
Handelsh0ysllolen Bl 

GRA 19703 Master Thesis 

Thesis Master of Science 100% - W 

Predefinert informasjon 

Startdato: 

Sluttdato: 

Ellsamensform: 

Flowkode: 

Intern sensor: 

Delta�er 

Navn:

16-01-2022 09:00 

01-07-2022 12:00 

T 

202210ll10936IIIN00IIWIIT 

(Anonymisert) 

Camilla Øisang Aulie og Fredrik Adam Berget 

lnformasjon fra delta�er 

Termin: 

Vurderingsform: 

202210 

Norsk 6-trinns sllala (A-F) 

Tittel •: 

Naun pA ueileder •: 

Deueloping a Scale Measuring Emotion Validation and lnualidation 

Per-Magnus Thompson 

lnneholder besuarelsen Nei 

konfidensielt 

materiale7: 

Gruppe 

ljruppenaun: 

ljruppenummer: 

Andre medlemmer i 

gruppen: 

(Anonymisert) 

64 

Kan besuarelsen 

offentliggj•res?: 

Ja 

WISEflow 
Europe/Oslo(CEST) 

29 Jun 2022 �



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Master Thesis 

 

 
- Developing a Scale Measuring 

Emotion Validation and 
Invalidation -  

 
 

Hand-in Date: 
 01.07.2022 

 
Campus: 

BI Norwegian Business School, Oslo 
 

Examination Code and Name: 
GRA19703 – Master Thesis 

 
 

Programme: 
Master of Science in Leadership and Organizational Psychology 



 

Page i 

Acknowledgment 
This thesis represents the end of our time as students, studying Master of 

Science in Leadership and Organizational Psychology, at BI Norwegian Business 

School. Despite most of our time as master’s students being influenced by the 

pandemic, we are left with good memories, academic knowledge, and practical 

skills relevant for future working contexts. Similarly, writing our master thesis has 

been a rewarding experience, although it has been challenging at times. We would 

thus like to thank each other for the great teamwork and support throughout this 

project  

We would like to express our gratitude to our supervisor, Per-Magnus 

Thompson. We thank you for taking the time to help us overcome various obstacles 

we have faced along the way, for your patience, and for including us in an extensive 

and interesting study. We would also like to show our gratitude to Jon Magnus 

Frostad Haakonsen, who has served as an assistant supervisor. Thank you for all 

the interesting discussions about theoretical and practical matters, your eagerness 

to help, and for providing us with insights and answers to all types of questions. 

You have both contributed to our master thesis with your academic and practical 

knowledge, dedication, support, and enthusiasm. We therefore thank you for 

including us in such an exciting research project, for giving us valuable feedback, 

and guiding us throughout this period. Simultaneously, we are grateful for the 

participation of the 30 MBA students in our qualitative study and for the 

respondents in the quantitative study. We are also thankful for the help provided by 

experts and Ph.D. candidates.  

Ultimately, we would like to express our appreciation and gratitude for all 

the support from our families, friends, and fellow students. Thank you for your 

support, time, and patience in a time which has been challenging but pleasant.  

 

 

       Camilla Øisang Aulie                                               Fredrik Adam Berget 

 

_________________________                               _________________________ 

 

Oslo, 29.06.2022 

 

 



 

Page ii 

Abstract 
How leaders attempt to manage employees’ emotions serves as a prominent 

topic within the fields of leadership and emotions. Emotion validation and 

invalidation refer to various ways leaders respond to employees’ emotions. Based 

on a lack of research and literature on how leaders manage employees’ emotions, 

researchers and scholars often refer to these concepts as promising topics of 

investigation. To contribute to the literature and research regarding how leaders 

manage employees’ emotions, we attempt to develop a valid scale measuring 

emotion validation and invalidation. Three studies were included in the scale 

development process. The first study involved a qualitative investigation of 30 

MBA students’ experiences with emotion validation and invalidation. This study 

resulted in categories and a pool of items, which were further reviewed by experts 

in our second study. The expert review resulted in 44 items, which were included 

in a quantitative study. By performing principal component analyses and 

conducting post-analyses assessing for validity and unidimensionality, the pool of 

items was reduced to 10 items. The scale of 10 items contributes to theory and 

research about emotion validation and invalidation, which thus reflect different 

ways leaders attempt to manage employees’ emotions. 
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1.0 Introduction 
Empirical studies focusing on the impact and importance of emotions in 

leadership have traditionally emphasized how leaders’ expression of positive and 

negative emotions affect followers and, thus, several organizational outcomes 

(Little et al., 2016). However, within the field of leadership and organizational 

behavior, followers’ expression of emotions and how leaders respond to followers’ 

emotions serve as a growing interest among researchers (Little et al., 2016). 

Emotions are often conceptualized as “multicomponent response tendencies that 

unfold over relatively short times” (Fredrickson, 2001, p. 218). These response 

tendencies are short-lived, positive, or negative, affective reactions to stimuli 

(Fredrickson, 2001; Kemeny & Shestyuk, 2008).  

Emotions can be divided into positive (e.g., joy and interest) and negative 

emotions (e.g., anger, fear, and disgust) (Fredrickson, 2013; Lin et al., 2016). The 

experience of negative emotions at work is commonly associated with an immediate 

reduction in an individual’s cognitive capacity. In contrast, a reduction in an 

individual’s commitment, involvement, and work engagement might serve as long-

term consequences based on repeated experiences of negative emotions at the 

workplace (Reschly et al., 2008). On the other hand, a leader facilitating a positive 

emotional climate at work is, according to Yan et al. (2021), likely to promote 

positive affect in followers, which in turn can contribute to an increase in followers’ 

work performance. Fredrickson (2004) advocates for this perspective by 

highlighting how positive emotions can broaden individuals’ though-action 

repertoire, such as increased attention and persistence, in different situations, and 

how these emotions can contribute to one’s personal resources being increased 

(Bissing-Olson et al., 2013; Estrada et al., 1997). The latter involves an individual’s 

social, psychological, and cognitive resources, which are often considered to 

positively influence an individual’s motivation, well-being, problem-solving, and 

the establishment and maintenance of interpersonal relationships (Fredrickson 

2013; Lin et al., 2016).  

Employees’ experiencing negative emotions at the workplace can be seen 

as unavoidable (Pearson, 2017). Negative emotions among employees can arise due 

to interpersonal conflicts among employees, the perception of having high work 

demands, an uncertain future, inadequate working conditions, and if the implicit 

work contract between managers and employees is breached (Kiefer, 2005; 

Pearson, 2017). Smollan and Parry (2011) state that leaders’ helpful responses 
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might assist followers in coping with stressful situations, hence followers’ 

emotional reactions to the situations. This refers to a leader’s role in managing 

employees’ emotions, and a leader attempting to manage his or her employees’ 

emotions engages in what is known as emotion regulation (Gross, 2002; Little et 

al., 2016). The latter involves conscious behaviors demonstrated by an intention of 

changing how oneself or others think, feel, or behave and to steer the emotions 

towards what is perceived as constructive, desirable, or appropriate (Gross, 2002). 

One way a leader might regulate employees’ emotions is by acknowledging their 

emotions by communicating that the emotions being shared are appropriate and 

acceptable. Empirical findings indicate that a leader’s acknowledgment of 

employees’ shared emotions can make employees better equipped to cope with 

demanding experiences and hence regulate their emotions more effectively (Piccolo 

et al., 2012; Rafferty & Griffin, 2010).  

Zielinski and Veilleux (2018) argue that some ways leaders attempt to 

manage employees’ emotions involve the leader responding by criticizing or 

ignoring the emotions being shared. This can result in the followers feeling 

misunderstood, frustrated, or rejected, which in turn might result in the employees 

experiencing increased discomfort and decreased ability to regulate their emotions 

(Holt & Marcques, 2012; Witkowski, 2017). When leaders react to followers’ 

shared emotions by criticizing or ignoring their emotional experiences, they 

respond to their emotional reactions with emotionally invalidating responses which 

have previously been the subject of efforts in generating a scale measuring emotion 

invalidation (Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). While emotion validation can be defined 

as “the process of communicating to an individual that their internal experiences 

make sense and are understood” (Benitez et al., 2020, p. 2), emotion invalidation 

typically involves an individual ignoring, rejecting, or attempting to change how 

someone feels, hence indicating that their shared emotions are undesirable, 

unacceptable, or inappropriate (Shenk & Fruzetti, 2011; Zielinski & Veilleux, 

2018). Both concepts will be emphasized and discussed in this paper. 

1.1 Purpose of the Study and Thesis Outline  

This thesis aims to generate a validated scale for emotion validation and 

invalidation. Firstly, our study contributes to the literature and research regarding 

how leaders manage employees’ emotions at the workplace. In general, there is a 

lack of literature and research on how leaders engage in emotion management at 
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the workplace and, mainly, their efforts in regulating employees’ emotions (Bono 

et al., 2007; Little et al., 2016). Therefore, our research primarily serves as a 

theoretical contribution to the field of leadership and organizational behavior. It 

contributes with relevant insights into how leaders attempt to manage, monitor, and 

influence employees’ emotions. Specifically, there seems to be a gap in the 

transformational leadership and emotional intelligence literature and research on 

how leaders attempt to manage and hence influence followers’ emotions (Nozaki 

& Mikolajczak, 2020). Our efforts in developing a scale measuring emotion 

validation and invalidation can thus contribute with insights relevant to this matter.  

Secondly, another study objective is to contribute to literature and research 

regarding emotion validation and invalidation, commonly considered understudied 

subjects (Witkowski, 2017). Emotion validation and invalidation, as narrow 

constructs, involve specific actions an individual can perform to demonstrate 

concern and care for another individual. The constructs thus involve actions related 

to the provision of support, and more insights on these phenomena can therefore 

contribute to the literature and research regarding supportive leadership (Rafferty 

& Griffin, 2010; Witkowski, 2017).  

Thirdly, we argue that there is a lack of a valid scale measuring both emotion 

validation and invalidation, which can be utilized in a business context, and 

developing a valid scale measuring these two constructs thus serves as our third 

study objective. The development of such a scale can be seen as a practical 

contribution as the development of scales enables latent constructs to be measured 

directly (Boateng et al., 2018). Additionally, as there is a lack of emphasis and 

attempts in previous research in developing a scale measuring both emotion 

validation and invalidation (Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018), our attempt to develop 

such a scale can encourage other researchers and scholars to investigate the 

phenomena further.  

In alignment with the purpose of the study, three studies have been 

conducted. Particularly, several of the practices considered Best Practices when 

developing a scale have been followed, which is illustrated and described in 

‘Methodology’ (Boateng et al., 2018; Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). The first study 

conducted was a qualitative study. We conducted focus group interviews with 

executive MBA students to generate relevant themes related to emotion validation 

and invalidation. This study resulted in the development of items reflecting the 

themes, which were further reviewed and assessed by experts within the field, 
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which thus constitutes our second study. In the third study, an Explanatory Factor 

Analysis of the findings resulting from a survey study involving 522 respondents 

was conducted to develop a valid scale. The analysis and hence the research 

findings led to the initial extraction of three components mainly related to emotion 

invalidation and the inclusion of 31 items in our initial pool of items. The findings 

from the initial analysis indicated the potential for the scale to be unidimensional, 

and a single-factor analysis was conducted. This resulted in a valid scale of 10 items 

reflecting nuances of emotion validation and invalidation. The components and 

related items considered relevant based on the analyses are discussed in 

‘Discussion,’ highlighting the importance of the specific components and items by 

connecting these to theory relevant to our research purpose and hence to how 

leaders manage employees’ emotions. Finally, strengths, limitations, directions for 

future research, and practical implications are discussed.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

Page 5 

2.0 Literature Review 

2.1 How Leaders Influence and Manage Followers’ Emotions  

2.1.1 Leadership and Emotions 

Leadership can be defined as “a process whereby an individual influences a 

group of individuals to achieve a common goal” (Northouse, 2019, p. 43). As this 

definition implies, leadership can be seen as involving both the leader and his or 

her followers. Furthermore, the term influence is emphasized in the definition, and 

it refers to the leader’s impact on followers. However, leadership can be seen as an 

interactive event, which indicates that the leader must both be given and acquire 

influence from his or her followers (Kellerman, 2007; Northouse, 2019). Hence, 

how much influence followers give the leader is arguably based on how followers 

respond to how the leader behaves and interact with them. One might therefore 

argue that a leader who provides followers with support and acceptance is, to a 

certain extent, likely to be given support from followers in return (Kock et al., 2019; 

Northouse, 2019).  

Yusof et al. (2014) argue that effective leaders typically possess the 

capability to understand followers’ emotions. In turn, if followers feel that their 

shared emotions are understood and appropriate based on what their leader 

expresses, their trust and confidence in their leader are likely to increase. Emotions 

can thus be seen as an essential matter regarding leadership as the intelligent use of 

emotions is likely to result in a leader gaining influence from followers thus being 

considered effective in his or her way of leading subordinates (Yusof et al., 2014).  

Fredrickson (2001) refers to emotions as involving response tendencies, and 

more specifically, such subjective responses serve as affective reactions, or 

individual assessments, to stimuli (Fredrickson, 2001; Kemeny & Shestyuk, 2008). 

These affective reactions can be considered as being somewhat short-lived, often 

not lasting for more than some seconds or minutes (Kemeny & Shestyuk, 2008). 

Moreover, these reactions can be positive or negative and involve behavioral, 

physiological, cognitive, and affective processes (Shariff & Tracy, 2011). If an 

individual reacts positively to an event, hence perceiving something as being 

positive, one might argue that the individual is experiencing positive emotions (e.g., 

joy or interest) (Fredrickson, 2013; Lin et al., 2016). On the other hand, if an 

individual experiences something as negative and potentially threatening, negative 

emotions can arise (e.g., anger, fear, or disgust) (Fredrickson, 2013). Further, 
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previous literature and research on emotions have frequently highlighted how 

negative emotions can constrain an individual’s learning and information 

processing in general (Reschly et al., 2008; Vacharkulksemsuk et al., 2010). For 

example, a qualitative study involving students from an Australian university, 

which explored the relationship between negative emotions (e.g., anxiety and 

anger) and learning, generated results indicating negative emotions as likely to 

impair the students’ learning ability and working memory (Rowe & Fitness, 2018). 

As this implies, negative emotions can potentially reduce an individual’s capability 

to process information (Reschly et al., 2008). 

2.1.2 Leaders Attempt in Managing Employees’ Emotions 

Steering employees toward positive emotions often serves as a perceived 

norm among executives (Pearson, 2017). However, research indicates that ignoring 

or disclaiming negative emotions at the workplace is a short-term solution that can 

be extremely costly for organizations in the long term. As previously mentioned, 

employees experiencing negative emotions at work or outside work can be 

considered unavoidable, and leaders refusing to deal with employees’ negative 

emotional reactions can result in a reduction in productivity, engagement, 

effectiveness, effort, and cooperation among employees (Pearson, 2017). The 

results from an American study from 2012, which involved 137 leaders that were 

enrolled in an executive MBA program, indicate that employees’ negative emotions 

have the potential to contribute to a decrease in their effort, performance, and 

commitment to the organization (Pearson, 2017; Porath & Pearson, 2012). Because 

of the negative outcomes commonly associated with negative emotions at the 

workplace, many leaders feel the need to solve employees’ problems instead of 

listening and offering support (Pearson, 2017). Nonetheless, Pearson (2017) 

advocates for the relevance of leaders providing employees with opportunities to 

voice their concerns, acknowledging their emotions, and for the leader to focus on 

understanding the problem instead of trying to fix it. These actions can be 

considered as preventive actions and might hence maintain or increase the degree 

of employee satisfaction, engagement, and effectiveness within the organization 

(Pearson, 2017).  

2.1.3 Emotion Regulation 

Leaders attempting to manage followers’ emotions by either engaging in 

problem-solving or focusing on acknowledging their internal experiences engage 
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in what is commonly known as emotion regulation (Gross, 2002). Gross (2015) 

defines the latter construct as “the activation of a goal to influence the emotion 

trajectory” (p. 5). As the definition implies, one might try to engage in ways of 

thinking, feeling, and acting to influence which emotions that are being 

experienced, how they are being expressed, and when they are experienced and 

expressed (Gross, 2002). Both positive and negative emotions can be either down-

regulated or up-regulated. An emotion can be down-regulated by someone else, 

such as a leader telling a nervous employee to calm down before meeting a 

demanding client, or up-regulated by the individual experiencing the emotion, such 

as an employee trying to look more interested in a conversation than what she truly 

is with a potential client (Gross, 2002; Nozaki & Mikolajczak, 2020). Further, and 

as the two examples indicate, emotions can be regulated intrinsically (i.e., 

regulating one’s own emotions) or extrinsically (i.e., regulating another individual’s 

emotions) (McRae & Gross, 2020). According to Nozaki and Mikolajczak (2020), 

intrinsic emotion regulation has been investigated the most within the field of 

emotion regulation. However, they imply that there is a lack of research on extrinsic 

emotion regulation and hence how leaders manage employees’ emotions, although 

they argue that extrinsic emotion regulation is an increasingly popular topic of 

investigation (Nozaki & Mikolajczak, 2020).  

            Leaders engaging in interpersonal emotion management, hence referring to 

extrinsic emotion regulation, are typically expected to intervene effectively when 

employees experience strong negative emotions. This is to prevent the emotions of 

disrupting organizational efficiency and thus prevent the organization from 

reaching desired outcomes (Nozaki & Mikolajczak, 2020; Thiel et al., 2015). A 

leader might perceive a discrepancy between which emotions employees express 

and which emotions are considered appropriate to a given situation or desirable in 

general. Consequently, the leader might perceive the need or that there is an 

opportunity to regulate the employees’ emotions (Kock et al., 2019). A leader can 

place emotional demands on an employee, hence aiming at managing his or her 

emotions to reach desired outcomes, by requesting the employee to decrease the 

behavioral expression, suppress the emotions being experienced, or think 

differently about a given situation (Gross, 2002; Thiel et al., 2015). In turn, the 

leader signals to the employee that the shared emotions are undesirable, 

inappropriate, or unacceptable in terms of organizational efficiency (Nozaki & 

Mikolajczak, 2020; Thiel et al., 2015). 
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Nozaki and Mikolajczak (2020) suggest that there are some pitfalls 

associated with extrinsic emotion regulation. One potential pitfall is an individual’s 

inaccurate perception of another individual’s emotions, which might result in the 

individual experiencing the particular emotion feeling misunderstood if the other 

person attempts to regulate how the emotion is expressed and experienced. In 

addition to an unsuccessful attempt to identify someone’s emotions, Rubin et al. 

