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ABSTRACT 

Mondy, April E., Ph.D., University of South Alabama, May 2023. To Serve and Deplete: 

Exploring Outcomes of Emotional Exhaustion in Servant Leadership and the Moderating 

Role of Self-Leadership. Chair of Committee: Christina L. Wassenaar, Ph.D.  

This study explores the outcomes of emotional exhaustion in servant leadership, a 

leadership style through which leaders enact influence by serving, empowering, and 

developing others—that is, 'leading from behind.' Drawing on conservation of resources 

theory, I explored how servant leadership behaviors may adversely affect the practicing 

leader through emotional exhaustion and laterally influence the subsequent outcomes of 

work disengagement and work–family conflict. Additionally, I investigated the 

moderating influence of self-leadership on the relationship between servant leadership 

and emotional exhaustion. I tested a moderated mediation model with regression analysis 

using two independent samples of organizational leaders surveyed at two different time 

points (Sample 1: N = 79; Sample 2: N = 379). The findings did not support a positive 

relationship between servant leadership and emotional exhaustion but did support 

positive relationships between emotional exhaustion and work disengagement, and 

emotional exhaustion and work–family conflict. Several limitations of the study are 

discussed, along with implications and future research directions.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

One of the current challenges facing organizations is employee burnout 

(Abramson, 2022). An estimated three in four employees have reported that they 

experience workplace burnout at least sometimes (Hemphill, 2022). Much of the research 

on burnout in the workplace emphasizes antecedents and outcomes for organizational 

employees (Cole et al., 2012). While these studies have been instrumental in helping 

organizations understand how to address such issues among employees effectively, there 

seems to be a disproportionate lack of research exploring such outcomes among 

organizational leaders. A recent Gallup study reported that managers increasingly report 

more burnout than those they manage (Harter, 2021). As stressful experiences for leaders 

have implications for employees and the organization (Harms et al., 2017), there is room 

to expand the scope of research on such topics in the workplace to further investigate the 

impact on leaders.  

In light of this, this research focuses on emotional exhaustion, a precursor to 

burnout and a critical point for intervention (Gaines & Jermier, 1983), and servant 

leadership, a leadership style characterized by serving, empowering, and developing 

others (Greenleaf, 1977). Servant leadership stands out from other leadership styles 

because it focuses on the ideal of service, emphasizes leader behaviors that prioritize 
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followers' interests ahead of the leader's, and develops followers to their fullest potential 

(Greenleaf, 1977; Liao, Lee, et al., 2021). In line with a growing demand for 

organizational leaders who lead with transparency, accountability, humility, and 

compassion (Sendjaya, 2015), servant leadership seems to be promising due to its holistic 

approach that goes beyond an organization's financial success and recognizes a moral 

responsibility toward followers and the community. Thus, more research efforts are 

necessary to contribute to our knowledge of effectively developing, supporting, and 

retaining servant leaders (Barbuto et al., 2014). 

Prior research has sufficiently established that servant leadership yields 

considerable positive outcomes among employees, such as job satisfaction (Kauppila et 

al., 2022), organizational commitment (van Dierendonck et al., 2014), intrinsic 

motivation (C. Y. Chen et al., 2013), psychological empowerment (Schermuly et al., 

2022), and work–family balance (M. Wang et al., 2017). Most of these studies are from 

the follower's perspective (Eva et al., 2019). While such research is essential to 

discovering the benefits of servant leadership and its impact on the organization, this 

almost exclusive focus in the literature may limit our knowledge and carry the potentially 

faulty assumption that there are no disadvantages.  

As organizations seek to understand how to support and retain servant leaders, it 

is necessary to consider any costs associated with servant leadership by investigating the 

challenges and risks posed to the leaders and how any adverse impact may affect them 

(Liao, Lee, et al., 2021). Such studies can aid a more comprehensive understanding of 

servant leadership effectiveness and ineffectiveness and contribute to our general 

knowledge of how unfavorable work experiences influence a leader's behavior. 
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Subsequent findings can provide incremental insight into strategies and interventions 

leaders can employ to mitigate any adverse outcomes associated with practicing such 

behaviors.  

One of the fundamental dimensions of servant leadership is putting others first 

through the demonstration of various altruistic activities or behaviors (Liden et al., 2008). 

Studies have found that altruistic behaviors such as putting others first are commonly 

associated with positive and fulfilling individual outcomes such as psychological safety 

(W. Lin et al., 2020), positive affect (Conway et al., 2009), increased self-esteem (Perlow 

& Weeks, 2002), better mental health (Schwartz et al., 2003), greater vitality (Weinstein 

& Ryan, 2010), and better quality of life (Wheeler et al., 1998). Consequently, engaging 

in servant leadership behaviors has been found to have replenishing benefits for the 

practicing leader, such as well-being (Panaccio et al., 2015) and psychological 

meaningfulness (W. Lin et al., 2020).  

Notwithstanding the positive outcomes associated with altruistic and other-

oriented behaviors, such behaviors may also have a depleting effect, consuming personal 

and regulatory resources and yielding undesirable outcomes. Examples include 

citizenship fatigue (Bolino et al., 2015), role overload, job stress, and work–family 

conflict (Bolino & Turnley, 2005), resentment of helping (Chou et al., 2021), and 

resource depletion (Lanaj et al., 2016). This effect is evident across several occupational 

fields in compassion-driven work, such as nursing (Y. Y. Zhang et al., 2018) and clergy 

work (Roberts et al., 2003), in which individuals engage in the fulfilling role of helping 

and caring for others but face the risk of exhaustion and stress from work demands and 

role responsibilities.  
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Initial theoretical and empirical support was found for depleting effects associated 

with servant leadership (Lan et al., 2022; Liao, Lee, et al., 2021; Park, 2021; Yongjun & 

Jian, 2019; Zhou et al., 2020). The physical and emotional demands associated with 

servant leadership behaviors are high due to the time and emotional energy invested in 

followers (Eva et al., 2019). While such investments may replenish resources through a 

rewarding effect on servant leaders (Panaccio et al., 2015), such behaviors may also 

deplete resources when ineffectively allocated or conserved (Liao, Lee, et al., 2021). 

Thus, servant leadership is paradoxical as it may be replenishing in some instances and 

depleting in others. Given these considerations, this dissertation explores the depleting 

aspect of servant leadership and how such behaviors may adversely affect the leader with 

emotional exhaustion and laterally influence the subsequent behaviors of work 

disengagement and work–family conflict. Specifically, I investigate the following 

question: What are the outcomes of emotional exhaustion in organizational leaders who 

identify as a servant leader and practice servant leadership behaviors? 

Drawing on conservation of resources theory (COR; Hobfoll, 1988), a stress 

theory that provides a framework for understanding how servant leadership behaviors 

may produce adverse outcomes for the leader through resource loss, I focus on the 

relationship between servant leadership behaviors and one of the primary precursors of 

burnout: emotional exhaustion (Maslach, 1982). I explore emotional exhaustion as a 

mechanism through which servant leadership behaviors may be associated with two 

adverse outcomes: work disengagement (adverse effect on role responsibilities) and 

work–family conflict (adverse effect on home and family). I argue that leaders who 
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experience emotional exhaustion from engaging in servant leadership behaviors may be 

more likely to experience these outcomes as a mechanism of resource loss. 

In addition to the association between servant leadership, emotional exhaustion, 

and subsequent outcomes, I explored the moderating role of self-leadership in the 

relationship between servant leadership and emotional exhaustion. Prior research has 

established that the behavioral, cognitive, and emotional strategies of self-leadership can 

reduce strain caused by a loss of resources and act as an intervention strategy to stress 

management (Unsworth & Mason, 2012). Consequently, I test for the potential role of 

self-leadership as a boundary condition that attenuates the relationship between servant 

leadership behaviors and emotional exhaustion and the subsequent outcomes. The 

conceptual model of the hypothesized relationships is shown in Figure 1. 

This dissertation aims to advance the leadership literature by making the 

following contributions. First, this study diverges from the conventional approach of 

exploring positive employee and organizational outcomes of servant leadership behaviors 

through two embryonic foci: exploring servant leadership from a leader-centric 

perspective and, more specifically, exploring possible adverse outcomes of the leader 

practicing the behaviors. The aim is to augment a more comprehensive approach to 

studying servant leadership behaviors to provide insight into the impact on the leader. I 

also explore some challenges in the literature regarding how servant leadership has been 

conceptualized, defined, and measured.  

Second, this study combines two streams of research on leadership. It integrates 

servant leadership, which externally focuses on the growth and well-being of followers 

(van Dierendonck, 2011), and self-leadership, which internally focuses on intrinsic 
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motivation and self-influence strategies for achieving objectives and managing self 

(Manz, 1991). Hannah and colleagues (2014) noted that different leadership theories are 

not mutually exclusive and that leaders often enact a range of intertwined and contextual 

behaviors. This study specifically explored one form of leadership, self-leadership, as a 

boundary condition that attenuates a potential adverse outcome of another form of 

leadership, servant leadership.  

Third, this dissertation helps extend the theoretical framework of servant 

leadership by exploring it through the lens of COR theory. As servant leadership is a 

relationship-based approach to leadership (Graham, 1991), extant literature has primarily 

explored servant leadership within social and relational contexts that assert various 

employee outcomes as reciprocated and role-based behaviors. Commonly employed 

theoretical perspectives in the servant leadership literature include, but are not limited to, 

social exchange theory (Newman et al., 2017; G. M. Robinson et al., 2021), social 

learning theory (Kauppila et al., 2022; Z. Wang et al., 2018), social identity theory 

(Linuesa-Langreo et al., 2018; Zhao et al., 2016), and social cognitive theory (Duan et al., 

2018; M. Wang et al., 2017). While these theories have been instrumental in explaining 

servant leadership influences on follower attitudes and behavior and other subsequent 

outcomes, COR theory could help explain the leader-centric consequences of utilizing a 

servant leadership approach and how any adverse outcomes could be attenuated (Eva et 

al., 2019). This study, therefore, considers from a theoretical standpoint the cognitive 

processes and psychological resources associated with servant leadership behaviors.  

Fourth, this dissertation employs the Servant Leadership Scale (Liden et al., 2008) 

adapted as a self-report scale. The scale was developed as a multidimensional measure of 
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servant leadership behavior based on leader perceptions to be reported by followers. As 

servant leadership reflects a leader's identity (P.Y.T. Sun, 2013), and identity is a strong 

indicator of a predilection for action (Wassenaar et al., 2015), a self-rating can provide 

insight into how servant leaders cognitively process their enacted behavior through 

conscious choice. Thus, to investigate servant leadership behaviors from a leader-centric 

perspective, I adapt the items in the scale from observer rating to self-rating and address 

some of the challenges of measuring servant leadership.  

The following chapter provides an overview of the theoretical framework and the 

literature review of the variables in this study, integrating them into hypotheses for the 

conceptual model. Chapter three describes the research design, sample characteristics, 

data collection procedures, and measures. Chapter four presents a summary of the 

analyses and results. Finally, chapter five discusses the results, implications, limitations, 

and future research directions.  

 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model of Emotional Exhaustion Mediating the Relationship 

Between Servant Leadership and Both Work Disengagement and Work–Family Conflict, 

Including the Moderating Role of Self-Leadership. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES 

 

2.1 Theoretical Framework 

This study is guided by conservation of resources theory (COR; Hobfoll, 1988). 

The basic tenet of COR theory is that individuals are motivated to obtain, retain, and 

protect things they value, in this case, resources. Resources are either centrally valued in 

their own right or are a means to obtain a centrally valued end; they can be distal and 

proximal to the self, internal and external, biological, and cultural (Hobfoll, 2002). Such 

resources may be represented as objects, states, conditions, personal characteristics, 

energy sources, or other things of value (Hobfoll, 2001), some of which are essential for 

survival and others that are culturally defined and relatively tied to every individual's 

personal experiences and situations (Halbesleben et al., 2014; Holmgreen et al., 2017).  

COR theory is fundamentally a model for understanding stress (Hobfoll, 2001), a 

psychological reaction to an environment in which there is a threat of resource loss, a net 

resource loss, or a lack of resource gain following the investment of resources (Hobfoll, 

1989). COR theory was developed based on the need to better incorporate the objective 

and the perceived environment into the stress-coping process (Hobfoll & Schumm, 

2009). Since environmental circumstances can lead to a depletion of resources, which can 

objectively be stressful (Holmgreen et al., 2017), COR theory considers both 
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environmental and internal processes (Hobfoll, 1989). It helps explain how individuals 

and organizations may be affected by stressful circumstances, what those circumstances 

likely are, and how resources can be garnered and protected (Westman et al., 2005). 

Distinct from other stress theories that explain stress occurrences as reactive coping to 

challenges caused by external events, COR theory also encompasses that individuals 

proactively assert themselves to preventatively build a resource reservoir and invest those 

resources in coping (Hobfoll & Lilly, 1993).  

Two principles and four corollaries follow COR theory's basic tenet. According to 

Hobfoll (2001), Principle 1 asserts that resource loss is disproportionally more salient 

than resource gain, meaning resource loss has a more significant impact. Principle 2 

asserts that individuals invest resources to protect against resource loss, recover from 

loss, and gain resources. Corollary 1 posits that individuals with more resources are less 

vulnerable to resource loss and more capable of resource gain, while individuals with 

fewer resources are more vulnerable to resource loss and less capable of resource gain. 

Hobfoll posits in Corollary 2 that initial resource loss engenders future loss for 

individuals who lack resources and are more vulnerable to resource loss. Corollary 3 

posits that initial resource gain engenders future gain for individuals who possess 

resources and are more capable of resource gain. Lastly, Corollary 4 posits that 

individuals who lack resources are likely to adopt a defensive strategy to conserve their 

remaining resources. Successful adaptation generates new and replenished resources that 

offset conditions of loss. Conversely, unsuccessful adaptation produces negative 

functional and emotional outcomes that generate secondary loss (Hobfoll, 2001). 
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COR theory is often employed as a theoretical model in contexts of burnout 

research, work and family interface, respite research, and organizational interventions 

(Westman et al., 2005). It is employed in this study because its tenets can help explain 

potential adverse consequences for leaders engaging in servant leadership behaviors and 

how such consequences might be mitigated. The physical and emotional demands 

associated with servant leadership behaviors that emphasize supportive and empowering 

work practices and high-quality relationships with followers are high due to the time and 

emotional energy invested in followers (Eva et al., 2019). While such investments may 

replenish resources through a rewarding effect on servant leaders (Panaccio et al., 2015), 

under certain circumstances, such behaviors may also deplete resources when 

ineffectively allocated or conserved (Liao, Lee, et al., 2021). Thus, COR theory may help 

explain servant leadership's paradoxical nature, which can be replenishing in some 

instances and depleting in others. 

 

2.2 Construct Overview 

 

2.2.1 Servant Leadership 

2.2.1.1 Origin of Servant Leadership. 

Themes of leadership akin to that of servant leadership have been evident in 

history as far back as the sixth century B.C. and are present in the ancient writings and 

traditions of Greek and Roman philosophy (Valeri, 2007), Taoism, Zen, and Islam 

(Finch, 2007, as cited in Vanourek, 1995). The most commonly attributed origin of 

servant leadership in the Western context dates back over 2,000 years to the teachings 
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and example of Jesus Christ (Sendjaya, 2015; Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002). According to 

the Gospel of Mark 10, after an incident when Jesus' disciples were arguing about who 

would be the greatest leader in His absence, He taught them the principle of servant 

leadership when He told them: 

You know that those who are considered rulers over the Gentiles lord it over 

them, and their great ones exercise authority over them. Yet it shall not be so 

among you; but whoever desires to become great among you shall be your 

servant. And whoever of you desires to be first shall be slave of all. For even the 

Son of Man did not come to be served, but to serve and to give His life a ransom 

for many. (NKJV Bible, Mark 10:42–45) 

According to the Gospel of John 13, Jesus also demonstrated servant leadership when He 

washed the feet of His disciples with a basin and towel, a practice during that time that 

was culturally considered one of the most demeaning tasks commonly performed by the 

lowest-ranking individual (L. Ford, 1991, as cited in Sendjaya, 2015). Jesus concluded 

His demonstration by proclaiming: "If I then, your Lord and Teacher, have washed your 

feet, you also ought to wash one another's feet. For I have given you an example, that you 

should do as I have done to you" (NKJV Bible, John 13:14–15). By washing His 

disciples' feet, Jesus displayed a genuine act of humility that symbolized leadership 

power as an enabling factor to choose to serve and enable others, not power over them 

(Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002). 

Synonymizing "servant" and "greatness," Jesus taught that a leader's greatness is 

measured by a commitment to serve others (Sendjaya, 2015). This principle of leadership 

has reverberated for centuries. It has been practiced by ancient monarchs (Sendjaya & 
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Sarros, 2002), prominent historical figures such as Mother Teresa, Harriet Tubman, 

Mahatma Gandhi, and Martin Luther King, Jr. (Keith, 2008, as cited in D. L. Parris & 

Peachey, 2013), and even corporate CEOs such as Southwest Airlines founder Herb 

Kelleher, former Synovus Financial Corporation Chairman and CEO Jimmy Blanchard, 

and former TDIndustries Chairman and CEO Jack Lowe. Several companies have been 

recognized and highly ranked on Fortune's "Top 100 Best Companies to Work for in 

America" for advocating and practicing servant leadership (Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002). 

The value and impact of servant leadership are historically evident in the transcendence 

of time, culture, organization, and occupation (Valeri, 2007).  

Servant leadership was introduced in the organizational context in the 1970s by 

Robert K. Greenleaf, a then-retired AT&T executive and management consultant with 

burdening concerns for what he deemed a leadership crisis in the country's large 

institutions (Greenleaf, 1977). His seminal essay, The Servant as Leader (Greenleaf, 

1970), laid the modern philosophical foundation for the concept of servant leadership 

without providing a definitive definition. The essay was inspired by Hermann Hesse's 

short novel Journey to the East (1956), a story about a band of men on an eastern 

pilgrimage and their "servant" Leo, who, unbeknownst to them, was in fact, their great 

and noble leader. From this story, Greenleaf derived that "the great leader is seen as a 

servant first, and that simple fact is the key to his greatness" (1977, p. 7). Greenleaf wrote 

several additional essays on servant leadership, jointly published as a book in 1977, in 

which he developed a clearer definition for the fundamental concept of a servant leader. 

He has since been declared the father of the modern servant leadership movement 

(Sendjaya, 2015). 
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According to Greenleaf, "the servant-leader is servant first…It begins with the 

natural feeling that one wants to serve, to serve first. Then conscious choice brings one to 

aspire to lead" (1977, p. 13). Asserting a stark contrast between those who serve first then 

lead— "I serve because I am the leader"—and those who lead first then serve— "I am the 

leader because I serve" (Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002), Greenleaf emphasized the act of 

service over the act of leading and contended that the difference between the two 

manifests in the care taken to ensure the highest priority needs of others are served. He 

posed several essential questions as benchmarks:  

Do those served grow as persons? Do they, while being served, become healthier, 

wiser, freer, more autonomous, more likely themselves to become servants? And, 

what is the effect on the least privileged in society; will they benefit, or, at least, 

not be further deprived? (1977, p. 13–14) 

Servant leaders are, accordingly, very keen on inviting the human element into the 

workplace; they do not regard employees as "human resources" but as human beings who 

are more than the sum of their outputs, with intellectual, physical, emotional, moral, and 

spiritual sides, each of which needs to be equally acknowledged (Sendjaya, 2015). This 

fundamental presupposition, which distinguishes servant leadership from other leadership 

models, embodies the distinctive mental model of the servant leader whose conviction 

characterizes not just the role of a servant but the very nature of one (Sendjaya & Sarros, 

2002). Servant leaders embody a servant identity constituting a self-schema organized 

around moral attributes; such an identity has a cognitive disposition, the extent to which 

servant leaders cognitively process their servant attributes, and a behavioral disposition, 
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the extent to which servant leaders regulate their behavior to align with their servant 

attributes (P.Y.T. Sun, 2013). 

