working
relationship with my manager”.
Employee resilience
Employee resilience was measured by the same 10-item Employee Resilience Scale
(EmpRes) (Näswall et al., 2015) used in Phase 1 of this research.

10.3.2 Data screening
Eight hundred and ninety three (893) of the 981 responses were usable after cleaning the data
and performing missing values analysis. As such, 88 empty or nearly empty responses were
removed and 893 were retained as complete responses. Like in Phase 1, Little’s MCAR test
was used to analyse the nature of the missing values of variables in the original dataset. This
was used to determine whether missing data was missing in a random, or non-random way,
so that the appropriate replacement technique could be employed (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007). The results of Little's MCAR test were: χ2 /df = 2032.413/2135, p = .94. This nonsignificant value indicated that the data was in fact missing completely at random. Thus, the
missing values could be replaced using the Estimation Maximisation (EM) technique
(Enders, 2003). This resulted in a more complete dataset where variables could start to be
analysed in terms of their reliability, validity, and factor structure.
Subsequent data screening involved computing variables. A key step in determining whether,
and how, a set of items can be computed into overarching dimensions or composite measures
is through undertaking factor analysis. This is especially important for newly established
scales (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Thus, factor analysis (both exploratory and
confirmatory) was performed on the RELS to determine its composition. The results of this
are explained in detail in the latter sections of this phase.

10.3.3 Common method bias
Common method bias (CMB) is a topical phenomenon that needs to be considered when
research is undertaken using the same data source to measure independent and dependent
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variables at the same time (George & Pandey, 2017; Jakobsen & Jensen, 2015; Spector,
2006). Acknowledging CMB is important for addressing variables within a dataset that may
have inflated (or deflated) (Siemsen, Roth, & Oliveira, 2010) correlations due to shared
biases (Spector, 2006). For example, the independent variable of resilience-enabling
leadership could have an inflated correlation with the dependent variable, employee
resilience.
Perspectives on CMB vary, with some scholars arguing for the importance of preventative
measures in the survey administration and design phase (Brannick, Chan, Conway, Lance,
& Spector, 2010), others claiming the need to perform post-hoc statistical procedures to
manage for it (Lindell & Whitney, 2001), and some even arguing that it is ‘mythical’
(Spector, 1987). Nevertheless, steps were taken to address CMB in both the administration
of this survey and in the post-hoc statistical analyses that followed (Podsakoff & Organ,
1986; Richardson, Simmering, & Sturman, 2009). This reflects an implementation of both
“procedural and statistical methods of control” (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff,
2003, p. 900).
10.3.3.1.1 Procedural controls
The fact that this study underwent a series of qualitative validation procedures, including
gathering feedback on the clarity, relevance, readability, and construct validity, helps prevent
CMB by ensuring respondents have the understanding and the motivation to answer
questions with patience and with low-bias (Jakobsen & Jensen, 2015; MacKenzie &
Podsakoff, 2012). High bias could alternatively occur, for example, if questions do not make
sense, or are not relevant, to participants (Hoinville & Jowell, 1978).
During survey administration, including design and distribution, anonymity of responses was
ensured, and this was communicated to respondents via a written consent form at the
beginning of the survey (prior to questions). This method has been recommended to reduce
CMB by helping individuals feel comfortable to express their opinions honestly without
feeling pressured to modify their answers to be more socially desirable or acceptable
(Vaccaro, Jansen, Van Den Bosch, & Volberda, 2012).
10.3.3.1.2 Statistical controls
Harman’s one-factor test has been a popular procedure for assessing CMB in the past,
although is losing its relevance among scholars (Jakobsen & Jensen, 2015; Podsakoff et al.,
2003). This test involves conducting an exploratory factor analysis to load all items suspected
of CMB on to one factor and assess whether it explains the majority of variance between
items. If the single factor loads below 50%, it is assumed CMB is not an issue in the data
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(Chang, Van Witteloostuijn, & Eden, 2010). This method is deemed insufficient by a number
of scholars because of the low likelihood of a single factor fitting the data in any case, and
due to the fact that if it did fit the data, there could be other explanations for this beyond the
existence of CMB, such as a lack of discriminant validity (Jakobsen & Jensen, 2015;
Podsakoff et al., 2003). Nevertheless, it is still employed as a tool within the wider repertoire
of statistical controls for CMB in management studies (Vaccaro et al., 2012; Y. Wang &
Feng, 2012; Zheng, Yang, & McLean, 2010), and was therefore used in this study as well. A
single factor of above 50% variance was not obtained (39.39%), suggesting a low likelihood
of CMB according to the test’s assumptions.
The common latent factor test was also conducted on the RELS (the revised, 15-item
version). This is a test that loads all items onto their theoretical factors, as well as on a
common factor to “examine the significance of theoretical constructs with or without the
common factor method” (Chang et al., 2010, p. 181). This test was performed on AMOS.
The test detected two paths affected by CMB (a moderate effect coefficient change of >.2)
(J. Cohen, 1969). That is, these were the only two paths with a significant change between
the theoretical model and the model which loaded all items onto the common factor. These
were the last two items of the Employee Resilience scale (“I seek assistance and resources
when I need them at work” and “I approach managers when I need their support”). The
existence of bias could be due to: attempts by respondents to maintain consistency in
responses to similar items, scale/item social desirability, or positive affective reactions to
these behaviours, positively skewing responses (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee & Podsakoff,
2003; Waston & Clark, 1984). However, it is arguably impossible to discern the exact cause
or reason for CMB occurring, particularly after procedural controls have been put in place.
It is also important to note that sometimes the shared variance between confounded variables
is legitimate, and adjusting for CMB can remove meaningful variances that are caused by
other, more legitimate, factors (Martinko, Harvey & Mackey, 2014). The primary findings
of this phase were not CMB-adjusted. But for illustrative purposes, a CMB-adjusted dataset
was created to show that the effect of resilience-enabling leadership on employee resilience
is still sustained when CMB is accounted for (B = .55***). This is presented alongside the
regression analysis of the original data.

10.3.4 Reliability analysis and descriptive statistics
Before engaging in factor analysis of the RELS, a preliminary analysis of the scale’s statistics
was undertaken. Its reliability was high for the 28-item version of the scale (α = .98). As
expected, items were well-correlated with each other (Mean = .60, Min = .31, Max = .92),
indicating that they are conceptually similar (Gliem & Gliem, 2003).
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The alpha for LMX was .94, and for employee resilience it was .89. Both of these
measures are deemed unidimensional in nature (Joseph, Newman, & Sin, 2011;
Näswall et al., 2019), so they were both analysed at the composite-level. Descriptive
statistics for variables of interest are included in the table below.

Table 25: Descriptive statistics for study variables
Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std. Deviation

LMX
Resilience-enabling
leadership

1
1

7
7

5.27
5.38

1.19
1.10

Employee resilience

1

7

5.82

.60

10.4 The resilience-enabling leadership scale
This section focuses on the RELS specifically. It establishes the scale’s validity by presenting
results related to factor analysis and predictive validity. These results support a three-factor
structure for the RELS, with a revised number of 15 items.

10.4.1 Factor analysis
This phase included conducting both Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA), as both are deemed important in the process of scale development
(Hinkin, 1998; Linderbaum & Levy, 2010).
The data file was split into two random halves for exploratory and confirmatory factor
analyses (Rice, Cole, & Lapsley, 1990; Siebert & Siebert, 2005). This allowed the researcher
to distinguish between two potential samples– one of 447 cases (Sample 1), and one of 446
cases (Sample 2). The former became the EFA dataset, and the latter became the CFA
dataset.

10.4.1.1 Exploratory factor analysis
EFA was performed first. As in Phase 1, Principal Axis Factoring was used for the extraction
method and Direct Oblimin was chosen as the rotation method. The KMO and Bartlett’s test,
showed a high level of sampling adequacy (.96, p = .00) showing that the scale was a good
fit for performing factor analysis on. This initial analysis was exploratory in nature, thus no
specific number of factors/dimensions were stipulated when performing the analysis. This
meant that items were unrestricted in terms of the factors they could load onto.
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The criteria for factor retention decisions included factor loadings >.40, no cross loadings
above .3 (DeVellis, 2016), communalities >.5, Kaiser’s criterion (eigenvalues >1), and scree
plot inspection (Hayton et al., 2004; Kaiser, 1960). Reliability tests were also used during
exploration, to determine whether decisions were leading to greater, lesser or equal
Cronbach’s alpha values for each factor (Santos, 1999).
10.4.1.1.1 Results
The first aspects of the factor analysis output that were inspected were the item
communalities. All except for one item had strong communality values (>.5). The
communality value for “. . . expects me to work with others” was .24. This was noted for
subsequent analyses, as a low communality score indicates that an item or variable may
struggle to load significantly onto any factor (Stevens, 2012).
The EFA returned a three-factor solution, explaining 72.02% of the variance. Initial
Eigenvalues of the three factors ranged from 17.08 to 1.20 (matching criteria of Eigenvalues
>1). Nine items were removed that did not meet the retention criteria for items (Netemeyer,
Bearden, & Sharma, 2003). These changes are outlined below= and are also reflected in the
pattern matrix in Table 26.
Statistical modifications
Due to high cross loadings on two or more factors (>.4), the following items were removed:
•

“. . . helps to create an environment where I want to collaborate”

•

“. . . assists me in developing broader networks”

•

“. . . gives guidance that is focused on outcomes”

•

“. . . helps me learn from mistakes I make”

•

“. . . works to ensure I can feel comfortable talking honestly with them”

•

“. . . works to ensure I can feel comfortable asking for their help”.

•

“. . . values my differences”

•

“. . . provides recognition that is specific to my real contributions”

The item “. . . cares about me as a person” had factor loadings that were all above .2 and
below .4. Because of this statistical ambiguity, it was also discarded from subsequent
analyses.
This first iteration of item removal resulted in a 19-item scale, which retained the same 3
factor structure as the initial 28 item EFA.
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Table 26: Pattern matrix for RELS
Factor
“The manager I report to . . .”

1

2

3

acts calm when I make a mistake

.674

.046

.160

helps me to learn from mistakes I make

.417

.210

.349

shows a general openness toward learning

.471

.269

.270

gives guidance that is focused on outcomes

.408

.172

.325

trusts me to achieve outcomes

.864

.010

-.004

knows what I am capable of

.591

.195

.043

lets me get on with my work

1.016

-.107

-.077

does not micromanage

.829

.024

-.096

expects me to work with others

.177

-.078

.409

helps to create an environment where I want to collaborate

.372

.075

.522

encourages our team to work collectively

.107

.077

.748

involves themselves in collaboration with the team

-.073

-.011

.966

sets tasks which encourage us to work together

-.136

.141

.761

manages conflict within the team

.153

.147

.494

assists me in developing broader networks

.015

.518

.315

has open conversations with me about my future career plans -.073

.921

-.020

encourages me to seek out opportunities for my development .009

.930

-.082

looks out for new opportunities for me to be exposed to

-.007

.860

.039

values my career aspirations

.083

.913

-.060

backs the work decisions I make

.787

.043

.075

supports my personal needs

.459

.232

.166

works to ensure I can feel comfortable talking honestly with
them

.463

.212

.328

works to ensure I can feel comfortable asking for their help

.497

.146

.369

cares about me as a person

.282

.392

.240

values my differences

.452

.317

.206

provides me with individualised feedback

.071

.555

.232

provides recognition that is specific to my real contributions

.338

.496

.127

is good at providing me with meaningful non-monetary
rewards where possible

.230

.486

.171

Note: Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Oblimin with
Kaiser Normalization. Removed items are crossed out.

After removing the nine items above and rerunning the analysis (as per Fabrigar & Wegener,
2011), an additional item was removed due to a newfound low communality of .24. This was
the item “. . . expects me to work with others”. All communalities were then deemed adequate
(above .5 (Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum & Strahan, 1999)). This resulted in an 18-item
scale for further testing. A new reliability analysis was performed on each factor, as well as
overall, as presented in the following table.
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Table 27: Cronbach’s alphas after initial EFA
Cronbach’s alpha

N of Items

Overall

.96

18

Factor 1

.94

6

Factor 2
Factor 3

.94

8

.86

4

Theoretical modifications
The revisions made above were in response to the statistical results of the EFA. Another
aspect of exploratory factor analysis is making decisions that are theoretically driven. This
is because scales need to make sense theoretically as well as empirically (Den Hartog, Van
Muijen, & Koopman, 1997).
Three additional items were subsequently removed after further theoretical consideration.
The item “. . . supports my personal needs” was removed due to lacking face validity,
particularly in correspondence with the other items that loaded onto its factor, which are
more representative of trust. After removing this item, the model was improved overall. The
Cronbach’s alpha remained the same, but the model’s variance explained rose to 76.14%
(from 70.63%).
The item “. . . does not micromanage” was also removed. This follows the comment raised
in Phase 4 about its redundancy among the other items, but it is also conceptually similar to
“. . . lets me get on with my work”. This improved the theoretical clarity of the scale, whilst
the alpha remained high at .93.
The final item that was removed was “. . . provides meaningful non-monetary rewards”. This
item loaded on to Factor 1, albeit not very strongly at .40. The other items within this factor
were concerned with managers showing consideration of employees’ personal growth and
development. This particular item appeared at odds with these ideas, as it is more concerned
with specific and tangible recognition, and the idea of contingent-reward. After removing
this item, Factor 1’s 59.47% variance increased to 60.31%, and its alpha remained high at
.94.
The decisions made throughout EFA resulted with a 15-item scale for resilience-enabling
leadership, presented in the table below. Factor 1, named Growth, included five items, Factor
2 (Trust) had six items, and Factor 3 (Collaboration) had four. The item content of Growth
consists of are all career- and personal-development oriented. Trust relates to items reflecting
a manager’s ability to trust employees’ capabilities and provide them with respective
autonomy. Collaboration very closely matches the develops collaboration dimension
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identified through Phase 4. These items are all about fostering team working and team
cohesion.