(2005) propose managerial derailment as a potential outcome if a leader is perceived 

as insensitive by employees based on his or her inability to understand their 

perspectives. To avoid being perceived as insensitive by employees, Little et al. 

(2016) advocate for the relevancy of leaders engaging in leader behaviors such as 

demonstrating concern, acknowledging emotions, and recognizing the employees’ 

work efforts. A leader expressing understanding and acceptance for employees’ 

emotions, and hence not engaging in actions implying the leader evaluating 

employees’ internal experiences, can potentially result in employees feeling 

understood, appreciated, and secure (Kock et al., 2019; McRae & Gross, 2020). In 

turn, this type of emotion regulation can contribute to soothing employees’ 

emotions, increasing their optimism and excitement, and reducing the impact of the 

emotional demands they might experience (Grandey, 2008; Thiel et al., 2015). 

  A leader directly or indirectly communicating display rules, referring to 

whether or not particular emotions should be expressed or how to appropriately 

express one’s emotions to his or her employees, risks placing emotional demands 

on employees (Thiel et al., 2015). Placing emotional demands on employees thus 

serves as another pitfall in leaders’ attempt to manage employees’ emotions. The 

emotional demands might involve the leader attempting to down-regulate 

employees’ emotions, such as requesting employees to decrease their emotional 

experience and thereby suppress the emotions being experienced (Thiel et al., 

2015). Followers may feel the need to suppress their inner feelings to not engage in 

behaviors deviating from the perceived norm or organizational policies. Although 

behavioral expression decreases, the emotional experience is likely to remain 

consistent (Gross, 2002; Thiel et al., 2015). Research on the effectiveness of 

suppression as an emotion regulation strategy has generated mixed results (Gross, 

2002; McRae & Gross, 2020; Nozaki & Mikolajczak, 2020). Nevertheless, Thiel 

and colleagues’ (2015) quantitative study garnered results indicating emotional 

demands, as a result of emotional display results, as contributing to employee 

burnout and reduced employee well-being. This implies that leaders’ attempts to 
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regulate employees’ emotions can result in unintended and unwanted outcomes, 

which indicates that the potential pitfalls of regulating and hence managing 

employees’ emotions should be a managerial concern and be taken seriously (Thiel 

et al., 2015). 

2.2 Different Theoretical Perspectives on How Leaders Manage Employees’ 

Emotions 

How leaders influence and manage followers’ emotions has become an 

increasingly popular topic within the field of leadership and organizational behavior 

(Nozak & Mikolajczak, 2020; Shenk & Fruzzetti, 2011). This topic has however 

been highlighted, illustrated, and investigated by researchers and scholars using 

different theoretical perspectives to understand the phenomena. Therefore, two of 

the most popular theories, which include different approaches to describing how 

managers influence and manage employees’ emotions, will be emphasized and 

briefly discussed in the following section.  

2.2.1 Transformational Leadership and individualized consideration  

Transformational leaders typically engage in behaviors signaling to both the 

organization and the environment that followers are highly valued and thus 

important contributors to the organization’s success (Chebon et al., 2019). One of 

the defining features of transformational leadership is the relationship between the 

leader and the employee, which in turn increases employees’ morality and 

motivation (Thomson et al., 2016). Furthermore, leaders engaging in actions 

resembling their concern, respect, and appreciation for followers can be considered 

as demonstrating relationship-oriented behaviors toward employees (Bass, 1990; 

Fleishman, 1953). This notion is central to the dimension of consideration, which 

is a dimension of leadership involving relationship-oriented leadership behaviors 

(Stogdill, 1950). Additionally, the Ohio State Leadership studies in the 1940s, 

which are some of the works that resulted in the emergence of transformational 

leadership, resulted in findings indicating the relevance of a leader engaging in 

relationship-oriented behaviors to be considered effective (Bass, 1990; Fleishman, 

1953). Similarly, transformational leaders typically attempt to motivate and actively 

engage with followers to establish relationships going beyond what is considered 

transactional (Rubin et a., 2005). This often includes the leader paying attention to 

followers’ needs and providing them with support and developmental opportunities 

(Avolio & Bass, 1995; Ogola, 2017). Consequently, change is promoted by the 
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leader engaging in actions likely to influence followers’ emotions (Rubin et al., 

2005).  

A quantitative study investigating the relationship between effective 

leadership and interpersonal skills generated empirical findings indicating that 

individualized consideration, as a component of transformational leadership, is 

closely related to the skill of monitoring and managing one’s own and others’ 

emotions, which have previously been referred to as intrinsic and extrinsic emotion 

regulation (McRae & Gross, 2020; Palmer et al., 2001). In this study, the leaders 

who rated themselves as concerned about followers’ achievement and 

developmental needs, which are fundamental notions related to individualized 

consideration, also rated themselves as more likely to manage their own and their 

followers’ emotions (Palmer et al., 2001). Further, individualized consideration is 

often considered as the component of transformational leadership focusing on each 

follower’s needs, capabilities, and interests (Avolio & Bass, 1995). This can involve 

the leader attempting to identify the needs of followers by engaging in two-way 

communication with followers, and hence using this insight to provide followers 

with support, encouragement, and work-related developmental opportunities 

(Avolio & Bass, 1995; Ogola, 2017).  

Bass and Riggio (2006) define individualized consideration as a component 

of transformational leadership involving the leader paying “attention to each 

follower’s needs for achievement and growth by acting as a coach or mentor” (p. 

7). Moreover, Cetin and Kinik (2015) argue that transformational leaders are 

leaders focusing on the needs and potential of each employee, and that the actions 

resulting from such a focus might contribute to establishing a supportive climate 

within the organization. These efforts are typically directed toward the purpose of 

emotionally engaging followers to perform beyond expectations, which can be 

considered as related to a leader’s focus on monitoring and managing employees’ 

emotions (Megerian & Sosik, 1996). Transformational leaders can thus be seen as 

leaders treating followers as essential contributors to the organization’s success, 

and the behaviors of supporting and developing employees can be seen as 

fundamental transformational leadership behaviors (Chebon et al., 2019). 

Transformational leaders can hence be seen as leaders looking beyond themselves 

and who typically engage in actions contributing to followers’ emotional needs 

being met (Bass, 1990).  
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Transformational leadership is often referred to as a leadership style 

involving a leader creating enthusiasm between employees, motivating employees 

to share their perspectives and emotions, creating a collective vision, and making 

the company’s objectives clear and known to the employees (Yusof et al., 2014). 

This widely researched leadership style involves a leader influencing his or her 

followers through certain behavioral dimensions (Zacher et al., 2014).  

Individualized consideration, inspirational motivation, idealized influence, 

and intellectual stimulation are often referred to as the four components, or 

behavioral dimensions, which the transformational leadership style encompasses 

(Zacher et al., 2014). Avolio and Bass (1995) claim that empirical findings from 

research on transformational leadership typically indicate that the four components 

of transformational leadership are closely related. This might imply that a leader 

demonstrating individual consideration towards his or her followers is also 

somewhat likely to demonstrate behaviors congruent to the three other components. 

Furthermore, Avolio and Bass (1995) elaborate and illustrate the relationships 

between the components by highlighting the relationship between individual 

consideration and inspirational motivation. Zacher et al. (2014) argue that the 

behavioral dimension inspirational motivation can be demonstrated by the leader if 

he or she communicates an inspiring and motivating vision for the organization. 

Further, Avolio and Bass (1995) argue that a message expressed by a leader might 

evoke positive feelings, such as being inspired or interest, among some followers, 

but that the same message might be interpreted as trivial or as something negative 

by other followers. However, a leader focusing on followers’ characteristics when 

conveying a message is, according to Avolio and Bass, more likely to inspire more 

followers (Avolio & Bass, 1995). A leader can demonstrate individual 

consideration, by focusing on individual characteristics, expressing concern for 

followers´ needs, and crafting and adjusting the message to what the followers 

communicate and express (Avolio & Bass, 1995). Consequently, a leader can thus 

demonstrate individual consideration to be able to inspire followers. As this 

illustration implies, the behavioral dimensions of transformational leadership can 

be seen as interconnected (Khan et al., 2020).  
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2.2.2 Emotional Intelligence, Empathy & Interactive Empathy 

2.2.2.1 Emotional Intelligence 

Emotional intelligence can be defined as “the capacity for recognizing our 

own feelings and those of others, for motivating ourselves, and for managing 

emotions well in ourselves and in our relationships” (Goleman, 1998, p. 317). The 

construct can thus be seen as involving a person’s ability to understand, recognize, 

and to appropriately express emotions congruent to a given situation (Gooty et al., 

2010). This indicates the relevance of a leader demonstrating emotional regulation, 

which can involve the leader attempting to regulate his or her own emotional 

reactions, such as if, when or how one wants to express his or her emotions, or to 

monitor or manage the emotions of others, hence referring to extrinsic emotion 

regulation (Gooty et al., 2010; McRae & Gross, 2020). To manage and thus regulate 

followers’ emotions, a leader needs to accurately recognize the emotions followers 

express. Based on what is being verbally and non-verbally expressed by followers 

in a certain situation, the leader must decode the message and interpret what is being 

communicated (Rubin et al., 2005). Furthermore, Edelman and van Knippenberg 

(2018) argue that an individual with high emotional intelligence is likely to 

construct and convey appropriate responses to others. The response is likely to be 

appropriate based on the individual’s ability to accurately assess what is being 

communicated, which stems from his or her ability to recognize, understand and 

manage another individual’s emotions (Edelman & van Knippenberg, 2018). 

Moreover, individuals with high emotional intelligence are sensitive to the 

emotions others express, which enables emotionally intelligent individuals to infer 

appropriately and hence manage their own and others’ emotions. Consequently, 

they often employ the most appropriate emotion regulation strategy in a given 

context (Nozaki & Mikolajczak, 2020).   

Self-awareness, social skills, and relationship management are often seen as 

skills and actions associated with effective leadership (Rahman et al., 2012). 

Additionally, Rahman et al. (2012) suggest these skills as positively related to 

emotional intelligence based on the notion of emotionally intelligent leaders as able 

to recognize and manage their own and followers’ emotions. As a result of such 

leaders’ interpersonal skills, they are often able to inspire and build strong 

relationships with employees. Inspiring and building strong relationships with 
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employees is also often referred to as essential for a leader to be perceived as 

effective by followers (Rahman et al., 2012). 

2.2.2.2 Empathy 

Rahman and colleagues (2012) argue that there are five components of 

emotional intelligence: self-awareness, self-regulation, motivation, social skills, 

and empathy. Moreover, Nozaki and Mikolajczak (2020) propose empathy as the 

most prominent component of emotional intelligence regarding leaders’ 

management of employees’ emotions, which they reason by suggesting empathy as 

a solid promoter of extrinsic emotion regulation. Holt and Marques (2012) define 

empathy as “one’s ability to understand the feelings transmitted through verbal and 

non-verbal messages, to provide emotional support to people when needed, and to 

understand the links between others’ emotions and behavior” (p. 96). Although an 

employee can reach out to other coworkers when they experience the need for 

emotional support, a leader has, according to Kock et al. (2019), a great influence 

on employees’ feeling of security at work, job motivation, workplace effort, and 

job satisfaction. Consequently, they advocate for the necessity of leaders 

demonstrating actions resembling their understanding of followers’ job situations, 

a genuine concern for their well-being, and efforts to create bonds with employees 

(Kock et al., 2019).  

            Leaders expressing acceptance and acknowledgment of employees’ feelings 

and hence engaging in actions indicating concerns for the well-being of employees 

can be considered as expressing emotional support towards employees (Kock et al., 

2019). Holt and Marques’ (2012) definition of empathy implies that emotional 

support is an essential component of empathy. Furthermore, Rafferty and Griffin 

(2006) suggest emotional support, in terms of leadership, involves a leader 

supporting followers by initiating in efforts of liking, caring, listening, and 

attending to what followers have to say. Although other forms of support exist, such 

as instrumental and informational, the relevancy of emotional support in leaders’ 

attempt to manage and influence employees is reflected in Rafferty and Griffin’s 

(2006) definition of supportive leadership, which they define as “occurring when 

leaders express concern for, and take account of, followers’ needs and preferences 

when making decisions” (p. 39). The definition arguably implies the importance of 

leaders supporting employees by expressing empathy and hence showing concern 

for their internal experiences.  
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            Although we have highlighted the importance of leaders managing 

employees’ emotions by providing them with emotional support, Stein et al. (2020) 

argue that there are some challenges related to leaders’ provision of support to 

followers. Support provision can be considered as a time-consuming process, and 

even if a leader perceives the relevance and need for allocating resources to have 

followers feel supported by their superiors, he or she might feel that they do not 

have enough time based on their time schedule and workload. This might indicate 

that support provision might be limited because of other factors than solely the 

leaders’ willingness and skills (Stein et al., 2020). However, this might depend on 

what kind of support is needed for a given situation, as some actions in supporting 

followers might require less effort than others (Rafferty & Griffin, 2006). 

Despite the challenges associated with leaders’ efforts to support followers 

(Stein et al., 2020), Holt and Marques (2012) argue that leaders are likely to face 

more significant challenges by not allocating considerable attention and resources 

to providing followers with emotional support. If followers do not feel supported 

by their superiors, the feelings of being misunderstood, not listened to, or cared for 

are likely to occur, and, in result, they can potentially experience difficulties in 

regulating their emotions (Holt & Marques, 2012; Witkowski, 2017). 

Consequently, one might assume that the value of leaders supporting their followers 

cannot be underestimated, as support provision is likely to have a tremendous 

impact on followers’ job satisfaction and their perceptions and assessments of their 

leaders’ overall effectiveness (Judge et al., 2004; Piccolo et al., 2012; Rafferty & 

Griffin, 2006). Furthermore, leaders who are considerate, supportive, and 

empathetic with their followers are often more successful in establishing positive 

interpersonal relationships at work (Judge et al., 2004). Listening closely to 

followers to understand their concerns and to provide them with support and 

individualized consideration in general can thus be seen as efforts beneficial for 

leaders establishing positive interpersonal relationships with followers. This will 

likely contribute to the employees being able to cope with and handle negative 

emotions and encourage them to share positive emotions when such are experienced 

(Cheung & Wong, 2011). 

According to Kellett et al. (2006), leaders perceived as empathetic by 

followers are more likely to be approached by followers when they experience the 

need for support or guidance. Additionally, based on their quantitative study 

involving 231 participants, Kellett et al. (2006) found that leaders rated high on 
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empathy by their peers were also perceived as effective leaders. Emotional abilities, 

such as empathy or one’s ability to identify others’ emotions, served as one of the 

main focal points in the study. Moreover, empathy was found to be positively 

related to other emotional abilities, such as the ability to express one’s own 

emotions and identify others’ emotions (Kellett et al., 2006). In congruence to the 

findings Kellett and colleagues’ study generated, Miao et al. (2016) conducted a 

meta-analysis, focusing on the relationship between a leader’s emotional 

intelligence and subordinates’ job satisfaction, that resulted in the researchers 

concluding that there is a positive relationship between emotional intelligence and 

subordinates’ job satisfaction. Furthermore, Miao and colleagues (2016) linked 

leaders’ emotional intelligence to various organizational outcomes, such as job 

performance and psychological health outcomes among employees, by highlighting 

the positive relationship between job satisfaction and these organizational 

outcomes. Based on the findings from these two studies, leaders rated highly on 

empathy and emotional intelligence by followers are arguably somewhat likely to 

have followers feeling satisfied, performing better at work, and perceiving their 

leader as being effective (Kellett et al., 2006; Miao et al., 2016). 

2.2.2.3 Interactive Empathy 

Nozaki and Mikoljczak (2020) argue that empathy does not necessarily 

involve a leader engaging in outother-oriented behaviors and thus suggest that it is 

insufficient to experience genuine concerns for employees’ emotions and well-

being if the intention is to manage and hence influence followers’ emotions. 

Congruently, Kellett and colleagues (2006) distinguish between two types of 

empathy: passive and interactive empathy. Passive empathy refers to an individual 

sympathizing with others but without exerting influence on others’ emotional 

experiences. A leader demonstrating passive empathy cares about followers and 

sympathizes with them, but the leader’s care and concern might not be recognized 

by followers (Kellett et al., 2006). The leader might therefore not be considered as 

empathetic by followers because of the leader not engaging in actions indicating his 

or her care and concern for followers. Consequently, Kellett et al. (2006) argued 

that a leader demonstrating interactive empathy must thus involve the followers’ 

acknowledging the leader’s intention and attempt to provide them with care and 

concern. This can imply that a leader must try to understand followers’ emotions 

and demonstrate this understanding in the attempt of influencing followers’ 
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emotions to be considered empathetic by followers (Gregory & Levy, 2011). If a 

leader takes the initiative to engage in the process of influencing followers’ 

emotions, he or she is arguably more likely to create a two-way emotional bond 

with followers (Humphrey, 2013). This two-way emotional bond between the 

leader and followers can be seen as essential for the leader to receive trust, 

commitment, and respect from followers, which is likely to affect the amount of 

influence followers are willing to offer their leader in return (Gregory & Levy, 

2011; Humphrey, 2013; Yusof et al., 2014). 