2.2.1.2 Conceptualizations and Definition of Servant Leadership. 

Greenleaf's writings highlighted a servant leader's fundamental characteristics and 

nature; however, he did not offer a formal, empirically validated definition of servant 

leadership (van Dierendonck, 2011). Furthermore, his conceptualization of servant 

leadership was initially regarded as more of a philosophy than a leadership approach 

(Chaudhry et al., 2021). Whereas other leadership theories are usually defined by the 

actions of a leader, servant leadership is driven by the character of a leader and the 

commitment to serve; this has posed a challenge to scholars aiming to construct 

theoretical models that capture the more abstract principles of servant leadership (D. L. 

Parris & Peachey, 2013). Thus, due to poor theoretical conceptualization and 

measurement, early servant leadership research did not gain much traction relative to 

other leadership theories (Eva et al., 2019). Consequently, scholars have offered differing 

interpretations, definitions, theoretical models, and operationalizations of servant 

leadership, generating a lack of consensus in the literature, a consensus of which 

contemporary efforts are striving to resolve (Chaudhry et al., 2021; Eva et al., 2019; van 

Dierendonck, 2011). In 2019, Eva and colleagues considered the essence of servant 

leadership, focusing on its mode, motive, and mindset, and offered the following 

definition employed by this study: 

Servant leadership is an (1) other-oriented approach to leadership (2) 

manifested through one-on-one prioritizing of follower individual needs 

and interests, (3) and outward reorienting of their concern for self towards 
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concern for others within the organization and the larger community. (p. 114) 

Spears (1995), a former director of the Greenleaf Center for Servant Leadership 

with extensive knowledge of Greenleaf's writings, was one of the first to translate 

Greenleaf's conceptualization by extending it into a model characterizing the servant 

leader. From Greenleaf's essays, Spears extracted ten characteristics of the servant leader: 

(1) listening, emphasis on communication and identifying the will of the people; (2) 

empathy, emphasis on understanding and accepting others; (3) healing, emphasis on 

making people whole; (4) awareness, emphasis on being awake; (5) persuasion, emphasis 

on influencing others through argument not an assertion of power; (6) conceptualization, 

emphasis on thinking into the possible future; (7) foresight, emphasis on foreseeing 

outcomes and working with intuition; (8) stewardship, emphasis on holding trust and 

serving the needs of others; (9) commitment to the growth of people, emphasis on 

nurturing the personal, professional, and spiritual growth of others; (10) building 

community, emphasis on essentializing community into people's lives (Spears 2005; van 

Dierendonck, 2011).  

Other scholars have offered variations of the characteristics and dimensions of 

servant leadership, many of which accrue or overlap and others that capture a unique 

aspect. The following examples do not exhaust the literature but represent some of the 

most prominent. Page and Wong (2000) developed a conceptual framework for 

measuring servant leadership that emphasizes character orientation, people orientation, 

task orientation, and process orientation with 12 distinct categories: (1) integrity, (2) 

humility, (3) servanthood, (4) caring for others, (5) empowering others, (6) developing 

others, (7) visioning, (8) goal setting, (9) leading, (10) modeling, (11) team-building, (12) 
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shared decision-making. Ehrhart (2004) identified seven major categories of servant 

leadership behavior that emphasize ethical behavior and prioritize the concerns of 

subordinates: (1) forming relationships, (2) empowering subordinates, (3) helping 

subordinates grow and succeed, (4) behaving ethically, (5) having conceptual skills, (6) 

putting subordinates first, (7) creating value for those outside the organization.  

R. F. Russell and Stone (2002) identified and synthesized nine functional and 11 

accompanying attributes of servant leadership in the literature: (1) vision, (2) honesty, (3) 

integrity, (4) trust, (5) service, (6) modeling, (7) pioneering, (8) appreciation of others, 

(9) empowerment, (10) communication, (11) credibility, (12) competence, (13) 

stewardship, (14) visibility, (15) influence, (16) persuasion, (17) listening, (18) 

encouragement, (19) teaching, (20) delegation. Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) extended 

Spears' (1995) 10 characteristics by adding "calling," totaling 11 characteristics. Liden 

and colleagues (2008) identified nine dimensions of servant leadership that prioritize the 

needs of subordinates and help them maximize their potential and reach optimal career 

success: (1) emotional healing, (2) creating value for the community, (3) conceptual 

skills, (4) empowering, (5) helping subordinates grow and succeed, (6) putting 

subordinates first, (7) behaving ethically, (8) relationships, (9) servanthood.  

In his systematic review of servant leadership, van Dierendonck (2011) 

synthesized 44 servant leadership characteristics or dimensions in the collective models 

in the literature. Recognizing the strengths and weaknesses of each model, and 

acknowledging that different vocabulary words can represent similar concepts, hence the 

constant overlap, he summarized six characteristics of servant leadership by 

differentiating between antecedents, behavior, mediating processes, and outcomes and by 
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combining models based on empirical evidence. According to his synthesis of the 

literature, servant leaders (1) empower and develop people, (2) show humility, (3) are 

authentic, (4) accept people for who they are, (5) provide direction, and (6) are good 

stewards who work for the good of the whole. 

2.2.1.3 Measures of Servant Leadership. 

The proliferation of servant leadership dimensions segues to another challenge in 

the extant literature, its measurement. As numerous scholars have offered their respective 

interpretations of Greenleaf's conceptualization of servant leadership, many have 

developed their own multidimensional scales (van Dierendonck, 2011). Eva and 

colleagues (2019) identified and analyzed sixteen different measures and subsequently 

adopted scales of servant leadership (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006; R. Dennis & Winston, 

2003; R. S. Dennis & Bocarnea, 2005; Ehrhart, 1998, 2004; Fridell et al., 2009; Laub, 

1999; Liden et al., 2008, 2015; Lytle et al., 1998; McCuddy & Cavin, 2008; Page & 

Wong, 2000; Reed et al., 2011; Reinke, 2004; Rieke et al., 2008; L. Robinson & 

Williamson, 2014; Sendjaya et al., 2008, 2018; van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011; van 

Dierendonck et al., 2017).  

The abundance of measures sheds light on the complexity and ambiguity of 

analyzing servant leadership (Chaudhry et al., 2021), particularly since many of the 

measures have issues of sampling, item generation, dimension misrepresentation or 

omission, factorial validity, internal consistency, construct validity, and replication (Eva 

et al., 2019; van Dierendonck, 2011). Employing Hinkin's (1995) scale development 

guidelines, Eva and colleagues (2019) traced each servant leadership measure's 

development and validation process and examined its psychometric validity against the 
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established scale development criteria and parameters. They identified and recommended 

for future research three measures that went through the rigorous process of construction 

and validation and are psychometrically sound: the SL-7 (Liden et al., 2015), the SLBS-6 

(Sendjaya et al., 2018), and the SLS (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011), each of which 

are distinct in emphasis with relative strengths. 

Despite their recommendations, Eva and colleagues (2019) acknowledged that the 

field of leadership needs to evolve and expand how servant leadership is assessed, 

particularly due to the ongoing and incomplete assumption that the commonly employed 

series of follower-rated measures fully capture servant leadership. They further suggested 

that, rather than relying solely on follower ratings, measures be adapted to be self-

reported for the leader. The field of leadership relies heavily on follower ratings of leader 

behavior, which are of considerable value due to the dynamic interaction between leaders 

and followers (Hansbrough et al., 2015). However, servant leadership's unorthodox (D. L. 

Parris & Peachey, 2013) and multidimensional (Page & Wong, 2000) nature suggests that 

self-report measures can advance and aid a more comprehensive understanding of servant 

leadership.  

Servant leadership is not simply a management technique but a way of life 

reflective of an individual's identity, one of which is an essential aspect of his or her self-

concept and is salient in self-representation and cognitive processing of behavior (P.Y.T. 

Sun, 2013). Servant leadership behaviors are an enactment of a personal conviction, 

commitment, and conscious choice to make personal sacrifices to serve the well-being of 

others (Sendjaya, 2015), minimally driven by organizational bottom-line objectives 

(Sendjaya & Cooper, 2011) but performance- and process-oriented (Page & Wong, 



19 

2000). Associated servant identity attributes such as a sense of calling, humility, 

empathy, and altruistic agape love (P.Y.T. Sun, 2013) attest that servant leadership is not 

just about what a leader does but who a leader is (D. L. Parris & Peachey, 2013). 

Notwithstanding, the processes of a servant leader's mental model and authentic self-

dimensions, which are pertinent to servant leadership behaviors (P.Y.T. Sun, 2013), can 

represent a lack of contextual information followers have when evaluating their leader 

(Hansbrough et al., 2015). Thus, sole reliance on follower ratings can pose a deficit in our 

knowledge of the inner workings of servant leadership.  

A. Lee and Carpenter (2018) acknowledged a contextual relevance to whose 

perspective of leader behaviors is most relative in a given setting. Follower ratings may 

subjectively capture the behavioral manifestation of servant leadership and measure its 

impact on followers (Page & Wong, 2000). However, leader self-ratings represent a 

valuable and valid measurement strategy (G. S. Howard, 1994) that can capture a servant 

leader's perceptions and attitudes (Spector & Jex, 1998), cognitive and emotional 

processing (Frese & Zapf, 1994), and factors affecting the inclination to lead with a 

servant leader ideology (Barbuto et al., 2014). Therefore, increased use of leader self-

ratings can advance the measurement of servant leadership (Eva et al., 2019). 

2.2.1.4 Antecedents of Servant Leadership. 

Research on the antecedents of servant leadership is relatively sparse and limited 

in generalizability (Langhof & Güldenberg, 2020). Furthermore, while most leadership 

theories, in general, have antecedents identified in the literature that incorporate 

organizational and team culture, policies, external influences, personality traits, and 

demographics of the leader, existing research on the antecedents of servant leadership is 
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mainly focused on the leader characteristics from which servant leadership behaviors 

tends to emerge (Eva et al., 2019). According to van Dierendonck (2011), self-

determination, moral cognitive development, cognitive complexity, and the cultural 

dimensions of humane orientation and power distance are essential to servant leadership. 

Liden, Panaccio, and colleagues (2014) identified six characteristics arming leaders with 

the potential to engage in servant leadership behaviors, including the desire to serve, 

emotional intelligence, moral maturity and conation, prosocial identity, core self-

evaluation, and low narcissism. Eva and colleagues (2019) found that leaders who are 

more agreeable, less extraverted, confident, and strongly identify with their organization 

are more likely to demonstrate servant leadership behaviors. 

Other antecedents of servant leadership identified in the literature include, but are 

not limited to, an altruistic mindset (Beck, 2014; Langhof & Güldenberg, 2020), 

compassionate love (Brouns et al., 2020; van Dierendonck & Patterson, 2015), 

motivation to serve and motivation to lead (Paas et al., 2020), and self-efficacy (Amah, 

2018). Many scholars agree that the antecedents of servant leadership need to be further 

explored (Barbuto et al., 2014; Eva et al., 2019; Hoch et al., 2018; Mcquade et al., 2020; 

D. L. Parris & Peachey, 2013); there is a specific need to investigate environmental 

factors and developmental processes that lead to servant leadership (Bragger et al., 2021). 

2.2.1.5 Outcomes of Servant Leadership. 

Empirical studies of servant leadership have yielded a myriad of outcomes 

categorized by Eva and colleagues (2019) as follower behavioral outcomes, follower 

attitudinal outcomes, performance outcomes, leader-related outcomes, team-level 

outcomes, and organizational-level outcomes. Follower behavioral outcomes of servant 
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leadership established in the literature include, but are not limited to, positive associations 

with helping behavior (Zou et al., 2015), interpersonal citizenship behavior (Bavik et al., 

2017), organizational citizenship behavior (Harwiki, 2016; Newman et al., 2017), 

personal learning (Tang et al., 2016), proactive behavior (Mostafa & El-Motalib, 2019), 

service-oriented organizational citizenship behavior (Chiniara & Bentein, 2016), and 

voice behavior (Lapointe & Vandenberghe, 2018). Some negative associations with 

follower behavior outcomes of servant leadership include leadership avoidance (Lacroix 

& Verdorfer, 2017) and deviant workplace behavior (Sendjaya et al., 2018).  

Established follower attitudinal outcomes of servant leadership include, but are 

not limited to, positive associations with flourishing (Giolito et al., 2021), intrinsic 

motivation (C. Y. Chen et al., 2013), job satisfaction (Kauppila et al., 2022; McNeff & 

Irving, 2017), organizational commitment (van Dierendonck et al., 2014), organizational 

identification, perceived work support and leader effectiveness (Y. Zhang et al., 2019), 

perceived overall justice (Kauppila et al., 2022), psychological empowerment (Schermuly 

et al., 2022), psychological health (Rivkin et al., 2014), psychological ownership and 

resilience (Najam & Mustamil, 2022), volunteer motivation (Erdurmazlı, 2019), well-

being (van Dierendonck et al., 2009), work engagement (Ozturk et al., 2021; van 

Dierendonck et al., 2014), work–family balance (M. Wang et al., 2017). Negative 

associations include burnout (Babakus et al., 2010), emotional exhaustion (Obi et al., 

2020), emotional labor (Lu et al., 2019), turnover intention (Babakus et al., 2010; Y. 

Zhang et al., 2019), and work–family conflict (H. Zhang et al., 2012) 

Performance outcomes and leader-related outcomes of servant leadership include 

but are not limited to, positive associations with branch financial performance (Hartnell 



22 

et al., 2020), business-unit performance (Giolito et al., 2021), creativity (Ruiz-Palomino 

& Zoghbi-Manrique-de-Lara, 2020; Yoshida et al., 2014), individual and team task 

performance (Chiniara & Bentein, 2016), innovation (Oliveira & Ferreira, 2012), 

knowledge-sharing (Luu, 2016), project team performance (Nauman et al., 2022), and 

task performance (Saleem et al., 2020); leader trust (Sendjaya & Pekerti, 2010), leader-

member exchange (Kauppila et al., 2022), and perceived leader effectiveness (Taylor et 

al., 2007).  

Team-level outcomes of servant leadership include but are not limited to, positive 

associations with group social capital (Linuesa-Langreo et al., 2018), team cohesion 

(Chiniara & Bentein, 2016), team innovation (Yoshida et al., 2014), team potency and 

team-level organizational citizenship behavior (Hu & Liden, 2011), and team reflexivity 

(Z. Wang et al., 2021). A negative association has been established with team conflict 

(Obi et al., 2020). Organization-level outcomes of servant leadership include but are not 

limited to, serving culture (Liden, Wayne, et al. 2014) and support climate (Hartnell et 

al., 2020). 

2.2.1.6 Differentiating Servant Leadership. 

Contemporary research in servant leadership is largely part of the recent focus on 

"moral" leadership theories that emphasize moral, ethical, and values-based leadership 

behavior (Hoch et al., 2018). A challenge for servant leadership within this stream of 

focus is the concern some scholars have raised about conceptual overlap and construct 

redundancy with other leadership approaches and whether each leadership construct adds 

incremental validity in predicting outcomes or associations with correlates beyond each 

other (Banks et al., 2016, 2018; Hoch et al., 2018; Lemoine et al., 2019). According to 
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van Dierendonck (2011), the leadership frameworks that reveal the most overlap with 

servant leadership are transformational leadership (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978), authentic 

leadership (Luthans & Avolio, 2003), ethical leadership (M. E. Brown et al., 2005), and 

empowering leadership (Arnold et al., 2000). Although servant leadership shares some 

similar behavioral characteristics with each of these frameworks and more, noteworthy 

distinctions yield servant leadership as a conceptually unique leadership approach 

(Lemoine et al., 2019). 

Servant leadership is comparable to transformational leadership in that both 

emphasize attention to the development of followers through individualized 

consideration, supportive behavior, and intellectual stimulation (van Dierendonck, 2011). 

The key difference between servant leadership and transformational leadership is the 

leader's primary focus (Stone et al., 2004). Whereas transformational leadership 

emphasizes the growth of followers within the context of ultimately optimizing 

performance and achieving other organizational objectives, servant leadership offers a 

moral compass through the ideal of humble service. It emphasizes followers' highest-

priority needs and promotes responsible moral agency (Graham, 1991).  

Servant leadership is comparable to authentic leadership in that both emphasize 

the humility and authenticity of the leader (van Dierendonck, 2011) and promote 

followers' development and personal growth through empowerment and autonomy 

(Lemoine et al., 2019). Whereas authentic leadership emphasizes a deep self-awareness 

and positive outlook, servant leadership emphasizes a spiritual orientation and 

engagement in moral reasoning (Sendjaya et al., 2008). Servant leadership uniquely 
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reflects a spirit of self-sacrifice, a high degree of moral virtue, and a responsibility to 

multiple constituencies of external stakeholders (Ling et al., 2017).  

Servant leadership is comparable to ethical leadership in that both emphasize 

concern for, advocacy, and protection of followers' best interests over using followers to 

promote personal gain (Lemoine et al., 2019). Whereas ethical leadership emphasizes 

directive and normative behavior, compliance, and discipline in the context of relative 

ethical standards (Hoch et al., 2018), servant leadership emphasizes developing and 

empowering followers into long-term stewards (Eva et al., 2019). Ethical leadership 

focuses more on how things should be done, while servant leadership focuses more on 

how followers want and are capable of doing things that should be done (van 

Dierendonck, 2011).  

Servant leadership compares to empowering leadership in that both emphasize 

autonomous decision-making, information sharing, increased intrinsic motivation through 

delegation, and accountability through clear goals (Sousa & van Dierendonck, 2017; van 

Dierendonck, 2011). The key difference is that empowering leadership is narrowly 

focused on fostering psychological empowerment in followers through empowering 

leader behaviors (Cheong et al., 2019), while servant leadership is more broadly focused 

and includes service and moral dimensions that not only empower but transform 

followers (Sendjaya et al., 2008). 
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2.2.2 Emotional Exhaustion 

2.2.2.1 Definitional and Conceptualization of Emotional Exhaustion. 

Emotional exhaustion refers to the "feelings of being emotionally overextended 

and exhausted by one's work. It is manifested by both physical fatigue and a sense of 

feeling psychologically and emotionally 'drained'" (Wright & Cropanzano, 1998, p. 486). 

Emotional exhaustion occurs due to an imbalance between job requirements and 

resources, resulting in work stress and demands exceeding an individual's emotional 

capacity (Yeh et al., 2021). Emotional exhaustion closely resembles traditional stress 

reactions studied in occupational stress research, such as anxiety, fatigue, and job-related 

depression, and has been associated with similar job stressors and attitudinal and 

behavioral outcomes (Demerouti et al., 2001). It has conventionally been studied as a 

component of Maslach's (1982) three-component conceptualization of burnout, a 

psychological strain response due to a significant accumulation of work-related stress 

(Halbesleben & Buckley, 2004).  

Maslach's burnout model holistically includes emotional exhaustion, 

depersonalization, and reduced personal accomplishment (1982). Over the years, scholars 

have offered alternative conceptualizations for the components and sequential process of 

burnout (Demerouti et al., 2001; Golembiewski & Munzenrider, 1981; Hobfoll & Freedy, 

1993; R. T. Lee & Ashforth, 1993; Leiter, 1993; Moore, 2000; Pines et al.,1981; Shirom, 

1989). Despite conceptual variations, each burnout model includes emotional exhaustion 

as a primary component and the component that has had the most consistency in 

relationships with outside variables. As one of the more extreme types of work-related 

strain generalizable across occupations and work conditions, emotional exhaustion is 
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often conceptualized as the first stage in the sequential burnout process and is thus a 

critical point for intervention (Gaines & Jermier, 1983). Hence, scholars have conferred 

emotional exhaustion as central to the burnout experience and merited for isolated 

observation (Cordes & Dougherty, 1993; Halbesleben & Bowler, 2007; Wright & 

Cropanzano, 1998).  

2.2.2.2. Context and Correlates of Emotional Exhaustion. 

Emotional exhaustion is an essential focus in organizational research because of 

its relationships with organizational outcomes and implications for the quality of work 

life and optimal organizational functioning (Gaines & Jermier, 1983; Wright & 

Cropanzano, 1998). Some of the antecedents associated with emotional exhaustion 

include, but are not limited to, role stress (R. T. Lee & Ashforth, 1993), role conflict and 

role ambiguity (Burke & Greenglass, 1995), role overload (Cordes et al., 1997), job 

demands (Bolton et al., 2012), workplace incivility and workplace ostracism (Anjum et 

al., 2022) task complexity (Ito & Brotheridge, 2003), and lack of social support 

(Shimrom, 2003).  