Table 28: EFA factor structure
Factors and items

F1

F1: Growth
has open conversations with me about my career plans
encourages me to seek out opportunities for my development
looks out for new opportunities for me to be exposed to
values my career aspirations
provides me with individualised feedback

.92
.98
.81
.89
.49

F2: Trust
acts calm when I make a mistake
shows a general openness toward learning
trusts me to achieve outcomes
knows what I am capable of
lets me get on with my work
backs the work decisions I make

F2

F3

.67
.47
.88
.58
1.03
.76

F3: Collaboration
encourages our team to work collectively
involves themselves in collaboration with the team
sets tasks which encourage us to work together
manages conflict within the team

.70
.99
.77
.57

Eigenvalues

9.05

1.57

1.05

Common variance explained by each factor* (%)

60.32 10.48

6.97

Cronbach’s alpha

.94

.93

.89

Note: N = 893; * The proportion of variance shared among the items for each factor (Preacher
& MacCallum, 2003)

10.4.1.2 Confirmatory factor analysis
The next stage in the development of this scale was performing confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) on the three-factor solution determined through EFA. AMOS for SPSS was used here
(Albright & Park, 2009). The purpose of conducting a CFA is to further the understandings
gained from EFA to psychometrically evaluate the measure and ensure its construct validity
(Harrington, 2009). CFA requires a strong theoretical and empirical basis from which to start,
and thus is “usually supported by prior exploratory analyses” (T. A. Brown & Moore, 2012).
The primary Goodness-of-Fit Indices (GFI) used in the CFA were RMSEA, CFI, and RMR
(Beauducel & Wittmann, 2005).
Three factors were stipulated in the development of the CFA model, and the respective items
according to the EFA results were attached to each factor. All items loaded highly (above .7)
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onto each factor. The fit indices were: χ2 /df = 602.87/87, p = .00; CFI = .92; GFI = .85;
RMSEA = .12. Overall, these indices suggest the fit is decent, but not ideal (Sun, 2005).
10.4.1.2.1 Relative model fit
As is common practice in scale development, this three-factor model was compared against
models with different factor structures (Tims, Bakker & Derks, 2012; Tucker & Turner,
2011). The comparative models were: a single-factor model with all items loaded on one
factor, a two-factor model with Growth and Trust loaded on to factor one and Collaboration
on factor two, a second two-factor model with Growth and Collaboration on factor one and
Trust on factor two, and a third two-factor model with Trust and Collaboration on factor one
and Growth on factor two. Having three different two-factor models meant that all possible
two factor structures could be tested with the three dimensions. These models are presented
in Table 29.
This tested for overall discriminability of the model and assessed the comparative differences
in GFI (El Akremi, Gond, Swaen, De Roeck, & Igalens, 2018; Kinicki, Jacobson, Peterson,
& Prussia, 2013). Table 29 shows that the three-factor model has considerably better fit
indices than all two-factor, and single-factor, alternatives. This is seen by the three-factor
model having the lowest χ2 value, the highest CFI and GFI, and the lowest RMSEA and
RMR. The single-factor model performed the worse out of all the alternative models (χ2 /df
= 1666.54/90, p = .00; CFI = .74; GFI = .58; RMSEA = .20). The three two-factor models
had similar fit indices, but all performed poorly in relation to the three-factor solution. These
comparisons show that the three-factor model is the one which best fits the data. The high
reliability estimates from the EFA also suggest this model is an appropriate fit for the data.
It was therefore decided that the three-factor, 15-item, model would be the one used in the
subsequent predictive validity analysis.
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Table 29: CFA model comparisons
χ2 /df

CFI

GFI

RMSEA

602.87/87

.92

.85

.12

.14

F1: Growth & Trust, F2:
Collaboration

1340.07/89

.80

.62

.18

.16

F1: Growth & Collaboration,
F2: Trust

1157.68/89

.83

.69

.16

.19

F1: Trust & Collaboration, F2:
Growth

1006.52/89

.85

.72

.15

.15

.74

.58

.20

.18

Model
Three-Factor 15-item EFA
Model

RMR

Comparing to two-factor models

Comparing to single-factor model
Single-Factor 15-item CFA
Model

1666.54/90

Note: F1 = Factor 1; F2 = Factor 2

10.4.1.2.2 Modification indices
Some scholars suggest that checking the modification indices of a model, and covarying high
error values can improve the overall fit of the model (T. A. Brown & Moore, 2012; Musil,
Jones, & Warner, 1998). Even though the three-factor 15-item model performed better than
the alternatives in the relative fit approach employed above, it still did not meet some of the
ideal criteria for model fit (Sun, 2005). The modification indices were checked, but only as
a post-hoc, exploratory exercise, as there is a risk of covarying meaningful variances that
should remain in the model (Kenny, 2011). Thus, this additional analysis should be
interpreted cautiously.
The modification indices give an indication of how the overall χ2 will improve (decrease) if
parameters, such as error covariances, that are fixed to zero are freely estimated (T. A. Brown
& Moore, 2012). It was found that there were a number of high covariances between error
values, meaning that the χ2 might decrease meaningfully if freely estimated. These error
relationships were all between items of the same factor, signalling conceptual similarity. This
meant they were able to be covaried, or “freed up” to improve the fit of a structural model,
before re-running the analysis (Musil et al., 1998). After re-running the analysis, the model
fit statistics largely improved (χ2 /df = 300.58/76, p = .00; CFI = .96; GFI = .92; RMSEA =
.08), meeting the desired requirements for model fit (Schreiber, Nora, Stage, Barlow, &
King, 2006). Appendix I shows the steps taken throughout this process.

162

10.4.1.2.3 The three-factor model
A visual representation of the factor structure for the final scale is given in Figure 6. This
includes the factor loadings for items within each factor, as well as the covariances between
the three factors.
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Figure 6: The revised three-factor, 15-item, RELS
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10.4.1.2.4 Convergent validity, discriminant validity, and multi-collinearity tests
Tests for convergent and discriminant validity were undertaken on the revised 15-item
model. A scale’s convergent validity is important to test because it indicates the agreement
between the factors and items that represent a measure (Guo, Aveyard, Fielding, & Sutton,
2008). Discriminant validity, when performed at the factor-level (rather than between
scales), tests the distinctness of the factors within a measure to show that “the hypothesised
separateness of subscales is real” (Carter, 2016, p. 733). It is expected that variables relate
more strongly to their own subscale/factor than they do to any other factor in the model.
Convergent validity was achieved. This is indicated by adequate composite reliability (.97
(calculated according to Raykov, 1997)) and average variance extracted (.70) (Raykov,
1997) scores (as supported by Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). Discriminant
validity of the factor structure was also achieved, with the maximum shared variance
(MSV) exceeding (albeit only slightly) the average variance extracted (AVE) score (MSV
= .71 > AVE .70) (Hair et al., 2010).
Multi-collinearity is another important statistical issue to test for, particularly before
engaging in regression analysis (Mansfield & Helms, 1982). Referred to as “the linear
relation between two or more variables” (Alin, 2010, p. 370), multi-collinearity reduces the
generalisability of a regression model. LMX and resilience-enabling leadership are two key
independent variables used in the regression analysis below. As discussed earlier, these two
variables are theoretically distinct, but also share similarities as leadership measures that
might influence multi-collinearity. Therefore, a undertaking a test for multi-collinearity
was deemed necessary.
The variance-inflation factor (VIF) test was chosen for investigating multi-collinearity. The
VIF shows how much the R2 (proportion of variance) of a model is degraded by multicollinearity (Schroeder, 1990). All VIF statistics (for the relationship between resilience
enabling leadership factors and LMX) were below 2.5, indicating that multi-collinearity is
unlikely to be a problem (Schroeder 1990). Tolerances (the variability in an independent
variable that is not explained by the other variables in a model (Norusis, 1983)) were above
.2, which also suggests a low concern for multi-collinearity (Menard, 2002).

10.4.2 Predictive validity
An important step in developing the RELS is addressing its role in predicting employee
resilience. The qualitative research undertaken in this study (Phases 2, 3, and 4) suggest
that the behaviours measured in this scale are likely predictors of resilient employee
behaviours. Testing this quantitatively provides added assurance (Creswell, 2013).
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Predictive validity studies also commonly concern how a scale might compare to similar
measures. Thus, LMX, discussed variously throughout this research, was included in the
analysis, alongside five additional control variables: gender, employment status, tenure,
managerial level, and length of time with current manager.
As in Van Dyne and LePine (1998), hierarchical regression analysis was used to assess the
extent to which resilience-enabling leadership is shown to predict employee resilience,
beyond the effects of LMX and the control variables.
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Table 30: Regression table for controls, LMX, and resilience-enabling
leadership
Beta SE
1

(Constant)

5.17

B

.13

t

p

38.64

.00

Employment status .07

.04

.06

1.63

.10

Tenure

.02

-.03

-.74

.46

Time with manager .02

.03

.03

.91

.36

Managerial level

.20

.03

.24

6.49

.00

Gender

.16

.05

.13

3.45

.00

-.01

R2

ΔR2

.07
2

(Constant)

4.39

.15

28.99

.00

Employment status .06

.04

.05

1.52

.13

Tenure

.02

-.02

-.43

.67

Time with manager .01

.02

.02

.48

.63

Managerial level

.19

.03

.22

6.38

.00

Gender

.15

.04

.12

3.48

.00

Leader-Member
Exchange

.16

.02

.32

9.40

.00

-.01

(Constant)

4.20

.16

26.56

.00

Employment status .08

.04

.07

2.07

.04

Tenure

.02

-.02

-.71

.48

Time with manager .02

-.01

.02

.03

.71

.48

Managerial level

.19

.03

.23

6.79

.00

Gender

.15

.04

.12

3.43

.00

Leader-Member
Exchange

.03

.04

.06

.74

.46

Resilience-enabling .16
Leadership

.04

.29

3.73

.00

p

CMB
adj. B

10.57 .00

.32***
.17

3

ΔF

.10

88.39 .00

.55***
.18

.02

13.88 .00

The Model 1 control variables explained 7% of the variance. Model 2 with LMX added
explained an additional 10%. The addition of resilience-enabling leadership produced a
significant increase in R2 (2%), with LMX becoming nonsignificant. Further analysis found
that when LMX and resilience-enabling leadership were swapped in the regression model,
the latter explained an additional 12% of variance beyond the control variables, whilst
LMX failed to produce a significant R2 (.01%; p = .46) when added last in the model.
Swapping variables in the regression model allows us determine the relative importance of
each predictor, to identify the ‘most important’ predictor in the model (Budescu, 1993).
The unique additional variance explained by resilience-enabling leadership indicates that
it significantly predicts employee resilience beyond LMX (Darlington, 1990). The small
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but significant change in R2 does suggest, however, that the two independent variables
likely share a lot of variance in this model, where employee resilience is the dependent
variable.

10.5 Integration
This phase validated the RELS, which was developed throughout this thesis. The revised
and test scale is presented in questionnaire format in the table below. This process of scale
development was inductive in that it was based on data, rather than pre-established theory
(Hinkin, 1995). This results in the “capacity to identify the various environmental cues and
social dynamics that employees draw from to make sense of [their] . . . environments, which
may not be intuitively apparent to researchers” (O'Neill & Sevastos, 2013, p. 240).
Similar processes for scale development have been used in leadership research. Servant,
public, and authentic leadership are three examples (Barbuto Jr & Wheeler, 2006; Tummers
& Knies, 2016; Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008). These reflect
conceptually unique, statistically valid, measurements of leadership types. It is important
to test the scale alongside similarly developed leadership scales, in addition to LMX, to
further test its discriminant/predictive validity.
This phase signifies the progress made on the RELS since its conception. The concept has
undergone many iterations, and has changed from a five dimensional explanatory
framework to a three-factor measurable scale. The three factors are Growth (α = .94), Trust
(α = .93) and Collaboration (α = .89). The RELS scale is measured on a 7-point Likert
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). All items measure employee perceptions
regarding the manager they report to.
This transition, and the three key modifications of the scale are presented in the table below.