2.3 The Interconnection Between Theories and How an Investigation on 

Leaders Management of Employees’ Emotions Contributes to the Field 

Bono and colleagues (2007) suggest that there is an increasing interest 

among researchers in the relationship between emotions and leadership. Many 

researchers have investigated the relationship between transformational leadership 

and emotional intelligence, which has thus led to several studies generating 

empirical findings indicating a positive relationship between the two constructs 

(Polychroniou, 2009; Rahman et al., 2012). However, Bono and colleagues (2007) 

argue that there is a lack of empirical findings linking actual leadership behaviors 

to employees’ emotions. Consequently, one might argue that how leaders engage 

in extrinsic emotion regulation, hence how they attempt to manage, monitor, and 

influence followers’ emotions, has received minimal attention in leadership 

literature and research (Bono et al., 2007; Nozaki & Mikolajczak, 2020). 

Congruently, and as previously mentioned, Nozaki and Mikolajczak (2020) suggest 

that there is a lack of research that has investigated extrinsic emotion regulation and 

how it relates to leadership. Nonetheless, during the last two decades, a stream of 

research has investigated the relationship between emotion regulation and 

transformational leadership (Chuang et al., 2012). This emphasis is often guided by 

an objective of investigating the relationship between transformational leadership 

and emotional intelligence, which is based on the assumption of emotion regulation 

as a fundamental aspect of emotional intelligence (Gooty et al., 2010; McRae & 

Gross, 2020; Nozaki & Mikolajczak, 2020). However, most studies investigating 

the link between transformational leadership and emotion regulation have 

emphasized how transformational leaders influence employees’ intrinsic emotion 

regulation instead of highlighting how transformational leaders regulate 

employees’ emotions (Chuang et al., 2012; Nozaki & Mikolajczak, 2020). 
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            A study that has contributed to the literature and research regarding leaders’ 

management of employees’ emotions, is Rahman and colleagues’ (2012) 

quantitative study which investigated the relationship between the components of 

transformational leadership and emotional intelligence. The study, which involved 

166 British subordinates, and who were tasked to rate their supervisors’ emotional 

intelligence, generated research findings supporting the notion of all the 

transformational leadership components as being positively related to emotional 

intelligence. Furthermore, the research findings implied a positive relationship 

between individualized consideration and emotional intelligence (Rahman et al., 

2012). Therefore, emotionally intelligent leaders can thus be considered as leaders 

focusing on followers’ needs, providing support, and expressing acceptance for 

followers’ individual differences (Avolio & Bass, 1995; Rahman et al., 2012). 

These kinds of actions have previously been presented as something commonly 

executed by individually considerate leaders (Avolio & Bass, 1995).  

Rahman et al. (2012) claim that individually considerate leaders must be 

empathetic to be able to listen to, accept and acknowledge the needs of 

subordinates. Furthermore, to be able to adapt to employees’ needs and to tune in 

to their emotions, the leader must also demonstrate empathy by being able to 

recognize and thus identify the needs and emotions of employees (Polychroniou, 

2009). Employees can potentially have the need for achievement, belonging, or 

esteem, and these needs can often be identified by having the leader listen to what 

is behind the words being verbally communicated by subordinates (Benitez et al., 

2020; Rahman et al., 2012). This form of listening is often referred to as non-

defensive listening, which regards an individual focusing on what the other person 

communicates without interrupting or trying to immediately react in a certain 

manner to be able to understand and react appropriately (Ellison, 2009; Rahman et 

al., 2012). Engaging in non-defensive listening enables the leader to recognize and 

understand followers’ emotions, which in turn can result in followers perceiving 

the leader as open-minded and as considerate of individual differences.  

Individually considerate leaders typically express empathy towards 

followers by listening, accepting, and acknowledging the needs and feelings of 

subordinates (Ogola, 2017; Rahman et al., 2012). However, Kellett and colleagues’ 

(2006) descriptions of passive and interactive empathy imply that followers might 

not consider their leader as empathetic unless demonstrated through actions and 

words. Therefore, for followers to perceive their leader as empathetic and 
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individually considerate, the leader must demonstrate empathy through various 

types of actions, such as by engaging in emotion validation (Kellett et al., 2006; 

Linton et al., 2012; Rahman et al., 2012). Both interactive empathy and emotional 

validation can involve the act of a leader engaging in a two-way communication 

with a follower and thus intending to understand and express this understanding 

with the person of interest (Kellett et al., 2006; Gregory & Levy, 2011). Moreover, 

such actions might resemble the notions often considered as fundamental in the 

transformational leadership model and hence individualized consideration (Avolio 

& Bass, 1995; Chebon et al., 2019).   

2.4 Managing Employees’ Emotions by Engaging in Emotion Validation or 

Invalidation 

As discussed and implied in the previous section, how leaders manage 

employees’ emotions is a prominent topic in research and literature regarding 

transformational leadership, emotional intelligence, and hence empathy and 

interactive empathy (Kellett et al., 2006; Polychroniou, 2009; Rahman et al., 2012). 

Although a large number of studies have investigated the relationships between 

these behaviors and theories, which typically have resulted in research findings 

indicating an overlap between the constructs, there seems to be a lack of research 

and literature investigating how leaders engage in managing employees’ emotions 

and how this relates to each theory/behavior in particular (Bono et al., 2007; Kellett 

et al., 2006; Nozaki & Mikolajczak, 2020; Polychroniou, 2009; Rahman et al., 

2012).  

To be able to manage employees’ emotions, leaders should demonstrate 

their concern and care for the employees by actively engaging in behaviors 

indicating their understanding and acknowledgment of employees’ internal 

experiences. This implies the importance of interactive empathy in leaders’ efforts 

of managing employees’ emotions (Gregory & Levy, 2011; Kellett et al., 2006). 

One way of influencing employees’ emotions is through the act of validating their 

emotions (Witkowski, 2017). Emotion validation is a smaller construct that regards 

central notions regarding the provision of emotional support and supportive 

leadership in general. However, emotion validation is a more concrete construct 

than emotional support, although both constructs emphasize the importance of 

expressing support of employees’ internal experiences. Emotion validation, 

however, refers to specific acts of expressing acknowledgment and acceptance for 
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employees’ emotions, and further research on this topic will therefore contribute to 

more insights on what can be considered as effective in the provision of support 

among leaders (Raffety & Griffin, 2010; Witkowski, 2017).  

2.4.1 Emotion Validation and Invalidation 

The validation of emotions occurs when an individual communicates and 

expresses understanding, legitimacy, and acceptance in response to another 

person’s expression of private experiences (Shenk & Fruzzetti, 2011). One can thus 

validate other individuals’ emotions by providing them with feedback congruent to 

the emotions, experiences, and thoughts that are being expressed. To demonstrate 

understanding and acceptance of another individual’s emotions, a leader can thus 

attempt to be curious about how an employee feels and then reflect to his or her 

follower the validity of the emotions being shared. Further, by expressing 

acceptance and acknowledgment of someone’s emotions, the individual being 

validated might feel encouraged to accept his or her own internal experience and 

thus not feel that he or she should feel differently (Shenk & Fruzzetti, 2011; 

Witkowski, 2017). However, such supportive interpersonal communication might 

not be demonstrated if an individual expresses that another individual’s emotions, 

experiences, or thoughts are inappropriate or unacceptable, which refers to the act 

of emotional invalidation (Benitez et al., 2020). 

In contrast to emotion validation, emotion invalidation typically regards an 

individual punishing or trivializing another individual’s positive or negative 

experiences, which are thus perceived as incorrect or socially undesirable (Shenk 

& Fruzetti, 2011). If the individual sharing his or her experiences perceives that he 

or she is being invalidated, such as experiencing that one is being criticized or 

ignored based on the emotions that are being expressed, the person might feel 

alienated, not listened to, rejected, or frustrated (Holt & Marques, 2012; Witkowski, 

2017). Therefore, the individual might experience difficulties regulating his or her 

emotions (Witkowski, 2017). One of the main functions of emotions is that these 

can reflect and communicate to the environment what an individual needs and 

desires, however, when an individual perceives that he or she is being emotionally 

invalidated, he or she might feel that his or her needs and desires are not being met 

(Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). Additionally, Zielinski and Veilleux (2018) suggest 

that emotion invalidation is related to psychological and physical health problems 

and mental disorders. Similarly, several studies have generated research findings 
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indicating that emotion invalidation is related to various health problems and mental 

disorders (Zielinski et al., 2022), such as emotion dysregulation (Zielinski & 

Veilleux, 2018), borderline personality disorder (Linehan, 1993), eating disorders 

(Haslam et al., 2008), chronic pain (Linton et al., 2012), and rheumatic diseases 

(Cano et al., 2012). Difficulties in regulating one’s emotions, which is often referred 

to as emotion dysregulation, is commonly considered a characteristic of different 

psychological disorders, such as depression and anxiety (Weinberg & Klonsky, 

2009; Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). Emotion dysregulation can involve a limited 

capability of understanding or accepting one’s own and others’ emotions, a lack of 

control of impulsive behaviors, and difficulties in expressing emotions in 

situationally appropriate ways (Weinberg & Klonsky, 2009). Such difficulties 

might originate from parents frequently invalidating their children’s emotional 

experiences (Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). 

Linton et al. (2012) conducted an experimental investigation focusing on 

the effects emotion validation and invalidation have on participants’ emotions and 

adherence while they were going through several pain tests. The results from the 

study indicated that participants who are going through pain and are expressing 

worry but perceive that they are being emotionally validated by others, such as 

health care personnel, might find it easier to cope with the stressful situation than 

those who do not perceive that they are being validated (Linton et al., 2012). This 

indicates that an individual validating another individual’s negative emotions might 

contribute to the soothing of such emotions and thus decrease the impact the 

emotions might have on the individual. Furthermore, the study findings indicated 

that a person experiencing discomfort and is under pressure might have their 

physiological and emotional arousal increased if invalidated by others (Linton et 

al., 2012). As this implies, if an individual expresses concern but is logically 

reassured by an authority figure that there is nothing to worry about, the individual 

might feel misunderstood, frustrated, or alienated. The reassurance might be based 

on the authority figure’s good intentions of trying to fix or hinder the occurrence of 

a perceived problem (Linton et al., 2012). However, such reassurance might 

resemble what concerns emotion invalidation, and Linton et al. (2012) suggest that 

this often results in individuals expressing even more negative affect. This might 

indicate that interpersonal affective communication between individuals might not 

benefit from one individual attempting to change the other person’s personal 

experience or feelings (Benitez et al., 2020; Witkowski, 2017). Moreover, Benitez 
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et al. (2020) argue that this also applies to the expression of emotions often regarded 

as socially undesirable, such as anger, and which is typically invalidated when 

expressed by one or more individuals.  

2.4.2 Measuring Emotional Validation and Invalidation  

There are considerable benefits of an individual’s shared emotions being 

validated by others, whereas there are various disadvantages associated with 

emotion invalidation (Shenk & Fruzzetti, 2011; Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). One 

of the scales most widely used in measuring invalidation is the Invalidating 

Childhood Environment Scale (ICES) (Mountford et al., 2007), which is a scale 

focusing on the behavior of parents and it thus assesses previous parental 

invalidation experiences (Robertson et al., 2013; Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). As 

such, the scale might reflect an invalidating environment. For example, an item 

from the scale, which reflects how invalidation can be measured, is: “When I was 

anxious, my parents ignored this” (Witkowski, 2017). However, this scale is often 

criticized for not measuring invalidation of emotions, and its applicability to 

nonclinical samples has been questioned by researchers (Zielinski & Veilleux, 

2018). Another self-report measure is the Illness Invalidation Inventory (Kool et 

al., 2010), which is a scale measuring rheumatic disease patients’ perception of 

being invalidated by others (Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). However, in similarity to 

ICES, this scale regards invalidation of medical conditions, which implies the scale 

as non-applicable to an organizational setting. Contrarily, the Socialization of 

Emotions Scale (SES) is another alternative to the measurement of emotion 

invalidation (Krause et al., 2003). Additionally, emotion validation and emotion 

invalidation serve as two factors being measured by the scale. However, this scale 

assesses childhood emotion validation and invalidation and is thus not applicable 

to a sample consisting of adults (Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018).  

            Based on their observed need for validated scales measuring emotion 

invalidation, Zielinski and Veilleux (2018) developed a scale named the Perceived 

Invalidation of Emotion Scale (PIES). One of their arguments for developing such 

a scale was an observed lack of validated instruments that measure current 

perceptions of emotion invalidation, which in turn permits researchers to investigate 

the effects emotion invalidation might have on the development of various mental 

and health problems (Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). However, Zielinski and 

Veilleux’s (2018) efforts were directed toward developing a novel scale measuring 
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emotion invalidation, although emotion validation arguably did not serve as a 

particular focus. This can be reflected in the items included in PIES, which involve 

emotion invalidation. Furthermore, and based on the many benefits of having 

leaders validating their followers’ shared emotions, such a scale should arguably 

also measure emotion validation (Benson et al., 2012; Kellett et al., 2006; Linton et 

al., 2012; Miao et al., 2016; Rahman et al., 2012). A scale measuring both emotion 

validation and invalidation can be used to provide leaders with insight into how 

their behaviors and actions affect followers (Benitez et al., 2020). Efforts associated 

with this matter can thus contribute with relevant insights on how leaders manage 

employees’ emotions and, in particular, serve as a contribution to the literature and 

research of emotion validation and invalidation.  
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3.0 Methodology 

3.1 Study 1 – A Qualitative Study 

In this study, a qualitative approach was undertaken to generate items to the 

scale, and which therefore are based on the participants of the study’s explanations 

and experiences regarding validation and invalidation (Bell et al., 2019). The 

qualitative study took place at BI Norwegian Business School in September 2021. 

Furthermore, we chose to include a qualitative study in the process of developing a 

scale because of this research strategy’s emphasis on exploration and flexibility 

(Gergen & Gergen, 2000). Moreover, such an emphasis can contribute to the 

collection of rich descriptions of the phenomena of interest, and such descriptions 

often include individuals’ explanations of their own experiences, which in turn 

might increase the likelihood of the resulting items mirroring actual human 

experiences (Bell et a., 2019; Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). Rigor can be 

demonstrated in qualitative research by including multiple methods in the study, 

which might reduce the likelihood of generating systematically biased inferences 

based on the data (Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). The methods used in this study are 

individual interviews, in the form of written essay questions, and focus groups. Both 

methods are often used by researchers to gather in-depth data and thus in the 

exploration of participants’ experiences, thus contributing to the construction of 

items (Bell et al., 2019; Gergen & Gergen, 2000). 

3.1.1 Sample and Procedure 

The sample consisted of 30 executive MBA students studying at BI 

Norwegian Business School, and the participants aged between 32 and 47 (M = 39, 

SD = 10.61). The sample included 19 men and 11 women. Participation in the study 

served as an activity related to a study course the students were enrolled in, 

however, participation was voluntary. Because of the aspiration and intention of 

developing a scale measuring leaders’ validation or invalidation of followers’ 

emotions, there was a criterion of the participants being either leaders or leadership 

students at a graduate level or higher. Moreover, the participants had a minimum of 

five years of working experience. Strategic sampling can therefore be considered 

as the form of sampling employed in the study because of the inclusion of a criterion 

in the selection of participants, hence contributing to the sample being more 

purposive (Bell et al., 2019). 
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There were in total six focus groups, consisting of 6 to 8 participants in each 

group. Bell et al. (2019) argue that there is a norm of including 12 to 15 focus 

groups, with six to ten participants in each group, in a focus group study. However, 

they also argue that it is common to have less than 12 groups (Bell et al., 2019). 

Consequently, one might argue that the sample of this study meets these criteria. 

3.1.2 Individual Essay Questions 

Before having the participants complete the individual essay questions on 

their own computers, they were shortly informed about the study and that its 

purpose is to develop a scientific scale measuring followers’ perception of the 

tendency of leaders validating or invalidating followers’ emotions, which in turn 

will contribute to leadership research and in the study of leader-follower 

relationships and dynamics (Appendix A). Moreover, the participants were also 

informed about what involvement in the study meant, how the data would be stored 

and used in the project, and their rights. This information was also given to the 

participants in a written form of consent, which had to be signed and returned to the 

research team before the focus group interviews. 

The two individual essay questions asked the participants to reflect on their 

own experiences of expressing positive or negative emotions to their leaders and 

how the leaders reacted (Appendix B). More specifically, they were asked to 

describe the situation, outline what the leaders said and did, and reflect on how it 

made them feel. Further, for each question, the participants were asked to come up 

with three examples, and, in addition, they were provided with examples of positive 

emotions, such as excitement and joy, and negative emotions, such as sadness and 

anger. Consequently, the participants were encouraged to share both pleasant and 

unpleasant experiences of expressing their emotions to their own leaders. 

3.1.3 Focus Groups 

The focus group method is a qualitative method of interviewing several 

people simultaneously, and it often involves a moderator facilitating a discussion 

about a specific topic among the participants (Bell et al., 2019). This data collection 

method was a primary focus in our qualitative study (Appendix C). As a qualitative 

method of interviewing participants, the focus group method is commonly 

employed in academic research and in work settings to investigate and explore 

individuals’ experiences and perceptions of a specific issue. It allows the 

participants to discuss a topic, thus probing and challenging each other’s arguments 
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and perspectives. In turn, this might result in the participants’ sharing extensive 

explanations and descriptions of their insights, beliefs, and experiences related to a 

given topic (Bell et al., 2019). 

Two of the six focus groups interviews were performed digitally by the use 

of the software platform Zoom, while the other interviews were conducted 

physically at BI. Although online interviews might result in constraints in terms of 

limited expression of non-verbal communication between the moderator and 

participants (Bell et al., 2019), such constraints were not considered as restricting 

the participants’ participation and involvement in the group discussions. Further, 

we provided limited attention towards warming up the participants before the 

interviews, however, some time was utilized to introduce ourselves and to ease the 

tension by saying that there are not any right or wrong answers. This is often 

considered as a relevant practice of establishing a comfortable atmosphere in the 

interview session (Yeo et al., 2014). 

The interview was conducted in a semi-structured manner, which allows for 

flexibility and for the participants to freely share and reflect upon their own 

experiences (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2007; Yeo et al., 2014). In turn, this might result 

in the researchers receiving detailed information about the participants’ 

experiences, which might contribute to the researchers’ ability to understand and 

describe the participants’ lifeworld (Yeo et al., 2014). To adjust to what was being 

said by the participants during the focus group interview, indicating the interview 

was semi-structured, we constructed a relatively flexible interview guide with broad 

questions facilitating topic-related discussions between participants. 