Some of the outcomes associated with emotional exhaustion include, but are not 

limited to, counterproductive work behavior and organizational disidentification (Bolton 

et al., 2012), absenteeism (Gaines & Jermier, 1983), reduced job performance 

(Halbesleben & Bowler, 2007), turnover intention and reduced organizational citizenship 

behaviors (Cropanzano et al., 2003; R. T. Lee & Ashforth, 1996), reduced organizational 

commitment and psychological withdrawal (R. T. Lee & Ashforth, 1993), psychological 

and physiological strain (R. T. Lee & Ashforth, 1990), reduced job satisfaction (Wolpin 

et al., 1991), and work withdrawal behaviors (Hou et al., 2022).  
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The work setting is not the sole focus of emotional exhaustion in organizational 

research. There is also a relevant focus within the work–life balance research stream 

(Jackson & Maslach, 1982). The nature of an individual's work experiences will 

influence what he or she does outside of the work domain (Champoux, 1978), as 

individuals often carry their attitudes, behaviors, and emotions across domains (Zedeck & 

Mosier, 1990). Thus, role pressures in the work domain can spill over to the family 

domain (Carlson et al., 2019). In the work–life balance stream, emotional exhaustion has 

been associated with work–family conflict (Boles et al., 1997; Yeh et al., 2021), work-to-

family spillover (Soomi Lee et al., 2016), work–home interference (Demerouti et al., 

2004), life satisfaction (R. T. Lee & Ashforth, 1993), marital satisfaction, partner's 

marital satisfaction, family–work conflict, and partner's family–work conflict (Liang, 

2015). These effects of emotional exhaustion are of interest to organizations because 

work demands can double crossover, first through work-to-family conflict and then 

through family-to-work conflict, ultimately undermining attitudinal and behaviors work 

outcomes (Carlson et al., 2019). 

2.2.3 Work Disengagement 

2.2.3.1. Definition and Conceptualization of Work Disengagement. 

Work disengagement refers to "a temporary choice to take distance from work in 

order to deal with a situation in which demands exceed resources" (Afrahi et al., 2022, p. 

2). Over the years, scholars have explored work disengagement from different theoretical 

perspectives (Demerouti et al., 2001; Kahn, 1990; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Maslach & 

Jackson, 1981), each of which conceptualizes it as an emotional, cognitive, or physical 

distancing from work as induced by work demands. Each theoretical framework offers a 
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unique perspective of similar mechanisms, applied in different contexts, which explain 

the role of meaning and psychological safety, self-image and identity, and exhaustion and 

negative emotions in the work disengagement process (Afrahi et al., 2022). This study 

employs Kahn's (1990) psychological conceptualization of work disengagement, which 

he described as an uncoupling of self from the role, manifested as behaviors that display 

an evacuation or suppression of expression and energy in carrying out job 

responsibilities. Individuals compliantly complete assigned role tasks but are either 

physically uninvolved, cognitively indifferent, or emotionally detached, to the point of 

concealing thoughts and feelings (Kahn, 1990).  

Kahn's guiding assumption was that individuals bring in and leave out various 

depths of their selves in their work roles, expressing their selves at some times and 

defending at others. His premise was that rational and unconscious elements of work 

contexts influence the psychological conditions in which individuals engage or disengage 

at work. He prescribed three psychological conditions for how an individual's experience 

of themselves and their work context influence disengagement: psychological 

meaningfulness, psychological safety, and psychological availability, the latter of which 

is focal to this study. Psychological availability refers to the physical, emotional, and 

psychological resources necessary for investing the self in role performances and is 

associated with the distractions that influence the availability of those resources (Kahn, 

1990).  

2.2.3.2. Context and Correlates of Work Disengagement. 

Work disengagement is an important focus for organizational research because 

disengaged employees can contribute to a poor psychosocial quality of work, and some of 
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the behavioral manifestations of work disengagement can ultimately impact the 

organization's revenues and profitability (Wollard, 2011). Engaged employees are 

essential because they create a competitive advantage for organizations (Rich et al., 2010) 

and contribute to a more productive workforce (Keating & Heslin, 2015). It is, therefore, 

a significant investment for organizations to determine measures to decrease work 

disengagement levels (Aslam et al., 2018), especially in leaders.  

Some of the antecedents associated with work disengagement include, but are not 

limited to, emotional dissonance (Bakker & Heuven, 2006), emotional exhaustion 

(Thanacoody et al., 2014), time pressure (Rubino et al., 2012), work overload (Parkinson 

& McBain, 2013), job complexity (Rastogi, Pati, Dixit, and Kumar, 2018), organizational 

injustice and organizational politics (Aslam et al., 2018), resource loss, lack of job 

security, and lack of organizational support (Rastogi, Pati, Krishnan, and Krishnan, 

2018), and psychological contract breach and job dissatisfaction (Azeem et al., 2020). 

Research identifying outcomes of work disengagement is relatively sparse (Afrahi et al., 

2022), but some of the established outcomes associated with work disengagement are 

turnover intention (Azeem et al., 2020), turnover (Wollard, 2011), reduced affective 

commitment (Thanacoody et al., 2014), work avoidance strategies and lower productivity 

(Parkinson & McBain, 2013). 

2.2.4 Work–Family Conflict 

2.2.4.1. Definition and Conceptualization of Work–Family Conflict. 

Work–family conflict is defined as "a form of interrole conflict in which the role 

pressures from the work and family domains are mutually incompatible in some 

respect…participation in the work (family) role is made more difficult by virtue of 
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participation in the family (work) role" (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985, p. 77). This 

definition suggests that work–family conflict is a bidirectional dimension in which work 

can interfere with family, represented as work-to-family conflict, and family can interfere 

with work, represented as family-to-work conflict (Bellavia & Frone, 2005). 

Notwithstanding, early research conceptualized work–family conflict as a unidimensional 

construct and only investigated how work interferes with family (Allen et al., 2000). As 

scholars began to recognize the limitation of failing to examine how family also 

interferes with work, research efforts progressed into treating work–family conflict as 

reciprocal in nature (Frone et al., 1992).  

Work–family conflict falls within a broader comprehensive model of mechanisms 

linking work and family constructs, including spillover, compensation, segmentation, 

resource drain, congruence, and work–family conflict (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). 

Collectively, these mechanisms uncover the various types of relationships and dynamics, 

both positive and negative, between work and family roles and help explain the proximal 

and distal predictors and outcomes of the work-home-family crossover phenomenon 

(Frone, 2003). Work–family conflict is specifically associated with adverse outcomes 

when work and family demands are in conflict (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000).  

Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) distinguished three forms of work–family conflict: 

time-based, strain-based, and behavior-based. Time-based conflict occurs when the time 

devoted to meeting the demands in one domain consumes the time needed to meet the 

demands in another domain. Strain-based conflict occurs when strain, such as tension, 

anxiety, and fatigue from one domain, impedes the ability to meet the demands of another 

domain. Behavior-based conflict occurs when behaviors developed in one domain are 
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incompatible with role demands in another, rendering an individual unable to adjust 

behavior between domains (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). 

2.2.4.2 Context and Correlates of Work–Family Conflict. 

Work–family conflict is an essential focus in organizational research because the 

work and family domains represent two of the most central aspects of adult life (Frone et 

al., 1992). Research on work–family conflict is becoming more relevant as changes in 

communication technologies, increased employee accessibility, and changes in workforce 

composition are blurring the boundaries between the once more separate work and 

nonwork life domains (Schieman & Glavin, 2016). The quality of fit between these two 

domains is a central issue for families and a progressing challenge for organizations 

(Grzywacz et al., 2002), as the work–family crossover phenomenon can shape employee 

and organizational outcomes as well as an organization's means to attract and retain good 

employees (Dumas & Stanko, 2017). 

The struggle to balance the demands of work and family has been linked to stress 

and various adverse outcomes (Hunter et al., 2019). In the context of stress research, 

work–family conflict has been theoretically positioned as a stressor (Boles et al., 1997; 

M. Zhang et al., 2012), as a stress reaction (Halbesleben et al., 2009; Molino et al., 2015), 

and as a mediator in the stressor-strain relation (Geurts et al., 2003; Grandey & 

Cropanzano, 1999). As a stressor, some outcomes associated with work–family conflict 

include, but are not limited to, decreased job satisfaction (Rice et al., 1992), 

organizational commitment (Carlson et al., 2019), job performance (Frone, 2003), life 

satisfaction (Ernst Kossek & Ozeki, 1998), and family satisfaction (M. T. Ford et al., 

2007), and increased turnover intention (O'Neill et al., 2009), absenteeism (Anderson et 
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al., 2002), and depression (Frone et al., 1992). As a stress reaction, some antecedents 

associated with work–family conflict include, but are not limited to, job involvement and 

job stress (M. T. Ford et al., 2007), work time (Major et al., 2002), work role conflict 

(Carlson & Kacmar, 2000) work role overload and role ambiguity (Fu & Shaffer, 2001), 

and ineffective stress coping (Rotondo et al., 2003). 

2.2.5 Self-Leadership 

2.2.5.1 Definition, Context, and Conceptualization of Self-Leadership. 

Self-leadership is "a comprehensive self-influence perspective that concerns 

leading oneself toward performance of naturally motivating tasks as well as managing 

oneself to do work that must be done but is not naturally motivating" (Manz, 1986, p. 

589). Self-leadership was conceptualized out of the need to understand the individual 

self-influence processes in organizations fully. According to Manz (1986), organizations 

enforce control processes to influence and monitor appropriate employee behavior 

through external means (e.g., performance standards, appraisals, rewards, and 

punishments) to meet organizational goals. While these control processes influence 

individuals within the organization, they do not influence internal motivation and self-

control systems. Manz (1986) acknowledged that an organization's overreliance on 

external influence controls could lead to dysfunctional employee behavior and that a 

more viable approach would be to facilitate employee self-regulating systems. He posited 

self-leadership as a comprehensive approach that distinguishes varying levels of self-

influence, extends beyond the discipline and behaviorally grounded processes, 

incorporates a focus on cognitive processes, and offers strategies for self-management 

(Stewart et al., 2011).  
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Self-leadership comprises specific cognitive and behavioral strategies divided into 

three categories: behavior-focused, natural reward, and constructive thought pattern. 

Behavior-focused strategies are intended to raise self-awareness to facilitate behavior 

management, particularly when the task is necessary but unpleasant. Behavior-focused 

strategies include self-observation, self-goal setting, self-reward, self-punishment, and 

self-cueing (Neck & Houghton, 2006). Self-observation involves awareness of when 

certain behaviors occur and why. Self-goal setting involves setting specific, challenging, 

and achievable goals to facilitate motivation for improved performance. Self-reward 

involves self-applied tangible incentives and cognitively based rewards for completing 

challenging tasks (Stewart et al., 2011). Self-punishment involves introspective reflection 

of failures and undesirable behaviors to reshape those behaviors. Self-cueing involves the 

utilization of environmental cues that encourage constructive behaviors and reduce 

destructive ones (Neck & Houghton, 2006).  

Natural reward strategies facilitate motivation or reward through the enjoyable 

aspects of a task; such strategies are primarily driven by intrinsic motivation and can 

foster competence, self-determination, and purpose (Houghton & Neck, 2002). One 

natural reward strategy involves building more enjoyable features into a task so that it 

becomes naturally rewarding. The other natural reward strategy involves shaping 

perceptions by redirecting attention from the unpleasant aspects of a task to its inherently 

rewarding aspects (Neck & Houghton, 2006). Constructive thought pattern strategies 

involve developing and maintaining functional patterns of habitual thinking. More 

specifically, these strategies involve evaluating and challenging irrational assumptions 

and beliefs, forming mental imagery of future successful performance, and engaging in 
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positive self-talk. Furthermore, dysfunctional beliefs and assumptions often triggered by 

stressful situations are identified, confronted, and replaced with more rational ones 

(Houghton & Neck, 2002).  

2.2.5.2 Correlates of Self-Leadership. 

Self-leadership has been linked to several favorable outcomes, and research has 

shown that individuals who engage in such strategies are better adjusted, more confident, 

and have better career success (Stewart et al., 2011). Self-leadership strategies improve 

cognition, work attitudes, and performance (Harari et al., 2021). Some of the work-

related outcomes of self-leadership include but are not limited to, increased self-efficacy 

(Prussia et al., 1998), innovative behavior (Carmeli et al., 2006), motivation (Andressen 

et al., 2012), creativity (Ghosh, 2015), psychological empowerment (Amundsen & 

Martinsen, 2015), organizational commitment (Harari et al., 2021), engagement and job 

performance (Breevaart et al., 2015), moral judgment (Steinbauer et al., 2013), positive 

affect and job satisfaction (Neck & Manz, 1996), team performance (Stewart & Barrick, 

2000), and reduced strain (Unsworth & Mason, 2012).  

As much of the research on self-leadership has mainly focused on outcomes 

(Müller & Niessen, 2019), the sparse research on antecedents of self-leadership has 

focused on intervention studies (Neck & Manz, 1996), external leadership (M. G. 

Goldsby et al., 2021), and personality factors (Harari et al., 2021). For example, in an 

intervention study, Unsworth and Mason (2012) explored self-leadership as an effective 

preventative strategy to stress management. In studies with external leadership, 

Andressen and colleagues (2012) explored self-leadership with transformational 

leadership, Wassenaar (2017) found that self-leadership was positively correlated with 
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increased empowering leadership, and Furtner and colleagues (2013) explored it with 

transactional and laissez-faire leadership. In exploring personality factors, S. Williams 

(1997) associated self-leadership with extraversion, openness to experience, 

conscientiousness, self-efficacy, and locus of control, and Abid and colleagues (2021) 

found positive associations with hope, proactive personality, and thriving at work. 

Studies are needed to explore workplace characteristics as antecedents of self-leadership 

(Müller & Niessen, 2019). 

 

2.3 Hypothesis Development 

 

2.3.1 Servant Leadership and Emotional Exhaustion 

According to COR theory, individuals are motivated to obtain, retain, foster, and 

protect resources (Hobfoll, 1988). Individuals employ resources to regulate their selves, 

operate in social relations, organize, behave, and fit into a greater organizational and 

cultural context (Hobfoll, 2011). Scholars have conceptualized hundreds of resources that 

preserve and foster psychological well-being and health and support stress resistance 

(Hobfoll, 2002). Some of the resources commonly employed in organizational research 

applicable in the context of this study are self-regulatory resources such as self-control 

strength (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000), a limited and consumable resource of the self 

that involves acts of volition such as controlled processing, active choices, taking 

responsibility, initiating and inhibiting behavior, and overriding responses (Baumeister et 

al., 1998). Other applicable resources are personal resources, which are generally linked 

to resiliency and pertain to an individual's ability to successfully control and impact the 
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environment, particularly during challenging circumstances (Hobfoll et al., 2003). 

Resources in this context also include emotional energy (Collins, 1981; Y. Liu et al., 

2008), emotional stability (Penney et al., 2011), cognitive energy (Barling & Frone, 

2016), attentional resources (Liao, Lee, et al., 2021), psychological well-being (A. Byrne 

et al., 2014; Hobfoll, 2002), endurance and personal health (Hobfoll, 2001), time and 

money (Hobfoll, 1988).  

One of the assumptions of COR theory is that internal and external circumstances 

can threaten and deplete resources, which can be objectively stressful (Holmgreen et al., 

2017). Individuals have a finite amount of volatile resources (Day et al., 2004), and 

resource loss or depletion can negatively impact their well-being (Halbesleben et al., 

2014; Hobfoll et al., 2016). In the organizational context, work-related demands and role 

responsibilities can threaten and exhaust resources (Barling & Frone, 2016; Day et al., 

2004; Wright & Cropanzano, 1998). Work overload can deplete an individual's capacity 

to meet job demands; when ongoing, there is little opportunity to rest and restore balance 

(Maslach & Leiter, 2016). Individuals who experience resource loss or depletion at work 

are more likely to experience strain (Halbesleben et al., 2014), especially when there is an 

imbalance between resource demand and capacity (Hobfoll, 1988; Yeh et al., 2021). Such 

a resource deficit can result in an individual feeling emotionally overextended and 

psychologically and emotionally drained, indicative of emotional exhaustion 

(Halbesleben & Buckley, 2004; R. T. Lee & Ashforth, 1990, 1996; Shirom, 2003; Wright 

& Cropanzano, 1998). Consequently, emotional exhaustion represents a state of 

impoverished resources (Cordes & Dougherty, 1993; Halbesleben & Bowler, 2007; 
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Hobfoll, 2001; Holmgreen et al., 2017; Ito & Brotheridge, 2003; Shirom, 2003; Westman 

et al., 2005). 

The demanding aspects of a job are a key contributing factor to work-related 

health impairment (Hornung et al., 2013). According to Maslach and Leiter (2016), 

workplace variables are the primary drivers of the components of burnout; this may 

particularly be the case for organizational leaders with the added responsibilities of 

ensuring the successful performance and health of the organization and its members 

(Bruning et al., 2022; Lovelace et al., 2007). The unique tasks, goals, and behaviors 

required for effective leadership (e.g., decision-making, strategizing, employee 

compliance, organizational culture) are demanding and complex, requiring sufficient 

resources to be successful (A. Byrne et al., 2014). This phenomenon may be even more 

so for relations-oriented and follower-centric leadership styles, such as servant 

leadership, which emphasize building strong relationships with followers, 

accommodating different needs, establishing trust and respect, motivating, mobilizing 

resources, coaching, and empowering (Behrendt et al., 2017).  

Leader behaviors associated with leadership styles that are highly engaging and 

transformative of followers utilize additional thought and effort (Bruning et al., 2022; S.-

H. Lin et al., 2019). Such supplemental efforts require high levels of self-control (Liao, 

Lee, et al., 2021), emotion regulation and stress management (Ashkanasy & Tse, 2000), 

time management (Dóci et al., 2020), role modeling, problem-solving, cognition 

regulation, and behavior regulation (Bruning et al., 2022); all of which can lessen leader 

resources due to added resource demand (S.-H. Lin et al., 2019). The added demand may 

be especially pertinent to the resource-consuming behaviors associated with servant 
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leadership that go beyond routine leader responsibilities (F. Li et al., 2022; Zhou et al., 

2020).  

Servant leaders selflessly put the needs, well-being, and emotions of their 

followers ahead of their own and, in so doing, offer empathy (Spears, 1995), emotional 

healing (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006), encouragement, listening, and service (R. F. Russell 

& Stone, 2002), and guidance and emotional support (Panaccio et al., 2015), each of 

which can consume self-control resources (Liao, Lee, et al., 2021) and emotion-

regulation resources (Panaccio et al., 2015). Servant leaders make themselves available 

and develop genuine relationships with followers (Sendjaya, 2015), emphasizing team-

building and community (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006; Page & Wong, 2000). Servant 

leaders also empower, develop, and create value for their followers, creating 

opportunities to help them to grow, succeed, and reach their full potential (Ehrhart, 2004; 

Page & Wong, 2000; van Dierendonck, 2011). Such intentional prosocial and helping 

behavior efforts can consume self-regulatory, socioemotional, time, financial, and energy 

resources (Boekhorst et al., 2021; Bolino & Grant, 2016; Lanaj et al., 2016; Liao, Lee, et 

al., 2021; Panaccio et al., 2015). Lastly, servant leadership has a broad stakeholder focus 

(Liden, Wayne, et al. 2014), indicating that servant leaders must handle different needs, 

interests, priorities, and agendas of multiple stakeholders, which can consume energy, 

cognitive, time, and financial resources (F. Li et al., 2022).  

Inherently, the behaviors mentioned above associated with servant leadership are 

in and of themselves resource-consuming and can yield resource depletion (Liao, Lee, et 

al., 2019; Liden, Panaccio, et al. 2014; Zhou et al., 2020). Conversely, and quite 

paradoxically, such behaviors have been found to effectually replenish leader resources 
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(Panaccio et al., 2015). Attributable to their altruistic nature and authentic heart to serve, 

servant leaders genuinely desire to help others without seeking acknowledgment or 

compensation. Servant leaders often consider themselves stewards and are committed to 

making personal sacrifices to meet the needs and foster the growth of their followers 

(Sendjaya, 2015). Through the process of helping others, servant leaders can achieve a 

sense of fulfillment and gain such resources as self-actualization, personal growth, well-

being, connectedness, competence, and relatedness (Panaccio et al., 2015), psychological 

meaningfulness, psychological safety, and even reduced strain (W. Lin et al., 2020). 