168

Table 31: Key steps in the development of the RELS
Explanatory framework (Phases 2 and 3)
Managing the whole
team

Managing safe failures

Supporting personal
growth and wellbeing

Enabling selfmanagement

Recognising
individual needs
and contributions

• sets collective tasks
• encourages
employees to work
collectively
• matches skills to a
task
• makes collaboration
a behavioural norm
• involves themselves
in collaboration
with employees

• values employee
knowledge and
expertise
• deals with mistakes
calmly and openly
• does not dwell on
mistakes made by
employees
• has a general openness
to learning
• guides, does not tell

• has open
conversations about
the future
• supports employees
to seek out own
opportunities
• advocates on behalf
of employees for
growth opportunities
• backs the work and
decisions of
employees
• supports the personal
needs of employees

• gives guidance
focused on aims
and outcomes
• shows trust in
employees to
achieve aims and
outcomes
• gives support when
required
• is aware of
individual
capabilities within
the team and
manages for those
capabilities

• provides
feedback and
recognition that
is tailored and
specific to the
individual and
their
contributions
• recognises
individual
contributions
openly across
the workgroup
• trusts
employees to
do their own
work well

29-item scale (Phase 4)
Develops
collaboration

Enables self-management

Creates a safe climate for learning

Supports personal and career
growth

• expects me to work
with others
• helps to create an
environment where
I want to
collaborate
• encourages our
team to work
collectively
• involves themselves
in collaboration
with the team
• sets tasks which
encourage us to
work together
• manages conflict
within the team
• assists me in
developing broader
networks

• gives guidance that is
focused on outcomes
• trusts me to achieve
outcomes
• knows what I am
capable of
• lets me get on with my
work
• does not micromanage

• acts calm when I make a mistake
• helps me to learn from mistakes I
make
• shows a general openness toward
learning
• backs the work decisions I make
• supports my personal needs
• makes me feel comfortable talking
honestly to them
• makes me feel comfortable
seeking help from them

• has open conversations with
me about my future career
plans
• encourages me to seek out
opportunities for my
development
• looks out for new
opportunities for me to be
exposed to
• values my career aspirations
• cares about me as a person
• values my differences
• provides me with
individualised feedback
• provides recognition that is
specific to my real
contributions
• is good at providing me with
meaningful non-monetary
rewards where possible

15-item scale (Phase 5)
Growth
• has open conversations with me
about my career plans
• encourages me to seek out
opportunities for my development
• looks out for new opportunities for
me to be exposed to
• values my career aspirations
• provides me with individualised
feedback

Trust
•
•
•
•
•
•

acts calm when I make a mistake
shows a general openness toward learning
trusts me to achieve outcomes
knows what I am capable of
lets me get on with my work
backs the work decisions I make
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Collaboration
• encourages our team to work
collectively
• involves themselves in
collaboration with the team
• sets tasks which encourage us to
work together
• manages conflict within the team

10.6 Summary
This chapter has presented the findings from the final survey in this research. This final
survey aimed to test the scale of resilience-enabling leadership. In this phase, the scales
general reliability and validity was tested, largely through factor analyses and predictive
validity tests. The scale went from being a 28-item measure prior to testing, to a 15-item,
three factor measure post-analyses. The initial tests of predictive validity indicate that
resilience-enabling leadership contributes to employee resilience.

170

11 GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
This final chapter provides an overview of the five phases, and the respective findings of
each. It discusses newfound understandings regarding the concept of employee resilience.
It also highlights the role of leadership in influencing employee resilience. It reflects on the
contextual nature of employee resilience, and its development by leaders. It then outlines
the relevance of mixed-method, multi-phase research, in serving the aims of the study.
Finally, the implications for scholarship and practice are discussed.

11.1 Overview
This research sought to a) identify resilience-enabling leadership behaviours and b) explain
how they enable employee resilience. It found that resilience-enabling leadership matters
to employees and their resilience, and can be measured quantitatively. Further, it identified
mechanisms through which leadership may influence employee resilience. The research
also identified behaviours by leaders that can harm resilience in employees.
Five phases of mixed-method research were conducted to address the aims of this study.
These aims relate to two key research questions: What leadership behaviours enable
resilience in employees? and How do these behaviours enable employee resilience? The
research thus sought to first identify resilience-enabling leadership behaviours and then
explain how they influenced employee resilience. It found that leadership centred on
fostering growth, trust and collaboration can enable employee resilience. These core
behaviours also work through various mechanisms, that will be discussed later in this
chapter.
Phase 1 consisted of collecting and analysing data from a quantitative survey, Phase 2 and
Phase 3 involved two distinct sets of interviews, Phase 4 was a combination of focus
groups, interviews, and consultations, and Phase 5 comprised a pilot and final survey. The
descriptions of each phase below show, in more detail, how these aims were empirically
achieved.
The quantitative survey in Phase 1 aimed to identify variables hypothesised to contribute
to employee resilience, and what mechanism(s) might underlie this process. The findings
from this phase indicate that resilience capacity in employees can be enhanced through a
paradoxical approach to leadership and perceptions of organisational support. Results also
indicate that paradoxical leadership works primarily through POS, rather than modelling
of resilience-enabling behaviours. The findings thus raised further questions regarding
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whether there might be more to resilience-enabling leadership than just a paradoxical
approach and that non-paradoxical behaviours are likely to contribute to employee
resilience as well.
Phase 2 and 3 involved two rounds of sequential interviews. Phase 2 consisted of
identifying other resilience-enabling leadership behaviours through qualitative inquiry with
public sector employees and managers. Phase 3 involved substantiating these behaviours
with a different sample of public sector employees, and examining how these behaviours
were perceived and experienced by the participants, including the perceived impact, if any,
they had on resilient employee behaviours. Using these attributions of leadership as
perceived by employees, an explanatory framework of resilience-enabling leadership was
developed. As well as having standalone explanatory value, this framework was used as a
form of inductive scale development for testing and use in subsequent phases (Hinkin,
1998).
Phase 4 aimed to validate the findings of the explanatory framework that was developed in
Phases 2 and 3, for scale development purposes. Focus groups, interviews, and
consultations with content experts were conducted to elicit feedback on the validity of the
resilience-enabling behaviours identified, and their mechanisms. A wide range of feedback
was received and used to prepare the explanatory framework as a set of leadership
behaviours for quantitative testing. A 28-item scale for quantitative testing was developed
and refined in this phase.
Phase 5 involved the use of a final quantitative survey testing the newly developed RELS
for various forms of statistical validity. This included exploratory and confirmatory factor
analyses, as well as checking for convergent and discriminant validity and assessing the
scale’s predictive validity in relation to employee resilience. This final phase revealed that
resilience-enabling leadership has a good-fit as a three-factor, 15-item scale, and that it
significantly predicts employee resilience.
Ultimately, this research – consisting of interviews, focus groups and surveys – has led to
the development of a comprehensive explanatory framework and a valid, measurable scale
for resilience-enabling leadership. These outputs have practical and scholarly value.

11.2 Conceptual and theoretical contributions
11.2.1 The construct of employee resilience
This research shows that managers play a pivotal role in influencing employee wellbeing
and behaviour, in ways that both enable and harm resilience. This challenges views that
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resilience is a fixed, trait-based characteristic (Coutu, 2002). This research extends
scholarship on employee resilience in other ways too. It has further established the validity
of the construct’s measurement (Näswall et al., 2019), and shown how it corresponds to
the demands of the public sector. As defined in this research, employee resilience is
understood as a developable behavioural capacity comprised of networking leveraging,
learning and adaptability (Kuntz et al., 2017). This section presents findings that
correspond to resilience, including its different understandings and its developable nature.
First, this study has enriched our understandings of resilience capacity in employees, both
in a tangible, quantifiable, way and in a more nuanced contextual manner through the
qualitative phases. The quantitative phases of this research have helped to support the
construct’s validity as a reliable construct for measurement, using the Employee Resilience
Scale (or EmpRes) developed by Näswall et al. (2015; 2019). As a case in point, this study
supports that we can reliably measure network leveraging ability by asking employees the
degree to which they “. . . effectively collaborate with others to handle unexpected
challenges at work” (Näswall et al., 2015, p. 3). Network leveraging was also described
from a qualitative perspective. Interview participant Sarah showed that an orientation
toward network leveraging is seen when one “thrive[s] off being able to bounce ideas off
other people to make sure that what [they’re] thinking and doing is the right thing.” Similar
parallels are seen across other behavioural dimensions too. Learning, for instance, is
quantitatively reflected by one’s ability to “. . . learn from mistakes at work and improve
the way [they] do [their] job” (Näswall et al., 2015, p. 3), and equally, in a qualitative way,
by an individual having the belief that “there’s always things to learn [and] you can’t
function effectively within the team without being open to learning on a semi constant
basis.”
The above examples reflect specific aspects of resilient employee behaviours. However,
several interview participants, all managers, revealed their own, more general
understandings regarding resilience. These understandings of resilience were largely
underpinned by a trait-based view, like the related concepts of hardiness or grit (Kobasa,
1979; Duckworth et al., 2007) discussed at the beginning of this research. Below is an
example quote from interview participant, Patrick:
Some people are . . . personally quite resilient. It might be just that they have a
degree of maturity, or that they will keep things in perspective or kind of, have their
own personal ways of managing stuff. And other people can’t, some people are just
total stress bunnies and react to everything that happens in a negative way.
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These understandings reflect the idea that people are either resilient, or they are not. This
is a convenient view for managers as, under a fixed, trait-based understanding, there is not
much one can do to develop an employee who is “unresilient”. Patrick also explained that
“unresilient” employees in his team needed to be micromanaged as he lacked confidence
in their abilities. For employees, however, their psychological state seemed to be viewed
as dependent on the way their managers behaved towards them. In other words, their
resilience was both developable and damageable, and managers played a role. A quote
about the impact of micromanagement supports this:
It takes away self-esteem because they don’t believe in your ability to do a job.
Well when you feel like you’re constantly being checked up on and you’re not
allowed to just go up and meet with people or do things without them being there,
you know. . . You can’t learn in that respect. – Ellen, Employee
Viewing resilience as a fixed trait within an individual is counterproductive as it reduces
the responsibility for managers to develop employees, which means that employees lack
the means and the resources to develop, maintain, and practice resilience at work (Hobfoll,
2011). To thrive, employees need to have managers who enable their ability to collaborate,
learn, and adapt, so they can self-manage and perform in ways that promote individual
effectiveness at work and lessen the load for managers and organisations. Resilienceenabling leadership, as a construct that emphasises the development needs of employees,
is therefore important to, and beneficial for, employees and organisations.

11.2.2 Resilience and development
Managers have a responsibility to focus on employee development. Developing employees
helps them to become more conscientious, committed, and competent members of
organisations (Kuvaas & Dysvik, 2010; Pierce & Maurer, 2009). This means managers’
leadership activities should extend beyond influencing and controlling the task-related
aspects of employees’ work experiences. Many existing leadership constructs that have
been studied extensively in management and public administration, such as
transformational and transactional models, emphasise the role leaders play in employees’
task compliance and job performance (Hater & Bass, 1988; Paarlberg & Lavigna, 2010; H.
Wang, Law, Hackett, D. Wang & Chen, 2005). They tend to lack the important dimension
of responding to the development needs of employees, which is at the core of resilienceenabling leadership. This research has shown that employees want to grow and develop in
their jobs, and become more autonomous. They also want managers to support these needs.
This research has developed a scale which is specifically development-oriented. This scale,
of resilience-enabling leadership, shows us that support for growth, trust and collaboration
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matters in the development of employees, as gives them the growth opportunities, the trust
for autonomy, and the relational resources to develop and flourish in their jobs.
Resilience development in organisations matches calls for more adaptive workforces in
environments where there are increasingly more challenges and crises to confront
(Nyambe, Breen & Fincham, 2007). One could argue it is even becoming part of an
organisation’s social responsibility to focus on resilience development. After all, resilience
workforces are ones that “effectively absorb, develop situation-specific responses to, and
ultimately engage in transformative activities to capitalise on disruptive surprises that
potentially threaten organisation survival” (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011, p. 244).
Organisational scholars, as well as organisations, now have a leadership scale which
contributes to this focus on development, responds to the need for adaptability, and helps
organisations and employees better address the increasingly complex demands of modern
work. Traditional, top-down, command and control models, historically prevalent in
government organisations (Denhardt et al., 2012), are no longer sufficient and are unlikely
to aid individual and organisational responsiveness to change and challenge.

11.2.2.1 Enabling employee resilience
We now know more about the nature of employee resilience, and how it is distinct from
fixed, trait-based constructs like grit, hardiness, and coping. Recognising its developable
nature helps to broaden our understandings about the ways in which employee resilience
can be developed by leaders in organisations. There is certainly more research to be done
on the enablers of employee resilience, particularly in relation to leadership. This research
has identified paradoxical leadership and organisational support as key potential enablers.
The research also tells us that leadership centred on fostering growth, trust and
collaboration (the three-factor RELS) is important for employee resilience too.
Research on other personal and organisational factors to support employee resilience is still
under-developed. For example, employees’ motivational states, backgrounds, and job roles
might indeed play a role in the enactment of resilient behaviours by employees. Factors in
the organisational environment, too, are likely to play a role in influencing resilience in
good and bad ways. For example, positive climates that contribute to wellbeing, such as
those that foster psychosocial safety, learning and innovation, might be positively
associated with resilience in employees (Dollard & Bakker, 2010; Hsu & Chen, 2017).
This research also illuminates the existence of behaviours that can harm resilience in the
workplace.

Certain

resilience-harming

behaviours

were

identified,

including

micromanagement, lack of learning oriented leadership, and unsupportive leadership. The
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existence of resilience inhibitors have been previously posited in studies in management
(Giustiniano et al., 2018) and psychology (Grotberg, 1995), but empirical research is scant.
To better understand the dynamic nature of resilience in organisations, research on
resilience-harming or resilience-inhibiting factors and behaviours in organisations needs to
be explicitly established and further developed. We know, for example, that ‘bad’
leadership has been studied for decades (Kets de Vries, 2003; McCall & Lombardo, 1983),
but not in relation to resilience. Resilience-harming behaviours provide as much
understanding about resilience as a concept as resilience-enabling behaviours.
Understanding the factors that harm a phenomenon are thus equally important in
understanding that phenomenon (Higgs, 2009). In practice, it is also true that resilience
cannot be built if an organisation and its employees are damaged by a toxic culture and
environment. After all, “. . . it is (toxic) behavior that, over the long-term, destroys the
ability of people to work together productively in an organization” (Benson & Hogan,
2008, p. 12), and working productively together is an essential foundation of a resilient
workforce.
Although various organisational factors are important to consider when addressing
resilience development, this study focused on leadership specifically. The section below
summarises the findings of resilience-enabling leadership, including their nature, their
relationship to context, and their mechanisms.