The interview guide included four questions asking the participants to share 

personal examples of leaders’ validating or invalidating employees’ emotions. The 

questions asked the participants to reflect on experiences of themselves being the 

follower, hence being emotionally validated or invalidated by the leader, and of 

being the leader, hence validating or invalidating followers’ emotions. For example, 

one question asked the participants to come up with examples of what the leaders 

could say or do that would make followers feel that their emotions are accepted and 

understood. 

The four questions from the interview guide were followed in a specific 

order. Nevertheless, as a semi-structured interview, it allowed for improvised 

follow-up questions from the moderators and for the moderators to steer the 

conversation back to the main topic if observing indications that the conversation 



 

Page 26 

was going off tangent (Kvale & Brinckmann, 2007). This relates to what is often 

considered as a criterion of a successful moderator, which is to steer the 

conversation toward the topic without being too intrusive (Bell et al., 2019; Kvale, 

1996). Moreover, the focus group interviews were theoretically driven, but the 

words “validate” or “invalidate” were not used during the interviews, and the 

moderators were thus open to what the participants wanted to share. 

3.1.4 Qualitative Analysis and the Construction of Items 

Most of the interviews lasted for approximately 45 minutes, the shortest 

interview lasted for 30 minutes, and the longest interview lasted for 60 minutes. All 

the interviews were recorded using tape recorders, and the tapes were later uploaded 

to a Microsoft OneDrive on a secured BI account. Subsequently, the tapes were 

deleted from the tape recorders. The participants were told, both through the consent 

form and during the beginning of the interviews, that the interviews were to be 

recorded using tape recorders. 

To initiate the qualitative data analysis and to familiarize ourselves with the 

material, we transcribed the tape recordings into an Excel document. Braun and 

Clarke (2006) argue that the transcription of data can be seen as an essential practice 

in the initial phase of analyzing the data, as transcription of data serves as a way of 

familiarizing oneself with the material, and that it should be performed thoroughly. 

Moreover, Bell et al. (2019) suggest that it is adequate to include only the relevant 

sections for the research question when transcribing material from focus group 

interviews. This was therefore a primary concern in the transcription of the material, 

and, in addition, the data was later anonymized. 

As previously mentioned, we were theoretically driven in our data collection 

and thus looked for theory-related material (Bell et al., 2019). Similarly, the data 

analysis was approached through a theoretical lens because of our preconception 

regarding theories and research about validation and invalidation of emotion. 

However, we also analyzed the data inductively by focusing on what was explicitly 

being said (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Moreover, we used thematic analysis as the 

qualitative method of analyzing the data material. This method can be used to 

identify, analyze, and report themes from the data material. Its flexibility can be 

considered as aligning with the qualitative method in general and with our 

qualitative inquiry. Moreover, it allows the researcher to take on an active role in 
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identifying and deciding which themes are significant for one’s specific research 

(Braun & Clarke, 2006). 

After transcribing the data material, initial codes were constructed. We 

coded which emotions that were expressed, the situations, and the social responses 

to the emotions which the participants described. Moreover, this systematic process 

represents a phase in the data analysis which allows the researcher to be more 

involved with the data and hence identify and organize what is subjectively 

perceived as relevant for one’s project (Braun & Clarke, 2006). As previously 

mentioned, the initial coding was done manually in an Excel document. The coding 

of the transcribed material was first performed individually, but the codes were later 

subject to triangulation as we compared our codes with each other. Moreover, such 

a practice is often associated with the establishment of credibility in qualitative 

research, and it thus emphasizes if there is congruence between what the researchers 

observe (Bell et al., 2019). 

Following the identification and comparison of the initial codes, we 

performed a second-level coding, which involves a deeper analysis of the content 

(Bell et al., 2019). These codes, or themes, were constructed by comparing the 

codes with each other and then organizing them into various groups. The grouping 

of codes was somewhat theoretically driven because of our focus on constructing 

items that will be included in a scale, hence relating to our thesis. Based on a more 

thorough analysis of the codes and on the comparison of codes among the 

researchers, some codes were merged, and some were excluded from the analysis. 

These codes were later subject to the construction of items.  

3.1.4.1 Results and Discussion 

After merging and excluding various codes from the analysis, we ended up 

with 14 categories (Appendix D). Initially, we constructed one item for each 

category, but we later saw the relevance of constructing more items for each 

category. This is reasoned by an observed need for including items with different 

syntax and semantics for each category. Therefore, in the second round of 

generating items, we ended up with 160 items based on the 14 predefined 

categories. Some items can be considered as more general, while some were 

arguably more specific. However, before the second round of generating items, we 

anticipated many items to be somewhat similar, and we thus had to exclude most 

of the items when constructing the preliminary scale.  
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3.1.5 Ethical Considerations 

The research project was submitted to NSD, the Norwegian Centre for 

Research Data AS, on behalf of a project led by Per-Magnus Thompson. Based on 

an agreement with BI Norwegian Business School, NSD assessed the processing of 

personal data in this project as in accordance with data protection legislation and 

thus approved the project. Moreover, the respondents were given time to read the 

consent form carefully (Appendix A). Further, we ensured that the participants were 

fully informed and could thus give their consent before participating in the study 

by having the participants familiarize themselves with the purpose of the project, 

what it means to be involved in the study, their rights, and how the data material is 

to be treated after the data collection is completed. Before and after each focus 

group interview, all the researchers repeated the most essential information from 

the consent form and thus underlined that participation is voluntary and that the data 

collected would be anonymized and treated confidentially. Furthermore, the 

participants were informed about the use of USB voice recorders, which would later 

be used for purposes such as transcription. The participants were also informed that 

the files would be saved as private files on a BI OneDrive, but that all the files 

would be deleted after the completion of the research project. We therefore argue 

that the participants’ personal privacy has been treated in accordance with data 

protection legislation (the General Data Protection Regulation and Personal Data 

Act). Additionally, the consent form also included Per-Magnus Thompson, our 

Data Protection Officer, and NSD’s contact information for further questions. 

3.2 Study 2 – Expert Review 

To assess and select which items are going to be included in the preliminary 

version of the scale and potentially include additional items and categories, we 

conducted an expert review consisting of four researchers with relevant expertise 

and background. Ultimately, expert review serves as the second study in our 

research and work regarding developing a scale. Expert review is a traditional, 

often-used, quick, and inexpensive method of evaluating a draft questionnaire 

(DeMaio & Landreth, 2004; Olson, 2010). To evaluate questionnaires, this method 

is often used in combination with other methods (DeMaio & Landreth, 2004). 

Consequently, we have used this method in the initial stage of developing the scale, 

and we have thus combined this study with other studies in our work of generating, 

assessing, and selecting a pool of items that were going to be included in our scale. 
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Moreover, Ikart (2019) argues that expert review can be used as a method of 

pretesting questionnaires. Therefore, we have applied this method as a way of 

pretesting the items generated based on our qualitative study. As such, we used this 

method to assess whether our questionnaire would potentially result in different 

kinds of errors or question problems, such as the items being perceived as confusing 

or misleading by the respondents (Ikart, 2019; Olson, 2010).  

3.2.1 Internal and External Experts 

When conducting an expert review, psychologists, survey methodologists, 

or other professionals are included in the study and hence asked to contribute to the 

work of identifying potential problems related to a preliminary questionnaire 

(Olson, 2010). Olson (2010) argues that an expert review typically involves only 

two or three experts, however, he also claims that there might be as many as 20 

researchers involved in such a study. In our study, we chose to include four experts. 

Three of the four experts are trained in Emotion-Focused Therapy (EFT) and/or 

Emotion-Focused Skills Training (EFST), and they thus possess relevant 

knowledge of emotion validation as this is a central component of such training 

(Ansar, 2019; Greenberg, 2014). Two of the experts were internal and are thus 

involved in the study and have contributed to some of the work related to certain 

processes in study 1. Per-Magnus Thompson, who is one of the two internal experts, 

is a practicing clinical psychologist from BI. Thompson is an approved specialist in 

work- and organizational psychology, is trained in EFT and Cognitive therapy, and 

has extensive experience working as an organizational consultant. The other 

internal expert is Jon Magnus Frostad Haakonsen. Haakonsen is a clinical 

psychologist, has extensive leadership experience from the public health sector, and 

he is currently a Ph.D. student at BI. Much of his work concerns the significance of 

relations and feelings at the workplace, focusing on organizational psychology and 

leadership topics. 

In addition to including two internal experts, we chose to include two 

external experts. Tonje Moe Thompson served as one of our external experts. She 

is a practicing clinical psychologist and has specialized in EFT and organizational 

psychology. Furthermore, she has also taken further education within emotion-

focused couple therapy. She is also serving as the general manager and partner at 

the Department of Psychological Counseling Oslo. The other external expert, and 

thus the fourth and final expert included in the study, is Joanne Dolhanty. Dolhanty, 
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which is based in Canada, is one of the leading researchers and therapists in EFT, 

and she has published several articles and other publications on this topic. She holds 

a Ph.D. in clinical psychology and is the founder, lead trainer, and facilitator at 

Powered by Emotion. In addition, she is a psychologist at the Center for Clinical 

Training and Supervision and is the developer of EFST and co-founder of the 

application of EFT to eating disorders. Simultaneously, Dolthanty has conducted 

several hundred workshops and trainings for organizations and individuals globally 

and is considered a great expert in the field of emotions, validation, and 

invalidation.  

3.2.2 Procedure and Analytical Approach 

The aim of our expert review was to have the experts assess the preliminary 

questionnaire by identifying potential problems with the various items included in 

the questionnaire. Things that might be considered during such an assessment can 

be the wording of the questions and/or to look for any discrepancies, which might 

lead to measurement errors in the questionnaire (Ikart, 2019). To enable the expert 

assessment of the draft questionnaire, we initially sent the questionnaire to the 

experts through email. Further, two meetings with all the experts took place on the 

digital platform Zoom. Each meeting lasted for approximately two hours. The 

meetings included general discussions regarding the drafts of categories, items, and 

the scaling of responses. Furthermore, the discussions were based on the experts’ 

own judgments and informal assessments, which were given both orally and in 

written documents, regarding various aspects related to the questionnaire, which is 

also considered a common practice when conducting an expert review (Ikart, 2019). 

Olson (2010) argues that experts are commonly asked to come up with changes to 

question wording while attempting to identify problems, which we also did in our 

study by encouraging the experts to proofread the material and to feel free to adjust, 

improve, or add things perceived as relevant to improve the questionnaire. Based 

on the qualitative study, the experts suggested that we also include equivalents to 

increase the likelihood of the questionnaire including items covering categories 

perceived as relevant. As this implies, for a category resembling emotion validation, 

a category resembling emotion invalidation is added (Appendix D). Further, this 

resulted in a small number of new categories and items being added to the scale. 

After that, the experts assessed whether the categories and items reflected the 
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concepts perceived as the most relevant regarding emotion validation and 

invalidation, focusing on the scale’s content. 

The experts also came up with some modifications to the scale. More 

specifically, they conducted a language revision of the items and gave feedback 

regarding the phrasing of various items. For example, they suggested us to have the 

items being more definitive instead of including words such as “sometimes”. In 

addition, they also pointed out some asymmetrical or false binary comparisons 

which they observed in some of the items. This might imply that a particular item 

might include two parts, and in turn, the respondent or researcher might not 

necessarily know which part of the question was answered. One example of an item 

including two dimensions is “my leader either gives me empty reassurance, or they 

attempt to understand me”. However, as the researchers highlighted, this item can 

be split into two parts and hence potentially result in two different items with 

different content.  

We observed that there was in general a high level of agreement among the 

experts, which DeMaio and Landreth (2004) claim to be of high importance in terms 

of the expert review results’ generalizability. Moreover, the question problems 

identified by the experts in our study might prevent the scale of generating data 

quality issues (Olson, 2010). Having the experts identify potential problems with 

the scale can contribute to the problems being remedied before being sent out to 

respondents, which in turn might prevent measurement errors from occurring in the 

data (Olson, 2010). Such errors might include item nonresponse or report 

inaccuracy on particular items, which, as previously discussed, can be prevented by 

having the experts reveal potential linguistic and structural issues in the pool of 

items (Ikart, 2019). 

3.2.2.1 Results and Discussion 

Based on the experts’ clarity and relevance ratings, we ended up with an 

initial pool of items consisting of 44 items (Appendix E). We argue that our expert 

review study provided support for the measurement’s pool of items having strong 

content validity. The latter refers to “a process that aims to provide assurance that 

an instrument measures the content area it is expected to measure” (Ayre & Scally, 

2014, p. 79). The reasoning behind the argument is that most categories and items 

assessed by the experts were considered as relevant in terms of measuring emotion 

validation and invalidation, and most of the items were therefore retained. This 
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arguably demonstrates support for the scale’s content validity, and, consequently, 

the feedback given by the experts was used to finalize our draft questionnaire (Ayre 

& Scally, 2014; Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018).  

3.3 Study 3 – Quantitative Study 

3.3.1 Research Strategy and Design 

The purpose of our thesis is to develop a validated scale measuring emotion 

validation and invalidation. Based on our qualitative study and the expert review, 

we ended up with 44 items in our preliminary scale and which were thus retained 

after having experts assess the items resulting from our qualitative inquiry. Boateng 

et al. (2018) refer to these steps, such as identification of items, consideration of 

content validity, and pre-testing items, as best practices in the initial phases of 

developing a scale. However, after developing and pre-testing the items, it is 

considered a best practice to continue the process of developing a scale by 

administering the survey and sampling (Boateng et al., 2018). Consequently, and 

following the qualitative study and expert review, we conducted a cross-sectional 

study, which can be conducted to gather data from many respondents in a short 

period of time. The data can thereafter be examined to assess and thus identify 

which items will be included in the new measure (Boateng et al., 2018; Hinkin, 

1998). Hinkin (1998), however, suggests the development of an accurate 

measurement as a complicated process, and he reasons this argument by 

highlighting the work, time, and funding needed if intending to assess whether 

individual items measure the construct under examination or not. 

A cross-sectional design is a quantitative research method, which is 

commonly considered a distinct research strategy concerning numerical data (Bell 

et al., 2019). Moreover, our quantitative study follows a deductive approach, which 

means that our qualitative study, expert review, and chosen theories serve as a basis 

for this particular study, and not as the end product itself (Bell et al., 2019). This is 

often considered a common approach to research when employing a quantitative 

research strategy and when intending to develop a scale, and such approaches and 

methods are often chosen when one aspires to measure and quantify behaviors, 

attitudes, and opinions (Bell et al., 2019; Boateng et al., 2018). With a focus on 

quantifying social phenomena, such as emotion validation and invalidation, one 

might argue that objectivism and positivism are the underlying philosophical 

assumptions likely to influence the decisions being taken and the procedures being 
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followed (Bell et al., 2019). Objectivism, which is an ontological position referring 

to an assumption of social phenomena as something independent and thus external 

of our influence, and positivism, which is an epistemological position referring to 

a view of reality as something objective and thus as something that needs to be 

either directly observed or measured, are therefore arguably the philosophical 

assumptions guiding the process and our attempt of developing a scale (Bell et al., 

2019). 

To develop a scale, we chose to employ a social survey design, specifically 

a self-completion questionnaire, which is often referred to as the most common 

cross-sectional design (Bell et al., 2019). This type of questionnaire is inexpensive 

to administer compared to most other designs. It reduces the impact of interviewer 

characteristics, and it is often more convenient for respondents to complete a survey 

as it requires little effort and time to complete (Bell et al., 2019). As a quantitative 

method, cross-sectional designs involve the examination of relationships between 

variables. When conducting a survey study, the data is typically collected 

simultaneously, and to be able to observe variation and associations between 

variables, the data collection process is often systemized and standardized by 

researchers (Bell et al., 2019). Based on our intention of measuring the relationship 

between various items and between items and the constructs of interest, namely 

validation and invalidation of emotions, we chose to conduct a survey study, which 

in turn is often considered a method well-suited to the collection of data with 

minimum measurement errors (Boateng et al., 2018). Research findings with few 

measurement errors are in turn often considered as more generalizable (Alkharusi, 

2012). Hinkin (1998) argues that a typical emphasis when engaging in 

questionnaire administration is to collect data to assess the factor structure and 

examine the research findings’ validity. Consequently, as we want to check whether 

our initial scale measures behaviors reflecting central notions of emotion validation 

and invalidation, we share this emphasis in our quantitative study and thus evaluate 

the scale’s psychometric properties (Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018).  

3.3.2 Instrument 

The pool of items used in the quantitative study results from the qualitative 

inquiry and expert study. As previously mentioned, these two studies resulted in an 

initial scale of 44 items measuring emotional validation and invalidation. The first 

27 items measure emotion invalidation, and the remaining 17 items measure 
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emotion validation (Appendix E). The items were rated on a 7-point Likert Scale 

from 1 (i.e., Strongly Disagree) to 7 (i.e., Strongly Agree), while another response 

alternative, which is response alternative 8, represents the response “I don’t 

know/Not applicable”. 

The survey was administered through Qualtrics, a web-based tool often used 

by researchers to administer surveys (Qualtrics, n.d.). Furthermore, the survey 

includes an introduction and a section regarding the purpose of the study, informing 

participants about the significance of emotions at work, what the survey comprises, 

and how to respond to the various items, such as to think of their current leader only 

when selecting a response alternative from the Likert scale. Additionally, the survey 

also includes a section regarding informed consent, which encompasses 

information regarding the purpose of the project, what data will be collected, the 

individuals responsible for the research project, voluntary participation, the 

participants’ personal privacy and rights, how the personal data will be treated at 

the end of the research project, and contact information (Appendix A).  

3.3.3 Sample and Procedure 

Johnson and Christensen (2014) argue that an optimal sampling method for 

a social survey design is to specify the criteria for which participants to include in 

the study and, subsequently, engage in random sampling of respondents. 