Because servant leaders are driven by a sense of a higher calling to serve, benefitting and 

developing strong connections with followers can be an energizing experience that 

provides psychological sustenance (F. Li et al., 2022).  

Nevertheless, the established benefits associated with servant leadership 

behaviors do not negate the possible drawbacks, particularly considering the vital role of 

resources and how depletion can adversely influence leader behaviors (A. Byrne et al., 

2014). Scholars employing resource models have conducted studies exploring in tandem 

the favorable and unfavorable effects of servant leadership or, in non-related studies, an 

individual dimension commonly associated with it. For example, F. Li and colleagues 

(2022) tested a dual path model of servant leadership's replenishing and depleting effects 

and found positive associations with job performance and psychological strain. The 

plausible explanation for the difference in their findings was resource deficiency.  

In a similar study testing both the enrichment-based and depletion-based 

perspectives of workplace helping behaviors, W. Lin and colleagues (2020) found that 

such behaviors were positively associated with both psychological meaningfulness and 
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emotional exhaustion; they attributed the difference to psychological resource 

availability. Lanaj and colleagues (2016) also found a dual replenishing and depleting 

effect of helping behaviors, citing the role of regulatory resources as a culprit. Another 

study conducted by S.-H. Lin and colleagues (2022) explored the benefits and detriments 

of empathetic concern. They found that, based on the expenditure of volatile personal 

resources, empathetic concern was related to both boosted self-efficacy and emotional 

exhaustion.  

In an even broader sense, the sacrificial and exhaustive nature of others-oriented, 

empathetic, altruistic, compassion-driven work is evident across several occupational 

fields in which individuals engage in the fulfilling role of helping and caring for others 

but face the risk of exhaustion and stress from work demands and role responsibilities, 

such as teaching (D. W. Russell et al., 1987), caregiving (Becqué et al., 2019), nursing 

(Y. Y. Zhang et al., 2018), clergy work (Roberts et al., 2003), and social work (Grant et 

al., 2015). Such a phenomenon is identified in the literature of respective fields as 

compassion fatigue, a workplace outcome associated with individuals who are highly 

compassionate and empathetic toward those in need (Bolino et al., 2015; Kinnick et al., 

1996; Najjar et al., 2009), who have reached a point to where they can no longer give of 

themselves due to exhausted resources (Cordes & Doughtery, 1993).  

A similar conceptualization in a different context is citizenship fatigue, 

represented as the tired, worn-out feeling individuals feel due to resource loss attributed 

to engaging in organizational citizenship behaviors (Bolino et al., 2015; De Clercq et al., 

2019; X. Liu & Yu, 2019). In light of the evidence, individuals who experience personal 

fulfillment through helping others in an occupational setting may also experience fatigue 



41 

when there is a dissonance between job demands and available resources (Weintraub et 

al., 2016; Y. Y. Zhang et al., 2018). In the vein of servant leadership, servant leaders 

often put aside their own needs and emotions for the sake of helping others (Panaccio et 

al., 2015). The efforts of suppressing self-interest, regulating felt and displayed emotions, 

initiating and switching tasks, choice-making, and dividing attention across 

understanding and satisfying countless needs of others can leave the leader depleted when 

resources are deficient (Liao, Lee, et al., 2021). The inherent service and others-oriented 

nature of servant leadership place such leaders at risk of experiencing emotional 

exhaustion when there is an imbalance between demand and available resources 

(Panaccio et al., 2015). Thus, I hypothesize the following:  

Hypotheses 1: There is a positive relationship between servant leadership 

behaviors and emotional exhaustion. 

2.3.2 Emotional Exhaustion and Work Disengagement 

According to COR theory, resource loss has a more significant impact than 

resource gain. Individuals are, therefore, motivated to protect against or recover from 

resource loss, which involves the investment of more resources. Accordingly, when 

resources are scarce, individuals will likely adopt a defensive strategy to conserve their 

remaining resources and protect against further loss (Hobfoll, 2001). Individuals can 

employ different types of defensive strategies, usually contingent on the fit between the 

availability of resources and the requirement to cope with the situation. Such strategies 

can be cognitive or behavioral and determine how individuals leverage remaining 

resources through either active/control or passive/avoidant coping (Ito & Brotheridge, 

2003). When individuals in the workplace experience resource depletion and emotional 
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exhaustion ensues, active/control coping loses viability as an option due to the 

unavailable resources required; individuals may presumably resort to passive/avoidant 

coping (Shirom, 2003). Consequently, emotionally exhausted individuals may adopt self-

protective behaviors in response to the perceived threat to their emotional or physical 

safety (Wollard, 2011); such individuals may overemphasize avoidance or withdrawal 

coping mechanisms (Wright & Cropanzano, 1998).  

According to Kahn (1990), individuals in work settings employ and withdraw 

their preferred selves based on their psychological experiences, which can influence their 

internal work motivations. To engage in their work roles, individuals must be 

unpreoccupied with distractions that leave them with fewer resources. Under undistracted 

circumstances, work-engaged individuals harness themselves to their work, employing 

and expressing themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally during role 

performances. When individuals lack the necessary resources, they may continue 

performing tasks in their role obligations, essentially going through the motions, but will 

disconnect themselves from their role by withdrawing physical and emotional energies 

(Kahn, 1990); this defensive approach may help conserve remaining resources and 

protect against further loss (Thanacoody et al., 2014). In line with this reasoning, it is 

plausible that individuals experiencing emotional exhaustion from depleted resources 

may adopt a defensive strategy of withdrawing themselves from their role responsibilities 

as a coping mechanism. Thus, I hypothesize the following: 

Hypothesis 2a: There is a positive relationship between emotional exhaustion and 

work disengagement. 
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2.3.3 Emotional Exhaustion and Work–Family Conflict 

One of the assumptions of COR theory is that individuals have a limited amount 

of volatile resources which must be invested to protect against resource loss, recover 

from losses, and gain more resources (Hobfoll, 1988, 2001). An underlying principle of 

this assumption is the scarcity paradigm which emphasizes competing claims on limited 

and volatile resources (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Halbesleben et al., 2009; Liden, 

Panaccio, et al. 2014). Individuals operate in multiple roles across different domains 

(Carlson et al., 2014). As role responsibilities from separate domains can compete for the 

same limited resources, such as time and energy (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000), there is an 

opportunity cost for resource expenditure. Such finite resources cannot be expanded 

through participation in multiple roles; the more a resource is used in one domain, the 

less available it is to be used in another domain (Frone, 2003; Valcour, 2007).  

Moreover, demands in one domain can go unmet when an individual is 

preoccupied with meeting the demands in another (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000); this is 

especially evident in the domains of work and family, which can be equally demanding 

of resources (Valcour, 2007). For example, individuals who spend more time at work 

have less time with their families; individuals who are emotionally absorbed in their job 

will have less emotional attention to give at home. In such cases, the quality of family life 

may suffer (Amstad et al., 2011). Responsibilities in both domains are equally important 

but, in tandem, can impose conflicting demands on an individual (Boles et al., 1997). 

Thus, adequate resources are needed to effectively balance the role demands of both the 

work and family domains.  
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When individuals reach a state of depleted resources due to work-related demands 

and job responsibilities, they can experience strain in the form of emotional exhaustion 

(Halbesleben et al., 2014; Halbesleben & Bowler, 2007). An individual experiencing 

emotional exhaustion due to resources consumed in the work domain will have fewer 

resources to manage demands in other domains, such as that of the family (Hall et al., 

2010; Hobfoll, 2002). According to COR theory, initial resource loss renders an 

individual more vulnerable to future loss because resources must be invested to offset 

further loss. As resource loss is more salient than resource gain, an ongoing loss spiral 

can ensue after the initial loss (Hobfoll, 2001). According to Demerouti and colleagues 

(2004), resources have a web-like interconnected relation to each other, inferring that a 

lack of resources in one domain can engender a spiral of losses in another. Consequently, 

strain experienced in the workplace due to depleted resources can affect an individual's 

ability to meet demands at home, resulting in conflict between the work and family roles 

(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). As emotional exhaustion represents a state of depleted 

resources (Westman et al., 2005), and as resource depletion can yield interrole conflict 

between two domains (Halbesleben et al., 2009), I hypothesize the following: 

Hypothesis 2b: There is a positive relationship between emotional exhaustion and 

work–family conflict. 

2.3.4 The Mediating Role of Emotional Exhaustion 

Considerable research has supported that individuals experiencing emotional 

exhaustion due to depleted resources attributed to work-related factors may engage in 

some form of withdrawal behavior as a coping strategy to preserve remaining resources 

and protect against further loss (Chi & Liang, 2013; M. S. Cole et al., 2010; L. W. 
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Howard & Cordes, 2010; Hur et al., 2015; Knudsen et al., 2009; Whitman et al., 2014; 

Wright & Cropanzano, 1998; Wright & Hobfoll, 2004). Studies have also consistently 

demonstrated that emotional exhaustion plays a vital role as a mechanism through which 

role responsibilities and demanding factors of the work domain can collide with the 

family domain (Carlson et al., 2012; Crawford et al., 2016; Greenbaum et al., 2014; Hall 

et al., 2010; Hou et al., 2022; Ilies et al., 2015; Nauman et al., 2018, 2020; Wu & Cao, 

2015). Although studies generally focus on organizational employees, organizational 

leaders are not exempt from the effects of emotional exhaustion. The resource-consuming 

tasks and behaviors required of effective leadership can render leaders, especially servant 

leaders (F. Li et al., 2022; Zhou et al., 2020), more susceptible to emotional exhaustion 

(A. Byrne et al., 2014), 

Theoretical evidence suggests the plausibility of the effects of emotional 

exhaustion on servant leadership behaviors (Panaccio et al., 2015). Congruent with COR 

theory, Liden, Panaccio, and colleagues (2014) elucidated the resource conflicts servant 

leaders may experience as multiple stakeholders have a claim to their finite time, energy, 

emotional, and financial resources. Servant leaders not only balance the concerns of 

multiple stakeholders, but they do so through listening, empathy, emotional support, 

guidance, and serving and putting others first, which is logistically and emotionally 

taxing (Liden, Panaccio, et al. 2014). As COR theory suggests, servant leaders may 

experience emotional exhaustion when resources consumed during in-role responsibilities 

become depleted (Panaccio et al., 2015). Stressful experiences can have a contagion 

across multiple domains (Bolger et al., 1989), indicating that the effects of emotional 
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exhaustion, originating in the work domain, can be experienced by servant leaders in both 

the work and family domains (Liden, Panaccio, et al. 2014).  

Servant leaders experiencing emotional exhaustion may lack the psychological 

availability to continue fully placing themselves into their role performances in the work 

domain (Kahn, 1990). Servant leaders put aside their own needs for the sake of others 

(Liden, Panaccio, et al. 2014; Panaccio et al., 2015), inferring that even when 

experiencing exhaustion, they are likely to continue in their role obligations but may 

physically or emotionally disconnect themselves, suppressing thoughts and emotional 

expression, to cope with resource loss and conserve remaining resources. Concurrently, 

servant leaders experiencing emotional exhaustion in the work domain may lack the 

resource capacity to fulfill responsibilities at home (Zhou et al., 2020). Because servant 

leadership requires a significant resource investment of time, energy, and emotions (F. Li 

et al., 2022), servant leaders can experience tensions between their work and home roles 

when such resources are exhausted in the work domain to the point of insufficiency for 

the family domain. When time pressures and stressful experiences in the work domain 

make it challenging for servant leaders to meet expectations in the family domain, 

interrole conflict can ensue (Panaccio et al., 2015). In line with this reasoning, I 

hypothesize that the indirect influence of servant leadership behaviors on work 

disengagement and work‒family conflict will emerge through emotional exhaustion. 

Hypothesis 3a: Emotional exhaustion mediates the positive relationship between 

servant leadership behaviors and work disengagement. 

Hypothesis 3b: Emotional exhaustion mediates the positive relationship between 

servant leadership behaviors and work–family conflict. 
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2.3.5 The Moderating Role of Self-Leadership 

One of the assumptions of COR theory is that, although resource loss is stressful, 

individuals can proactively respond to environmental stressors and invest and utilize 

resources to offset the potential adverse effects of loss (Hobfoll, 1988, 2001). According 

to COR theory, individuals with more resources are less vulnerable to resource loss and 

more capable of resource gain. Initial resource gain engenders future gain for such 

individuals and renders them more capable of gain. Furthermore, when resource loss does 

occur, if individuals adapt successful defensive strategies, new and replenished resources 

can offset loss (Hobfoll & Shirom, 2001). Since loss cycles are more potent than gain 

cycles, having a reservoir of resources better suits an individual to adapt to environmental 

stressors (Hobfoll, 2001). COR theory suggests that individuals should proactively strive 

to acquire and maintain a resource reservoir, act early during initial signs of impending 

resource threat, and position themselves so that their resources are advantageous 

(Hobfoll, 2001).  

Hobfoll (1988) offered several strategies, based on COR theory, through which 

individuals can conserve resources. One strategy is resource replacement, which involves 

replacing or equivalently substituting resources. Another strategy involves the appraisal 

of resources, which includes shifting the focus of attention and reevaluating resources. 

Shifting the focus of attention involves reinterpreting threats as a challenge and focusing 

on what can be gained instead of lost. Reevaluating resources involves reevaluating the 

value of a threatened or lost resource and altering the interpretation of events. A third 

strategy is the expectation of net resource gain, which involves investing in a pool of 

resources before loss occurs and when not experiencing stressors (Hobfoll, 1988).  
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Hobfoll (2001) also suggested accommodative coping, which involves realigning 

goals and reframing outcomes, and compensation, which involves acquiring resources 

that compensate for the loss of fit between resource capacity and demand. Hobfoll and 

Freedy (1993) offered additional intervention strategies to enhance resources, eliminate 

vulnerability to loss, and develop a history of successful coping. They specified aspects 

of stress reduction, which include emphasizing the cause of resource loss, focusing on the 

objective and subjective nature of stress, focusing on building and enhancing the 

availability of resources, interrupting resource loss chains by rooting out initial sources of 

loss and changing advanced stages of loss, and activating resource gain spirals (Hobfoll 

& Freedy, 1993). These strategies suggest that individuals should proactively prioritize 

and appraise resources to avoid maladaptive responses to stressors (Morelli & 

Cunningham, 2012).  

Prior research has supported that self-leadership provides individuals with 

behavioral, cognitive, and emotional strategies, consistent with those suggested through 

COR theory, to proactively reduce the strain of the threat of resource loss or net loss 

(Unsworth & Mason, 2012). As resource gain may help buffer the adverse effects of 

resource loss (Westman et al., 2005), COR theory suggests that self-leadership may help 

reduce the experience of strain because it increases an individual's cognitive (Neck et al., 

2013) and psychological and personal resources (Harunavamwe et al., 2020). The 

practice of self-leadership has been found to improve an individual's ability to deal with 

environmental stressors because it increases resources (Unsworth & Mason, 2012) such 

as psychological capital (Kotzé, 2018; Maykrantz et al., 2021; Su & Hahn, 2022), 

psychological empowerment (Houghton & Yoho, 2005), self-efficacy (Houghton et al., 
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2012; Neck & Manz, 1996; Prussia et al., 1998), self-esteem (Uzman & Maya, 2019) 

optimism and hardiness (Dolbier et al., 2001), and gratitude (Godwin & Hershelman, 

2021).  

Self-leadership has also been associated with effective anticipatory and 

preventative stress coping (Unsworth & Mason, 2012). The strategies performed through 

self-leadership can facilitate stress appraisal and coping through self-talk, rational beliefs 

and assumptions, mental imagery, affective state, and thought patterns (Neck et al., 

2013). Some of the specific strategies incorporated within self-leadership are consistent 

with the proactive strategies suggested through COR theory. For example, self-

leadership's natural reward strategies of alternative appraisals and effective framing 

(Neck & Houghton, 2006) align with COR theory's appraisal and reevaluating of 

resources (Hobfoll, 1988). Self-leadership's behavioral strategies of self-observation and 

self-cueing (Neck & Houghton, 2006) align with COR theory's resource optimization 

strategy of maximizing resource efficiency and effectiveness to a personal advantage 

(Hobfoll, 2001). COR theory suggests through proactive coping that individuals should 

set goals and have efficacious beliefs concerning the attainment of goals, evaluate 

obstacles in their environment to plan for future contingencies, and optimize resources to 

their advantage (Hobfoll, 2001). Comparably, individuals practicing self-leadership set 

goals, reward themselves after reaching goals, objectively process information, and 

motivate themselves by focusing on enjoyable aspects of a task (Unsworth & Mason, 

2012).  

As self-leadership improves an individual's ability to address environmental 

stressors (Mander & Antoni, 2022), considerable research has explored self-leadership as 
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a workplace stress management, stress intervention, and burnout prevention strategy 

(Elloy & Patil, 2014; Ghossoub et al., 2020; E. Goldsby et al., 2020; Houghton et al., 

2012; Junça Silva et al., 2022; Lovelace et al., 2007; Mander & Antoni, 2022; Manz et 

al., 2016; Maykrantz & Houghton, 2018; Sampl et al., 2017; Unsworth & Mason, 2012). 

Theoretical and empirical evidence suggests that self-leadership may buffer the effect of 

emotional exhaustion (Afridi et al., 2022; Elloy & Patil, 2014; Junça Silva et al., 2022; 

Mander & Antoni, 2022; Neck et al., 2013). The natural reward, cognitive processes, and 

self-management strategies of self-leadership not only increase, stock, and conserve 

resources but also reduce the effects of strain (Unsworth & Mason, 2012), both of which 

are instrumental in mitigating the process of experiencing emotional exhaustion 

(Halbesleben et al., 2014; Ito & Brotheridge, 2003).  

In the vein of servant leadership, it stands within theoretical reasoning that servant 

leaders who practice self-leadership may experience emotional exhaustion to a lesser 

extent when engaging in the resource-consuming behaviors of selflessly serving and 

putting the needs, well-being, and emotions of others first. Servant leaders who engage in 

self-leadership can influence their own thoughts, behaviors, and feelings (Harari et al., 

2021); they can better manage and allocate their resources and have a greater capacity to 

modify various parts of their situation to suit a given task best (Afridi et al., 2022). 

Servant leaders high in self-leadership may achieve higher levels of self-direction, be 

more effective at navigating and managing themselves in a relatively wide range of 

circumstances, and be able to recognize problems better and generate productive and 

practical ideas and solutions (Carmeli et al., 2006). Self-leadership may provide servant 

leaders with higher psychological functioning, from which they have a better sense of 
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control in handling events and can bounce back and readily recover from situations 

requiring adaption; they may also better distinguish between healthy and unhealthy 

coping and optimistically aim to reduce the sources of stress (Dolbier et al., 2001).  

As servant leaders are already driven by an altruistic and genuine desire to serve 

and put others first (Sendjaya, 2015), practicing self-leadership may also enhance the 

already rewarding aspects of servant leadership (Abid et al., 2021). Self-leadership can 

engender a high level of purpose-driven interest, enthusiasm, and enjoyment in tasks 

(Krampitz et al., 2021; Manz, 1986), minimizing the need to rely solely on self-discipline 

strategies and externally directed standards (Manz, 1991). Furthermore, self-leadership 

can broaden a servant leader's thinking (Neck et al., 1999) and generate meaningfulness 

(Sjöblom et al., 2022), both of which can create upward spirals toward positive emotions, 

increase the likelihood of meaningfulness in subsequent events, build psychological 

resilience, enhance emotional well-being, and facilitate more effective coping with 

stressors (Fredrickson & Joiner, 2002). Self-leadership can help servant leaders maintain 

and replenish their mental and physical resources, prevent excessively consuming work 

experiences, and facilitate sufficient recovery from strenuous work experiences (Sjöblom 

et al., 2022). Overall, self-leadership's cognitive, behavioral, and emotional strategies can 

improve psychological well-being (Dolbier et al., 2001; Kotzé, 2018), supplement 

resource gain, reinforce resource accumulation (Harunavamwe et al., 2020), and mitigate 

resource depletion (Unsworth & Mason, 2012). Consequently, servant leaders who 

practice self-leadership may be able to conserve resources more efficiently when 

engaging in resource-consuming behaviors and better manage their levels of emotional 
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exhaustion (Afridi et al., 2022; Mander & Antoni, 2022; Neck et al., 2013). Thus, I 

hypothesize the following:  

Hypothesis 4: The positive relationship between servant leadership behaviors and 

emotional exhaustion is moderated by self-leadership, such that the relationship 

is less strongly associated when self-leadership is higher. 