11.2.3 Summarising resilience-enabling leadership
Resilience-enabling leadership is comprised of growth, trust and collaboration. Reflections
on each dimension are provided below.
Growth is the first dimension of resilience-enabling leadership. Generally speaking, leaders
contribute to the growth and career outcomes of employees (Neubert, Kacmar, Carlson,
Chonko, & Roberts, 2008; Wakabayashi, Graen, Graen, & Graen, 1988). This research also
indicates that leaders who are growth-oriented support employee resilience too. Leader
support for growth may occur partly through a transactional process, whereby leaders
emphasise and encourage opportunities and development pathways for employees, perhaps
in exchange for long-term commitment and career satisfaction (Graen & Scandura, 1986;
Scandura & Williams, 2004). The growth dimension of resilience-enabling leadership is
also very relational and reflects a willingness to attend to the development needs of
employees. Although perhaps partly transactional, this reflects a relationship-based
approach, centred on trust, respect, and a high consideration for the individual needs of
employees (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Encouraging employee growth through resilienceenabling leadership reflects a genuine willingness to invest in employee needs and
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aspirations, and an awareness of how these investments might differ depending on the
individual. In sum, this research provides empirical support to the classic argument that
leadership centered on employee growth and development needs can bring about positive
outcomes for individuals and organisations (Beer, 1964). Employee resilience is one such
outcome, and is an extremely relevant one for effective organising in times to come.
The second dimension of resilience-enabling leadership is trust. Trust is defined as “a
psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive
expectations of the intentions or behavior of another” (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer,
1998, p. 395). Trust-based leadership can also be seen as transactional or exchange based
(Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). Similar to social exchange, trust between leader and follower
reflects a high quality relationship where care and consideration are reciprocated
(Whitener, Brodt, Korsgaard, & Werner, 1998). In this research, it can be seen through
allowing autonomy and receiving discretionary efforts. The promotion of trust by leaders
is also an important aspect of perceived leader effectiveness (Hogan, Curphy, & Hogan,
1994; Lombardo, Ruderman, & McCauley, 1988). Underpinning this dimension is a
leader’s belief in one’s potential ability to do a job well. It is about having a belief in
employees’ knowledge, skills, and abilities and trusting that they will make good use of
these qualities. This ties in clearly with the definition given by Rousseau et al. (1998):
Resilience-enabling leaders show trust when they relinquish power and control over
employees, showing vulnerability by holding positive expectations of their competence and
autonomous behaviours.
Collaboration represents the third dimension of resilience-enabling leadership. It relates to
leaders enabling and supporting employees to work effectively within a team. This
approach is supported by literature on team-centered leadership, where leaders are
proactive in inspiring collective working, establishing methods of mutual support between
team members, and providing clear, straight-forward opportunities for teamworking and
collaboration (Maddux, 1994). Setting collective tasks and encouraging collective work
assumes that employees have useful individual competencies that, when shared, become
complementary. Utilising complementary capabilities, sharing knowledge, and engaging
in collective problem-solving are all important collaborative activities for employees today,
particularly in the public sector environment (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2007; Zeier et
al., 2018). This leadership dimension also highlights the importance of a more inclusive
approach to leadership (Janakiraman, 2011), emphasising that, to be resilient, wicked
problems and challenges are best confronted together, leveraging diverse capabilities,
rather than alone, using isolated, individual attempts (Getha-Taylor, 2008; Kuntz et al.,
2016).
177

Resilience-enabling leadership is associated with the provision of resources. An employee
with a resilience-enabling leader is provided with clear pathways for personal and
professional growth, individualised feedback, trust and autonomy, as well as a functional
norm for teamworking. These resources are like to help develop resilient behaviours,
maintain resilience capacity in the face of challenges, and grow even more resilient as a
result. This mirrors conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989), suggesting that when
individuals gain resources, they protect and invest in them, and then become better placed
to gain more resources (Ng & Feldman, 2012; Demerouti, Bakker & Bulters, 2004). In
contrast, a resilience-harming manager may contribute to a reduction in resources. For
example, poor or unclear feedback might mean that employees “are more likely to engage
in feedback avoidance in order to avoid further resource losses from interacting with the
abusive supervisor” (Halbesleben, Neveu, Paustian-Underdahl & Westman, 2014, p.
1336). They may also be reluctant to show vulnerability, i.e. through problem solving or
experimenting, in attempts to protect any remaining resources (Halbesleben 2010).
Resource provision, or loss, is relevant to the resilience development process, and needs to
be considered when understanding how resilience can be both enabled and harmed by
managers in organisations.
Resilience-enabling leaders are also capability, competence and confidence-enhancing.
They use their authority to develop adaptive, independent and autonomous employees,
rather than relying on it to perpetuate traditional worker-manager dependencies and
maintain command and control power structures (Heifetz, 1994; Wilson, Cummings,
Jackson & Proctor-Thompson, 2017). The latter does not help employee growth and
development and is increasingly ill-suited to today’s dynamic environments. Resilient
employees are likely to have the support, skills and means to engage in meaningful
followership behaviours, such as critically reflecting on performance, voicing concerns
regarding leadership, and actively participating in decision making (Can & Aktaş, 2012).

11.2.3.1 Resilience-enabling leadership in context
Public leaders who are equipped to build resilience in employees gives public organisations
the ability to address complexity and dynamism, engage effectively with diverse
stakeholders, provide high-quality public services, and, ultimately, contribute to public
value.
As implied above, the growth dimension of the RELS is largely about fostering the personal
development of individual employees (i.e. “. . . looks out for new opportunities to be
exposed to”; “. . . values my career aspirations”). Employees subsequently feel valued by
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their manager in regards to their growth and their career prospects. This corresponds to the
experience of subjective career successes, defined as the “person's own preferences for
development in an occupation, that is his/her individual perception of career experience”
(Gattiker & Larwood, 1986, p. 80). Public employees value career advancement (Frank &
Lewis, 2004). However, objective successes, such as promotion and pay increases are
relatively limited in this context (Lyons et al., 2006). Thus, a public manager who enables
resilience in employees by valuing their growth and potential is behaving appropriately for
the context, and is subsequently developing committed and effective public servants (Ng
et al., 2005).
Positive leader-follower exchanges, underpinned by trust, matter in public contexts, and
predict motivation among public sector employees (Gould-Williams & Davies, 2005). This
is especially so when employees lack confidence in public leaders and ministers (Miao,
Newman, Schwarz, & Xu, 2014). Leaders showing trust in employee autonomy and
capability (i.e. “. . . knows what I am capable of” and “. . . trusts me to achieve outcomes”)
likely gives employees confidence to address, experiment with, and learn from the
challenges of government. It gives them trust in the leader-follower dynamic, even if trust
is lacking elsewhere. This makes sense since “direct leaders (e.g. supervisors) appear to be
a particularly important referent of trust” (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002, p. 611). Trust-based
experiences with a leader may also foster organisational commitment among public
servants (Miao et al., 2014).
Collaborative leadership approaches have been discussed earlier in this study, particularly
in regards to their relevance to the public sector. Leadership that encourages employees to
work “with groups inside and outside of the organisation” (Hsieh & Liou, 2016, p. 84) suits
demands for network-leveraging and resilience but also for the intra- and inter-agency
collaboration, and networked governance, required for effective public service operations
(J. W. Campbell, 2016; Silvia & McGuire, 2010; Stoker, 2006). Effective collaboration is
not just a product of network leveraging ability. It also relates to increased learning,
problem solving, and adaptability in employees, all of which tie in to employee resilience
(Getha-Taylor, 2008; Kuntz et al., 2017; Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011).

11.2.3.2 Mechanisms
This research found that resilience-enabling leadership is experienced through a variety of
mechanisms. Processes related to existing theory, such as social learning and social
exchange, help to explain the influence of paradoxical leadership on employee resilience,
particularly through POS as a mediator. However, many other mechanisms arose in the
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qualitative phases of this research, where employees expressed the identified leadership
behaviours and explained how they experienced them. These mechanisms are now reflected
in the items of the RELS. Some mechanisms reflect elements of social learning and/or
exchange, but others also stand uniquely as emergent mechanisms.
Social learning, as discussed earlier in this research, is when leaders influence followers
via a modelling process (M. E. Brown et al., 2005). This can be seen in elements of the
framework and scale for resilience-enabling leadership. For example, “. . . acts calm when
I make a mistake” is a behaviour that models a calm response to errors and challenges. This
type of approach gives individuals more capacity for relevant learning and problem solving,
compared to a sudden and intense reaction exacerbating unnecessary cognitive overload
(Jaeggi et al., 2007; Rosaen & Benn, 2006). “. . . shows a general openness to learning” is
another learning-oriented modelling behaviour, which promotes an open orientation
towards learning. The collaboration item of “. . . involves themselves in collaboration with
the team” is also reflective of social learning in that individuals may learn norms of
collaboration through their managers’ taking part in the manifestation of these norms.
Social exchange is a more indirect, dyadic trust-based process that is built on the
obligations that arise out of person-to-person interaction (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005).
This process has been alluded to in the summaries of the behaviours above, and theorised
throughout this research. Two key exchange based items are “. . . trusts me to achieve
outcomes” and “. . . backs the work decisions I make.” Two examples from the interviews
illustrate how these self-managing and trusting behaviours by managers can be reciprocated
by employees. The first is by Sarah and reflects a sense of responsibility gained from
interaction “[when] they’ve given me that respect. . . it’s my responsibility to make sure
that I get my work done.” Thomas, on the other hand, experiences a sense of motivation to
work and freedom when he feels trusted “. . . I actually enjoy coming to work because you
have the freedom to do stuff.”
Social exchange can also work in a negative and harmful way, whereby “employees will
respond negatively to unfair treatment” (Boddy, 2014, p. 116). In this research, some
employees who experienced micromanagement, for instance, would reciprocate with more
counterproductive behaviours. Thomas spoke on behalf of his team when he said “We
really didn’t want to do anything else, we didn’t want to do any more than our job.” In
regards to a lack of learning-oriented leadership, Greer noted that it “can allow people to
get a bit complacent. Because you think if no one is going to talk to me about this or if
everything I’m doing is just going to be acceptable . . . you sort of get a bit complacent and

180

think I’ll just keep doing it the way I’m doing it because no one’s telling me otherwise and
you don’t learn to evolve or change.”
Another way some of the mechanisms for resilience-enabling leadership can work is
through enabling the conditions for certain behaviour to occur. Explicitly encouraging
employees, for instance, to “. . . seek out opportunities . . .” and “. . .work collectively” are
some ways that leaders can license and attempt to elicit particular behaviour in employees.
Setting tasks which are collective in nature is also a potential way to enable the conditions
for collaboration as a behavioural norm. There are some items which are more simply about
respectful treatment, “i.e. “. . . values my career aspirations” and “. . . lets me get on with
my work”, allowing individuals to feel valued and empowered in their work.