Congruently, we initiated our data collection by specifying the criteria we assume 

are relevant for our study’s purpose. As we aim to develop a scale that can be 

applied to work settings and research purposes, we consider most types of 

employees as relevant to our study, hence serving as the population for our study 

(Acharya et al., 2013). Therefore, we chose to conduct what can be considered a 

flexible approach of sampling respondents to our study. This is based on our 

intention of testing our scale on a heterogeneous sample, which Boateng et al. 

(2012) describe as “a sample that both reflects and captures the range of the target 

population” (p. 8). This is reflected in the various criteria used to select respondents 

for our quantitative study. 

To collect data, we used the survey site Prolific. Prolific is a survey site 

where respondents, based on demographic screening, are being matched with the 

criteria specified for a particular study, and a small amount of money is reciprocated 

to the respondents for their participation (Prolific, 2022). Moreover, this way of 

collecting samples is often considered a convenience sampling method (Edgar & 
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Manz, 2017). Convenience sampling typically involves the recruitment of 

respondents considered as convenient to the researcher, and this non-probabilistic 

sampling method often involves including participants located in a specific location 

or on an Internet service (e.g., Prolific) (Edgar & Manz, 2017; Galloway, 2005; 

Pickering & Blaszczynski, 2021). By using Internet services, such as Prolific, 

participants are most often anonymous, which can reduce the likelihood of 

participants refusing to disclose sensitive information and the likelihood of 

respondents responding in a fashion resembling central notions of social desirability 

(Pickering & Blaszczynski, 2021). Additionally, the use of this method arguably 

aligns with constraints related to our thesis, as our research is somewhat restricted 

by variables such as time and funding. This sampling method’s adequacy can reason 

this in terms of collecting a large amount of data within a short time period, and not 

much funding or effort is needed from the researcher (Pickering & Blaszcynski, 

2021). However, the respondent pool might be a result of who is online at a given 

time, which implies that the pool of respondents might have been somewhat 

different if the study had been launched at another time of day or week (Pickering 

& Blaszcynski, 2021). 

By using Prolific, we typed in the criteria relevant to our sample (Appendix 

F). British or American citizens, within the age range of 20 to 65, working part-

time or full-time, working remotely or at the office, and having been employed at 

their current workplace for a minimum of five months, were some of the criteria 

selected in Prolific. Further, after inserting our survey link and typing in the various 

criteria, Prolific automatically matched our study with the demographics of 7508 

participants. Thereafter, we started our data collection. After approximately 30 

minutes, 605 respondents had completed the survey and we chose to stop the data 

collection. 

According to Boateng et al. (2018), a rule of thumb is to have a minimum 

of 10 participants for each item and based on this 10:1 ratio, we considered 444 

participants as sufficient. However, they also refer to a sample of more than 500 

respondents as “very good” if one is to use the collected data to perform a factor 

analysis (Boateng et al., 2018). Furthermore, we assumed that some of the 

responders would be considered careless responders, typically referred to as 

responders “responding without regard to item content” (Meade & Craig, 2012, p. 

1). Consequently, we considered 605 responses as well above our sample size 
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criteria of 500 and thus assumed our sample to be more than 500 after eliminating 

the responses from what we considered careless responders.  

3.3.4 Careless Responders 

As previously mentioned, we chose to include a total number of 605 

responses based on our assumption that some responses would be considered 

careless responses and hence removed from further analysis. Based on our choice 

of employing a somewhat lengthy self-administered questionnaire as our data 

collection tool, we assumed that content non-responsivity would be present in some 

of the responses (Meade & Craig, 2012). Furthermore, as we aim to develop a valid 

measure of emotion validation and invalidation, we consider response validity as 

an important issue. Response validity can be defined as “the extent to which data 

collected from a respondent reflects his or her actual thoughts and beliefs regarding 

the phenomena under study” (Edwards, 2019, p. 62). As such, to increase the 

likelihood of including valid responses in our analysis, we attempted to detect and 

thus remove what we considered careless responses. We chose to perform a post 

hoc analysis, which means that we used several criteria to screen and detect careless 

responses following the data collection. However, studies often apply methods of 

detecting careless responses prior to the data collection. Instructions on how to 

answer specific questions or to include items asking the respondents if they were 

attentive and responded with care, serve as two examples of methods used to 

prevent careless responses from occurring in the data (Edwards, 2019). However, 

such methods were not included in the procedure of constructing items and the scale 

in general. 

To detect careless responders, we first inspected if there were any missing 

responses in the data set (Edwards, 2019). However, no missing responses were 

detected. Secondly, we aimed at detecting responses considered as “too short”, and 

Edwards (2019) refers to respondents using less than two seconds per item as a rule 

of thumb when assessing respondents’ response time. We therefore removed any 

responder using less than 88 seconds (44 * 2) on completing the survey, which led 

to two responders being removed from our sample. Thirdly, we visually inspected 

whether the respondents had responded too consistently to items measuring 

emotion validation and emotion invalidation (i.e., selecting the same response 

alternative for all items) (Meade & Craig, 2012). Thereafter, we removed all 

responders who had selected 1 (i.e., strongly disagree) and 7 (i.e., strongly agree) 
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from the Likert scale 11 times or more in a row. This is based on Edwards’ (2019) 

argument of the relevance of removing all extreme scores, although what is 

considered as extreme scores is somewhat relative. We therefore chose to remove 

all respondents who selected response alternative 1 or 7 eleven times or more in a 

row. We used 11 as this is equal to 25% of all the items in the scale, however, as 

argued by Edwards (2019), what is considered as extreme scores is relative, and we 

thus acknowledge the potential of removing true responses from our data. However, 

we consider the inclusion of extreme scores in a data set as a more significant threat 

to the scale’s validity than by eliminating what we consider extreme scores 

(Edwards, 2019). Lastly, we chose to remove all respondents who had selected the 

same response alternative for all 27 negatively worded items and the same response 

alternative for all 17 positively worded items. This criterion resembles a long-string 

analysis, which involves the researcher counting how many times a respondent has 

provided the same response to every item (Edwards, 2019; Meade & Craig, 2012). 

Based on the various criteria commonly employed to detect careless 

responders, we removed 83 responses from our sample. Our initial sample of 605 

was therefore reduced to a total of 522 responders. Although this might affect the 

reliability and statistical power of the research findings, based on the sample size 

being reduced (Field, 2018), we suggest our sample size as adequate as it meets 

Boateng’s (2018) criteria to be considered as “very good” (i.e., more than 500 

responders). Consequently, we argue that removing 83 respondents does not 

significantly reduce the reliability and validity of the research findings. 

3.3.5 Data Credibility          

Based on our aim of developing a valid scale, we advocate for the 

importance of data credibility in our study. Reliability and validity are often 

emphasized when examining studies’ data credibility and evaluating business 

research in general (Bell et al., 2019; Saunders et al., 2019). Reliability concerns 

whether the study results can be repeated under the same conditions and hence if 

the measure being used can be considered consistent and stable (Bell et al., 2019). 

To examine whether a scale generates reliable results, researchers typically measure 

Cronbach’s alpha for all components and variables (Cortina, 1993; Field, 2018).  

When conducting a principal component analysis, one usually examines and 

assesses items and components’ reliability in the post-analysis (Field, 2018). 

Reliability and validity might be emphasized when determining how well a measure 



 

Page 38 

measures a construct, implying that these two criteria for evaluating a study and its 

credibility are closely related. However, reliability does not guarantee validity, 

although a valid construct is typically considered reliable (Bell et al., 2019; Field, 

2018). Therefore, as we aim at developing a valid scale, we have emphasized 

different forms of validity typically examined when developing scales. Validity 

regards how accurately a method measures the construct it is intended to measure, 

hence concerning to what extent one can make trustworthy inferences based on the 

research findings (Bell et al., 2019; Johnson & Christensen, 2014). Measurement 

validity, as a type of validity, is often considered one of the most prominent types 

of validity to examine when developing social scientific measures. This type of 

validity concerns whether the measure measures the phenomena of interest (Bell et 

al., 2019). 

Exploratory Factor Analysis is commonly employed in quantitative studies 

to measure whether a construct demonstrates discriminant and convergent validity, 

which are two types of measurement validity (Hurley et al., 1997). Discriminant 

validity is commonly used to assess whether one can distinguish constructs from 

each other, whereas convergent validity regards whether items, which should be 

related, within a construct are related (Colquitt, 2001; Trochim, n.d.). A standard 

method to examine the former is by inspecting the Component Correlation Matrix 

in SPSS and checking whether any correlations are above .7. Correlations above .7 

might indicate redundancy, and one might thus experience difficulties in 

distinguishing the constructs from each other (Boateng et al., 2018; Field, 2018; 

Hurley et al., 1997). To assess convergent validity, however, one should look at the 

Correlation Matrix in SPSS, showing the correlations between items. To ensure that 

the findings demonstrate convergent validity, one should visually inspect whether 

the correlations between items are between .3 and .7 (Abma et al., 2016; Boateng 

et al., 2018). The inspection of the correlations between components and items is 

further discussed in ‘Discussion’. 

3.3.6 Ethical Considerations 

Research ethics is important based on its contribution to increasing 

knowledge and creating mutual benefit for participants and researchers (Bell et al., 

2019). Diener and Crandall (1978) present four ethical principles within research 

ethics that a researcher should follow: harm to participants, lack of informed 

consent, invasion of privacy, and deception (Bell et al., 2019). We argue that all 



 

Page 39 

ethical principles have been followed in our quantitative research. The respondents 

were prevented from being harmed through that we developed and gave the 

respondents an informed consent before they started answering the questionnaire. 

Here we included what the purpose of the project was, which data we strived to 

collect, who was responsible for the project, that participation was voluntary, how 

we would store and use personal data, what happens to the collected data at the end 

of the project, and what rights the respondent had (i.e., personal data). Moreover, 

the data resulting from the data collection has been treated confidentially to protect 

the participants’ privacy, which can thus be seen to be in accordance with the GDPR 

(the General Data Protection Regulation) guidelines. By the respondent clicking 

further in the questionnaire, they approved our terms, and we therefore argue that 

informed consent was to be found in our paper (Diener & Crandall, 1978). This 

supports that we have taken care of personal data and that deception does not take 

place in our study (Bell et al., 2019). Further, Drew et al. (2008) argues that through 

conducting surveys, the researcher has an ethical responsibility to not waste the 

respondent’s time, thus the collected data should contribute to answering the 

research question. Therefore, we argue that our study follows Diener and Crandall’s 

(1978) four primary areas of research ethics and that we further do not waste the 

respondents’ time by including the collected data in our research project and thereby 

contributing to increased knowledge and mutual benefits (Bell et al., 2019).  

3.3.7 Control Variables 

The purpose of our control variables was to see how they correlated with 

emotional validation and invalidation and how the socio-demographic differences 

could affect the result. The first part of our study included demographic data, such 

as gender, age, nationality, language, employment status, office or remote job, work 

week in hours, and organizational tenure. These control variables were included so 

that we could adjust the sample in the questionnaire according to what we wanted 

to inspect. Additionally, the control variables were included to get a broad overview 

of the sample (Salkind, 2010). The age aspect was with the aim to collect factual 

information, and the general geographical requirements were included to ensure 

that the sample has English as their first language and thus understands the context 

of the questionnaire. In addition, the requirements related to the organizational 

aspects were set to map how long the respondent has been in the organization, as 

the number of years with the leader can affect the results (Lee et al., 2018). 
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Furthermore, our control variables were divided according to dyadic tenure 

and intensity. The former included the question “How long have you been the 

subordinate of your current leader?”, which contained an 8-point scale: “Less than 

2 months”, “2-4 months”, “5-6 months”, “7-12 months”, “1-2 years”, “2-5 years”, 

“More than 5 years” and “I don’t know / Not applicable”. Furthermore, we took 

inspiration from Pearce and Gregersen (1991) in the concept of their questions 

about dyadic intensity. The respondents were assigned four statements that dealt 

with how closely they work with their current leader. The statements were “I work 

closely with my leader in doing my work”, “I frequently must coordinate my efforts 

with my leader”, “The way I perform my job has a significant impact on my leader”, 

and “My work requires me to consult with my leader fairly frequently”. To measure 

these control variables, we used a scale that ranged from 1 to 7 (Strongly Disagree 

– Strongly Agree) and included an eighth point (I do not know / Not applicable). 

3.3.8 Results 

3.3.8.1 Initial Principal Component Analysis 

A Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was conducted on the 44 items 

which resulted from the expert review study. This analysis was conducted on these 

items using direct oblimin, which is a method for oblique rotation. Firstly, we 

performed initial assessments of the data. Andy Field (2018) recommends starting 

the initial check by assessing the analysis’ sampling adequacy. Further, he proposes 

300 as an adequate number of respondents to increase the likelihood of the EFA 

generating valid and reliable results. After identifying what was considered as 

‘Careless Responders’ and hence removing these from our sample of respondents, 

we ended up with 522 responders (N = 522), which exceeds Field’s (2018) criteria 

of sample size. As seen in Table 1, a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test, which measures 

sampling adequacy, verified sample adequacy as the KMO value was larger than .6 

(KMO = .98) (Field, 2018; Kaiser & Rice, 1974). Following the assessment of the 

analysis’ KMO value, we assessed the correlations between items and hence 

assessed whether the correlations were too small or too big. Field (2018) refers to 

correlations of lower or equal to .3 as too small because such values might indicate 

a weak or ambiguous relationship between items. Furthermore, to avoid variables 

correlating too strongly, often referred to as collinear correlations or 

multicollinearity, we looked for correlations with a Pearson correlation coefficient 

higher than .9. Based on our visual inspection of the Correlation Matrix, we 
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conclude that the correlations are acceptable, based on most values being between 

.3 and .9. In addition, we observed that all coefficients are significant at p < .001 (p 

= .000). Similarly, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity proved significant at p < .001, 

indicating that the correlations between items are significantly different from zero. 

 

Table 1 – KMO and Bartlett’s Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .98 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 27887.52 

df 95 

Sig. .00 

Note: N = 522 

 

Following the initial analysis, we initiated the main analysis by attempting 

to extract and retain components perceived as reflecting and explaining the most 

variance in the data set. To assess which components that can be considered as the 

most prominent based on our data set, we assessed the eigenvalues related to each 

component, screened the communality related to each item, visually inspected the 

Scree plot, and, thereafter, conducted a parallel analysis. To assess the eigenvalues, 

we used Kaiser’s criteria of retaining factors or components with eigenvalues equal 

to or larger than 1 (Field, 2018). Based on this criterion, we chose to extract four 

components that altogether explained 75.18% of the variance (see Table 2). The 

first component, which is the component with the largest eigenvalue and hence 

explained the most total variance, had an eigenvalue of 27.28 and explained 62% 

of the variance in the data. The second component we chose to extract had an 

eigenvalue of 3.06, while the third and fourth component we chose to extract had 

eigenvalues of respectively 1.61 and 1.13. 

 

Table 2 – The Initial Extraction of Four Components 

  Initial Eigenvalues 

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 27.28 62.00 62.00 

2 3.06 6.95 68.95 

3 1.61 3.66 72.61 

4 1.13 2.57 75.18 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 



 

Page 42 

After extracting four factors for further analyses, we inspected each item’s 

communality coefficient. Field (2018) advocates for the importance of assessing 

each item’s communality as these tend to be somewhat large if one has extracted a 

sufficient number of factors. Therefore, the communalities arguably contribute to 

the explanation of how much variance the extracted factors explain (Field, 2018). 

Furthermore, Field (2018) argues that most communalities should be equal to or 

greater than .6 if the sample size is equal to 250 or above. Consequently, we suggest 

our communalities to be acceptable, as most of the communalities from our analysis 

are between .7 and .8. However, the communality of one of the items, which is the 

item “When I feel sad, worried, frustrated or experience other negative emotions, 

my leader tells me to change my perspective rather than acknowledging how I’m 

doing”, was below the value of .6. Nonetheless, we chose to retain the item based 

on the observation of most items having high communalities and the specific 

communality of being somewhat close to .6 (.56). 

After assessing the eigenvalues and communalities associated with the 

components and items, we visually inspected the data by looking at a graphical 

representation of the eigenvalues, which is typically referred to as a Scree plot 

(Field, 2018). Furthermore, as our sample size contributed to a relatively high KMO 

and can hence be considered as a large sample, we suggest that our sample meets 

Field’s (2018) criteria for a sample size to include more than 300 respondents for 

scree plot to be considered as a reliable criterion to extracting factors. Particularly, 

we observed that the point of inflexion was apparent between component four and 

five, and based on the rule of thumb of extracting factors to the left of this specific 

point, we chose to retain all four components, which were also considered as 

acceptable after using Kaiser’s criterion to assess components (Field, 2018). 

Before performing a factor rotation, we conducted a parallel analysis to 

assess the relative importance of the four components retained after inspecting their 

eigenvalues and how they chart on a Scree plot (Franklin et al., 1995). Further, 

parallel analysis is often considered an accurate method in determining the relative 

importance of components. A typical procedure associated with this method is to 

assess whether the component eigenvalues generated by SPSS are larger than the 

new parallel analysis eigenvalues. The component eigenvalues larger than the 

parallel analysis eigenvalues will, according to the logic behind this method, be 

retained (Franklin et al., 1995; Horn, 1965; Patil et al., 2017). After typing in the 

number of variables (i.e., 44 items) and sample size (N = 522) in the boxes apparent 
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in Patil and colleagues’ (2017) Parallel Analysis Engine, new calculations were 

made by the Engine. We observed that the three largest components had component 

eigenvalues larger than the Parallel Analysis eigenvalues (Appendix G). As this 

implies, these components are relatively important to retain for further analyses 

(Franklin et al., 1995). However, the fourth component from our initial analysis had 

an eigenvalue of 1.13, while the Parallel Analysis eigenvalue for this component 

was equal to 1.45. As the logic behind this type of analysis indicates, we should not 

retain the fourth component based on the observation of the component eigenvalue 

being somewhat lower than the Parallel Analysis eigenvalue (Franklin et al., 1995). 

Similarly, the remaining 40 components did not meet this criterion, which supports 

the results from the Scree plot test and the use of Kaiser’s criterion. In result, we 

chose to retain the first three components for further interpretation and subsequent 

analysis. However, we acknowledge the descriptive value of the fourth component 

based on the results from the two other factor extraction analyses (Franklin et al., 

1995). 