2.3.6 The Moderated Mediating Role of Self-Leadership 

Based on preceding theoretical arguments and accounting for the proposed 

indirect relationship between servant leadership behaviors and subsequent outcome 

variables, the moderating effect of self-leadership is expected to carry through the 

mediating variable of emotional exhaustion to work disengagement and work–family 

conflict. Servant leadership behaviors coupled with higher levels of self-leadership may 

make the relationship between servant leadership behaviors and both work 

disengagement and work–family conflict less salient because self-leadership can reduce 

the experience of emotional exhaustion (Mander & Antoni, 2022; Neck et al., 2013). By 

contrast, servant leadership behaviors coupled with lower levels of self-leadership may 

contribute to a more pronounced effect of servant leadership behaviors on both work 

disengagement and work–family conflict because of higher levels of emotional 

exhaustion. It is plausible that when the level of emotional exhaustion is lower, the 

mediated relationship between servant leadership behaviors and both work 

disengagement and work–family conflict may be weaker. Thus, I propose that self-

leadership attenuates the indirect relationship between servant leadership behaviors and 

the outcomes of both work disengagement and work–family conflict via emotional 

exhaustion. 
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Hypothesis 5a: Self-leadership moderates the mediated effect of servant 

leadership behaviors on work disengagement through emotional exhaustion, such 

that the relationship is less strongly associated when self-leadership is higher.  

Hypothesis 5b: Self-leadership moderates the mediated effect of servant 

leadership behaviors on work–family conflict through emotional exhaustion, such 

that the relationship is less strongly associated when self-leadership is higher. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHODS 

 

3.1 Research Design 

For this study, I employed a descriptive, nonexperimental research design aimed 

to describe a phenomenon; this was a correlational study to measure and determine the 

degree of relationships between the variables to make predictions (Christensen et al., 

2015). My specific objective was to understand the basic concepts about the variable 

relationships as described by Hair and colleagues (2020), including whether a statistically 

significant relationship exists, the direction of the relationship, and the strength of the 

association between the variables. The measures for all data in this study include servant 

leadership, emotional exhaustion, work disengagement, work‒family conflict, and self-

leadership. As the context of this study is leadership and the measurement of servant 

leadership behaviors, the targeted respondents were individuals who serve in leadership, 

administrator, management, or supervisory positions and have subordinates who report to 

them.  

The Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the University of South Alabama (USA) 

approved this dissertation for research. Copies of IRB approval documentation are 

available in Appendix A, advertising materials in Appendix B, information and consent 

forms in Appendix C, and approved survey scales in Appendix D.  
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3.2 Samples and Procedure 

I tested my hypotheses across two independent self-report samples. Sample 1 

consisted of respondents recruited from a public research university in the southeastern 

United States and provided a niche focus on individuals working in various facets of 

academia. Sample 2 consisted of respondents recruited from an online data collection 

panel and provided a broader focus on a diverse pool of individuals working in various 

organizations and industries in different states across the country.  

Data were collected for this study through two online surveys administered one 

week apart at Time 1 and Time 2 on the online survey software system Qualtrics. The 

rationale for this time lag is discussed in the Procedural Remedies section. The survey at 

Time 1 captured servant leadership, emotional exhaustion, self-leadership, the control 

variable extraversion, and the demographic variables sex, race, education, and state of 

residence, and an open-ended prompt for respondents to share anything else. The survey 

at Time 2 captured work disengagement and work‒family conflict, the control variables 

span of control, level of management, and organization type, and demographic questions 

for marital status, number of children at home, family caregiver responsibility, household 

number, organization size, job tenure, position tenure, and average weekly work hours. 

The survey also had two open-ended prompts for respondents to describe if and how 

work had ever impacted their relationship with their significant other or family member 

and if there was anything else to share.  
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3.2.1 Sample 1 and Procedure 

Respondents from Sample 1 were recruited from the main campus of a public 

research university in the southeastern United States. The organizational charts on the 

university website provide the hierarchical structure of the university's leadership, 

including vice presidents, directors, chief officers, deans, chairs, managers, supervisors, 

and coordinators. I collected the position titles of each unit, subunit, and department 

leader listed on every organizational chart and obtained the email addresses of each 

respective individual from the email directory posted on the university's website and 

compiled a list. I received clearance from the university's Office of Institutional 

Effectiveness to email respondents directly to invite them to participate in the study. 

Emails were sent directly to respondents to add personalization to the recruiting process, 

which has generally been found to help increase response rates (Sauermann & Roach, 

2013). The invitation email was also distributed through the university's mass email 

system to help randomize the sample and capture leaders in the campus community who 

may not have been on the email invitation list. As non-leaders were subject to taking the 

survey, respondents with supervisory responsibilities were distinguished from those 

without such responsibilities by asking them on the survey to indicate how many 

employees reported to them.  

At Time 1, respondents were invited to participate in the study via email. The 

email introduced the study, provided information on the purpose and value of the study, 

explained the voluntary and anonymous two-wave participation process, indicated the 

estimated survey completion time, disclosed how the results would be used, detailed the 

incentive for participation, and provided the link to Survey 1 in Qualtrics. The survey 
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began with a consent form repeating the information from the invitation email and 

informing respondents that they had a right to refuse to answer any question, could 

withdraw from the survey at any time, and that there were no anticipated risks for 

participation. To proceed with the survey, respondents had to consent to participate and 

agree that they were at least 18 years old and proficient in English. Respondents were 

asked to create a unique ID by providing the last letter of their first name, the second 

letter of their last name, and the last two digits of their birth year to match their responses 

in each survey. At the end of Survey 1, respondents were redirected to a separate form 

collector in Qualtrics to provide an email address for the invitation to Survey 2. Email 

addresses were collected in a separate form collector to prevent them from being tied to 

survey responses and protect the anonymity of respondents.  

At Time 2, respondents who participated in Survey 1 and provided a valid email 

address were sent a second email invitation to participate in Survey 2. The invitation re-

introduced the study, disclosure, and participation process and provided the link to 

Survey 2. Respondents had to consent once again to participate before proceeding with 

the survey. At the end of Survey 2, respondents were given the option to enter the 

drawing to win one of five $25 gift cards for full participation in the study by completing 

both surveys. Respondents who opted to enter the drawing were redirected to a separate 

form collector to enter an email address. Respondents who opted not to enter the drawing 

were directed to the end of the survey.  

A total of 481 emails were sent at Time 1. Twenty-three emails were returned by 

the mail delivery subsystem indicating the email could not be delivered to the address. 

Two emails were returned as an auto-reply indicating a change in contact and ceased 
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university affiliation. After removing invalid email addresses, the sample was reduced to 

456. One hundred seventy individuals started the survey (37%), and 147 (32%) 

completed it. The sample size at Time 1 was N = 147. One week after the initial email 

invitation, the respondents from Time 1 were emailed the invitation to the second survey 

at Time 2. One hundred seventeen respondents started the survey (80%), and 115 

completed it (78%). Ten respondents at Time 2 had unique IDs that could not be matched 

to any of Time 1. Thus, they were not included in the analysis. Twenty-six individuals 

reported having no subordinates and were removed from the analysis.  

Several quality checks were employed to ensure data integrity. Two attention 

checks were included in Survey 1 and one in Survey 2 (e.g., "When asked for your 

favorite color, please select Green."). No respondents were removed for failing attention 

checks. Using the removal criterion of straight-lining on more than half of the items on 

the survey (Curran, 2016), no respondents had to be removed for straight-lining. Six 

respondents had item-level missingness. The average level of item-missingness among 

those respondents was 3%. None of the respondents exceeded 15% of missing data; thus, 

all were retained (Hair, Black, et al., 2019). As the total missing data was less than 1% 

and was determined as random, the missing values were treated with mean replacement 

which is acceptable when missing data is less than 10% (Hair, Black, et al., 2019). The 

final sample size was N = 79. 

As shown in Table 1, the sample included 34 males (43%) and 45 females (57%). 

The mean age of all respondents was 45 years old, with a minimum age of 20 years and a 

maximum age of 68 years. Sixty-eight percent of the respondents were White, 8% were 

Black, and 2% were Asian. At least 41% of respondents held a doctorate, 27% held a 
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master's degree, and 23% held a bachelor's degree. Fifty-eight (73%) respondents 

reported being married or in a domestic partnership. Nineteen percent were single or 

never married, and 8% were divorced. Forty-two percent reported having children at 

home, and 22% reported being a family member's caregiver.  

 

Table 1. Demographic Information of the Survey Respondents in Sample 1 

 

 N %  N % 

Sex   Marital Status   

   Female 45 57.0%    Single 15 19.0% 

   Male 34 43.0%    Married/domestic partner 58 73.4% 

      Divorced 6 7.6% 

Age in Years   Household Size   

   Minimum 20     Minimum 1  

   Maximum 68     Maximum 5  

   Mean 45     Mean 3  

   Standard deviation 12.32     Standard Deviation 1.12  

Race   Education   

   Asian 2 2.5%    High school diploma/GED 5 6.3% 

   Black 8 10.1%    Bachelor's degree  18 22.8% 

   Hispanic or Latino 1 1.3%    Master's degree 21 26.6% 

   White 68 86.1%    Doctorate 32 40.5% 

      Other 3 3.8% 

Children at Home   Family Caregiver   

   No 46 58.2%    No 61 77.2% 

   Yes 33 41.8%    Yes 17 21.5% 

Organizational Level   Number of Subordinates   

   Top-level manager 5 6.3%    1 to 10 56 70.9% 

   Middle manager 38 48.1%    11 to 50 19 24.1% 

   First-line manager 36 45.6%    51 or more 4 5.0% 

Job Tenure in Years   Position Tenure in Years   

   Minimum 1     Minimum 1  

   Maximum 38     Maximum 35  

   Mean 11     Mean 5  

   Standard deviation 9.53     Standard deviation 6.14  
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Respondents indicated that they have worked for the organization for an average 

of eleven years and in their current position for an average of five years. Forty-six percent 

reported being in first-line management, 48% in middle management, and 6% in top-level 

management. The average number of subordinates that respondents had was 11. Seventy-

one percent had one to ten subordinates, 24% reported having 11 to 50, and five percent 

had 51 or more.  

3.2.2 Sample 2 and Procedure 

Respondents in Sample 2 were recruited from Prolific (www.prolific.co), a large-

scale online data collection platform developed by researchers that carefully vets and 

compensates individuals for survey-based research participation. Prolific allows 

researchers to select from a pool of thousands of trusted respondents by using over 250 

demographic filters, recruiting a custom sample, or using a representative sample of the 

national population. Individuals for this study were pre-screened before selection and 

self-reported as having full-time employment status, working in an upper, middle, or 

junior management role, having supervisory responsibilities, and having management 

experience.  

At Time 1, respondents who matched the inclusionary criteria were invited to 

participate in the study via the Prolific platform and directed to Survey 1 in Qualtrics. 

The survey began with a consent form that introduced the study, provided information on 

the purpose and value of the study, explained the voluntary and anonymous two-wave 

participation and compensation process, indicated the estimated survey completion time, 

and disclosed how the results would be used. Respondents were informed that they had a 

right to refuse to answer any question, could withdraw from the survey at any time, that 
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there were no anticipated risks for participation, and that compensation was contingent 

upon full participation in the study by completing both surveys. To proceed with the 

survey, respondents had to consent to participate and agree that they were at least 18 

years old and proficient in English. Respondents were asked to input their unique Prolific 

ID to match their responses in each survey.  

At Time 2, respondents who completed Survey 1 and provided a valid Prolific ID 

were invited to participate in Survey 2 via the Prolific platform. Survey 2 began with a 

consent form that re-introduced the study, disclosure, and the participation and 

compensation process. Respondents had to consent once again to participate before 

proceeding with the survey. Those who fully participated in the study by completing both 

surveys were compensated $1.85 for Survey 1 and $1.75 for Survey 2. Compensation was 

administered through the Prolific platform. 

A total of 415 respondents were recruited and participated in the first survey at 

Time 1 (N = 415). One week later, the same respondents were invited through the Prolific 

platform to participate in the second survey at Time 2. Three hundred ninety-three 

respondents started the survey (95%), and 390 completed it (94%). Several quality checks 

were employed to ensure data integrity. Two attention checks were included in Survey 1 

and one in Survey 2 (e.g., "When asked for your favorite color, please select Blue."). All 

respondents passed each attention check. Eleven respondents were removed because they 

straight-lined on more than half of the total items on the survey (Curran, 2016). Thirty-

seven respondents had item-level missingness. The average level of item-missingness 

among those respondents was 2%. None of the respondents exceeded 15% of missing 

data; thus, all were retained (Hair, Black, et al., 2019). As the total missing data was less 
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than 1% and was determined as random, the missing values were treated with mean 

replacement which is acceptable when missing data is less than 10% (Hair, Black, et al., 

2019). The final sample size was N = 379. 

Table 2 shows the sample's demographic characteristics, which included 264 

males (70%) and 115 females (30%). The mean age of all respondents was 41 years old, 

with a minimum age of 20 years and a maximum age of 85 years. Seventy-six percent of 

the respondents were White, 10% were Black, and 6% were Asian. Forty-two states were 

represented, with top participation from California (10%), Florida (8%), New York (8%), 

Texas (7%), and Illinois (6%). At least 55% of respondents held a bachelor's degree, and 

17% held a master's degree. Two hundred forty-seven (65%) respondents reported being 

married or in a domestic partnership. Twenty-seven percent were single or never married, 

and 6% were divorced. Fifty-four percent reported having children at home, and 43% 

reported being a family member's caregiver.  

Eighty-four percent of respondents worked in the for-profit sector, and 16% in the 

non-profit. Thirty-five percent reported working in an organization with over 1000 

employees, and 27% reported working for a company with less than 100 employees. 

Respondents indicated they worked for their organization for an average of nine years 

and in their current position for an average of six years. Thirty-eight percent reported 

being in first-line management, 53% in middle management, and 10% in top-level 

management. The average number of subordinates that respondents had was 14. Ninety-

two percent had 25 or fewer subordinates, and 3% had 51 or more.  
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Table 2. Demographic Information of the Survey Respondents in Sample 2 

 

 

 N %  N % 

Sex   Marital Status   

   Female 115 30.3%    Single 102 26.9% 

   Male 264 69.7%    Married/domestic partner 247 65.2% 

      Separated/divorced 28 7.4% 

      Widowed 2 0.5% 

Age   Household Size   

   Minimum 20     Minimum 1  

   Maximum 80     Maximum 7  

   Mean 41.48     Mean 3  

   Standard deviation 11.3     Standard Deviation 1.3  

Race   Education   

   Asian 24 6.3%    High school diploma/GED 54 14.2% 

   Black 36 9.5%    Associate's degree 24 6.3% 

   Hispanic or Latino 23 6.1%    Bachelor's degree  208 54.9% 

   White 289 76.3%    Master's degree 66 17.4% 

   Another race 7 1.8    Doctorate  11 2.9% 

      Other 16 4.2% 

Children at Home   Family Caregiver   

   No 174 45.9%    No 214 56.5% 

   Yes 305 54.1%    Yes 165 43.5% 

Organization Type   Organization Size   

   Non-profit 62 16.4% 1 to 99 employees 101 26.6% 

   For-profit 317 83.6% 100 to 249 employees 76 20.1% 

   250 to 499 employees 43 11.3% 

   500 or more employees 159 42% 

Organizational Level   Number of Subordinates   

   Top-level manager 38 10.0%    1 to 25 347 91.6% 

   Middle manager 199 52.5%    26 to 50 21 5.5% 

   First-line manager 142 37.5%    51 to 100 7 1.8% 

      101 or more 4 1.1% 

Job Tenure   Position Tenure   

   Minimum 1     Minimum 1  

   Maximum 44     Maximum 37  

   Mean 9.1     Mean 5.8  

   Standard deviation 7.1     Standard deviation 5  
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3.3 Procedural Remedies 

The data for all measures in this study were collected from single-source self-

report surveys. According to Podsakoff and colleagues (2012), single-source data 

collection may be appropriate when both the predictor and criterion variables capture an 

individual's perceptions, feelings, beliefs, and judgments, as is the case for this study. 

However, scholars have noted that single-source designs are subject to common method 

variance (Antonakis et al., 2014; Podsakoff et al., 2003, 2012). To help reduce common 

method variance, I employed the following recommended practices. Chang and 

colleagues (2010) and Reio (2010) recommended that researchers assure respondents of 

the anonymity and confidentiality of the study and that there are no right or wrong 

answers, ask respondents to respond honestly, ensure ambiguous and vague items are not 

included, and design the survey to be concise. Podsakoff and colleagues (2003) 

recommended that when predictor and criterion variables are obtained from the same 

sources and measured in the same context, researchers should separate variables 

proximally, such as physically separating them by other measures on the survey (Jordan 

& Troth, 2019). Podsakoff & Oregon (1986) recommended reordering the scales on the 

survey, and Podsakoff and colleagues (2012) recommended balancing positive and 

negative items and labeling all scale points rather than just the endpoints. Each of these 

recommendations was implemented in the survey design to help reduce common method 

variance.  

Scholars also recommend temporal separation between the predictor and criterion 

variables as a procedural remedy to help reduce common method variance (Johnson et 

al., 2011; Podsakoff et al., 2003, 2012; Reio, 2010; Spector, 2006). In line with this 
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recommendation and to account for lagged effects between the predictor and criterion 

variables (Cain et al., 2018), I collected data in two different time waves separated by one 

week. The objective of this study was two-fold. One was determining an existing 

distribution and prevalence of emotional exhaustion in servant leadership behaviors. The 

contextual aim was to capture a snapshot of the frequency and characteristics of these two 

variables in tandem at a given point in time (Aggarwal & Ranganathan, 2019) to provide 

initial insight into a process that may gradually unfold over a period of time (Dormann & 

Griffin, 2015). Two was to explore the effect of emotional exhaustion in servant 

leadership behaviors, given their existing distribution, on work disengagement and work–

family conflict. One of the assumptions in the stress literature is that the effects of work 

stressors occur as a reaction with some delay, which varies among individuals (Dormann 

& Griffin, 2015). This assumption is consistent with COR theory which asserts that 

individuals adopt defensive strategies as a reaction to resource loss or depletion (Hobfoll, 

2001). Empirical evidence also suggests a lagged effect of emotional exhaustion (Jang et 

al., 2020). Therefore, servant leadership behaviors, emotional exhaustion, and self-

leadership were collected concurrently at Time 1; work disengagement and work–family 

conflict were concurrently collected at Time 2. 

According to Dormann and Griffin's (2015) study on optimal time lag in panel 

studies, researchers exploring the effects of work-related stressors must consider routine 

processes, work timetables, and shift patterns when determining time lag in collecting 

psychological variables within the work setting. They further suggested that initial studies 

use short lags to provide imperative information about the expected distribution of causal 

effects over time, which may help researchers design optimally spaced studies. Given 
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these considerations, the two waves of data collection were separated by one week to 

account for routine work timetables, shift patterns, and psychological associations that 

tend to occur on a weekly basis and certain days of the week. Furthermore, researchers 

have found that emotional exhaustion is relatively stable for some individuals and slightly 

dynamic for others (Dunford et al., 2020). A time lag of one week may capture both sets 

of individuals and help avoid the influence of intervening factors that may impact the 

relationship between the predictor and criterion variables (Cooper et al., 2020). 