11.2.4 Further insights on leadership
The value of seeking followers’ attributions of leadership has been demonstrated in this
study. Doing so extends understanding further than solely identifying antecedents and
enablers of a phenomenon and recognises that the mechanisms underlying enablers matter
as well. Understanding mechanisms is most effectively achieved by combining methods of
inquiry. Quantitative studies might give an indication of the mechanisms which might help
explain relationships between antecedents and outcomes. For example, POS, LMX, trust,
and other organisational/group processes, are all popular mediating variables for leadership
influence (Bai, Li, & Xi, 2012; Casimir, Ngee Keith Ng, Yuan Wang, & Ooi, 2014; Jung
& Avolio, 2000; Yukl, 2002). This was employed in Phase 1 of this research, through POS
mediating the relationship between PL and employee resilience. Qualitative inquiry, on the
other hand, can help identify mechanisms of influence in more nuanced and contextual
ways. This might be through documenting individuals’ causal attributions surrounding a
particular behaviour. This was examined in Phases 2 and 3 of this research – by first
identifying enabling leadership behaviours and then exploring the perceptions followers
had regarding these behaviours. Understanding causal inferences in regards to leadership
was largely established through enquiry on leader’s causal attributions of follower
behaviour (Green & Mitchell, 1979; Kelley, 1973). But this idea needs to be developed
further in future studies regarding followers’ perception of leader behaviour (Martinko &
Gardner, 1987), as this research only briefly addressed attributional processes in the context
of leadership. There remains room for extensive development of understanding the causal
attributions surrounding resilience-enabling and resilience-harming leadership.
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11.2.5 Resilience and context
Resilience has been described throughout this thesis as a contextual phenomenon. In the
workplace context, employee resilience is contextual because it is enacted through
behaviours. Behaviours interact with, and are shaped by, the context (Johns, 2006).
Behaviour is something that develops internally within an individual, but becomes external
to the individual when enacted. Context is comprised of both constraints and opportunities
for behaviour (Mowday & Sutton, 1993). This understanding brings with it the
consideration that resilient behaviours might differ depending on the context. Network
leveraging, learning and adaptability might all take unique forms in particular contexts, for
example when dealing with particular tasks, engaging with certain groups or stakeholders
of a particular organisation, and when confronted by organisational or industry-specific
demands and challenges.
The public sector context demands resilient employees, workforces, and institutions. This
is exemplified by the collaboration and learning required for addressing ‘wicked problems’
(Stoker, 2006), and the adaptiveness demanded by uncertain environments (Karp & Helg,
2008). This research has supported this argument, and shown more specifically how factors
in the public sector context can influence resilience. For example, an excerpt from the
qualitative data illustrates the impact of government changes on adaptability:
You can’t become so involved in your work that a change of minister [comes] who
. . .wants to scrap it . . . you have to be adaptive all the time because . . . the
government changes a lot. – Ellen, Employee
Another quote emphasises the importance of working with others to make progress in the
public environment:
It’s more about how you deal with people and how you make things happen in this
environment. – Diane, Employee
Resilient behaviours – network-leveraging, learning and adaptability – help employees deal
with complex public sector realities. Such behaviours are pertinent at the individual and
team level, but they also model effective behaviours at higher levels in the public system.
Governments, for example, need to engage in collaboration, be adaptive, and problemsolve if they are to satisfy complex stakeholder demands and create public value (Bovaird,
2005). The ideas of this research have the potential to aggregate and inform norms and
behaviours at multiple levels, contributing to the resilience of the wider public sector
system.
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11.2.5.1 Resilience, leadership and context
As well as helping us understand resilience as contextual, this research has emphasised the
contextual nature of leadership in relation to resilience as well. The identification of
resilience-enabling leadership throughout the multiple phases of this research has been
influenced by the public sector context.
First, this study theorised that paradoxical leadership would correspond strongly to
employee resilience in the public sector context because it adequately matches the
paradoxical realities of public servants’ jobs. While public work is indeed paradoxical at
times, it is not always so, and there are many other complex realities in such work that help
to inform appropriate leadership behaviours. Paradoxical leadership was also initially
developed in the Chinese context, so differences in applicability were expected. It is also
helpful to note that, in their respective models, resilience-enabling leadership, in the final
survey, predicted employee resilience more strongly than paradoxical leadership did in the
first survey (β = .35*** vs. β = .26***). The fact that paradoxical leadership only partially
reflected the realities and challenges in public sector work meant more exploration was
necessary to identify leadership behaviours that adequately recognised and addressed
public servants’ needs and experiences.
Subsequent qualitative phases, with public servants and managers, identified and explained
(Phases 2 and 3) a set of leadership behaviours that more adequately fit the nature of the
public sector context, which demands collaborative, thoughtful, and adaptive responses to
public sector challenges (Getha-Taylor, 2008; Hendrikx & van Gestel, 2016), including
both daily experiences and larger, more adverse incidents that form public servants’ work
experiences. The identified leadership dimensions were fostering collaboration, managing
safe failures, supporting personal growth and wellbeing, enabling self-management, and
recognising individual needs and contributions. These behaviours formed an explanatory
framework for resilience-enabling leadership in the public sector.
The explanatory framework was then developed into a scale for measuring resilienceenabling leadership and tested in a survey of public sector workers. Results showed that
the scale of resilience-enabling leadership had a good fit with this particular sample, and
that it predicted employee resilience. This suggests that the construct of resilience-enabling
leadership could more accurately reflect the context than that of paradoxical leadership.
It is important to consider individuals’ perceptions regarding the degree to which they
actually experience resilience-enabling leadership in the New Zealand public sector
context. Figure 7 presents the distribution for the RELS overall. Respondents rated their
manager very positively overall (Mean = 5.38, SD = 1.10, Min = 1, Max = 7), indicating
183

that this kind of leadership exists in the public sector. However, results also show that, on
average, 13.30% (119) of respondents were neither positive or negative in their responses
regarding their immediate manager. 11.50% of respondents rated their manager poorly on
the RELS, suggesting they may instead be experiencing poor leadership, that does not
foster employee growth, trust, or collaboration. Such leadership may reflect top-down,
bureaucratic, and directive forms of leadership that seem to persist in government (Plimmer
et al., 2017).

Low
11.50%
High
31.70%

Average
13.30%

Above average
43.30%
Low

Average

Above average

High

Note: Responses are categorised as: Low = Strongly disagree to Disagree; Average = Neither agree
nor disagree; Above average = Somewhat agree to Agree; High = Strongly agree.

Figure 7: Respondent experiences of resilience-enabling leadership
Although resilience-enabling leadership was borne out of research in the public sector
context, it should be tested in other organisational settings as well. Leadership that enables
employees to learn, grow, and work well with each other has been associated with positive
work outcomes in studies across different organisational types (Brower, Schoorman, &
Tan, 2000; Döös, Johansson, & Wilhelmson, 2015; D. Vera & Crossan, 2004). Applying
resilience-enabling leadership across contexts, industries, and locations, is a necessary
endeavour, as every organisation demands resilience and has for a long time (Horne & Orr,
1997; Kantur & İşeri-Say, 2012). Organisations therefore have a responsibility to
understand how to build it, and one way is through leadership.
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11.3 The relevance of mixed-method, multi-phase research
Developing such rich and detailed insights was made possible by employing an integrated
mixed-method research design. This research design was used because it matched the goals
of this research, which related to identifying phenomena and then explaining them. It
relates strongly to Bazeley’s (2018) claim that both quantities and qualities are important
to consider when developing and expanding understandings about the world. Quantitative
inquiry was beneficial in order to initiate the identification of the potential enablers of
employee resilience, and then to test the inductively-developed scale of resilience-enabling
leadership. This scale was developed by engaging with qualitative understandings of the
nature of resilience and the subsequent role of leadership in both enabling and harming this
capacity. Thus, the RELS, although now quantitative in nature, consisted primarily of
qualitative inquiry for its development.
The integrated nature of this research design allowed the researcher to integrate findings
after each empirical phase. These integrations allowed the researcher to reflect on the
findings of each phase, combine insights from multiple phases, and propose the courses of
action for subsequent phases. This kind of approach emphasises the unique value that both
quantitative and qualitative methods bring to research inquiry, and illustrates how they can
be meaningfully combined (Creswell & Clark, 2017). Reflecting on findings throughout
the research process, rather than only at the end, means that well-considered and informed
conclusions can be made about the meaning of a research project. For example, reflections
on Phases 2 and 3 before engaging in Phase 4 meant that findings could be compared to
existing theory and research. It also meant that the framework could be further developed
and prepared for the feedback and validation in Phases 4 and 5.

11.4 Implications for the future of work
Workplaces need to ensure they are future-ready. Much discussion in this area has covered
the need for investment in human capabilities, labour institutions, technological
advancement and decent and sustainable work (ILO, 2019). The future of work requires
individuals to have the ability to engage in continuous learning, develop new skills, and be
adaptive in the face of change (OECD, 2019). The ILO (2019) calls for a human-centered
agenda when it comes to the future of work, whereby people are organisations’ highest
priority. It is clear that employee resilience is a central part of this, since, as stressed
throughout this research, network leveraging, learning, and adaptability all work to
confront the dynamic challenges and promote future thriving.
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What this human-centered agenda does not emphasise enough, is that future-ready, resilient
employees, need to be supported and developed. Leaders and managers are key agents of
influence here (Nguyen et al., 2016; Zhang, Wang, & Pearce, 2014). Despite emphasis on
future demands for employee skills and capabilities, attention on leaders, and what type of
leadership is needed going forward, is relatively scant. As we know, leaders can effectively
enable resilience in employees. Resilience-enabling leadership also responds to the
development needs of employees, and promotes their ability to grow in their roles and
throughout their careers. This form of leadership also accounts for the collaborative
demands present in new ways of working, within and between organisations and agencies
(Getha-Taylor, Blackmar, & Borry, 2016). The trust-based nature of resilience-enabling
leadership also reflects an implicit belief in an employee’s ability to do a job well, and even
self-lead or self-manage.
A number of scholars discuss the importance of shifting towards self- or shared- leadership,
particularly in high-complexity knowledge work contexts (Bligh et al., 2006; Zeier et al.,
2018). Some even argue that a paradoxical combination of both is what is needed to deal
effectively with the increasing tensions between long and short-term goals (Pearce,
Wassenaar, Berson, & Tuval-Mashiach, 2019). Resilience-enabling leaders help
employees develop the competence, and experience the trust required, to engage in the selfleadership activities (such as self-evaluation, self-goal setting and autonomous learning
(Kuntz et al., 2016; G. L. Stewart, Courtright, & Manz, 2010)) that are so needed in the
future of work (ILO, 2019; Pearce et al., 2019). They also provide the motivation and the
conditions for employees to build collaborative and effective teams, sharing leadership
amongst each other, and leveraging members’ key knowledge, skills and abilities (Pearce,
2004). Whether leadership is shared or confined to individual selves, vertical leadership is
very often needed to “actively legitimise” such behaviours (G. L. Stewart et al., 2010; Zeier
et al., 2018, p. 15). Formal leadership is also required for empowering employees to lead
individually, but provide control and support when the situation calls for it (Heifetz, 1994;
Pearce et al., 2019; Redman, Plimmer & Blumenfeld, 2012; Zhang et al., 2015).
When addressing the potential solutions for coping with the future of work, leaders matter.
Resilient employees are well equipped to confront the increasingly uncertain and dynamic
nature of workplaces, but they need to be supported and developed. Resilience-enabling
leadership is an approach that is well suited to cope with the demands of the future. It is
also a key way in which organisations can build and sustain resilient workforces going
forward.
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11.5 Further implications, and limitations
This study has important implications for public leadership scholarship and subsequent
further research. First, it highlights the relevance and importance of a paradoxical approach
to leadership, how it might suit the complex and sometimes contradictory nature of much
public sector work, and how it might build employee resilience. It identifies other
dimensions of interpersonal leadership behaviours that are relevant to the public sector
environment and employee resilience. Many existing studies of public sector leadership are
concerned with functional and structural aspects, or with governance and managing
relationship with multiple stakeholders (Van Wart, 2014). Few are concerned with the more
prosaic task of managing staff. This research addresses that void. Resilience-enabling
leadership represents an extension of research on person-oriented, relational forms of
leadership, as opposed to more common instrumental and functional approaches (Brower
et al., 2000).
The leadership behaviours explored in this research reflect calls for more complex, adaptive
and inevitably contradictory, forms of leadership to address contemporary public sector
dynamics (Dunoon, 2002; J. Murphy et al., 2017; Van Wart, 2014). Adapting our
leadership models to cope with the future is important. Traditional models are no longer
sufficient.
This study’s cross-sectional nature means that inferences about causation should be
interpreted cautiously. Further research, perhaps longitudinal, would be beneficial in
further validating and establishing the scale. However, cross-sectional studies are still
helpful in exploring new relationships and constructs (Spector, 2019).
The RELS has conceptual similarities with other leadership variables, like LMX as studied
in this research. Other constructs, such as servant leadership and perceived supervisory
support are also likely to share conceptual and statistical similarities with resilienceenabling leadership. Therefore, further research should specifically target the assessment
of resilience-enabling leadership’s nomological network and discriminant validity (Byrne,
1984).
In addition, due to the small sample of earlier phases, and the limited settings the study was
conducted in, the findings should be replicated in other samples to allow for greater
generalisability. The public sector context in which the research was situated limits the
generalisability of these findings to that particular context. Within this context too, only
line manager behaviours were investigated, so such conclusions cannot be drawn regarding
senior or political leaders of public administration at this stage of inquiry.
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It should be noted, however, that participants worked in a broad range of jobs and levels
within the public sector, so conclusions are not limited to one particular job or occupation
within the public service. In addition, the final survey yielded a very meaningful sample
size, and respondent characteristics were representative of the wider public sector.
In sum, this study contributes to research on both resilience in organisations and public
management by proposing a model that enhances resilience for public, and other,
organisations. It does this by illustrating the types of leader behaviours that are beneficial
for employee resilience, and revealing the mechanisms by which this process may be
experienced by employees, reinforcing the importance of leadership in resilience
development (Kuntz et al. 2016).

11.6 Practical implications
As emphasised throughout this research, important outcomes of the study were an
explanatory framework, and a scale, for resilience-enabling leadership. The explanatory
framework contributes to organisations’ understandings of employee resilience and the
processes by which leaders can enable it. This study has shown not only what resilienceenabling leadership looks like, but also how, and through what kind of mechanisms it is
experienced by employees. This helps organisations understand the empirical and
conceptual foundations of the RELS. The RELS is a useful tool in assessing and measuring
leadership capacity in the public sector. The factors of this scale – growth, trust, and
collaboration – also send a key message to organisation that leaders who enable these
qualities are very important, and are likely to positively contribute to employee growth,
learning, and adaptability.
The prosaic nature of the RELS, as a set of daily behaviours performed by managers, is a
welcome contribution to the area of leadership development (Ready & Conger, 2003). This
is particularly true for the public sector, where much attention is given to the development
of senior managers and executives (Fitzpatrick, 2011; SSC, 2018), but not to the majority:
line managers and their front-line teams. More attention and resources need to be given the
development of line managers and employees; focusing primarily on the development of
senior potential is not a sufficient way to build capabilities across the wider public service.
This research provides agencies with an evidence-based tool to understand, explain, and
measure resilience-enabling leadership behaviours by line managers (through the RELS),
as well as an illustration of the importance of employee resilience, and its development, in
public organisations.
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To actualise resilience-enabling leadership in organisations and subsequently develop
employees, it needs to be legitimised by supportive third parties (Bronfenbrenner, 2005).
This means that in organisations, other managers and employees, need to also, in their own
ways, support and legitimise leaders as agents capable of developing resilience in
employees. Without a supportive, resilience-enabling system, leaders will lack the
resources, incentives and motivations to engage in resilience-enabling leadership
behaviours.
These findings point to tractable competencies that can hopefully be developed in
managers. Developing capabilities in leaders so that they can develop resilience in their
employees will help build resilient organisations for resilient societies and systems.