As the next step in the main analysis, we conducted a factor rotation, a 

commonly used method to discriminate factors and reduce the complexity 

associated with the factor loadings (Field, 2018). As previously mentioned, we 

chose to perform an oblique rotation, and the three extracted factors were the 

subjects of this analysis. We argue that the components are related to each other, 

which thus implies the relevance of performing an oblique rotation, based on a 

visual inspection of the component correlation matrix (Field, 2018). The decision 

to inspect the correlations between components, by using Component Correlation 

Matrix, is based on the observation of Bartlett’s Test being significant (p < .01), 

which thus indicates that the Component Correlation Matrix is significantly 

different from an Identity Matrix. In turn, this implies that all the correlations in the 

Correlation Matrix are significantly different from zero (Field, 2018). We observed 

that all the correlations were arguably moderate as they were all well above zero, 

however, all relationships between components were not greater than .5, which is 

often considered as the criteria for performing an oblique rotation (Field, 2018). 

However, the relationship between component 1 and component 3 and the 

relationship between component 2 and 3 were all close but did not meet the criteria 

(r = .49), while component 1 and 2 arguably have a somewhat stronger relationship 

(r = .64) and thus meets the criteria, as presented in Table 3. Nevertheless, Field 

(2018) argues that most psychological constructs are related to other constructs, 
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and, based on previously mentioned theoretical notions and empirical findings, we 

assume that there is an association between emotion validation and emotion 

invalidation (Benitez et al., 2020; Linton et al., 2012; Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). 

Consequently, we chose to perform an oblique rotation based on theoretical 

grounds, empirical findings, and the correlations observed in the Component 

Correlation Matrix. More specifically, we chose to employ direct oblimin as our 

rotation method based on the assumption of this method serving as the most 

convenient method to performing an oblique rotation (Field, 2018). 

 

Table 3 – Component Correlation Matrix 

Component 1 2 3 

1 1.00 .64 .49 

2 .64 1.00 .49 

3 .49 .49 1.00 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization 

 

Before the rotation, most communalities were above the critical value of .6 

(Field, 2018). However, in addition to the item with a communality below .6 from 

the analysis of the unrotated components, another item turned out to receive such a 

value after the rotation (Appendix H). The item’s “When I feel excitement, 

enthusiasm, joy or other positive emotions, my leader tries to move the conversation 

away from how I feel and implies we should get back to work” communality went 

from .60 to .57 when rotating the factors. However, we chose to retain this item as 

the communality for this item did arguably not drop considerably when rotating the 

factors and is also close to the critical value of .6. The communality for the item 

with a value of below .6 did not change when performing a rotation, as the value 

was equal to .56 on both occasions, and we therefore chose to retain this item. We 

therefore conclude that the communalities after the rotation are acceptable. 

Table 4 shows all the factor loadings after the oblique rotation of 

components. Based on our sample size consisting of more than 300 respondents, 

which according to Field (2018), is a criterion for interpreting factor loadings, we 

chose to interpret the factor structure and inspect the factor loadings. Out of the 44 

items, 50% of the items (i.e., 22 items) loaded the highest on component 1, while 

17 items loaded the highest on component 2, and five items loaded the highest on 



 

Page 45 

component 3. All factor loadings with an absolute value greater than .4 are in bold 

in the table, which is, according to Stevens (2002; Field, 2018), a value indicating 

that the item loads highly on a particular component. Of the 44 items, item 7 and 

item 16 were the only two items that generated factor loadings below the absolute 

value of greater than .4. 

 

Table 4 – Factor Loadings for all 44 Items after Rotation 

Item Number 

Lack of 

Emotional 

Support 

Incorrect 

Emotions Fixing Problems 

Item 30 -.93 .18 -.12 

Item 31 -.93 .18 -.12 

Item 44 -.92 .10 -.03 

Item 42 -.88 .06 -.10 

Item 40 -.87 -.01 -.03 

Item 43 -.86 .06 -.10 

Item 29 -.86 .11 -.14 

Item 35 -.85 -.08 .03 

Item 37 -.85 -.12 .02 

Item 41 -.84 -.06 -.02 

Item 38 -.81 -.02 .03 

Item 36 -.81 -.19 .08 

Item 33 -.78 -.16 -.02 

Item 32 -.73 -.10 .01 

Item 28 -.73 -.16 .05 

Item 34 -.67x -.38x .23 

Item 39 -.63x -.42x .21 

Item 2 .45 .28 .31 

Item 19 .44x .42x .20 

Item 3 .43x .19 .41x 

Item 8 .42x .31 .32x 

Item 7 .38x .38x .31 

Item 17 -.03 .93 -.09 

Item 6 -.08 .91 -.02 
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Item 24 -.04 .90 -.05 

Item 18 .07 .77 .08 

Item 13 -.08 .76 .19 

Item 26 .21 .68 -.02 

Item 12 .08 .65 .17 

Item 10 -.09 .63x .32x 

Item 21 .13 .63 .06 

Item 23 .28 .60 .09 

Item 15 .11 .57 .29 

Item 22 .34x .57x -.01 

Item 5 -.02 .54x .33x 

Item 11 .30 .53 .22 

Item 25 .43x .51x .07 

Item 27 .38x .46x .04 

Item 14 .38x .41x .26 

Item 9 -.01 .06 .82 

Item 20 .01 .15 .77 

Item 1 .28 .02 .59 

Item 4 .25 .20 .55 

Item 16 .35x .30 .38x 

Eigenvalues 27.28 3.06 1.61 

% of Variance 62.00 6.95 3.66 

Total Variance     72.61 

Note. N = 522, Rotation Method: Direct Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 

Text in bold: Factor loading > .4. Text with potency (xx):  

Cross loadings (x ≥ .32). 

 

Although only two items included factor loadings below the critical value 

of .4, we observed that several items cross load. This implies that there are multiple 

items with relatively high factor loadings on more than one component, and a cross 

loading item can thus be seen as reflecting related constructs and including cross 

loading items in a scale can complicate efforts in distinguishing the constructs from 

each other (Field, 2018). Costello and Osborne (2005) suggested that two or more 

items with factor loadings equal to .32 or higher on the same component can be 

considered as cross loading items, and that these can be dropped from the analysis 



 

Page 47 

if there are several strong loaders (i.e., .40 or better) on a single factor (Field, 2018; 

Samuels, 2017). Further, Samuels (2017) argues that there should be at least three 

non-cross loading items with a factor loading higher than .4. Consequently, as we 

observed that all factors include several items which do not cross load and are above 

the critical value, we decided to drop all cross-loading items from our scale. After 

assessing the initial scale’s factor structure (i.e., factor loadings), 13 items were 

dropped, which hence resulted in the scale consisting of 31 items. 

Field (2018) argues that it is a common procedure to conduct a post analysis 

after performing an initial and the main analysis. Furthermore, he advocates for the 

importance of assessing a scale’s reliability if one attempts to develop a valid 

measure. A reliable scale can be considered as a measure consistently reflecting the 

constructs being measured, hence demonstrating internal consistency, and 

Cronbach’s alpha is typically referred to as the most common measure of reliability 

in scales (Field, 2018). The critical Cronbach’s alpha values typically referred to in 

research are .7 and .8 (Cortina, 1993; Field, 2018). As shown in Table 5, component 

1 ( = .95), component 2 ( = .95), and component 3 ( = .87) can all be seen as 

reliable components as their Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were above .7. 

 

Table 5 – Post-Analysis: Cronbach’s Alpha 

 Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items 

Component 1 .95 16 

Component 2 .95 11 

Component 3 .87 4 

 

Field (2018) highlights the importance of inspecting whether the removal of 

an item leads to substantial differences in the Cronbach’s alpha value. If deleting 

an item results in the component’s Cronbach’s alpha increasing substantially, then 

the specific item should be removed to increase the scale’s reliability (Field, 2018). 

In result, we inspected all the Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted values for each item 

in SPSS and observed that none of the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients would increase 

substantially by removing specific items. Field (2018) also advocates for the 

relevance of inspecting all the corrected item-total correlation values for each item 

in SPSS to ensure all items correlate with the overall score from the scale. Further, 

he suggests that the correlations between the scale’s overall score and each item 
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should not be less than .3 (Field, 2018). In result, we inspected all such coefficients 

and observed that all coefficients were well above .3, which implies that all items 

correlate with the overall score from the scale.  

3.3.8.2 Developing a Unidimensional Scale 

Component 1, as previously mentioned, has an eigenvalue of 27.28 and 

explains 62% of the variance in the data, and its eigenvalue is thus substantially 

larger than the eigenvalues of the other components. The eigenvalue of component 

2 is equal to 3.06 and is thus considerably lower than component 1. Based on the 

large difference in the components’ eigenvalues, we decided to perform an analysis 

to assess whether there is a potential for scale being unidimensional. 

Unidimensionality can regard scales measuring a dominant latent variable, and 

efforts related to the assessment of the potential for the scale being unidimensional 

can hence be considered as relevant to ensure that the scale measures the construct 

of interest, hence relating to measurement validity (Bell et al., 2019; Gerbing & 

Anderson, 1988; Slocum-Gori & Zumbo, 2010).   

To assess whether the scale can potentially be considered as unidimensional, 

we performed a single-factor EFA. We performed this analysis without rotation, as 

the rotation of factor loadings regards analyses involving two or more components 

(Field, 2018). All the initial 44 items were therefore included in this analysis. The 

results of this analysis indicated that emotion validation and invalidation can be 

reflected in the factor loadings. We observed that the items intended to measure 

emotion validation resulted in negative factor loadings after conducting a single-

factor analysis, whereas the items intended to measure emotion invalidation 

resulted in positive factor loadings (Appendix I). Based on this observation, we 

performed two separate principal component analyses to assess the relationships 

between the construct, referring to either emotion validation or invalidation, and the 

items related to the specific construct. Therefore, one analysis included the 27 items 

intended to measure perceived emotion invalidation, and the other analysis included 

the 17 items intended to measure perceived emotion validation. Initially, we 

observed that all the 44 factor loadings were well above the critical point of .4 

(Stevens, 2002), and most of the items resulted in loadings in the range between .7 

and .8.  

Based on the observation of component 1 having a substantially larger 

eigenvalue than the other components and the factor loadings being strong and 
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reflecting whether specific items are measuring emotion validation or invalidation, 

we argue that a unidimensional scale, which includes items reflecting the nuances 

of emotion validation and invalidation, aligns with our intention of developing a 

scale measuring both concepts. Additionally, as presented in Table 6, the one-factor 

analysis resulted in a KMO equal to .98, a significant Bartlett’s Test (p < .01), and 

a Cronbach’s alpha equal to .78 ( = .78). These findings indicate that a 

unidimensional scale involving items measuring various aspects related to emotion 

validation and invalidation is relevant to our research purpose. Hence, we decided 

to include 10 items in our final scale, which reflect the nuances of the two concepts. 

Furthermore, Zielinski and Veilleux’ (2018) unidimensional scale measuring 

perceived invalidation included 10 items, and we therefore chose to direct our 

further analysis towards the development of a scale including 10 items, which 

measure both emotion validation and invalidation.  

 

Table 6 – Single-Factor Analysis: KMO, Bartlett’s Test, and Cronbach’s alpha 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .98 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 27887.52 

df 95 

Sig. .00 

Cronbach’s alpha  .78 

Note: 44 Items 

 

To finalize a unidimensional scale including 10 items, which measures both 

concepts, we intended to select items related to the categories resulting from the 

qualitative study and expert review. The intention of selecting items from different 

categories of emotion validation and invalidation is to ensure that the scale 

demonstrates breadth in terms of capturing the nuances of the two concepts. As we 

have previously performed an EFA, which resulted in the extraction of three factors 

and 31 items retained in our initial pool of items, we wanted our final scale to 

include 10 of the 31 items. The 10 items and the category related to each specific 

item are presented in Table 7. Particularly, as we want our scale to measure emotion 

validation and invalidation, we chose to include five items measuring each concept. 

Therefore, we selected items based on large factor loadings, which concept the item 

measures, and the specific category of emotion validation or invalidation an item 

represents. By using categories to develop a scale demonstrating nuances of the two 
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concepts, we were thus theoretically driven when selecting items. However, how 

the items resulting from the one-factor analysis relate to both theory and the initial 

EFA, which resulted in the extraction of three components, will be discussed in the 

next section.  

 

Table 7 – Final Scale 

 Category Item 

Emotion Validation 

 

 Sharing Emotion When I feel excited, enthusiastic, joy, or other 

positive emotions … my leader “tunes in” to how 

I am feeling 

 Showing Respect When I show or express negative emotions … I 

feel seen and heard by my leader 

 Communicating Support When I feel worried, frustrated, sad, or other 

negative emotions … my leader gives me 

emotional support 

 Acknowledging Feelings When I show or express negative emotions … I 

feel acknowledged by my leader 

 Express Understanding When I show or express negative emotions … my 

leader makes me feel understood and accepted 

   

Emotion Invalidation 

 

 Minimize If I struggle and could benefit from emotional 

support … my leader is more likely to give me 

empty reassurance than attempt to understand me 

 Feeling is Wrong When I show or express negative emotions … my 

leader tells me to stop feeling what I’m feeling 

 Lack of Interest When I show or express negative emotions … my 

leader shows little or no interest 

 Shut Down Conversation When I feel excitement, enthusiasm, joy, or other 

positive emotions … my leader tries to move the 

conversation away from how I feel and implies we 

should “get back to work” 
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 Fixing Problems When I show or express negative emotions … my 

leader’s initial response is to try to fix the problem 

rather than understand how I’m feeling 

Note: 10 Items 

Likert Scale 1-7: 1 (i.e., Strongly Disagree) to 7 (i.e., Strongly Agree) 

3.3.9 Discussion 

The findings from an initial PCA indicated that three components should be 

extracted and 31 items should be retained in the initial pool of items. Based on a 

visual screening of the item’s factor loadings, we argue that the three components 

reflect different features of emotion invalidation. The components were named 

Lack of Emotional Support, Incorrect Emotions, and Fixing Problems, which thus 

reflect the items being the most related to a particular component. However, as we 

intended to develop a scale measuring emotion validation and invalidation and 

based on the observation of one of the components having a substantially larger 

eigenvalue than the two other components, we conducted a single-factor analysis. 

The findings resulting from this analysis indicated the relevance of constructing a 

unidimensional scale, and that a scale including a limited number of items can 

potentially reflect the nuances of emotion validation and invalidation and hence 

capture the breadth of central notions concerning the two concepts. Therefore, in 

similarity to Zielinski and Veilleux’ (2018) PIES, we consider the inclusion of 10 

items in the final scale as sufficient (see Table 7). To ensure that both emotion 

validation and invalidation are being measured, we selected five items for the 

measurement of each concept. However, before discussing the findings from the 

single-factor analysis, we argue that it is essential to discuss how the three 

components from the initial PCA relate to theory and previous research. This can 

be reasoned by the initial PCA and the three components resulting from this analysis 

serving as the basis for developing a validated scale measuring emotion validation 

and invalidation. 

3.3.9.1 Lack of Emotional Support 

The component that proved to explain the most variance in the data was 

Lack of Emotional Support, which had an eigenvalue of 27.28 and hence explained 

62% of the variance of the data resulting from our analysis. Out of the 31 items 

from the pool of items, 16 items correlate the highest with this component, have 
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factor loadings above .4, and did not cross load with other items (Costello & 

Osborne, 2005; Stevens, 2002). These items concern themes such as emotional 

support, if one perceives that one’s emotional needs are understood and accepted, 

if one feels listened to, that the leader tries to “tune in” to one’s emotions, and that 

one can open up to his or her leader. This pool of items includes both positively and 

negatively worded items, and factor loadings implying emotion invalidation are 

thus negative on the positively worded items and positive on the negatively worded 

items (see Table 4). 

Some items measure whether or not employees perceive that they are 

receiving emotional support from their leader. An individual perceiving that there 

is a lack of emotional support from one’s superior might experience emotion 

invalidation. This arguably implies a relationship between lack of emotional 

support and emotion invalidation, which in turn aligns with Witkowski’s (2017) 

argument of the act of invalidating someone’s emotions as something which can 

contribute to the experience of not receiving emotional support. In congruence to 

outcomes typically associated with emotion invalidation, the perception of not 

receiving sufficient emotional support can result in several outcomes potentially 

detrimental for organizations, such as lack of productivity, engagement, and 

cooperation among employees (Pearson, 2017; Witkowski, 2017). Moreover, 

individually considerate leaders typically provide followers with emotional 

support, which stems from a concern of meeting followers’ needs and interests 

(Avolio & Bass, 1995; Bass, 1990).  

Rahman and colleagues’ (2012) study generated findings indicating 

individualized consideration and emotional intelligence as closely related. 

Consequently, they argued that emotionally intelligent leaders typically focus on 

followers’ needs and emotions (Rahman et al., 2012). Additionally, expressing 

acceptance and acknowledging employees’ needs can be seen as related to emotion 

validation (Arnold & Loughlin, 2010; Avolio & Bass, 1995; Linton et al., 2012). 

Furthermore, several items related to Lack of Emotional Support reflect the negative 

relationship between perceived emotion invalidation and perceiving that one’s 

emotional needs are understood and acknowledged by his or her leader (Witkowski, 

2017; Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). Employees perceiving that their emotional needs 

are not being met by their leader, which in turn might contribute to the perception 

of not being listened to or seen, might therefore also perceive that they are being 

emotionally invalidated, which in turn might indicate that their leaders’ behavior is 



 

Page 53 

not reflecting central notions and behaviors associated with individualized 

consideration (Avolio & Bass, 1995; Holt & Marques, 2012; Witkowski, 2017; 

Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). 