 

3.4 Measures 

All measures were rated on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 

= Strongly Agree). Where noted, some measures were adapted from their original five-

point scale to seven points. According to Hair, Gabriel, and colleagues (2019), scales 

originally developed with five response points should be adapted to a minimum of seven 

points to increase the variability in responses, which can help improve the accuracy of 

statistical analyses. Dawes (2008) synthesized several studies exploring how the number 

of scale points can affect data characteristics and found that finer scales can result in a 

greater spread of the data, larger variance, and more gradations for responses that can 

reduce skewing.  

 

3.4.1 Servant Leadership 

Servant leadership (original scale: α = .96; Sample 1: α = .85; Sample 2: α = .92) 

was measured with the 28-item scale developed by Liden and colleagues (2008). Four 

items each assess the following dimensions: conceptual skills, empowering, helping 
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subordinates grow and succeed, putting subordinates first, behaving ethically, emotional 

healing, and creating value for the community. The scale was originally developed as a 

measure of servant leadership behaviors to be reported by followers based on leader 

perceptions. In line with the leader-centric focus of this study, I adapted each item to be 

self-rated by the leader. A sample item in the measure reads, "I am interested in making 

sure that my employees achieve their career goals," adapted from, "My manager is 

interested in making sure that I achieve my career goals." Table A1 in Appendix D shows 

the complete list of original and adapted items from the scale. 

According to Heggestad and colleagues (2019), when changing the referent for a 

scale, researchers should consider the extent to which the change provides meaningful 

ratings for each item. Self-rated scales allow respondents to describe their psychological 

states, characteristic behavior, intentions for future behaviors, and how they would 

behave under certain hypothetical situations; self-reports allow them to go beyond 

reporting specific facts or finite events and engage in higher-order cognitive processing 

(Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). The self-rated perspective of servant leadership is 

meaningful to the context of this study because servant leadership is more than an 

aggregation of leader behaviors; it is a cognitive processing of a self-schema and 

disposition that affects how servant leaders regulate their behavior (P.Y.T. Sun, 2013) 

and influence their followers to improve as individuals and meet their potential (J. Sun et 

al., 2019).  

Follower ratings may have been shown to have strong validity when describing 

observable behavior, but they are likely less valid when describing inner thoughts and 

feelings of others (Heggestad et al., 2019). For example, one item from the original 
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Servant Leadership Scale (Liden et al., 2008) reads, "My manager seems to care more 

about my success than his/her own" (emphasis added), which does not objectively assess 

whether a leader genuinely cares about a follower's success. Another item reads, "My 

manager is able to effectively think through complex problems," which does not 

objectively assess how a leader actually processes thought during problem-solving. A 

servant leadership self-rating would allow insight, void of subjective follower 

perceptions, into how servant leaders' self-proclaimed cognitive and behavioral 

disposition, driven by an altruistic nature, influences how they experience, manifest, and 

mitigate the effects of their leadership experiences and influence.  

3.4.2 Emotional Exhaustion 

Emotional exhaustion (original scale: α = .87; Sample 1: α = .74; Sample 2: α = 

.88) was measured at Time 1 with the eight items of the exhaustion subscale from the 

Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (Demerouti et al., 2001, 2003). The full measure consists 

of sixteen items, eight assessing exhaustion and eight assessing disengagement. The 

disengagement items in this scale are conceptually distinct from the definition by Kahn 

(1990) employed in this study (Afrahi et al., 2022). Thus, a separate measure was used to 

assess work disengagement. A sample item from the exhaustion scale is, "During my 

work, I often feel emotionally drained." This measure was adapted from a four-point to a 

seven-point scale. 

3.4.3 Work Disengagement 

Work disengagement (original scale: α = .81; Sample 1: α = .86; Sample 2: α = 

.93) was measured at Time 2 with the nine items from Houle and colleagues' (2022) short 

form of Rich and colleagues' (2010) job engagement scale, which was developed based 



69 

on Kahn's (1990) conceptualization of engagement. Three items each measure physical 

engagement, emotional engagement, and cognitive engagement. A sample item is, "I 

exert my full effort to my job." As the scale measures an individual's level of 

engagement, consistent with other studies exploring disengagement (Azeem et al., 2020; 

Z. S. Byrne et al., 2016; Demerouti et al., 2010), I reverse scored each of the items to 

measure the extent to which respondents feel disengaged from their job. This measure 

was adapted from a five-point to a seven-point scale. 

3.4.4 Work‒Family Conflict 

Work‒family conflict (original scale: α = .91; Sample 1: α = .87; Sample 2 α = 

.93) was measured at Time 2 was measured with the scale developed by Carlson, 

Kacmar, and Williams (2000). The full measure consists of eighteen items, nine assessing 

work-to-family interference and nine assessing family-to-work interference. Since work-

to-family interference is the focus of this study, the nine former items were employed in 

the survey. Of the nine items, three items each measure time-based interference with 

family, strain-based interference with family, and behavior-based interference with 

family. A sample item is, "Due to all the pressures at work, sometimes when I come 

home I am too stressed to do things I enjoy." This measure was adapted from a five to 

seven-point scale. 

3.4.5 Self-Leadership 

Self-leadership (original scale: α = .73; Sample 1: α: = .76; Sample 2: α = .81) 

was measured at Time 1 with the nine-item Abbreviated Self-Leadership Questionnaire 

(ASLQ; Houghton et al., 2012). It includes three three-item subscales for Behavior 

Awareness and Volition measuring behavior-focused strategies, Task Motivation 
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measuring natural rewards, and Constructive Cognition measuring constructive thought 

patterns. A sample item is, "I establish specific goals for my own performance." This 

measure was adapted from a five-point to a seven-point scale.  

3.4.6 Control Variables 

I controlled for extraversion, span of control, organization type, and level of 

management because these variables may be related to the focal ones of the study and 

may contextually represent alternative or potentially additional explanations of results as 

suggested by existing theoretical and empirical evidence. Organization type was 

employed as a control variable only for Sample 2 as all the respondents in Sample 1 

worked in the same organization. Demographic variables such as gender, age, and 

education were not used as control variables based on the best practice recommendations 

offered by Bernerth and colleagues (2018). They asserted that such variables are often 

used as convenient proxies in place of conceptually meaningful variables and should only 

be used when there is a clear and compelling theoretical rationale that matches the 

purpose of the study.  

3.4.6.1 Extraversion. 

Halbesleben & Buckley (2004) noted that individual difference variables, 

particularly dominant personality typologies such as the Big Five (agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, extraversion, neuroticism, and openness to experience), influence 

burnout effects in organizational settings. They acknowledged existing studies that have 

empirically established associations between personality variables and components of 

burnout (Semmer & Meier, 1996; Witt et al., 2004; Zellars et al., 2000). Extraversion 
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broadly refers to individuals who need and gain energy through external sources of social 

activity and stimulation (E. Russell et al., 2021).  

According to Wayne et al. (2004), individuals high on extraversion have more 

positivity and energy, experience less fatigue than introverts, perceive situations as less 

stressful, and are less likely to experience conflict. According to J. Li and Xu (2020), 

based on COR theory, extraversion relates negatively to emotional exhaustion as 

extraverted individuals maintain higher levels of positive emotions despite certain job 

stressors and experience lower levels of emotional exhaustion than introverts. In line with 

theoretical reasoning, it is plausible that an individual's level of extraversion may 

influence the extent to which he or she experiences resource loss and recovery (Hobfoll, 

2001).  

Extraversion (original scale: α = .88; Sample 1: α = 90; Sample 2: α = .89) was 

measured at Time 1 with the eight subscale items from the Big Five Inventory (John & 

Srivastava, 1999). A sample item is, "I consider myself as someone who is outgoing, 

sociable." This measure was rated on a Likert scale and was adapted from a five-point to 

a seven-point scale.  

3.4.6.2 Span of Control. 

Span of control, or the work unit size, refers to the number of employees reporting 

to a single leader (Thiel et al., 2018). The number of employees a leader is responsible 

for can dictate the amount of time, support, influence, and resources he or she can expend 

on each employee (Cogliser & Schriesheim, 2000). Leaders with a higher number of 

employees tend to have more demands and constraints on their time than those with a 

lower number of employees, and they have more limitations on opportunities for 
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individual interaction with employees (Schriesheim et al., 2000). Scholars disagree on a 

leader's optimal span of control (Meier & Bohte, 2000); however, a larger span of control 

may require some leaders to have more intrapersonal resources to handle the associated 

work demands of having more employees (Wong et al., 2013).  

As servant leadership is characterized by forming supportive, empowering, and 

high-quality relationships with followers (Eva et al., 2019), a larger span of control may 

further exhaust their available resources (Thiel et al., 2018). It is, therefore, within reason 

that the number of employees reporting to a servant leader may influence the extent to 

which he or she experiences emotional exhaustion. Span of control was measured at Time 

2 by asking respondents to indicate, in numbers, how many employees report to them.  

3.4.6.3 Organization Type. 

In this study, organization type broadly refers to the distinction between non-

profit and for-profit organizations. Due to the service nature of non-profit organizations, 

there are studies linking higher levels of burnout, or components of it, in these types of 

organizations (Ciancio, 2021; Gray, 2015; McDevitt, 2010; Miranda, 2016; Olinske & 

Hellman, 2016; Scherer et al., 2016; Zunz, 1998). Non-profits often may have fewer 

resources than for-profit organizations; individuals working in non-profits tend to have 

higher expectations to solve complex problems, are likely to overextend themselves, and 

are more vulnerable to work overload due to deficiencies in what they need to handle 

their workload (Maslach & Leiter, 2005). Non-profit organizations are generally expected 

to do more with less (Sandler et al., 1998). The strains associated with limitations due to 

financial and human capital restraints and standards imposed by governing agencies can 

add complexity to managerial roles and lead to emotional exhaustion (Ciancio, 2021). 



73 

Leaders in non-profit organizations, thus, may be particularly prone to experiencing 

higher levels of emotional exhaustion (Miranda, 2016).  

Organization type was measured at Time 2 by asking respondents in Sample 2 to 

indicate whether they worked for a non-profit or for-profit organization. As a categorical 

variable, organization type was dummy coded for the analysis as a dichotomous variable 

(0 = non-profit, 1 = for-profit), with non-profit as the reference group. 

3.4.6.4 Level of Management. 

Level of management refers to the hierarchical echelons within an organization 

(Waldman & Yammarino, 1999). Managerial levels are generally distinguished as first-

line, middle, and top-level management (Op de Beeck et al., 2018). Time, complexity, 

functional activity, and responsibility requirements differ substantially in management 

positions across levels (De Meuse et al., 2011). There are also distinctions in the 

cognitive, interpersonal, business, and strategic skills required across leadership levels 

(Mumford et al., 2007). First-line managers tend to function in more operational and 

short-term tasks that facilitate the supervision of employees. Middle managers tend to 

oversee teams and work units and focus more on strategic and long-term tasks; they also 

tend to have more resources, information, and autonomy than first-line managers 

(Lundqvist et al., 2013). Top-level management generally focuses on organizational 

structure, organizational change, and policy formation, requiring a system-wide 

perspective for solving organizational problems and balancing demands inside and 

outside the organization (Zaccaro, 2001).  

Lundqvist and colleagues (2013) conducted a study and found that the level of 

management influenced the adverse effects of demanding work conditions and burnout 
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symptoms due to varying responsibilities and access to resources. Several such studies 

have found that the level of work-related stress managers experience can be influenced 

by the responsibilities and work conditions associated with the level at which they 

function within the organization (Buick & Thomas, 2001; Johansson et al., 2011; Korman 

et al., 2022; Kuruüzüm et al., 2008; M. A. Parris et al., 2008; Peter et al., 2020; Styhre & 

Josephson, 2006). Sousa and van Dierendonck (2017) found that the hierarchical level at 

which servant leaders operate can impact aspects of their leadership effectiveness. It is 

not beyond reason that a servant leader's management level may influence the extent to 

which work conditions influence his or her experience of stress or strain (Lundqvist et al., 

2013).  

Level of management was measured at Time 2 by asking respondents to indicate 

the organizational level that best described their current position. Response options 

included top-level manager (president, vice president, C-level executive, board member), 

middle manager (director, department head, administrator), and first-line manager 

(coordinator, supervisor, team leader). As a categorical variable with three categories, 

level of management was coded as two dummy variables for the analysis, using the first-

line manager category as a baseline category. The dummy variable for middle managers 

was coded: 0 = top-level manager, 1 = middle manager. The dummy variable for top-

level managers was coded: 0 = middle manager, 1 = top-level manager.  

3.4.7 Demographic Information 

Respondents were asked at Time 1 for their demographic information, including 

age, sex, race, education, and the state where they live. Respondents were asked at Time 

2 to provide information about their work and home settings. As this study focuses on 
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how emotional exhaustion can affect a servant leader's level of work disengagement and 

work‒family conflict, background information about the work and home environments 

may help provide a more contextual understanding of potential underlying factors at play.  

Questions about the work setting asked respondents to indicate the following: the 

type of organization they work for, the size of their organization, how long they have 

worked at their current organization, how long they have worked in their current position, 

the organizational level of their current position, how many reporting employees they 

have, and the average number of hours per week they work. Questions about the home 

setting asked respondents to indicate the following: their relationship status, whether they 

have any children living at home and, if so, how many, whether they are the primary 

caregiver of a family member, and if so, and whether the family member resides in the 

same household. Respondents were also given two open-ended prompts. One asked if 

work had ever impacted the relationship with a significant other or family member and, if 

so, how; the other asked if there was anything else they wanted to share. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

 

4.1 Data Analyses 

I employed a two-step approach to analyze the data. First, I conducted a 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) by estimating a covariance-based structural equation 

modeling (CB-SEM) measurement model with standardized estimates using IBM SPSS 

AMOS 27 to assess model fit and the convergent and discriminant validity of each scale. 

Convergent validity was determined by assessing factor loadings, average variance 

extracted, and composite reliability of individual scale items. Discriminant validity was 

determined using the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). I examined the 

potential impact of common method variance with Harman's single factor test and a 

common latent factor test using the criterion by L. J. Williams and colleagues (1989).  

Second, I used regression analysis in IBM SPSS Statistics 27 and the PROCESS 

v4.0 macro written by Hayes (2022) to test the hypotheses. I used Model 4 to test simple 

mediation and a Sobel test calculator to assess the statistical significance of the indirect 

effects. To test moderated mediation, I used Model 7. The PROCESS macro employed 

bootstrapping at a 95% confidence interval with 5,000 samples to test the significance of 

and the difference between the conditional effects of the independent variable on the 

dependent variable through the mediating variable at different levels of the moderator.  
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4.2 Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations among each of the 

variables in the study for Sample 1. Although the relationship was positive, servant 

leadership was not significantly related to emotional exhaustion (r = .02, ns). Emotional 

exhaustion did not have a significant relationship with work disengagement (r = .13, ns). 

However, it did have a positive and significant relationship with work‒family conflict (r 

= .52, p < .01). There was a positive relationship between servant leadership and self-

leadership (r = .35, p < .01). Of some of the statistically significant relationships among 

the control variables, extraversion was positively related to servant leadership (r = .23, p 

< .05), and negatively related to emotional exhaustion (r = -.30, p < .01).  

Table 4 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations among each of the 

variables in the study for Sample 2. There was a negative and significant relationship 

between servant leadership and emotional exhaustion (r = -.25, p < .01). Emotional 

exhaustion was positively and significantly related to work disengagement (r = .45, p < 

.01) and to work‒family conflict (r = .58, p < .01). There was a positive relationship 

between servant leadership and self-leadership (r = .52, p < .01). Of some of the 

statistically significant control variables, extraversion was negatively related to emotional 

exhaustion (r = -.31, p < .01), work disengagement (r = -.30, p < .01), and work‒family 

conflict (r = -.11, p < .05). There was a negative relationship between top-level managers 

and emotional exhaustion (r = -.17, p < .01), and between middle managers and work 

disengagement (r = -.13, p < .05), with respect to first-line managers.  
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Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of Servant Leadership, Emotional Exhaustion, Work Disengagement, 

Work–Family Conflict, Self-Leadership, Extraversion, Span of Control, and Level of Management for Sample 1 

 

 
 

Note. N = 79. Level of management dummy variables: first-line manager was used as the reference group; dummy variable for 

middle manager was coded with 0 = top-level, 1 = middle manager; dummy variable for top-level manager was coded with  

0 = middle manager, 1 = top-level manager. Numbers in bold are the square root of the average variance extracted coefficient, 

demonstrating discriminate validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  

*p < .05  

**p < .01 
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Table 4. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of Servant Leadership, Emotional Exhaustion, Work Disengagement, 

Work–Family Conflict, Self-Leadership, Extraversion, Span of Control, Organization Type, and Level of Management for  

Sample 2 

 

 
 

Note. N = 379. Organization type dummy variable: non-profit was used as the reference group, coded with 0 = non-profit,  

1 = for-profit. Level of management dummy variables: first-line manager was used as the reference group; dummy variable for 

middle manager was coded with 0 = top-level, 1 = middle manager; dummy variable for top-level manager was coded with  

0 = middle manager, 1 = top-level manager. Numbers in bold are the square root of the average variance extracted coefficient, 

demonstrating discriminate validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  

*p < .05 

**p < .01 
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4.3 Measurement Model Evaluation 

Prior to testing the hypothesized relationships, I performed a CB-SEM CFA in 

SPSS AMOS 27 of the proposed model to assess model fit by estimating a measurement 

model with standardized estimates. It is noted that the minimum sample size 

recommended to conduct a CFA is five times as many observations as the number of 

variables to be analyzed (Hair, Black, et al., 2019). The model had 63 observations, 

requiring a minimum sample size of N = 315. The sample size (N = 79) for Sample 1 fell 

below the minimum requirement, which may impact the observance of true relationships 

among variables and may prevent findings from being accurately extrapolated. Therefore, 

the results for Sample 1 are presented in Appendix E in Tables A2, A3, A4, and A5 for 

reference. 

As shown in Figure 2, the measurement model had 63 observed variables and five 

latent variables. Servant leadership was an exogenous variable with 28 indicators. 

Emotional exhaustion was an exogenous and endogenous variable with eight indicators. 

Work disengagement and work‒family conflict were endogenous variables with nine 

indicators each, and self-leadership was an exogenous variable with nine indicators. For 

each latent variable, the first indicator was set as a marker variable to the value of 1.00. 

There were no correlated measurement errors for any pairs of indicators. The model 

contained 136 freely estimated parameters, including 58 factor loadings (not including 

the loadings set to marker indicators), 63 error variances, five factor variances, and 10 

factor covariances. The variance-covariance matrix was analyzed using maximum 

likelihood as the estimator. The model was overidentified as the degrees of freedom was 

positive. 
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Figure 2. Covariance-Based Structural Equation Modeling Measurement Model of the 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis. 

 

Guided by the suggestions of T. Brown (2015), the acceptability of the fitted 

measurement model solution was evaluated based on overall goodness-of-fit. Goodness-

of-fit was evaluated by using Chi-square statistics, the standard root mean square residual 

(SRMR), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and the comparative fit 

index (CFI). Based on guidelines provided by Hair, Black, and colleagues (2019), good 

model fit was defined by the following criteria: SRMR (≤ .08), RMSEA (< .08), and CFI 

(> .94).  
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After assessing goodness-of-fit for each sample, I tested for common method 

variance with Harman's single factor test in SPSS Statistics 27 using maximum likelihood 

analysis on one unrotated factor solution. I also performed a common latent factor test in 

SPSS AMOS 27 by adding a latent variable, constrained to 1.00, imposed on all the 

indicators in the model. I then compared the standardized regression weights with and 

without the constrained common latent factor to estimate the difference and identify 

indicators that may be affected by common method bias, using the 25% criterion 

suggested by L. J. Williams and colleagues (1989). 

4.3.1 Sample 2 

The variance-covariance matrix was analyzed using maximum likelihood as the 

estimator. The overall model ꭓ2 for Sample 2 was 7257.25 with 1880 degrees of freedom 

and an associated p-value of .00, which is statistically significant using an error rate of 

.05. The statistically significant p-value indicates that the observed covariance matrix did 

not match the estimated covariance matrix within the sampling variance. The model fit 

indices were SRMR = .094, RMSEA = .087, and CFI = .657. The results indicate that the 

data did not fit the model well; thus, results must be interpreted cautiously. 