11.7 Final conclusions
The uncertain and dynamic nature of today’s organisational environments requires
resilience from employees. This research highlights how public organisations, working in
complex and dynamic contexts, can foster resilience in their workplaces. How managers
behave and enact leadership can influence whether employee resilience is enabled or
harmed. This research specifically shows the key role of public sector managers, and how
their actions can affect resilience capacity in employees.
Specifically, this study contributes to research on both resilience in organisations and
public leadership by proposing a model and measure that enhances resilience for public,
and potentially other, organisations. It does this by illustrating the types of leader
behaviours that are beneficial for employee resilience, and revealing the mechanisms by
which this process may be experienced by employees, reinforcing the importance of
leadership in resilience development (Kuntz et al. 2016).
Important leadership behaviours can now be measured with the RELS. This is a significant
tangible outcome of this research and warrants a specific reiteration of its importance in
this conclusion. Scholars are likely to find this scale meaningful for three key reasons. First,
the development of the RELS, through a series of query-driven qualitative and quantitative
studies, represents a pragmatic, innovative and robust approach to scale development. It
extends beyond the use of literature reviews and theoretical deduction which drive much
scale development research (Hinkin, 1995). The study indicates the added value of
incorporating inductive approaches in scale development pursuits and involving the
opinions of not only content experts, but also members of the target population, in the
process (Morgado et al., 2018).
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Second, the prosaic nature of these behaviours, and their applicability to line managers,
should be particularly refreshing to scholars confronted with a new leadership scale. The
RELS responds to leadership models which, commonly, have focused on the styles, traits,
or values of senior leaders and executives (Agho, 2009; Beddoes-Jones & Swailes, 2015;
Eid et al., 2006). Senior and executive leaders are clearly important, and even essential
(Zaccaro, 2001), but the daily interactions between employees and their line managers are
often discounted, despite the fact that they also matter for individuals and organisations –
both in private and public sectors (Audenaert et al., 2019; Purcell & Hutchison, 2007; Van
der Weide & Wilderom, 2004).
Third, although this is a scale about leadership, not followership, it works to support good
followership in employees. The RELS is not a task- or performance-focused leadership
scale; it is developmental. Resilient employees have agency. They seek support, voice
concerns, and have the confidence and ability to critically reflect on performance – not just
their own, but their managers’ (Carsten, 2017). The RELS reflects managers who use their
formal authority adaptively, empowering employees to be better leaders and followers – of
themselves, of those formally ‘leading’ them, and of their organisations.
The items of the RELS are presented in Table 32 below.

Table 32: Final scale for measuring resilience-enabling leadership
The manager I report to . . .

Strongly disagree

1
1. has open conversations with me about my
career plans
2. encourages me to seek out opportunities for
my development
3. looks out for new opportunities for me to be
exposed to
4. values my career aspirations
5. provides me with individualised feedback
6. acts calm when I make a mistake
7. shows a general openness toward learning
8. trusts me to achieve outcomes
9. knows what I am capable of
10. lets me get on with my work
11. backs the work decisions I make
12. encourages our team to work collectively
13. involves themselves in collaboration with
the team
14. sets tasks which encourage us to work
together
15. manages conflict within the team
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2

3

Strongly agree
4

5

6

7

This research also prompts further scholarly consideration of how resilience-enabling
leadership can be practically developed and further tested in organisations. The findings
also point to the importance of developing resilient capacities at all levels so that
employees, organisations, and societies can be adaptive to effectively confront the demands
of the future.
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APPENDIX A:

FIELDS, LEVELS, AND DEFINITIONS OF RESILIENCE

Table A: Fields, levels, and definitions of resilience
Field

Level/unit
of analysis

Definition/s

Other components and/or notes on conceptualisation

Psychology

Child

A class of phenomena “characterised by good outcomes in
spite of serious threats to [a child’s] adaptation or
development” (Masten, 2001, p. 228)

Emerges through normal processes of human adaptation, including:
• Cognition development
• Behaviour regulation
• Environmental interactions
(Armstrong, Birnie-Lefcovitch, & Ungar, 2005; Masten, 2001)

Adult

“The ability of adults in otherwise normal circumstances who
are exposed to an isolated and potentially highly disruptive
event, such as the death of a close relation or a violent or lifethreatening situation, to maintain relatively stable, healthy
levels of psychological and physical functioning” (Bonanno,
2004, p. 20)

Emphasis on trauma and adversity in evoking a resilient response
(Bonanno, 2005).
Purported elements supporting adult resilience include:
• Positive emotions
• Coping
• Hardiness
(Bonanno, 2004; Kobasa, Maddi, & Kahn, 1982; Weinberger, Schwartz,
& Davidson, 1979)

Family

“The processes by which families are able to adapt and
function competently following exposure to significant
adversity or crises” (Patterson, 2002)

Families are most resilient when they can effectively fulfil the functions
of:
• Membership formation for a sense of collective belonging
• Economic support for basic needs
• Nurturing, education, and socialisation to promote personal
development and instil values and norms
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• Protection of members that are vulnerable, i.e. children, elderly, ill or
disabled
(Patterson, 2002)
Ecology

Ecosystem

No precise definition, but described as “the buffer capacity or
the ability of a system to absorb perturbations, or the
magnitude of disturbance that can be absorbed before a
system changes its structure by changing the variables and
processes that control behaviour” (Adger, 2000, p. 349)

Its conceptualisation involves four key principles:
• Resilience is facilitated by social and physical environmental factors
• Facilitative factors are complex, infinite, and context-dependent
• Resilience is a culturally, temporally, historically, contextually
embedded construct
(Ungar, 2012)

Education

Student

“The heightened likelihood of success in school and other
life accomplishments despite environmental adversities
brought about by early traits, conditions, and experiences”
(M. Wang, Haertel, Walberg, & prospects, 1994).

Comprised of:
• Social competence
• Problem-solving skills
• Autonomy
• A sense of purpose
(Benard, 1993)

Teacher

A capacity which “enables teachers to persist in the face of
challenges” (Beltman et al., 2015, p. 185).

Protective factors of teacher resilience include:
• Personal attributes, i.e. altruism and humour
• Self-efficacy
• Coping skills
• Teaching skills
• Professional reflection and growth
• Self-care
(Beltman et al., 2015)

School

“The ability of an individual, team or school to adapt to
changing demands, to recover, and to remain vigorous after

Comprised of:
• Anticipation and preparation
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Management

the changes have occurred” (Schelvis, Zwetsloot, Bos, &
Wiezer, 2014).

• Awareness and monitoring
• Responding and recovering
• Learning and adapting
(Schelvis et al., 2014)

Employee

“The capacity of employees to utilise resources to
continually adapt and flourish at work, even when faced with
challenging circumstances” (Kuntz, Näswall, & Malinen,
2016, p. 460).

A behavioural capacity, comprised of :
• Network leveraging,
• Learning,
• and Adaptability
(Kuntz et al., 2017)

Organisation

An organisation’s ability “to withstand systematic
discontinuities as well as the capability to adapt to new risk
environments” (Burnard & Bhamra, 2011, p. 5583).

Organisational resilience is an emergent property residing in
• Individuals,
• Systems
• Structures
• Procedures
• Infrastructure
• HR Practices and Policies of an organisation.
(Burnard & Bhamra, 2011; Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011)

Workplace

“The characteristics, dimensions, and properties of
workplaces that help workplaces to be resistant to disruption
in the face of change and adaptive in the face of crisis
situations” (van Breda, 2011, p. 35).

As a social system, the workplace is made up of:
• Characteristics and
• Processes.
Protective factors, such as:
• Supportive networks
• Problem solving
• Harmony,
all contribute to the resilience of a workplace system (van Breda, 2011).
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APPENDIX B:

ETHICS DOCUMENTS (PHASES 1, 2 & 3)

B.1: Participant information email (Phase 1)
Building employee resilience in the public sector
Participant Information
With [name of organisation], Victoria University is researching what public sector
organisations can do to help employees grow and develop in their jobs. Your participation
would be much appreciated – please have your say.
I am asking a number of supervisors and employees currently working at MPI to help
explain what public sector organisations and supervisors do that helps or hinders growth
and development. The survey covers questions about the organisation, leadership and
teams. The survey is anonymous, and should not take any longer than 15 minutes to
complete (probably less).
When you are taking the survey:
• If a question is not relevant to you -- please move on to the next question.
• You can close the survey tab or window at any time and return to it later. Your answers
will be saved (to reload your survey, simply access the link sent to you in the invitation
email).
• When you have completed the survey, you will be presented with a message thanking
you for your participation.
Your anonymous responses will be accessed only by myself and my supervisors, and will
not have your name attached to them. Data will be secured in a password protected file.
Only summary information about patterns and trends across the organisation will be
reported back to [name of organisation].
After the survey responses are analysed the findings may be used for academic
publications, conference presentations, and public reports. The findings of this research
will be used for a Masters thesis that is publically available. The thesis will be submitted
for marking to the School of Management, and subsequently deposited in the University
Library. All data collected from participants will be kept in a password protected file and
will be destroyed within 5 years after the completion of the project.
Your answers to this survey will be anonymous. Your participation in this survey is taken
as consent.
Please do not hesitate to contact me or my primary supervisor (details below) if you have
any questions:
Esme [Franken], School of Management, Victoria University of Wellington
esme.cleave@vuw.ac.nz
Dr Geoff Plimmer, School of Management, Victoria University
geoff.plimmer@vuw.ac.nz
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B.2: Initial email to potential participants (Phase 2)
Good Afternoon,
You have been invited as a potential interview participant for the VUW-[name of
organisation] Employee Resilience Study. The purpose of the interview is to identify what
supervisors do to either help or hinder employee growth and development at work. Shortly
you will receive an email invitation from Esme [Franken], a VUW post graduate
student, to participate in an interview. Participation is voluntary and if you choose to
participate, it will be undertaken at a location that works best for you. If you are away from
Wellington, a phone or Skype interview can be arranged.
The criteria for invitation was a) a mix of job types and levels in the organisation, then b)
random selection.
The interview’s purpose is to build upon the recent survey done at [name of organisation]
on employee resilience. [Name of organisation] will be able to use both the survey and
interviews to identify how we can improve practices that help both employees and [name
of organisation] with leadership and employee resilience. HR will incorporate the findings
into current leadership development and assessment tools and other HR practices and
resources. If you choose to participate in this interview, you can request to be provided
with a summary of the findings.
Should you participate in the interview, your identity will be kept confidential to the VUW
researchers. The interview should not exceed more than half an hour and will be recorded.
The interviewer will not use any quotations where participants or their employer can be
identified. You are able to withdraw from the project within two weeks of the interview.
Any interview data collected up to that point will be destroyed. All data collected from
interview participants will be kept in a password protected file and will be destroyed within
5 years after the completion of the project. More information about the interviews will be
given in the upcoming email from VUW.

Thanks in advance for your support,
[name of organisation]
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B.3: Example email to participant (Phase 3)
Good morning [name],
My name is Esme Franken, and I am a PhD student in the School of Management at
Victoria University. I am doing a thesis on employee resilience in the public sector, aimed
at identifying what managerial factors help people to grow and develop in their jobs.
I am inviting you to participate in an interview that should last no longer than 30 minutes.
Participation is voluntary. [name of organisation] staff have been selected to ensure a mix
of job types and levels in the organisation.
Attached is an interview information sheet, which covers issues like confidentiality and
other university ethics matters. If you are happy to participate, we can organise a time and
location that suits you.
I am planning for the interview to take place between Thursday the 15th and Friday the 30th
March at an offsite location nearby, but I am flexible. If you are located outside of
Wellington, we can do the interview via phone or Skype.
Below is a list of preliminary times that I am available. Please indicate any that suit you,
and I can send through an email invite. If not, send through any times that suit you outside
of these hours and I can let you know if they work.
Thursday 15th March: Anytime between 10am and 12pm, and then between
2pm and 4pm in the afternoon.
Friday 16th March: Anytime between 11am and 1pm, and then between 2pm
and 4pm in the afternoon.
Monday 19th March: Free until 2pm.
Tuesday 20th March: All day.
OR - If a later date suits you – name a time and I will do my best to work around
it!