3.3.9.2 Incorrect Emotions 

Based on the items loading the highest on the second largest component, we 

named the construct Incorrect Emotions. This component was not as large as the 

first component, as its eigenvalue is equal to 3.06 and explains 6.95% of the 

variance in the data resulting from the analysis. However, by inspecting the 

component correlation matrix (see Table 3), we observed that the relationship 

between the first and second component is somewhat large (r = .64). This 

correlation might be somewhat large based on the perception of not receiving 

emotional support and being told that one’s shared emotions are incorrect or 

inappropriate as two notions central to the conceptualization of emotion 

invalidation (Linton et al., 2012; Witkowski, 2017). Additionally, we observed 10 

cross loading items on these two components, and several of these included factor 

loadings above the critical value of .4, which might indicate that several items 

reflect both components and hence signal a relationship between the constructs 

(Costello & Osborne, 2005; Field, 2018). 

After assessing the items which loaded the highest on Incorrect Emotions 

and thus inspecting whether these items were above .4 and if they cross loaded with 

other items, we chose to retain 11 items in the initial pool of items (Field, 2018; 

Samuels, 2017). As observed in the table of factor loadings (see Table 4), three of 

the items related to the second component, which include the highest factor loadings 

on this specific component, all involve the experience of being criticized by one’s 

leader based on the emotions being expressed. This might indicate that one’s 

superior does not accept nor acknowledge one’s emotions, hence not demonstrating 

emotion validation, based on the leader criticizing one’s emotional experience and 

thus communicating that one’s emotions are incorrect (Linton et al., 2012; 

Witkowski, 2017). Congruently, the other items related to the component Incorrect 

Emotions, are arguably related to the notion of the leader communicating that the 

employee’s shared emotions are unacceptable or inappropriate. Particularly, most 

of these items involve, when emotions are being expressed by an employee, that the 

leader expresses that one has the wrong perspective, is overreacting, or that the 

individual should change how they feel. In addition, some of the items involve that 
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the leader more indirectly communicates that the shared emotions are incorrect or 

undesirable by moving the conversation over to another topic, not expressing 

genuine concern, or attempting to deflate the employee’s feelings (Holt & Marques, 

2012; Shenk & Fruzetti, 2011; Witkowski, 2017). 

The items related to Incorrect Emotions arguably involve the notion of a 

leader communicating that an employee’s shared emotions are incorrect or 

undesirable. This might involve the leader criticizing an employee for experiencing 

and sharing their emotions in a certain way or the leader implying that what is being 

expressed is irrelevant, moving the conversation over to other topics (Linton et al., 

2012). These kinds of actions are often considered as common of leaders engaging 

in invalidation of employees’ emotions (Yusof et al., 2014; Zielinski & Veilleux, 

2018). However, these kinds of actions can serve as detrimental for a leader 

attempting to gain more influence by earning employees’ trust and confidence, 

which can be reasoned by the relevance of demonstrating emotion validation to 

establish interpersonal relationships characterized by mutual trust, reciprocity, and 

acceptance (Yusof et al., 2014; Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). As this indicates, 

leaders not validating employees’ emotions, and hence implying that these are 

incorrect, might have their employees feeling misunderstood, aliened, and rejected, 

which in turn might result in employees experiencing difficulties in regulating their 

emotions (Gross, 2002; Holt & Marques, 2012; Zielinski et al., 2022). 

Leaders trying to change how employees feel by communicating that they 

should calm down or feel differently might not understand why employees feel the 

way they do, which can be reflected by how followers answer to the items related 

to the component Incorrect Emotions. Additionally, understanding and recognizing 

others’ emotions is commonly associated with emotional intelligence and empathy 

(Gooty et al., 2010; Rahman et al., 2012). However, if organizations employ the 

validated scale measuring perceived emotion validation and invalidation, leaders 

might get more insight into how their way of leading and managing employees’ 

emotions is perceived by followers (Goleman, 1998). 

3.3.9.3 Fixing Problems 

The third component we extracted based on the findings from the initial 

PCA is Fixing Problems. This component has a considerably lower eigenvalue and 

explains less variance of the data than the two other components, by having an 

eigenvalue of 1.61 and 3.66 as the percent variance explained. Moreover, the 
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component’s correlation with the first and second component was the weakest of 

the three relationships, and both correlations were equal to .49 (r = .49). As 

previously mentioned, this correlation is not as strong as the correlation between 

the two other components, however, based on the observation of no correlations 

exceeding the value of .7, we argue that all the constructs measured by the pool of 

items demonstrate discriminant validity (Field, 2018; Hurley et al., 1997). This 

contributes to the research purpose of developing a validated scale. 

Although this component proved to be reliable ( = .87) and had a sufficient 

eigenvalue according to Kaiser’s criterion, only four items related to this 

component were included in the scale after cross loading items and items not 

loading higher than .4 were removed from the initial pool of items (see Table 4). 

Additionally, three of the four items related to the component and which are 

included in the scale are all related to the leader attempting to devise practical 

solutions and fix the problem instead of providing employees with emotional 

support. The fourth item, however, involves the leader providing employees with 

empty reassurance when they experience resistance instead of providing employees 

with emotional support and attempting to understand them. 

The item involving empty reassurance can be considered as somewhat 

different than the three other items related to the component Fixing Problems 

because of its emphasis on the leader attempting to provide employees with 

reassurance rather than trying to engage in problem-solving. Moreover, this item 

has the lowest factor loading of the four items related to Fixing Problems, with a 

loading of .55. Two of the three other items arguably have considerably higher 

factor loadings, with loadings of .77 and .82. These two items, in addition to the 

item involving practical solutions, all arguably involved a leader’s attempt to fix a 

problem, which is why this component was named Fixing Problems. 

In congruence to the semantics of the item involving empty reassurance, the 

research findings based on Linton’s (2012) experimental investigation generated 

empirical support for the notion that leaders’ providing employees with empty 

reassurance typically results in employees feeling misunderstood or alienated. 

Further, Linton (2012) suggests that empty reassurance is often given based on good 

intentions but nonetheless results in employees perceiving their emotions as 

invalidated by the leader. Therefore, the item concerning empty reassurance can be 

argued to highlight central features of emotion invalidation. However, its 
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relationship with Fixing Problems is arguably somewhat more ambiguous than the 

relationships between the component and the three other items. 

The three items related to a leader’s attempt to engage in problem-solving 

rather than emotion validation can be seen as reflecting a common phenomenon, 

which can be reasoned by Pearson’s (2017) argument of the tendency of leaders 

feeling the need to solve employees’ problems instead of listening and offering 

support. Although the leader might sympathize with followers, his or her concern 

for followers might not come across as genuine based on the leader jumping straight 

into problem-solving when employees share their emotions (Kellett et al., 2006). 

Therefore, a leader might need to demonstrate empathy by listening, expressing 

concern, and hence trying to understand how employees feel, which has previously 

been referred to as interactive empathy, to be considered as empathetic and thus 

engaging in what can be considered as emotion validation (Gregory & Levy, 2011; 

Kellett et al., 2006; Linton et al., 2012).  

3.3.9.4 Unidimensional Scale 

As identified after the initial PCA, the eigenvalue of Lack of Emotional 

Support was substantially larger than the other components. Based on the 

observation of this component explaining significantly more of the total variance 

than the other components, we argue that the final scale should reflect this ratio. 

Similarly, six of the ten items included in the final scale are arguably related to 

central notions of what concerns emotional support. Based on the visual inspection 

of the findings resulting from the single-factor analysis, which indicated that the 

items related to emotion validation were negatively related to ‘Lack of Emotional 

Support’, we suggest that five of these six items as reflecting the relationship 

between emotional support and emotion validation (Appendix I). Employees might 

perceive that they are being emotionally validated by their leader when he or she 

demonstrates emotional support, such as the leader tuning in to employees’ 

emotions or if the leader communicates and engages in actions demonstrating a 

genuine concern and understanding of the emotions being shared (Holt & Marques, 

2012; Kock et al., 2019; Witkowski, 2017). In congruence to these ways of 

demonstrating empathy, which involves the provision of emotional support (Holt 

& Marques, 2012), the categories related to the items included in the scale, reflect 

various aspects of emotional support (e.g., communicating support, express 

understanding, and acknowledging feelings). However, one of the six items 
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representing the first component reflects the relationship between emotional 

support and emotion invalidation, hence indicating a lack of emotional support. In 

particular, the item involves a leader not being interested in how an employee feels 

(Appendix I), which indicates that the leader is not expressing support, 

understanding, and concern for the employee and his or her well-being (Holt & 

Marques, 2012; Kock et al., 2019).  

As indicated by the initial PCA, two items included in the final scale are 

related to the component Incorrect Emotions. The items represent a leader’s 

invalidating responses to employees’ emotions, such as the leader trying to move 

the conversation over to another topic or the leader communicating that what an 

employee feels is wrong and hence ask them to stop feeling the way they do 

(Appendix I). These kinds of actions can potentially resemble that a leader 

perceives and expresses that the emotions being shared are undesirable, 

inappropriate, or unacceptable, which in turn might indicate that the leader does not 

understand why the employee is feeling the way he or she does (Shenk & Fruzetti, 

2011). Therefore, a leader attempting to manage employees’ emotions by trying to 

have them feel differently or to suppress their emotions can thus be considered as 

not demonstrating empathy towards his or her employees, which can in turn can 

negatively affect employees’ intrinsic emotion regulation (Bono et al., 2007; 

McRae & Gross, 2020).  

The two last items included in the scale involve emotion invalidation in 

terms of a leader’s attempt to manage employees’ emotions by engaging in efforts 

of fixing their problems (Appendix I). This regards central notions associated with 

the third component Fixing Problems, which, in similarity to Lack of Emotional 

Support and Incorrect Emotions, were identified by inspecting the findings 

generated by the initial PCA. The two items included in the scale, perceived as 

relevant to Fixing Problems, involve a leader minimizing an employee’s shared 

emotions and providing employees with empty reassurance. As the findings from 

both analyses indicate, a leader attempting to help employees in solving various 

problems or by reassuring them that everything will be fine can result in employees’ 

perceiving that their emotions are being invalidated and thus feel misunderstood or 

alienated (Linton et al., 2012; Pearson, 2017). As this implies, if the leader does not 

demonstrate interactive empathy in their efforts of managing employees’ emotions, 

his or her actions of solving a perceived problem can potentially result in 

unintended consequences (Kellett et al., 2006; Humphrey, 2013). 
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4.0 General Discussion 
The purpose of our research was to develop a validated scale measuring the 

constructs emotion validation and emotion invalidation. These efforts result from 

an identified gap in the research and literature on how leaders attempt to manage 

employees’ emotions (Bono et al., 2007), hence referring to extrinsic emotion 

regulation (McRae & Gross, 2020; Little et al., 2016), and the lack of efforts among 

researchers and scholars in developing a valid scale measuring perceived emotion 

validation or invalidation among employees (Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). A scale 

and the efforts related to this matter can thus contribute to a deeper understanding 

of the mechanisms associated with emotion validation and invalidation (Witkowski, 

2017; Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). Consequently, we aimed to develop a valid 

instrument measuring perceived emotion validation or invalidation among 

employees and followed what Boateng et al. (2018) and Zielinski and Veilleux 

(2018) referred to as best practices for developing valid scales. As such, we 

conducted three studies, which thus align with the procedures and principles 

recommended by these researchers. The first study involved a qualitative 

investigation of the experiences executive MBA students had with emotion 

validation and invalidation. This study resulted in an initial pool of items, which 

expert reviewers thereafter assessed. The expert review study enabled a further 

investigation of the items generated based on the qualitative study, as it contributed 

to the demonstration of content validity and a pool of 44 items. These items were 

further examined by using an exploratory factor analysis, by performing a principal 

component analysis, which in turn is an analysis allowing discriminant and 

convergent validity of the items to be measured (Hurley et al., 1997). This analysis 

resulted in the extraction of three constructs measuring distinct features of emotion 

invalidation, which all proved to be reliable. Based on their content, we named these 

constructs Lack of Emotional Support, Incorrect Emotions, and Fixing Problems. 

Additionally, after assessing the factor loadings, the item pool was reduced to 31 

items.  

As referred to as the purpose of our research, we attempted to develop a 

scale measuring both emotion validation and emotion invalidation. Based on this 

emphasis, we included items measuring both emotion validation and invalidation 

in our final scale. Based on the research findings, we observed the relevancy of 

assessing whether the scale might be unidimensional. Furthermore, the findings 

from a single-factor EFA indicated that nuances of emotion validation and 
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invalidation could be measured by using a unidimensional scale. Consequently, in 

our attempt to ensure that the items included in the scale reflect various features 

relevant to emotion validation and invalidation, we included five items for each 

concept. We selected items that resulted in large factor loadings on categories 

considered relevant to the two concepts. We argue that these efforts contribute to 

the scale, including items reflecting the nuances of emotional validation and 

invalidation, hence referring to different ways a leader might validate or invalidate 

employees’ emotions. Furthermore, to assess which categories and hence the items 

can be considered as relevant for our final scale, we used the three components 

resulting from the initial PCA as a basis for comparison. We therefore argue that 

the 10 items included in the final scale reflect both the categories resulting from the 

qualitative inquiry and expert review and the three components resulting from our 

initial PCA. In conclusion, we propose that the items included in our scale reflect 

certain ways leaders manage employees’ emotions, mainly how leaders validate or 

invalidate employees’ emotions and how employees perceive such efforts and 

behaviors. 

4.1 Strengths, Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

4.1.1 Strengths 

A major strength of this study is that three comprehensive studies (i.e., 

qualitative, expert assessment, and quantitative) have been conducted. The 

reasoning behind the inclusion of these studies in our research is to create a rigorous 

scale. We have followed what Boateng et al. (2018) refer to as best practices for 

scale development. In particular, we have carefully followed the steps they suggest, 

such as identification of the domain(s) and item generation, consideration of 

content validity, item reduction, and tests of validity. Following these steps, we 

developed a scale consisting of multiple items, which Boateng et al. (2018) argue 

can contribute to the isolation of item-specific measurement error. Therefore, we 

have increased the likelihood of our scale contributing with accurate research 

findings by following best practices to develop a valid scale (Boateng et al., 2018). 

Before conducting our study, we decided to investigate emotion validation 

and invalidation, and this decision contributed to the initial specification of 

boundaries for our scope and research. In turn, this eased the process of developing 

items. However, we have followed both a deductive and inductive approach to item 

generation, which imply that although we narrowed our scope by focusing on 
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employees’ perception of being emotionally validated or invalidated by their 

leaders, the scale includes items reflecting what the informants from the focus 

groups interviews expressed. Therefore, the inclusion of both deductive and 

inductive approaches in our research serves as a strength (Boateng et al., 2018). 

The experts we have used in our study have long experience with and/or 

trained in EFTS and EFT, and by having the experts assess the initial items, we 

increased the scale's content validity (Boateng et al., 2018).  

By collecting a somewhat large number of respondents for our quantitative 

study, we increased the generalizability of the results, which has further contributed 

to reducing errors in our data (Osborne & Costello, 2004). Additionally, we 

increased the generalizability of our research findings by including a heterogeneous 

sample (Bell et al., 2019; Salkind, 2010). In addition, we also chose to remove 

respondents according to various criteria commonly employed in research to reduce 

the likelihood of including careless responses in the final sample (Meade & Craig, 

2012). In result, this increased the response validity. Based on our efforts to reduce 

careless responders from our final sample, we argue that the resulting respondents 

in our study gave honest answers to the various items. As we guaranteed the 

respondents that their answers would be anonymous and that the data would be 

treated confidentially, we argue that most responses can be considered as 

trustworthy (Pickering & Blaszczynski, 2021).  

By using EFA as our method of analysis in our quantitative study, we were 

able to demonstrate measurement validity. Particularly, our results implied that our 

construct demonstrates convergent and discriminant validity. Both of these are 

related to measurement validity and hence important to assess when attempting to 

develop a valid scale (Boateng et al., 2018). 

In conclusion, we argue that our study findings contribute with valuable 

information on how leaders manage employees’ emotions and, in particular, how 

leaders validate or invalidate employees’ emotions. 

4.1.2 Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

We propose our research as a valuable contribution to theories and 

conceptualizations regarding emotions (e.g., emotion validation and invalidation) 

and to the fields of leadership and organizational behavior in general. However, we 

acknowledge that there are some limitations pertaining to our study. 
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Time constraints influenced the selection of studies and analyses to include 

in our research. Our research has arguably contributed to the fields of leadership 

and organizational behavior with a valid scale measuring two promising and 

prominent constructs, however, we acknowledge the potential benefits of including 

a confirmatory factor analysis and a short-term longitudinal study in further 

research to investigate the relationships between the constructs (Boateng et al., 

2018; Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). The latter study involves collecting data over 

time and could be applied to the purpose of examining the items’ psychometric 

properties and hence assessing the internal consistency, test-retest reliability, and 

validity of the survey responses (Zielinski & Veilleux, 2018). To assess test-retest 

reliability, further research can include longitudinal studies involving baseline and 

follow-up data (Boateng et al., 2018). Additionally, including a longitudinal study 

could contribute to the potential of drawing causal inferences based on the data, 

which can be reasoned by the relevancy of including other data collection methods 

to improve the validity of the scale (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Rindfleisch et al., 2008). 

Moreover, further research can employ tests of dimensionality to examine whether 

the items and components are similar when involving two independent samples or 

to have one sample of participants completing the survey on two occasions. Further, 

by using an independent cluster model (ICM), hence referring to confirmatory 

factor analysis (CFA), dimensionality can be assessed (Boateng et al., 2018). 

Furthermore, cross-sectional studies are limited in the way such studies can 

contribute to the basis of drawing causal inferences, and by including a longitudinal 

study or a CFA in the research, valuable insights of the constructs might be provided 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003; Rindfleisch et al., 2008). Consequently, by performing a 

CFA to evaluate the scale and by including a longitudinal study, the research will 

contribute with more than a hypothetical structure of the scale (Boateng et al., 

2018). 

Although we aimed to develop a valid scale, we acknowledge that the use 

of self-report questionnaires might have influenced the validity of our research 

findings (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Respondents’ answers to the final scale might 

have been influenced by their disposition to experience negative emotions, and 

hence typically view the world in a negative way, or positive emotions, hence 

typically view the world in a positive way. As such, their disposition to feel and 

view the world in a certain way might have influenced how they answer to the 

various items (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Furthermore, self-reporting bias is a type of 
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bias often associated with self-report questionnaires. This bias typically involves 

respondents responding to the items in a way they perceive as socially desirable. 