Convergent validity was determined by assessing item loadings, composite 

reliability, and average variance extracted. According to guidelines provided by Hair, 

Black, and colleagues (2019), standardized loadings should be at least .50 or higher to 

achieve convergent validity. The item loadings for each scale are available in Table 5. Of 

the 28 items in the servant leadership scale, 10 of the standardized loadings were below 

the threshold. One of the items in the emotional exhaustion scale and two in the self-

leadership scale were below the threshold. All of the items in the work disengagement 
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and work‒family conflict scales met the minimum threshold. Each of the loadings was 

statistically significant with a p-value of < .000. 

The alpha coefficients, composite reliabilities, and average variance extracted 

estimates for each latent variable are available in Table 6. Composite reliability of .70 or 

higher suggests good reliability and that internal consistency exists (Hair, Black, et al., 

2019). However, reliability values of .95 or higher indicate that items are redundant, 

reducing construct validity (Hair et al., 2018). Each of the reliability values fell into the 

range between .70 and .95 (servant leadership = .92, emotional exhaustion = .88, work 

disengagement = .93, work‒family conflict = .93, self-leadership = .82). Adequate 

convergence can be achieved with an average variance extracted of .50 or higher (Hair, 

Black, et al., 2019). Three latent variables were below the .50 threshold (servant 

leadership = .30, emotional exhaustion = .49, and self-leadership = .35). Given the 

standardized loadings and the average variance extracted estimates, the evidence does not 

support convergent validity for servant leadership, emotional exhaustion, and self-

leadership.  

Discriminant validity can be determined by comparing the square root of the 

average variance extracted estimate for each construct with its interconstruct correlations. 

An estimate greater than each interconstruct correlation provides good evidence of 

discriminant validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). As seen in Table 7, each interconstruct 

correlation met the criterion for discriminant validity.  

 

 

 



 

84 

Table 5. Item Loadings, Item Reliabilities, and Standard Errors of the Covariance-Based 

Structural Equation Modeling Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Sample 2 

 

Item Loading Reliability Error Item Loading Reliability Error 

SRV_01 .402 .162 .838 WD_1 .824 .679 .321 

SRV_02 .478 .228 .772 WD_2 .788 .621 .379 

SRV_03 .727 .529 .471 WD_3 .686 .471 .529 

SRV_04 .533 .284 .716 WD_4 .752 .566 .434 

SRV_05 .493 .243 .757 WD_5 .761 .579 .421 

SRV_06 .591 .349 .651 WD_6 .689 .475 .525 

SRV_07 .669 .448 .552 WD_7 .833 .694 .306 

SRV_08 .476 .227 .773 WD_8 .831 .691 .309 

SRV_09 .426 .181 .819 WFC_1 .870 .757 .243 

SRV_10 .733 .537 .463 WFC_2 .866 .750 .250 

SRV_11 .544 .296 .704 WFC_3 .865 .748 .252 

SRV_12 .483 .233 .767 WFC_4 .908 .824 .176 

SRV_13 .571 .326 .674 WFC_5 .901 .812 .188 

SRV_14 .659 .434 .566 WFC_6 .846 .716 .284 

SRV_15 .527 .278 .722 WFC_7 .557 .310 .690 

SRV_16 .469 .220 .780 WFC_8 .533 .284 .716 

SRV_17 .629 .396 .604 WFC_9 .534 .285 .715 

SRV_18 .489 .239 .761 SLF_1 .649 .421 .579 

SRV_19 .441 .194 .806 SLF_2 .660 .436 .564 

SRV_20 .617 .381 .619 SLF_3 .602 .362 .638 

SRV_21 .556 .309 .691 SLF_4 .747 .558 .442 

SRV_22 .548 .300 .700 SLF_5 .734 .539 .461 

SRV_23 .278 .077 .923 SLF_6 .407 .166 .834 

SRV_24 .670 .449 .551 SLF_7 .268 .072 .928 

SRV_25 .610 .372 .628 SLF_8 .533 .284 .716 

SRV_26 .501 .251 .749 SLF_9 .543 .295 .705 

SRV_27 .510 .260 .740     

SRV_28 .538 .289 .711     

EE_1 .712 .507 .493     

EE_2 .793 .629 .371     

EE_3 .472 .223 .777     

EE_4 .846 .716 .284     

EE_5 .679 .461 .539     

EE_6 .873 .762 .238     

EE_7 .550 .303 .698     

EE_8 .530 .281 .719     

 

Note. SRV = servant leadership, EE = emotional exhaustion, WD = work disengagement,  

WFC = work‒family conflict, SLF = self-leadership.  
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Table 6. Cronbach's Alpha Coefficients, Composite Reliability Coefficients, and Average 

Variance Extracted Estimates of the Covariance-Based Structural Equation Modeling 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Sample 2 

 
 

Cronbach's  

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average Variance 

Extracted 

Servant Leadership .917 .922 .303 

Emotional Exhaustion .879 .878 .485 

Work Disengagement .928 .932 .605 

Work‒Family Conflict .934 .931 .609 

Self-Leadership .806 .818 .348 

 

 

Table 7. Interconstruct Correlations and Square Roots of the Average Variance 

Extracted Estimates of the Covariance-Based Structural Equation Modeling 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Sample 2 

 

  1 2 3 4 5 

1. Servant Leadership .55     

2. Emotional Exhaustion -.25 .70    

3. Work Disengagement -.49 .45 .78   

4. Work‒Family Conflict -.02 .58 .20 .78  

5. Self-Leadership .52 -.18 -.42 -.02 .59 

 

 

Harman's single factor test revealed that a single factor explained 22% of the total 

variance. In estimating the difference between the restrained and unrestrained 

standardized regression weights during the common latent factor test, the 28 items of the 

servant leadership scale were 25% or higher, indicating the influence of common method 

bias in the scale. All items in the remaining scales were below the 25% threshold (L. J. 

Williams et al., 1989).  
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4.4 Hypothesis Testing 

I used regression analysis in IBM SPSS Statistics 27 and the PROCESS v4.0 

macro written by Hayes (2022) to test the hypotheses. I used Model 4 to test simple 

mediation, a Sobel test calculator to assess the statistical significance of the indirect 

effects, and Model 7 to test moderated mediation. The independent and moderator 

variables (servant leadership and self-leadership) were mean-centered prior to analysis. 

4.4.1 Sample 1 

The results of the regression analyses for this sample are found in Table 8. The 

path coefficient results of each hypothesized relationship are in Figure 3. Hypothesis 1 

predicted a positive relationship between servant leadership behavior and emotional 

exhaustion. Although the direction of the association was positive as predicted, it was not 

statistically significant (B = .27, ns). Thus, Hypothesis 1 was not supported. Hypothesis 

2a predicted a positive relationship between emotional exhaustion and work 

disengagement; the relationship was not significant (B = .13, ns). Thus, Hypothesis 2a 

was not supported. Hypothesis 2b predicted a positive relationship between emotional 

exhaustion and work–family conflict. The association was positive and significant (B = 

.78, p = .000), supporting Hypothesis 2b.  

Hypothesis 3a predicted that the positive relationship between servant leadership 

behaviors and work disengagement would be mediated by emotional exhaustion. The 

indirect effect of servant leadership on work disengagement through emotional 

exhaustion was .04. A Sobel test confirmed that the indirect effect was not statistically 

significant (z = .971, ns), and the 95% confidence interval contained zero (B = .04, SE = 

.04, 95% CI: [-.022, .119]). Hypothesis 3a was not supported. Hypothesis 3b predicted 



 

87 

that the positive relationship between servant leadership behaviors and work–family 

conflict would be mediated by emotional exhaustion. The indirect effect of servant 

leadership on work‒family conflict through emotional exhaustion was .21. A Sobel test 

confirmed that this indirect effect was also not significant (z = 1.18, ns), and the 95% 

confidence interval contained zero (B = .21, SE = .17, 95% CI: [-.130, .538]). Thus, 

Hypothesis 3b was not supported. 

Hypothesis 4 predicted that the positive relationship between servant leadership 

behaviors and emotional exhaustion would be moderated by self-leadership, such that the 

relationship would be less strongly associated when self-leadership is higher. The 

interaction between servant leadership and self-leadership was not significant (B = .42, 

ns). Thus, Hypothesis 4 was not supported.  

Hypothesis 5a predicted that self-leadership would moderate the mediated effect 

of servant leadership behaviors on work disengagement through emotional exhaustion, 

such that the relationship would be less strongly associated when self-leadership is 

higher. To assess moderated mediation, I examined the index of moderated mediation, 

which represents the difference between parameter estimates for the indirect effect at 

different levels of the moderator. The bootstrapped 95% confidence interval for the index 

contained zero (B = .06, SE = .06, 95% CI: [-.045, .192]), suggesting no differences 

between the indirect effects at different levels of the moderator. Based on these results, 

Hypothesis 5a was not supported.  

Hypothesis 5b predicted that self-leadership would moderate the mediated effect 

of servant leadership behaviors on work–family conflict through emotional exhaustion, 

such that the relationship would be less strongly associated when self-leadership is 
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higher. The results revealed that the 95% confidence interval contained zero (B = .33, SE 

= .29, 95% CI: [-.208, .928). Thus, Hypothesis 5b was not supported. 

 

Table 8. Path Relationships and Results of the Regression Analyses for Sample 1 

Direct Relationships B SE p 
95% 

LLCI 

95% 

ULCI 
R2 F 

SRV → EE  .27 .22 .227 -.171 .709 .12 2.06 

EE → WD .13 .08 .112 -.031 .294 .19 2.84 

EE → WFC .78 .16 .000 .461 1.091 .29 4.94 

        

 
Direct  

Effect 
      

SRV → WD -.47 .16 .004 -.781 -.160   

SRV → WFC -.18 .30 .541 -.785 .415   

        

Mediation 
Indirect 

Effect 
      

SRV → EE → WD .04 .04 .331 -.022 .119   

SRV → EE → WFC .21 .17 .237 -.130 .538   

        

Moderation B       

SRV x SLF → EE .42 .25 .095 -.076 .921 .18 2.21 

        

Moderated Mediation Index       

SRV x SLF → EE → WD .06 .06  -.045 .192   

SRV x SLF → EE → WFC .33 .29  -.208 .928   

 

Note. SRV = servant leadership, EE = emotional exhaustion, WD = work disengagement,  

WFC = work‒family conflict, SLF = self-leadership, LLCI = lower-level confidence interval,  

ULCI = upper-level confidence interval. 
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Figure 3. Conceptual Model and Path Coefficient Results of the Hypothesized 

Relationships Between Servant Leadership, Emotional Exhaustion, Work Disengagement, 

Work–Family Conflict, and Self-Leadership for Sample 1.  

 

4.4.2 Sample 2 

The results of the regression analyses for this sample are found in Table 9. The 

path coefficient results of each hypothesized relationship are in Figure 4. Hypothesis 1 

predicted a positive relationship between servant leadership behavior and emotional 

exhaustion. The results revealed a significant but negative association (B = -.31, p = 

.000). Thus, Hypothesis 1 was not supported. Hypothesis 2a predicted a positive 

relationship between emotional exhaustion and work disengagement. As expected, there 

was a positive and significant association (B = .30, p = .000). Thus, Hypothesis 2a was 

supported. Hypothesis 2b predicted a positive relationship between emotional exhaustion 

and work–family conflict. The association was positive and significant (B = .77, p = 

.000), supporting Hypothesis 2b.  
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Hypothesis 3a predicted that the positive relationship between servant leadership 

behaviors and work disengagement would be mediated by emotional exhaustion. The 

indirect effect of servant leadership on work disengagement through emotional 

exhaustion was -.09. A Sobel test confirmed that this indirect effect was statistically 

significant but negative (z = -3.21, p = .001), and the 95% confidence interval did not 

contain zero (B = -.09, SE = .03, 95% CI: [-.154, -.042]). As the indirect effect was 

negative instead of positive as predicted, Hypothesis 3a was not supported. 

Hypothesis 3b predicted that the positive relationship between servant leadership 

behaviors and work–family conflict would be mediated by emotional exhaustion. The 

indirect effect of servant leadership on work–family conflict through emotional 

exhaustion was -.24. A Sobel test confirmed that this indirect effect was statistically 

significant but negative (z = -3.47, p = .001), and the 95% confidence interval did not 

contain zero (B = -.24, SE = .07, 95% CI: [-.374, -.113]). The negative indirect effect 

signifies that Hypothesis 3b was not supported. 

Hypothesis 4 predicted that the positive relationship between servant leadership 

behaviors and emotional exhaustion would be moderated by self-leadership, such that the 

relationship would be less strongly associated when self-leadership is higher. The 

interaction between servant leadership and self-leadership was not significant (B = -.16, 

ns). Thus, Hypothesis 4 was not supported.  

Hypothesis 5a predicted that self-leadership would moderate the mediated effect 

of servant leadership behaviors on work disengagement through emotional exhaustion, 

such that the relationship would be less strongly associated when self-leadership is 

higher. The findings indicate a negative and statistically significant interaction effect with 
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a bootstrapped 95% confidence interval that did not contain zero (B = -.05, SE = .03, 95% 

CI: [-.107, -.003]). Hypothesis 5b predicted that self-leadership would moderate the 

mediated effect of servant leadership behaviors on work–family conflict through 

emotional exhaustion, such that the relationship would be less strongly associated when 

self-leadership is higher. The results revealed a significant negative interaction, and the 

95% confidence interval did not contain zero (B = -.12, SE = .07, 95% CI: [-.278, -.002]). 

The negative interaction between servant leadership and self-leadership on the 

negative indirect effects of servant leadership on work disengagement and work‒family 

conflict through emotional exhaustion indicates an accentuating effect, which occurs 

when the predictor and moderator variables each demonstrate similar directionality with 

the criterion variable (Gardner et al., 2017). In this case, self-leadership accentuates the 

negative indirect effect of servant leadership on work disengagement and work‒family 

conflict through emotional exhaustion. I hypothesized a mitigating effect that occurs 

when the predictor and moderator variables demonstrate opposite directionality with the 

criterion variable (Gardner et al., 2017). Although attenuating and mitigating effects can 

empirically represent similar effects, they are treated as theoretically distinct (Gardner et 

al., 2017). As self-leadership represented an attenuating effect instead of the predicted 

mitigating effect, Hypotheses 5a and 5b are not supported.  
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Table 9. Path Relationships and Results of the Regression Analyses for Sample 2 

Direct Relationships B SE p 
95% 

LLCI 

95% 

ULCI 
R2 F 

SRV → EE  -.31 .09 .000 -.483 -.141 .16 11.42 

EE → WD .30 .04 .000 .218 .381 .38 32.73 

EE → WFC .77 .06 .000 .656 .879 .36 29.63 

        

 
Direct  

Effect 
      

SRV → WD -.60 .07 .000 -.735 -.457   

SRV → WFC .21 .10 .028 .023 .403   

        

Mediation 
Indirect 

Effect 
      

SRV → EE → WD -.09 .03 .001 -.154 -.042   

SRV → EE → WFC -.24 .07 .001 -.374 -.113   

        

Moderation B       

SRV x SLF → EE -.16 .09 .071 -.338 .014 .16 9.10 

        

Moderated Mediation Index       

SRV x SLF → EE → WD -.05 .03  -.107 -.003   

SRV x SLF → EE → WFC -.12 .07  -.278 -.002   

 

Note. SRV = servant leadership, EE = emotional exhaustion, WD = work disengagement,  

WFC = work‒family conflict, SLF = self-leadership, LLCI = lower-level confidence interval,  

ULCI = upper-level confidence interval. 
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Figure 4. Conceptual Model and Path Coefficient Results of the Hypothesized 

Relationships Between Servant Leadership, Emotional Exhaustion, Work Disengagement, 

Work–Family Conflict, and Self-Leadership for Sample 2. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 

In the current study, I explored the relationship between servant leadership 

behaviors, emotional exhaustion, and the subsequent outcomes of work disengagement 

and work‒family conflict. Drawing from COR theory, I sought to understand how servant 

leadership behaviors may adversely affect enacting leaders through emotional exhaustion 

and the role of self-leadership in mitigating an effect. I proposed a moderated mediation 

model that examined the process of work disengagement and work‒family conflict as 

functions of emotional exhaustion in servant leadership. Additionally, I explored the 

moderating influence of self-leadership on the relationship between servant leadership 

and emotional exhaustion. I tested my hypotheses across two independent self-report 

samples.  

The findings of this study partially supported my hypotheses. In line with my 

expectations, the results indicated that leaders who reported experiencing higher levels of 

emotional exhaustion also reported experiencing higher levels of work disengagement 

and work‒family conflict. Contrary to my hypothesis, the study's findings did not support 

a positive relationship between servant leadership and emotional exhaustion. 

Furthermore, in Sample 2, a statistically significant negative relationship was found. 

There is established theoretical and empirical support found for depleting effects 
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associated with servant leadership (Lan et al., 2022; Liao, Lee, et al., 2021; Park, 2021; 

Yongjun & Jian, 2019; Zhou et al., 2020). Although the effect was not found in this 

study, there are several potential reasons for these results. 

One potential underlying reason concerns the definition and measure of servant 

leadership, as scholars lack consensus on how it is defined and operationalized. With 

over 40 conceptualized dimensions of servant leadership and sixteen measures in the 

literature, servant leadership is complex and ambiguous to analyze (Chaudhry et al., 

2021) and still lacks a definition and a measure that genuinely captures the cognitive and 

behavioral disposition of servant leaders and the essence of how they develop influence 

through serving and empowering. Although the original form of the Servant Leadership 

Scale (Liden et al., 2008) employed in this study is commonly used among scholars, 

whether the items capture the crux of servant leadership is questionable; this posed an 

added challenge for the adapted version of the scale used in this study.  

In line with the leader-centric focus of this study, the scale was adapted from the 

follower's perspective to the leader's perspective. Although the original scale is validated, 

there were challenges with the adapted version of the scale. Results from the CFA in both 

samples showed that most scale items were problematic due to low item loadings. 

Despite the size difference between Sample 1 and Sample 2, most of the same scale items 

were too low in both samples. The number of scale items with low loadings and the lack 

of convergent validity indicates a prominent level of error variance. 

In reviewing the problematic scale items in question, changing the referent from 

other to self-reported may have introduced social desirability bias. For example, one of 

the problematic items in both samples was #19, "I would not compromise ethical 
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principles in order to achieve success." Furthermore, some items reflect effective 

leadership practices that are not exclusive to servant leadership and overlap with other 

forms of leadership. For example, several items on the scale regarding employee goals 

and decision-making are also found in a derivative form on the Leadership Empowerment 

Scale (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014), which measures empowering leadership. It is 

plausible that individuals higher in leadership styles similar to servant leadership may 

have inflated ratings on the scale due to some overlap; this points to the need for a precise 

measure that not only assesses the cognitive and behavioral disposition of servant leaders 

but also captures the unique elements that distinguish servant leadership from other 

leadership theories.  

Another potential explanation of the findings is the temporal design of the study.  

I collected servant leadership and emotional exhaustion concurrently, which limits the 

ability to assess temporal effects. In many cases, the effect of emotional exhaustion may 

emerge over time as a chronic state of physical and emotional depletion (Cropanzano et 

al., 2003; Wright & Cropanzano, 1998). The ideal time lag for assessing the emergence 

and effect of emotional exhaustion and other components of burnout is challenging to 

pinpoint, and scholars have used varying time frames in their research designs. Liao and 

colleagues (2021) explored the effects of ego depletion over three weeks with daily 

surveys. Lan and colleagues (2022) explored emotional exhaustion with two time waves 

one month apart. A Burke and Greenglass (1995) study examined burnout with two time-

lagged surveys collected one year apart. Emotional exhaustion was explored by Wright 

and Cropanzano (1998) in a one-year study and by Halbesleben and Bowler (2007) over a 
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two-year study. A temporal design that implements more of the impact of time on the 

emergence of emotional exhaustion may yield more conclusive findings.  

Another factor that may have influenced the findings of the relationship between 

servant leadership and emotional exhaustion is the general prominence of emotional 

exhaustion in the workplace today. It is within reason that the effect of emotional 

exhaustion in servant leadership is less distinguishable due to individuals generally 

reporting experiencing higher levels of emotional exhaustion. Assessing servant leaders 

before and after experiencing emotional exhaustion and controlling for other sources of 

exhaustion may yield more conclusive findings.  