I really appreciate the time you are taking to consider your involvement in this research
project and look forward to your reply. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to
email or call me.
Many thanks,
Esme Franken
School of Management
Victoria University, Wellington
0279436292
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B.4: Participant information sheet (Phases 2 & 3)
Building employee resilience in the public sector
Participant Information Sheet - Interviews
My name is Esme [Franken], and I am conducting research at [name of organisation] as
part of an PhD thesis. This research project studies what public sector organisations can do
to help employees grow and develop in their jobs.
I am asking a number of supervisors and employees currently working at [name of
organisation] to help explain what supervisors and organisations do to help or hinder
growth and development. This stage of the project involves an interview that should not
exceed more than half an hour. It will be undertaken at an offsite location and will be
recorded. An interview summary will be available on request and you can give comments
and feedback if you wish.
All material collected will be kept confidential, and will be viewed only by myself and my
supervisor. The project is based at Victoria University of Wellington, and is being
conducted as part of a PhD in Human Resource Management and Industrial Relations.
Should you participate, your identity will be kept confidential. In addition to this, the name
of your employer will not be made open to the public. I will not use any quotations where
participants or their employer can be identified. Should you wish to withdraw from the
project, you may do so within two weeks of the interview by emailing
esme.cleave@vuw.ac.nz. Any interview data collected up to that point will be destroyed.
All data collected from participants will be kept in a password protected file and will be
destroyed within 5 years after the completion of the project.
After the interviews and other data are analysed the findings may be used for academic
publications, conference presentations, and public reports. The findings of this research
will be used for a PhD thesis that is publically available. The thesis will be submitted for
marking to the School of Management, and subsequently deposited in the University
Library.
Permission to undertake this research has been obtained by management at [name of
organisation]. This research has also been approved by the Victoria University Human
Ethics Committee with approval number 00000236560. If you have any ethics queries, you
may contact the Human Ethics Committee Convener, AProf Susan Corbett at
susan.corbett@vuw.ac.nz, or by telephone on 04 463 5480.
Please do not hesitate to contact the researcher or primary supervisor (details below) if you
have any questions.
Researcher:
Esme Cleave, School of Management, Victoria
University of Wellington
esme.cleave@vuw.ac.nz
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Primary Supervisor:
Dr Geoff Plimmer, School of Management,
Victoria University of Wellington, 463-5700,
geoff.plimmer@vuw.ac.nz

B.5: Participant consent form (Phases 2 & 3)
Building employee resilience in the public sector
Participant Consent Form - Interviews
I have read the Information Sheet and the project has been explained to me. My questions
have been answered to my satisfaction. I understand that I can ask further questions at any
time.
I understand that:
• I may withdraw from this study within two weeks of the interview.
• The information I provide will be destroyed 5 years after the research is finished.
• Any information I provide will be kept confidential to the researcher and the
supervisors.
• Collected data will be secured in password protected files.
• The results will be used for a PhD thesis and a summary of the results may be used
in academic reports and/or presented at conferences.
• My name will not be used in reports, nor will any information that would identify
me.
I agree:
•
•

To take part in an audio recorded interview
That I may be identified by occupational category (job type) only

I would like a summary of my interview and have added my email address below

Yes  No 

Signature of participant: ________________________________
Name of participant:

________________________________

Date:

______________

Email address (optional):

________________________________

Researcher:
Esme Cleave, School of Management, Victoria
University of Wellington
esme.cleave@vuw.ac.nz
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Primary Supervisor:
Dr Geoff Plimmer, School of Management,
Victoria University of Wellington, 463-5700,
geoff.plimmer@vuw.ac.nz

APPENDIX C:

FACTOR LOADINGS FOR PARADOXICAL
LEADERSHIP

Table B: Pattern matrix
Item

Factor
U/I

D/C

C/A

S/O

My manager uses a fair approach to treat all subordinates
uniformly, and also treats them as individuals

.922

.022

.049

-.062

My manager puts all subordinates on an equal footing, and
considers their individual traits or personalities

.948

.021

.067

-.087

My manager communicates with subordinates uniformly, and
varies his or her communication styles depending on their
individual characteristics or needs

.851

.022

.010

.088

My manager manages subordinates uniformly, and considers their
individualised needs

.942

.015

-.002

.000

My manager assigns equal workloads, and considers individual
strengths and capabilities to handle different tasks

.761

-.075

.030

.165

My manager likes to be the center of attention, and allows others
to share the spotlight as well

-.107

.011

.218

.609

My manager insists on getting respect, and also shows respect
toward others

.257

.127

-.019

.502

My manager has a high self opinion, and shows awareness of
personal imperfection and the value of other people

.036

-.012

-.062

.772

My manager controls important work issues, and allows
subordinates to handle details

.144

-.042

.777

-.012

My manager makes final decisions for subordinates, and allows
subordinates to control specific work processes

-.039

.036

.732

.073

My manager makes decisions about big issues, and delegates
lesser issues to subordinates

.003

.018

.769

-.030

My manager keeps distance from subordinates, and does not
remain aloof

-.059

.753

.029

.025

My manager maintains position differences, and upholds
subordinates' dignity

.229

.557

.005

.032

My manager maintains distance from subordinates at work, and is
also amiable toward them

-.089

.938

-.014

-.031

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.
Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
Note: U/I = Uniformity and Individualisation, D/C = Distance and Closeness, C/A = Control and
Autonomy, S/O = Self- and Other-Centredness
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APPENDIX D:

INTERVIEW GUIDES (PHASES 2 & 3)

D.1: Interview Guide (Phase 2)
Thanks for meeting with me today, this interview should only last about half an hour, if
it goes over we can cut it short or keep going depending on how it goes…
I take it you already know a bit about the study from the information sheet but to clarify
- I am mostly interested in what managers and organisations can do to help people grow
and remain resilient at work.
Do you have any questions before we get started?
So, the body of the interview will be structured around challenges and experienced by
you and those you manage. I want to know what you, as a manager (or employee), think
makes teams and employees better manage these challenges, as that is a core part of
being resilient.
But I thought it would be good to start with some general questions about the work you
do.
1. What do you do at [name of organisation]?
• How long have you been here?
• Could you tell me a bit about what you like/dislike about working in the public
sector?
2. Interested to know about the nature of challenges you face in your work, so what
are some of the typical day to day challenges like?
• Could you tell me a bit about the nature of less frequent, but perhaps more
serious challenges?
3. CIT: Can you tell me about a significant challenge or crisis that required you/your
employees to respond in an adaptive and resilient way?
4. Part of what I want to understand is the response in the context of this challenge or
crisis, so starting with you, how did you respond – what kind of action or support
was required? Did collaboration help?
• How did your team/those you manage respond?
o Did they seek your help/support?
• What did you learn from this incident?
• What would have improved the overall response to this incident, if anything?
o Leadership generally?
• Based on your experience, what kind of things make it harder to respond
effectively to challenge?
5. Leadership in context of incident:
• What kind of role did your own manager play in your response to this
situation?
o What helped?
o Was there anything your manager did during this experience that made
it even more challenging and difficult?
o Why/how was this behaviour unhelpful?
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D.2: Interview Guide (Phase 3)
Thanks for meeting with me today, this interview should only last about half an hour, if
it goes over we can cut it short or keep going depending on how it goes…
I take it you already know a bit about the study from the information sheet but to clarify
- I am mostly interested in what managers and organisations can do to help people grow
and remain resilient at work.
I thought it would be good to start with some general questions about the work you do.
1. What do you do at [name of organisation]?
a. How long have you been here?
b. Could you tell me a bit about what you like/dislike about working in the public
sector?
I would like you to answer the following main questions like you would a questionnaire,
with your response ranging from ‘Not at all’ to ‘To a large extent’. After each main
question, a series of probing questions will follow.
1.
a.
b.
c.
d.

To what extent does your manager foster collaboration in your workgroup?
Why? (if yes, why do you think this occurs?; if no, why does this not occur?)
How? (How do they/How don’t they do this?)
What impact does this have on you?

a.
b.
c.
d.

To what extent does your manager enable self-management?
Why? (if yes, why do you think this occurs?; if no, why does this not occur?)
How? (How do they/How don’t they do this?)
What impact does this have on you?

a.
b.
c.
d.

To what extent does your manager facilitate career and growth opportunities?
Why? (if yes, why do you think this occurs?; if no, why does this not occur?)
How? (How do they/How don’t they do this?)
What impact does this have on you?

2.

3.

4.
a. To what extent does your manager foster an environment in which learning is
encouraged?
b. Why? (if yes, why do you think this occurs?; if no, why does this not occur?)
c. How? (How do they/How don’t they do this?)
d. What impact does this have on you?
5.
a.
b.
c.
d.

To what extent do you feel supported by your manager?
Why? (if yes, why do you think this occurs?; if no, why does this not occur?)
How? (How do they/How don’t they do this?)
What impact does this have on you?

6.
a. To what extent does your manager recognize your individual needs and
contributions?
b. Why? (if yes, why do you think this occurs?; if no, why does this not occur?)
c. How? (How do they/How don’t they do this?)
d. What impact does this have on you?
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APPENDIX E:

ETHICS DOCUMENTS (PHASE 4)

E.1: Participant information sheet (Phase 4: Focus Groups)
Building employee resilience in the public sector
Focus group and interview information sheet
My name is Esme Franken, and I am conducting research as part of a PhD thesis in
Management. I am studying what public sector managers and organisations can do to help
employees grow and develop in their jobs.
I am asking a number of people with expertise in public sector work and leadership to
comment and give feedback on a set of supervisory behaviours I have developed that may
help or hinder growth and development. Anyone who is working in the public policy
sphere, studying HR management or leadership, or an academic in a related field is
welcome to participate.
This stage of the project involves a meeting that should not exceed more than an hour. It
will be undertaken at a meeting room in VUW and will be recorded. A summary will be
available on request and you can give comments and feedback if you wish.
All material collected will be kept confidential, and will be viewed only by myself and my
supervisors. The project is based at Victoria University of Wellington, and is being
conducted as part of a PhD in the School of Management.
Should you participate, your identity will be kept confidential. In addition to this, the name
of your employer will not be made open to the public. I will not use any quotations where
participants or their employer can be identified. Should you wish to withdraw from the
project, you may do so up until commencement of the focus group discussion by emailing
esme.franken@vuw.ac.nz. If you withdraw during the focus group, any comments made
by you will not be able to be withdrawn from the study. All data collected from participants
will be kept in a password protected file and will be destroyed within 5 years after the
completion of the project.
To participate in this research, you must agree that the identity and comments made by
others are kept private and confidential outside of the focus group session. After the focus
groups and other data are analysed the findings may be used for academic publications,
conference presentations, and public reports. The findings of this research will be used for
a PhD thesis that is publically available. The thesis will be submitted for marking to the
School of Management, and subsequently deposited in the University Library.
This research has been approved by the Victoria University Human Ethics Committee with
approval number (0000025909). Should you have any ethics queries, you are welcome to
contact HEC Convener Dr Judith Loveridge (judith.loveridge@vuw.ac.nz; 04 4636028).

Please do not hesitate to contact the researcher or primary supervisor (details below) if you
have any questions.
Researcher:
Esme Cleave, School of Management, Victoria
University of Wellington
esme.cleave@vuw.ac.nz
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Primary Supervisor:
Dr Geoff Plimmer, School of Management,
Victoria University of Wellington, 463-5700,
geoff.plimmer@vuw.ac.nz

E.2: Participant consent form (Phase 4: Focus Groups)
Building employee resilience in the public sector
Participant Consent Form – Focus groups and interviews
I have read the Information Sheet and the project has been explained to me. My questions
have been answered to my satisfaction. I understand that I can ask further questions at any
time.
I understand that:
• I may withdraw from this study up until commencement of the focus group
discussion.
• If I withdraw during the focus group discussion, any comments I have made will
not be able to be withdrawn from the research.
• The information I provide will be destroyed within 5 years after the research is
finished.
• Any information I provide will be kept confidential to the researcher and the
supervisors.
• Collected data will be secured in password protected files.
• The results will be used for a PhD thesis and a summary of the results may be used
in academic reports and/or presented at conferences.
• My name will not be used in reports, nor will any information that would identify
me.
I agree:
•
•
•

To take part in an audio recorded focus group session
That I may be identified by occupational category (job type) only
To keep the identity and comments of other participants private.

I would like a summary of the focus group and have added my email address below
Yes  No 

Signature of participant: ________________________________
Name of participant:
________________________________
Date:
Email address (optional):

______________
________________________________

Researcher:
Esme Cleave, School of Management, Victoria
University of Wellington
esme.cleave@vuw.ac.nz
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Primary Supervisor:
Dr Geoff Plimmer, School of Management,
Victoria University of Wellington, 463-5700,
geoff.plimmer@vuw.ac.nz

APPENDIX F:

PHASE 4 CONTENT

F.1: Information for Participants (Phase 4: Focus Groups and
Interviews)
The purpose of this meeting is to discuss, confirm and contrast my findings to date. So far,
I have identified a set of supervisory behaviours that seem to enable resilient behaviours in
employees (see Table C and D below). I will ask your thoughts on the supervisory
behaviours (Table D) that I’ve identified, including what you think they look like in
practice (i.e. do the current examples make sense to you?), whether they need to be
worded differently or changed, and whether you have any other specific examples that
relate to any of the identified behaviours.

Table C: Resilient employee behaviours
Resilient
behaviour
Network
leveraging
ability

Behavioural examples

Collaborating internally with peers, managers and teams
Collaborating with people and teams in other organisations
Seeking support from managers when required
Exchanging resources with peers and managers
Seeking resources from peers
Learning
Using mistakes as learning opportunities
Re-evaluating performance on a continuous basis to improve own work
Using feedback, including negative feedback, for learning and
improvement of own work
Adaptability Managing resources effectively in order to cope with high workloads
when needed
Engaging in crisis management effectively
Using change as an opportunity for growth
Adapted from Näswall, Kuntz, Hodliffe, & Malinen (2015) and Kuntz et al. (2017).
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F.1 cont.: Information for Participants (Phase 4: Focus Groups and
Interviews)

Table D: Resilience-enabling supervisory behaviours identified through
initial survey and interviews
Supervisory
behaviour
Fostering
collaboration

Enabling selfmanagement

Fostering an
environment for
learning
Facilitating
career and
growth
opportunities

Providing support

Recognising
individual needs
and contributions

Examples (Items)
My manager encourages our team to work collectively when
appropriate
My manager expects me to collaborate with others when necessary
My manager involves themselves in collaboration with the team
My manager sets tasks which require us to work together
My managers gives guidance that is focused on outcomes, rather than
processes
My manager trusts me to achieve outcomes
My manager supports me when I need it
My manager knows what I am capable of
My manager lets me get on with my work
My manager does not micromanage
My manager values the knowledge I bring to the team
When I make a mistake, my manager stays calm
When I make a mistake, my manager helps me to learn from it
My manager shows a general openness toward learning
I have open conversations with my manager about my future career
plans
My manager supports me to seek out opportunities for training and
development
My manager supports me to go on courses for training and
development
My manager backs the work decisions I make
My manager supports my personal needs
I feel comfortable talking honestly with my manager when I need
their advice
I feel comfortable seeking help from my manager
My manager provides me with individualised feedback
My manager provides recognition that is specific to my real
contributions
My manager trusts me to do my own work well
Where possible, my manager is good at providing me with
meaningful non-monetary rewards
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F.3: Consultation document (Phase 4: Written Feedback)
Introduction
Thank you for agreeing to provide expert commentary on the development of the
“Resilience-enabling leadership scale”. The aim of this thesis project is to identify items.
Your commentary on the following would be greatly appreciated:
1. The draft items and dimensions for the scale (Table 1) in terms of readability and
content validity.
2. Any additional comments in the proposed quantitative survey design (Phase 5),
including comparative leadership constructs
Background
This thesis is comprised of four key phases of research. The research purpose is to develop
a scale measuring resilience-enabling leadership. In other words, it seeks to identify
leadership behaviours which help employees to behave resiliently in their jobs. Employee
resilience has been defined as “the capacity of employees to utilise resources to continually
adapt and flourish at work, even when faced with challenging circumstances” (Kuntz,
Näswall, & Malinen, 2016, p. 460). This is a capacity that is developable by factors, such as
leadership, that exist in one’s work context.
The descriptions below outline the processes used in the development of this scale. I am
aware of a number of comparable leadership scales and constructs, but not of any which
logically appear to foster resilience in employees
Phase 1 – Quantitative survey on paradoxical leadership and resilience
Phase 1 consisted of a quantitative survey administered in a large public sector organisation
in New Zealand. This phase quant-tested the relationships between leadership behaviours
and employee resilience. Although valuable insights were gained in this phase, such as the
effect of paradoxical leadership on employee resilience, this deductive model did not
sufficiently explain the wider phenomenon of resilience-enabling leadership. Thus,
qualitative inquiry was seen as necessary to further identify, refine, and explain this concept
of resilience-enabling leadership and whether or not it really is paradoxical in nature.
Phase 2 – Qualitative interviews on resilience enhancing leadership
Phase 2 involved 10 interviews with both employees and managers. This explored the
nature of resilience-enabling leadership behaviours in the public sector context using the
critical incident technique. Informed by both Phase 1 findings and emergent responses from
Phase 2 participants, a taxonomy of six key resilience-enabling leader behaviours was
developed. The behavioural dimensions of this taxonomy consist of managers: managing
the whole team, managing stretch goals and safe failures, supporting personal growth and
wellbeing, enabling self-management, and recognising individual needs and contributions.
Phase 3 – Further interviews with employees on causal mechanisms
In Phase 3, 10 more interviews were carried out to explore the mechanisms behind these
behaviours, and in what ways they might impact resilient employee behaviours. It sought
to identify leadership behaviours from employees’ point of view. Perceptions regarding
how they experienced such behaviours, if they did indeed experience them, were of
particular interest, as well as perceptions of the outcomes these behaviours had on their
own resilience. An explanatory framework of resilience-enabling leadership was developed
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out of the initial behavioural taxonomy. This explanatory framework comprised the
mechanisms by which the behaviours were experienced by participants.

Phase 4 – Focus group and interviews on item validity
Phase 4 comprised of 2 focus groups and 6 individual interviews with managers or reports
(n=13). Its primary aim was to confirm, modify, and help validate the explanatory
framework for scale development (DeVellis, 2017). 29 items resulted from this phase of
inquiry, which represented mechanisms behind the identified leadership behaviours. These
are shown in the table below.

Table 1: Resilience-enabling leadership behaviours: Dimensions and items
Leadership behaviour
Managing the whole
team

Examples (Items)
My manager…
helps to create an environment where I want to collaborate
encourages our team to work collectively
expects me to work with others
involves themselves in collaboration with the team
sets tasks which encourage us to work together
is good at managing conflict within the team
assists me in developing broader networks

Enabling selfmanagement

gives guidance that is focused on outcomes, rather than processes
trusts me to achieve outcomes
knows what I am capable of
lets me get on with my work
does not micromanage

Managing stretch
goals and safe failures

values the knowledge I bring to the team
stays calm when I make a mistake
helps me to learn from mistakes I make
shows a general openness toward learning

Supporting personal
growth

has open conversations with me about my future career plans
encourages me to seek out opportunities for my development
looks out for new opportunities for me to be exposed to
values my career aspirations

Providing support

backs the work decisions I make
supports my personal needs
I feel comfortable talking honestly with my manager when I need
it
I feel comfortable seeking help from my manager
cares about me as a person
values my differences
provides me with individualised feedback
provides recognition that is specific to my real contributions
is good at providing me with meaningful non-monetary rewards
where possible

Recognising
individual needs and
contributions
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Phase 5
The next phase is a quantitative validation study of the resilience-enabling leadership scale,
and an analysis of its consequences.
This particular phase is informed by the steps in scale development suggested by De Vellis
(2017), Step 5 of which is having the initial item pool reviewed by experts. Following this,
the items will be administered in a pilot survey to a development sample (De Vellis, 2017).
Expert commentary sought
In relation to the information given above, can you please provide comments on:
1. The draft items and dimensions for the scale (Table 1) in terms of readability and
content validity.
2. Any additional comments in the proposed quantitative survey design (Phase 5),
including comparative leadership constructs
Your help and consideration is greatly appreciated. Please let me know if you have any
questions or further comments,

Esme Franken
Esme.Franken@vuw.ac.nz
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APPENDIX G:

ETHICS DOCUMENTS AND CONTENT
(PHASE 5)

G.1: Pilot survey email
Dear [name/member of affiliation]
Victoria University is researching what challenges public sector organisations and their
employees face, and what organisations can do to help employees grow and develop in
their jobs.
This survey should not take any longer than 15 minutes to complete (probably less). Your
participation would be much appreciated – please have your say.
- If a question is not relevant to you -- please move on to the next question.
- You can close the survey tab or window at any time and return to it later. Your answers
will be saved (to reload your survey, simply access the link sent to you in the invitation
email).
- When you have completed the survey, you will be presented with a message thanking
you for your participation.
This survey of present and former public servants is anonymous: Your name will not be
attached to survey results. Data will be secured in a password protected file. Only summary
information about patterns and trends across the organisation will be reported. Summary
results will be reported to [name of network].
Please click the following link if you would like to participate in the survey: [link]
After the survey responses are analysed the findings may also be used for academic
publications, conference presentations, and public reports. The findings of this research
will be used for a PhD thesis that is publicly available. All data collected from participants
will be kept in a password protected file and will be destroyed within 5 years after the
completion of the project.
Your answers to this survey will be anonymous. Your participation in this survey is
taken as consent.
This research has been approved by the Victoria University Human Ethics Committee with
approval number (0000025909). Should you have any ethics queries, you are welcome to
contact HEC Convener Dr Judith Loveridge (judith.loveridge@vuw.ac.nz; 04 4636028).
Please do not hesitate to contact Esme Franken or Dr Geoff Plimmer (details below) if you
have any further questions:
Esme Franken, School of Management, Victoria University of Wellington
esme.franken@vuw.ac.nz
Dr Geoff Plimmer, School of Management, Victoria University of Wellington
geoff.plimmer@vuw.ac.nz
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G.2: Final survey email
Dear [member of network],
Victoria University is researching challenges facing public sector organisations and their
employees, and what organisations can do to help employees grow and develop in their
jobs
This survey should not take any longer than 15 minutes to complete. Your participation
would be much appreciated – please have your say.
•
•
•
•

Try to answer as many questions as possible. There are no right or wrong answers,
we are interested in your perception.
If a question is not relevant to you -- please move on to the next question.
You can close the survey tab or window at any time and return to it later. Your
answers will be saved (to reload your survey, simply access the link sent to you in the
invitation email).
When you have completed the survey, you will be presented with a message thanking
you for your participation.

This survey of present and former public servants is anonymous: Your name will not be
attached to survey results. Data will be secured in a password protected file. Only summary
information about patterns and trends across the organisation will be reported. Summary
results will be reported to [name of network]. Your participation in this survey is taken
as consent.
Please click the following link if you would like to participate in the survey:
http://vuw.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_8d0cjl566Yf1DlH
After the survey responses are analysed the findings may also be used for academic
publications, conference presentations, and public reports. The findings of this research
will be used for a PhD thesis that is publicly available. All data collected from participants
will be kept in a password protected file and will be destroyed within 5 years after the
completion of the project. This research has been approved by the Victoria University
Human Ethics Committee with approval number (0000025909). Should you have any
ethics queries, you are welcome to contact HEC Convener Dr Judith Loveridge
(judith.loveridge@vuw.ac.nz; 04 4636028).
Please do not hesitate to contact Esme Franken or Dr Geoff Plimmer (details below) if you
have any further questions:
Esme Franken, School of Management, Victoria University of Wellington
esme.franken@vuw.ac.nz
Dr Geoff Plimmer, School of Management, Victoria University of Wellington
geoff.plimmer@vuw.ac.nz
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APPENDIX H:

PILOT STATISTICS

Table E: Descriptive statistics for resilience-enabling leadership
The manager I report to . . .

N

Std.
Min Max Mean Deviation

acts calm when I make a mistake

30

2

7

5.51

1.10

helps me to learn from mistakes I make

30

4

7

5.91

.52

shows a general openness toward learning

30

5

7

6.09

.61

gives guidance that is focused on outcomes

30

3

7

5.49

.96

trusts me to achieve outcomes

30

3

7

6.07

.79

knows what I am capable of

30

2

7

5.56

1.22

lets me get on with my work

30

3

7

5.99

1.08

does not micromanage

30

3

7

6.00

1.01

expects me to work with others

30

6

7

6.40

.46

helps to create an environment where I want to
collaborate

30

4

7

5.97

.72

encourages our team to work collectively

30

4

7

6.05

.77

involves themselves in collaboration with the team

30

3

7

5.61

.98

sets tasks which encourage us to work together

30

2

7

5.19

1.08

manages conflict within the team
assists me in developing broader networks

30
30

2
1

7
6

4.79
4.29

1.29
1.31

has open conversations with me about my future
career plans

30

2

7

5.44

1.24

encourages me to seek out opportunities for my
development

30

1

7

5.41

1.44

looks out for new opportunities for me to be exposed 30
to

1

7

4.82

1.48

values my career aspirations

30

1

7

5.07

1.44

backs the work decisions I make

30

2

7

5.75

1.09

supports my personal needs

30

2

7

5.89

1.10

makes me feel comfortable talking honestly to them

30

4

7

5.96

.72

makes me feel comfortable seeking help from them

30

4

7

6.01

.65

cares about me as a person

30

2

7

5.90

1.16

values my differences

30

3

7

5.83

.86

provides me with individualised feedback

30

2

7

5.70

.89

provides recognition that is specific to my real
contributions

30

2

7

5.63

1.17

is good at providing me with meaningful nonmonetary rewards where possible

30

1

7

5.08

1.26
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APPENDIX I:

MODIFICATION INDICES, CFA MODEL
COMPARISON

Table F: Model comparisons
χ2 /df

CFI

GFI

RMSEA

602.87/87

.92

.85

.12

.14

Covary E1 and E2

577.47/86

.92

.85

.11

.13

Covary E2 and E3

559.82/85

.92

.86

.11

.13

Covary E4 and E5

531.40/84

.93

.86

.11

.12

Covary E7 and E8

506.68/83

.93

.87

.11

.13

Covary E8 and E9

482.34/82

.94

.88

.11

.12

Covary E8 and E11

458.77/81

.94

.89

.10

.13

Covary E9 and E11

400.63/80

.95

.90

.10

.11

Covary E9 and E10

359.19/79

.95

.91

.09

.11

Covary E11 and E13
Covary E16 and E17

339.89/78
326.76/77

.96
.96

.91
.92

.09
.09

.10
.10

Covary E9 and E13

300.58/76

.96

.92

.08

.09

300.58/76

.96

.92

.08

.09

1666.54/90

.74

.58

.20

.18

Model
Three-Factor 15-item EFA Model

RMR

Checking error covariances

Final model
Three-Factor 15-item CFA Model
Comparing to alternative model
Single-Factor 15-item CFA Model
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