Another unexpected finding in this study was the unsupported hypothesis on self-

leadership. Notwithstanding, the results still provide some insight. In both samples, there 

was a positive and significant relationship between servant leadership and self-leadership. 

That is, individuals who reported being higher in servant leadership also reported higher 

in self-leadership. In both samples, servant leadership and self-leadership had the highest 

means and the lowest standard deviations among all the constructs. The data suggests that 

leaders who were higher in servant leadership tended to practice self-leadership at a 

higher rate.  

Furthermore, although no significant effect was found in Sample 1, in Sample 2, 

self-leadership was found to have an accentuating effect on the negative relationship 

between servant leadership and emotional exhaustion. This finding may be attributed to 

the negative and significant correlation found between self-leadership and emotional 

exhaustion. The data suggests an inverse relationship between self-leadership and 

emotional exhaustion. These interesting findings prompt the need for more research that 
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explores the role of self-leadership with servant leadership and other leadership 

approaches. 

 

5.1 Implications 

This study has several implications that are important to research on servant 

leadership. One regards the previously mentioned definitional blur surrounding servant 

leadership and its poor measurement. Many servant leadership studies employ loose 

definitions or Greenleaf's frequently quoted paragraph philosophizing servant leadership, 

a quote of which is not an empirically validated definition (van Dierendonck, 2011). The 

lack of a clear definition and an overreliance on poor conceptualizations can undermine 

the credibility of the hypotheses and the validity of studies on servant leadership (Eva et 

al., 2019). Using the adapted Servant Leadership Scale (Liden et al., 2008) in this study 

posed challenges, demonstrating and further validating the need for a well-developed and 

precise servant leadership scale that accurately assesses its dimensions. A better measure 

is needed for followers to report perceived leader behavior and for leaders to self-report 

their cognitive processes and enacted behavior; this would also allow more servant 

leadership research from a leader-centric perspective.  

Another implication of this study is the divergence from the conventional 

approach of exploring positive employee and organizational outcomes of servant 

leadership behaviors. It focused on exploring servant leadership from a leader-centric 

perspective and possible adverse outcomes, which may provide additional insight into our 

understanding of servant leadership. Furthermore, this study combined two streams of 

leadership research by integrating servant leadership, which externally focuses on the 
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growth and well-being of followers (van Dierendonck, 2011), and self-leadership, which 

internally focuses on intrinsic motivation and self-influence strategies for achieving 

objectives and managing self (Manz, 1991). Although the findings did not conform to 

theoretical expectations, this study demonstrated that leadership approaches are not 

mutually exclusive and that one leadership approach can influence the effect of another.  

This study also helped extend the theoretical framework of servant leadership by 

exploring it through COR theory (Hobfoll, 1988). As servant leadership is a relationship-

based approach to leadership (Graham, 1991), many studies explore it through social and 

relational contexts with theories such as social exchange theory (Newman et al., 2017), 

social learning theory (Kauppila et al., 2022), and social cognitive theory (Duan et al., 

2018). These theories and more have been instrumental in explaining how servant leaders 

develop influence on follower behaviors and attitudes. The leader-centric perspective and 

use of a stress theory in this study provide insight into the cognitive processes and 

psychological resources associated with engaging in servant leadership behavior. 

 

5.2 Limitations and Future Research 

While this study provides several contributions, some limitations and areas for 

future research are noted. First, although a time-lagged design was adopted, the data 

collected do not allow me to infer causality. However, the theoretical rationale of this 

study and the findings of previous empirical studies of related topics support the 

proposed causal direction of the variable relationships. Future research could help better 

ascertain causal effects through experimental or longitudinal design. It may be 

informative to have repeated measures of the study variables and control for prior levels 
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of exogenous variables for stronger possible evidence supporting causality (Liao, Liden, 

et al., 2021). Future research should also implement a mixed methods approach which 

may yield more integrous findings than sole reliance on surveys; such an approach should 

include dyadic data collection of both the leader and the follower, which may provide 

more holistic insight into servant leadership.  

This study adapted the Servant Leadership Scale (Liden et al., 2008) from other-

reported by followers to self-reported by the leader. Laio and colleagues (2021) validated 

a short form of the scale as self-reported, but the adapted full scale in this study may be 

subject to construct validity concerns, particularly since it did not conform to theoretical 

expectations. Future research should aim to advance the measurement of servant 

leadership by developing definitional boundaries and a more accurately reflective scale. 

Such efforts should also solidify the distinction between servant leadership and other 

leadership approaches often cited for dimensional overlap.  

This study solely focused on the resource-consuming and depleting effects of 

servant leadership. As previously acknowledged, servant leadership has been vastly 

found to have a replenishing and rewarding effect (Panaccio et al., 2015) due to a servant 

leader's altruistic and authentic nature and genuine desire to serve and meet the needs of 

others (Sendjaya, 2015). To develop a more comprehensive understanding of servant 

leadership, future researchers should explore its replenishing and depleting effects in 

tandem through dual path models to determine the conditions under which favorable and 

unfavorable outcomes are yielded. Researchers should specifically identify boundary 

conditions and antecedents that may influence a servant leader's propensity for recovery 

from resource loss and depletion.  
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This study, as well as most others, explored a linear effect of servant leadership. 

Future studies should also explore a curvilinear effect to determine if servant leadership 

may be replenishing or depleting up until a point and then recedes. Research efforts 

should seek to discover if optimal levels of servant leadership behaviors exist and a point 

at which replenishing and depleting effects occur and begin to alternate or offset. Existing 

studies have explored curvilinear effects in other leadership approaches, such as 

empowering leadership (Soojin Lee et al., 2017), ethical leadership (Stouten et al., 2013), 

transformational leadership (Y. Chen et al., 2018), and leader-member exchange (Harris 

& Kacmar, 2006), in which too much or too little of such behaviors could yield adverse 

outcomes. It is within reason that this effect may be present in servant leadership and may 

explain help resolve its dichotomous findings.  

 

5.3 Conclusion 

This study intended to improve our understanding of the effects of emotional 

exhaustion in servant leadership. It challenged the long-standing assumption that servant 

leadership is universally beneficial and sought to investigate potential costs associated 

with such behaviors. My research objective was not to negate the vastly rewarding 

aspects of servant leadership. On the contrary, such aspects should continue to be 

highlighted in organizational research to promote the effectiveness of servant leadership. 

However, as servant leaders constantly consider the needs of their followers, I aim to 

consider the needs of the servant leader, particularly the one who may grow weary but 

diligently presses through to continue to meet the needs of others, a reality of which 

should not be overlooked. I sought to explore potential adverse outcomes of servant 
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leadership on the leader to build an understanding of how to prevent and mitigate them. 

Such knowledge may help inform organizations on how to support and retain servant 

leaders and how servant letters can better care for themselves while balancing the 

demands of so many. Overall, the findings in this study point to the need for more studies 

that explore the conditions under which unfavorable outcomes of servant leadership may 

occur, but I hope the insights provided will be helpful for future research on servant 

leadership.  
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Appendix D: Survey Scales 

 

TIME 1 

 

The Abbreviated Self-Leadership Questionnaire (Houghton et al., 2012) 

1. I establish specific goals for my own performance (self-goal setting). 

2. I make a point to keep track of how well I’m doing at work (self-observation). 

3. I work toward specific goals I have set for myself (self-goal setting). 

4. I visualize myself successfully performing a task before I do it (visualizing successful 

performance). 

5. Sometimes I picture in my mind a successful performance before I actually do a task 

(visualizing performance). 

6. When I have successfully completed a task, I often reward myself with something I 

like (self-reward). 

7. Sometimes I talk to myself (out loud or in my head) to work through difficult 

situations (evaluating beliefs and assumptions). 

8. I try to mentally evaluate the accuracy of my own beliefs about situations I am having 

problems with (self-talk). 

9. I think about my own beliefs and assumptions whenever I encounter a difficult 

situation (evaluating beliefs and assumptions). 

 

Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (Demerouti et al., 2003) 

1. There are days when I feel tired before I arrive at work (r).  

2. After work, I tend to need more time than in the past in order to relax and feel better 

(r).  

3. I can tolerate the pressure of my work very well.  

4. During my work, I often feel emotionally drained (r).  

5. After working, I have enough energy for my leisure activities.  

6. After my work, I usually feel worn out and weary (r).  

7. Usually, I can manage the amount of my work well.  

8. When I work, I usually feel energized (r). 

 

Extraversion (John & Srivastava, 1999) 

1. I consider myself as someone who is talkative. 

2. I consider myself as someone who is reserved.  

3. I consider myself as someone who is full of energy. 

4. I consider myself as someone who generates a lot of enthusiasm. 

5. I consider myself as someone who tends to be quiet.  

6. I consider myself as someone who has an assertive personality.  

7. I consider myself as someone who is sometimes shy, inhibited. 

8. I consider myself as someone who is outgoing, sociable.  
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The Servant Leadership Scale – Adapted (Liden et al., 2008) 

1. I can tell if something is going wrong with my employees  

2. I give my employees the responsibility to make important decisions about their job. 

3. I make my employees’ career development a priority. 

4. I care more about my employees’ success than my own. 

5. I hold high ethical standards. 

6. My employees would seek help from me if they had a personal problem. 

7. I emphasize the importance of giving back to the community. 

8. I am able to effectively think through complex problems. 

9. I encourage my employees to handle important work decisions on their own. 

10. I am interested in making sure that my employees achieve their career goals. 

11. I put the best interests of my employees ahead of my own. 

12. I am always honest. 

13. I care about my employees’ personal well-being. 

14. I am always interested in helping people in our community. 

15. I have a thorough understanding of our organization and its goals. 

16. I give my employees the freedom to handle difficult situations in a way that they feel 

is best. 

17. I provide my employees with work experiences that enable them to develop new 

skills. 

18. I sacrifice my own interests to meet my employees’ needs. 

19. I would not compromise ethical principles in order to achieve success. 

20. I take time to talk to my employees on a personal level. 

21. I am involved in community activities. 

22. I can solve work problems with new or creative ideas. 

23. When my employees have to make an important decision at work, they do not have to 

consult me first. 

24. I want to know about my employees’ career goals. 

25. I do whatever I can to make my employees’ job easier. 

26. I value honesty more than profits. 

27. I can recognize when my employees are down without asking them. 

28. I encourage my employees to volunteer in the community. 

 

Demographic Variables 

1. Please indicate your age in years. 

2. Please indicate your sex.  

3. Please indicate your race. 

4. Please indicate your highest level of education. 

5. Are you currently a student?  

6. Please indicate the state you currently live in. 
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TIME 2 

Job Engagement Scale Short Form (Houle et al., 2022) 

1. I exert my full effort to my job. 

2. I try my hardest to perform well on my job. 

3. I exert a lot of energy on my job. 

4. I am enthusiastic about my job. 

5. I am interested in my job.  

6. I am excited about my job. 

7. At work, I focus a great deal of attention on my job. 

8. At work, I am absorbed by my job. 

9. At work, I concentrate on my job.  

 

Work-Family Conflict Scale (Carlson, Kacmar, & Williams, 2000) 

1. My work keeps me from my family activities more than I would like. 

2. The time I must devote to my job keeps me from participating equally in household 

responsibilities and activities. 

3. I have to miss family activities due to the amount of time I must spend on work 

responsibilities.  

4. When I get home from work, I am often too frazzled to participate in family 

activities/responsibilities. 

5. I am often so emotionally drained when I get home from work that it prevents me 

from contributing to my family. 

6. Due to all the pressures at work, sometimes when I come home, I am too stressed to 

do the things I enjoy. 

7. The problem-solving behaviors I use in my job are not effective in resolving 

problems at home. 

8. Behavior that is effective and necessary for me at work would be counterproductive 

at home.  

9. The behaviors I perform that make me effective at work do not help me to be a better 

parent and spouse. 

 

Turnover Intention Scale-6 (Roodt, 2004) 

1. How often have you considered leaving your job? 

2. How satisfying is your job in fulfilling your personal needs? 

3. How often are you frustrated when not given the opportunity at work to achieve your 

personal work-related goals? 

4. How often do you dream about getting another job that will better suit your personal 

needs? 

5. How likely are you to accept another job at the same compensation level should it be 

offered to you? 

6. How often do you look forward to another day at work? 
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Demographic Information and Control Variables 

1. Please indicate your current relationship status. 

2. Do you have any children living at home?  

3. Please indicate how many children you have living at home.  

4. Are you the primary caregiver of a family member?  

5. Does the family member of whom you are the primary caregiver live at home with 

you?  

6. Please indicate how many individuals total live in your household, including yourself. 

7. Has work ever impacted your relationship with your significant other or other family 

members? If so, how?  

8. Please indicate the type of organization you work for. 

9. Please indicate the size of your organization.  

10. Please indicate, in years, how long you have been at your current organization.  

11. Please indicate, in years, how long you have served in your current position.  

12. Please indicate the organizational level that best describes your current position.  

Please indicate, in numbers, how many employees report to you.  

13. Please indicate, in numbers, how many average hours per week you work.  

14. Is there anything else you would like to share? If so, please do share.  
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Table A1. List of Servant Leadership Scale Original Items and Adapted Items 

 

 

 
Original Item Adapted Item 

1 My manager can tell if something is going wrong. 
I can tell if something is going wrong with my 

employees. 

2 
My manager gives me the responsibility to make 

important decisions about my job. 

I give my employees the responsibility to make 

important decisions about their job. 

3 My manager makes my career development a priority. I make my employees’ career development a priority. 

4 
My manager seems to care more about my success 

than his/her own. 

I care more about my employees’ success than my 

own. 

5 My manager holds high ethical standards. I hold high ethical standards. 

6 
I would seek help from my manager if I had a 

personal problem. 

My employees would seek help from me if they had a 

personal problem. 

7 
My manager emphasizes the importance of giving 

back to the community. 

I emphasize the importance of giving back to the 

community.  

8 
My manager is able to effectively think through 

complex problems. 

I am able to effectively think through complex 

problems. 

9 
My manager encourages me to handle important work 

decisions on my own. 

I encourage my employees to handle important work 

decisions on their own. 

10 
My manager is interested in making sure that I 

achieve my career goals. 

I am interested in making sure that my employees 

achieve their career goals. 

11 
My manager puts my best interests ahead of his/her 

own. 

I put the best interests of my employees ahead of my 

own. 

12 My manager is always honest. I am always honest. 

13 My manager cares about my personal well-being. I care about my employees’ personal well-being. 

14 
My manager is always interested in helping people in 

our community. 

I am always interested in helping people in our 

community. 

15 
My manager has a thorough understanding of our 

organization and its goals. 

I have a thorough understanding of our organization 

and its goals. 

16 
My manager gives me the freedom to handle difficult 

situations in the way that I feel is best. 

I give my employees the freedom to handle difficult 

situations in a way that they feel is best. 

17 
My manager provides me with work experiences that 

enable me to develop new skills. 

I provide my employees with work experiences that 

enable them to develop new skills 

18 
My manager sacrifices his/her own interests to meet 

my needs. 

I sacrifice my own interests to meet my employees’ 

needs.  

19 
My manager would not compromise ethical principles 

in order to achieve success. 

I would not compromise ethical principles in order to 

achieve success.  

20 
My manager takes time to talk to me on a personal 

level. 

I take time to talk to my employees on a personal 

level.  

21 My manager is involved in community activities. I am involved in community activities. 

22 
My manager can solve work problems with new or 

creative ideas. 
I can solve work problems with new or creative ideas. 

23 
When I have to make an important decision at work, I 

do not have to consult my manager first. 

When my employees have to make an important 

decision at work, they do not have to consult me first. 

24 My manager wants to know about my career goals. I want to know about my employees’ career goals. 

25 
My manager does whatever she/he can to make my 

job easier. 

I do whatever I can to make my employees’ job 

easier. 

26 My manager values honesty more than profits. I value honesty more than profits. 

27 
My manager can recognize when I’m down without 

asking me. 

I can recognize when my employees are down 

without asking them. 

28 
I am encouraged by my manager to volunteer in the 

community. 

I encourage my employees to volunteer in the 

community. 
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Appendix E: Covariance-Based Structural Equation Modeling Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis Results for Sample 1 

 

Table A2. Summary of Fit Statistics from the Covariance-Based Structural Equation 

Modeling Measurement Model of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Sample 1 

 

ꭓ2 p SRMR RMSEA CFI 

(1880) = 4084.67 .000 .1381 .123 .356 

 

Note. Fit indices: SRMR = standard root mean square residual, RMSEA = root mean square error of 

approximation, CFI = comparative fit index.  
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Table A3. Item Loadings, Item Reliabilities, and Standard Errors of the Covariance-

Based Structural Equation Modeling Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Sample 1 

 

Item Loading Reliability Error Item Loading Reliability Error 

SRV_01 .599 .359 .641 WD_1 .767 .588 .412 

SRV_02 .410 .168 .832 WD_2 .735 .540 .460 

SRV_03 .591 .349 .651 WD_3 .698 .487 .513 

SRV_04 .422 .178 .822 WD_4 .507 .257 .743 

SRV_05 .422 .178 .822 WD_5 .471 .222 .778 

SRV_06 .536 .287 .713 WD_6 .396 .157 .843 

SRV_07 .388 .151 .849 WD_7 .851 .724 .276 

SRV_08 .380 .144 .856 WD_8 .732 .536 .464 

SRV_09 .234 .055 .945 WFC_1 .698 .487 .513 

SRV_10 .696 .484 .516 WFC_2 .689 .475 .525 

SRV_11 .487 .237 .763 WFC_3 .665 .442 .558 

SRV_12 .337 .114 .886 WFC_4 .896 .803 .197 

SRV_13 .633 .401 .599 WFC_5 .930 .865 .135 

SRV_14 .502 .252 .748 WFC_6 .825 .681 .319 

SRV_15 .198 .039 .961 WFC_7 .351 .123 .877 

SRV_16 .155 .024 .976 WFC_8 .270 .073 .927 

SRV_17 .550 .303 .698 WFC_9 .228 .052 .948 

SRV_18 .441 .194 .806 SLF_1 .383 .147 .853 

SRV_19 .297 .088 .912 SLF_2 .429 .184 .816 

SRV_20 .544 .296 .704 SLF_3 .385 .148 .852 

SRV_21 .356 .127 .873 SLF_4 .918 .843 .157 

SRV_22 .349 .122 .878 SLF_5 .960 .922 .078 

SRV_23 .183 .033 .967 SLF_6 .285 .081 .919 

SRV_24 .593 .352 .648 SLF_7 .289 .084 .916 

SRV_25 .379 .144 .856 SLF_8 .387 .150 .850 

SRV_26 .472 .223 .777 SLF_9 .277 .077 .923 

SRV_27 .599 .359 .641     

SRV_28 .328 .108 .892     

EE_1 .559 .312 .688     

EE_2 .663 .440 .560     

EE_3 .254 .065 .935     

EE_4 .717 .514 .486     

EE_5 .439 .193 .807     

EE_6 .744 .554 .446     

EE_7 .249 .062 .938     

EE_8 .339 .115 .885     

 

Note. SRV = servant leadership, EE = emotional exhaustion, WD = work disengagement,  

WFC = work‒family conflict, SLF = self-leadership. 
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Table A4. Cronbach's Alpha Coefficients, Composite Reliability Coefficients, and 

Average Variance Extracted Estimates of the Covariance-Based Structural Equation 

Modeling Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Sample 1 

 
 

Cronbach’s  

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average Variance 

Extracted 

Servant Leadership .855 .868 .206 

Emotional Exhaustion .739 .732 .282 

Work Disengagement .862 .873 .444 

Work‒Family Conflict .873 .860 .445 

Self-Leadership .757 .745 .293 

 

 

Table A5. Interconstruct Correlations and Square Roots of the Average Variance 

Extracted Estimates of the Covariance-Based Structural Equation Modeling 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Sample 1 

 

  1 2 3 4 5 

1. Servant Leadership .45     

2. Emotional Exhaustion .02 .53    

3. Work Disengagement -.36 .13 .67   

4. Work‒Family Conflict -.04 .52 .11 .67  

5. Self-Leadership .35 .08 -.35 .00 .54 
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