However, as we guaranteed the respondents complete anonymity in our cross-

sectional study, we suggest that this bias does not significantly affect the research 

findings (Donaldson & Grant-Vallone, 2002). 

As our sample involved more than 600 respondents and the scale involved 

44 items, we expected the survey data to include some careless responses, which 

also serves as another limitation typically associated with self-report questionnaires 

(Meade & Craig, 2012). In addition, careless responders affect the response validity 

of the data as it influences the extent to which the researcher can interpret the item 

scores in light of the phenomena of interest. As previously discussed, we used 

several methods to detect careless responders and thus screening out what were 

perceived as invalid responses, hence attempting to increase the study’s response 

validity (Edwards, 2019). However, our scale could have included other methods 

to increase the response validity. One might increase the response validity by 

including screening items, instructions to answer the survey in a specific way, or 

by including items asking respondents whether they were honest and paid attention. 

However, these methods are associated with various limitations and should be 

carefully considered before being applied in research (Edwards, 2019). 

We propose our sample as diverse and hence heterogeneous, which can be 

reasoned by the sample including men and women in the age range of 20 years old 

and 65 years old, working within various industries, and having a full-time or a 

part-time job. However, the gender distribution between men (N = 208) and women 

(N = 312) is arguably somewhat skewed, and all the respondents are from the United 

Kingdom or the United States. As this indicates, our research findings might have 

demonstrated external validity to a greater extent and thus contribute to the 

generalization of our research findings by having our sample even more diverse 

(Bell et al., 2019). Further, this would align with our intention and aim of 

developing a scale that can be applied to various types of jobs and industries. 

Therefore, to contribute to more variance within the sample, researchers should 

focus on recruiting respondents with various individual differences, such as race, 

cultural background, and sexual orientation (Bell et al., 2019; Osborne & Costello, 

2004). Additionally, future research could explore how these types of differences 

are related to how employees respond to the various items measuring emotion 

validation and invalidation. 
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We used the Internet service site Prolific to collect data from participants 

for our quantitative study, hence referring to the use of the convenience sampling 

method (Edgar & Manz, 2017). Convenience sampling might contribute with 

interesting data, although this sampling method is somewhat limited in terms of 

generalizability (Bell et al., 2019). Based on the decision of selecting participants 

based on their accessibility, availability, and geographical proximity, hence 

referring to a non-probabilistic way of sampling participants, our sample is 

somewhat restricted in terms of its representability for the population of interest. 

This implies the potential relevance of randomly sampling participants to our study, 

however, based on our constraints in terms of time and funding, we argue that the 

convenience sampling method was adequate for our intention of collecting a large 

amount of data within a short time period and without much funding needed for this 

purpose (Edgar & Manz, 2017; Etikan et al., 2016; Galloway, 2005; Pickering & 

Blaszcynski, 2021). 

4.2 Implications 

Our study contributes to the field of leadership and organizational behavior 

with a valid and reliable scale measuring employees’ perception of being 

emotionally validated or invalidated by their leader. The development of scales can 

contribute to the investigation of latent constructs that cannot be assessed directly. 

The measurement of emotion validation and invalidation might thus result in an 

increased understanding of these phenomena (Boateng et al., 2018). To our 

knowledge, the development of such an instrument has not previously been 

conducted within an organizational behavior context. Moreover, our study 

contributes to covering a gap in the leadership literature, of which our contribution 

is to incorporate emotion validation and invalidation as a component of the 

literature regarding how leaders manage employees’ emotions (Thiel et al., 2015). 

However, there is a lack of research and literature regarding how leaders manage, 

monitor, and influence employees’ emotions (Bono et al., 2007), and, in particular, 

emotion validation and invalidation have received little attention despite their 

importance for the quality of leadership, interpersonal relations, mental and 

physical health outcomes, and several organizational outcomes. Therefore, we 

argue that our research contributes to an increased understanding of mechanisms 

related to leadership and emotions and, in particular, to the literature involving 

supportive leadership, with more insights on a narrower concept (i.e., leaders’ 
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validating or invalidating employees’ emotions). Our study can thus be seen as a 

contribution and possibly a starting point for further research and development in 

the field of emotion validation and invalidation in leadership literature.  

Based on the many benefits of having leaders validate their followers’ 

shared emotions, we argue that our scale is an important contribution to the field of 

leadership by including items measuring both emotion validation and invalidation. 

Although both constructs have been included in other scales (e.g., The Socialization 

of Emotions Scale), however, to our knowledge, a scale measuring adults’ 

perception of being either emotionally validated or invalidated in a non-clinical 

context has not been developed in the past (Krause et al., 2003; Zielinski & 

Veilleux, 2018). Therefore, we assume that developing a valid scale measuring 

employees’ perception of being either validated or invalidated by their leader 

contributes to this matter.  

We argue that our scale can be used by organizations and leaders themselves 

to gain more insight and a more thorough understanding of how the leaders’ 

behaviors and actions affect followers (Benitez et al., 2020). Additionally, Ansar 

(2019) proposes emotion validation as trainable. Consequently, we propose that our 

scale, or other potential scales influenced by our research, can be employed by 

leaders for self-development purposes or by organizations in their development 

programs as a way of developing leaders’ emotional intelligence (Sadri, 2012; 

Warrick, 2011). Leaders might thus become more aware of to what extent their 

followers feel that their emotions are recognized, acknowledged, and accepted 

(Linton et al., 2012; Sadri, 2012). 
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5.0 Conclusion 
This research aimed to develop a validated scale measuring employees’ 

perception of being emotionally validated or invalidated by their leader. As there 

has been identified a lack of literature and research on how leaders manage 

employees’ emotions at the workplace, our research mainly serves as a theoretical 

contribution to the fields of leadership and organizational behavior. Particularly, 

how leaders manage employees’ emotions is central to the theories of 

transformational leadership, emotional intelligence, and empathy, and our research 

thus serves as a theoretical contribution in terms of understanding mechanisms 

related to these concepts. Emotion validation and invalidation are commonly 

considered as understudied subjects, and our efforts in developing a scale 

measuring both concepts, therefore, contribute with insights and findings which lay 

the foundation for future research on how leaders engage in emotion management 

and, more specifically, on how leaders validate or invalidate employees’ emotions. 

By following what is commonly considered as best practices in developing valid 

scales, we constructed a valid scale measuring both emotion validation and 

invalidation, including 10 items reflecting the nuances of both concepts. 

Consequently, the qualitative inquiry, expert review, and quantitative study all 

contributed to the development of a valid scale, and we argue that content, response, 

discriminant, and convergent validity have all been demonstrated by carefully 

following steps proposed as essential for developing valid scales (Boateng et al., 

2018).  

The finalized scale reflects the components identified after conducting a 

PCA of the data resulting from a cross-sectional study. The components Lack of 

Emotional Support, Incorrect Emotions, and Fixing Problems reflect nuances of 

emotion validation and invalidation. These were therefore emphasized in the 

process of narrowing down a pool of 31 items into a finalized scale of 10 items. The 

scale development process resulted in our proposal of a valid, unidimensional scale 

measuring emotion validation and invalidation. However, we acknowledge the 

value of including tests of dimensionality in the process of evaluating the scale and 

to further investigating the relationships between the mechanisms of emotion 

validation and invalidation. We thus recommend future studies attempting to 

develop valid scales measuring employees’ perception of being emotionally 

validated or invalidated by their leader, to include a CFA and a longitudinal study 

to validate and hence evaluate the scale. Despite the acknowledgment of the utility 
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of including tests of dimensionality in the process of developing a valid scale, we 

highlight that our study contributes with important insights on emotion validation 

and invalidation as promising concepts related to leaders’ attempts to manage 

employees’ emotions.  
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7.0 Appendix 

Appendix A – Purpose of the Study and Informed Consent 

Purpose of the Project 

The purpose of this project is to contribute to leadership research by generating a 

questionnaire for emotion validation and emotion invalidation that can be utilized 

in the study of leader- follower relationships and dynamics. Results will be 

published in an academic peer- reviewed journal. Data from the project will also 

appear in a master’s thesis (Master of Science in Organizational Psychology, 

2022) at BI Norwegian Business School. The data collected will not be used for 

any other purpose. 

 

What Data Will Be Collected? 

We will ask you questions regarding 1) how your immediate manager responds 

when you show or share emotions at work; 2) your relationship with your 

immediate manager; and 3) a few other work-related topics. The survey will take 

approximately 7 minutes to complete. 

 

Who is responsible for the Research Project? 

Per-Magnus Moe Thompson, Associate Professor, BI Norwegian Business 

School. 

 

Participation is Voluntary  

Participation in the project is voluntary. If you choose to participate, you can 

withdraw your consent without giving a reason. However, this needs to be done 

before the information about you is being anonymized. 

 

Your Personal Privacy – How We Will Store and Use Your Personal Data 

We will use your personal data only for the purpose(s) specified above. Only 

researchers and master’s students at BI Norwegian Business School involved in 

this project will have access to the data. We will process your personal data 

confidentially and in accordance with data protection legislation (the General Data 

Protection Regulation and Personal Data Act). Data will be anonymized as soon 

as we the researchers have received responses from Prolific. 
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What Will Happen to Your Personal Data at The End of The Research Project? 

The project is scheduled to end on December 31st, 2022. Data will be anonymized 

as soon as possible, and all data that can identify participants will be deleted after 

the end of this project. 

 

Your Rights 

As long as you can be identified in the collected data, you have the right to: 

- Access your personal data 

- Request that your personal data be deleted 

- Request that any incorrect personal data about you be corrected/rectified 

- Receive a copy of your personal data (data portability), and 

- Send a complaint to the Data Protection Officer or The Norwegian Data 

Protection Authority regarding the processing of your personal data 

 

What Gives Us the Right to Process Your Personal Data? 

We will process your personal data based on your consent. 

 

Where Can I Find Out More? 

If you have questions about the project, or want to exercise your rights, contact: 

• BI Norwegian Business School, Associate Professor Per-Magnus 

Thompson, per-magnus.thompson@bi.no 

• BI Norwegian Business School, Data Protection Officer Vibeke 

Nesbakken, personvernombud@bi.no 

 

By clicking to the next page, you indicate that you have received and understood 

the information above, and that you give your consent to participate in this 

research project 
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Appendix B – Individual Essay Questions 

Consent form   

I have received and understood information about the project about leader 

responses to followers’ emotions and have been given the opportunity to ask 

questions.  

   

☐ I give consent to participate in this research project and for my personal data to 

be processed until the end date of the project. The project is scheduled to end 1st 

of October 2023.   

 

Study 1 Individual Essay Questions   

1. Think of situations where you interacted with a former or your current 

leader and...   

…expressed your positive emotions (e.g., excitement, joy, strongly motivated). 

How did he/she react? Please write down 3 examples.    

a) Describe the situation (approximately two sentences).   

b) What did your leader say and/or do?   

c) How did that make you feel?   

   

Example: I remember a time when me and my team had finished a project and felt 

that we had done a really good job. So, I told my leader about this. He responded 

by asking a lot of critical questions. This made me walk away from the 

conversation feeling less excited and proud about our team effort.  

   

Situation 1:   

Situation 2:   

Situation 3:    

 

2. Think of situations where you interacted with a former or your current 

leader and...   

…expressed your negative emotions (e.g., sad, angry, frightened, embarrassed, 

envy). How did he/she react? Please write down 3 examples.    

a) Describe the situation (approximately two sentences).   

b) What did your leader say and/or do?   

c) How did that make you feel?   
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Example: I remember a time when I felt treated unfairly for not receiving a bonus. 

Confronting my leader with this issue, she really took the time to listen to my 

perspective. So even though she stuck to her decision, at least, the conversation 

made me feel taken seriously.  

   

Situation 1:   

Situation 2:   

Situation 3:   

 

 

Appendix C – Focus Group Interviews 

Focus Group Questions and Facilitator Instructions  

Facilitator: “Hello everyone! Thank you again for being willing to participate in 

our group interview. We hope that each of you will be open to sharing your 

experiences, and that each of you respect and listen to what other group members 

have to say. There are not any right or wrong answers to our questions today. We 

are just interested in hearing your feelings and opinions.   

 

Facilitator: “Thanks for doing that! you will need to keep everything shared in this 

session confidential. We hope this will help everyone to feel comfortable 

participating today, without fear that information that they share will leave the 

room.   

  

Facilitator: “Okay, let’s get started with our interview. We are going to start by 

talking a little bit about the essay assignment that you just completed.”  

  

(Continue with questions, calling on participants to speak if necessary).  

 

Share with the group some examples that illustrate how leaders differ in 

responding when followers express their emotions (positive/negative). 

Facilitator: Ask for examples! (What leaders say and do)  

Reflecting in groups: There are ways that leaders communicate that 

followers’ emotions are counterproductive, inappropriate and/or 

incorrect.   
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Q: Give examples of what leaders could say/do that would make followers feel 

that their emotions are counterproductive, inappropriate and/or incorrect.  

Reflecting in groups: There are ways that leaders communicate that 

followers’ emotions are accepted and understandable.   

  

Q: Give examples of what leaders could say/do that would make followers feel 

that their emotions are accepted and understandable. 

Sharing with the group: In the role as leader, what are your ways of 

responding when followers express their emotions? Give examples of 

what you say/do in different situations / with different followers.  

  

 

Appendix D – Final Categories 

 Validation Invalidation 

1 Listening And Showing Interest Lack Of Interest 

2 Sharing Emotion Not Sharing or Mirroring Emotion 

3 Showing Respect / Taken Seriously Not Show Respect/Take Seriously 

4 Understanding / Acceptance of 

Follower’s Needs 

Not Accept Follower’s Needs 

5 Communicating Support Not Communicate Support 

6 Acknowledging Feelings Not Acknowledge Feelings 

7 Express Understanding Not Express Understanding 

8 Not Minimize Minimizing 

9 Feeling Is Appropriate Feeling Is Inappropriate 

10 Keep Conversation Open Shut Down Conversation  

11 Thinking Makes Sense Wrong Thinking  

12 Praise And Positive Feedback Criticism Or Negative Feedback 

13 React No Reaction 

14 Feeling Makes Sense Feeling Is Wrong 
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Appendix E – Initial Scale 

Invalidation 

 

If I struggle and could benefit from emotional support  

1. … my leader ignores how I’m feeling and instead looks for practical 

solutions to my problems 

2. … my leader seems uninterested in how I feel 

3. … I often get the impression that my leader doesn’t understand why I feel 

the way I feel 

4. … my leader is more likely to give me empty reassurance (e.g., don’t 

worry about it, it will get better) than attempt to understand me 

 

When I feel sad, worried, frustrated, or experience other negative emotions 

5. … my leader tells me to change my perspective rather than 

acknowledging how I’m doing 

6. … my leader criticizes me for feeling the way I feel 

7. … my leader seems uninterested in how I feel 

8. … my leader doesn’t seem to understand me 

9. … my leader’s initial response is to try to fix the problem rather than 

understand how I’m feeling 

 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) 

10. … my leader tries to minimize the feeling (e.g., It can’t be that bad) 

11. … I get the impression that my leader doesn’t take me seriously 

12. … my leader gives me the impression that I blow things out of proportion 

13. … my leader tells me to stop feeling what I’m feeling (e.g., stop 

worrying; or there’s no reason to get upset) 

14. … I get the sense that my leader isn’t really listening 

15. … my leader tries to move the conversation away from how I feel and 

implies we should “get back to work” 

16. … my leader has a hard time understanding how I’m feeling 

17. … my leader responds by criticizing me for the way I’m feeling 

18. … my leader indicates that my perspective or way of thinking is wrong 

19. … my leader shows little or no interest 
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20. … my leader’s initial response is to try to fix the problem rather than 

understand how I’m feeling 

 

When I feel excitement, enthusiasm, joy, or other positive emotions 

21. … my leader tries to move the conversation away from how I feel and 

implies we should “get back to work” 

22. … my leader is unresponsive 

23. … I get the impression that my leader doesn’t take me seriously 

24. … my leader responds by criticizing me for the way I’m feeling (e.g., by 

telling me to calm down) 

25. … my leader shows little or no interest 

 

When I’m enthusiastic 

26. … my leader deflates my enthusiasm (e.g., by responding with an 

emotionally “flat” response) 

 

When I’m excited 

27. … my leader does not show excitement in response 

 

Validation 

 

When I feel worried, frustrated, sad, or other negative emotions 

28. … my leader listens to what I have to say and takes it seriously 

29. … my leader “tunes in” to how I am feeling 

30. … my leader gives me emotional support 

31. … my leader has a good sense of what my emotional needs are 

 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) 

32 … my leader takes the time to listen rather than jump to conclusions 

about the situation 

33. … I feel seen and heard by my leader 

34. … my leader treats me with respect 

35. … my leader “gets” and accepts me 

36. … I feel acknowledged by my leader 

37. … my leader makes me feel understood and accepted 
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When I feel excited, enthusiastic, joy, or other positive emotions 

38. … my leader responds in a way that makes me feel that he/she shares the 

energy of what I’m feeling (e.g., shares excitement with me when I am 

excited) 

39. … my leader treats me with respect 

40. … my leader “tunes in” to how I am feeling 

 

General Validation 

41. My leader shows interest in how I’m feeling 

42. I can get emotional support from my leader if I need it 

43. My leader makes me feel that my emotions are important 

44. My leader understands me when I open up about what I’m feeling 

 

 

 

Appendix F – Prolific Criteria  
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Appendix G – Parallel Analysis 
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Appendix H – Communalities  

Communalities 

Items 

  

Initial Extraction 

If I struggle and could benefit from 

emotional support… - ... my leader ignores 

how I’m feeling and instead looks for 

practical solutions to my problems 

1.00 .61 

If I struggle and could benefit from 

emotional support… - ... my leader seems 

uninterested in how I feel 

1.00 .77 

If I struggle and could benefit from 

emotional support… - ... I often get the 

impression that my leader doesn’t 

understand why I feel the way I feel 

1.00 .74 

If I struggle and could benefit from 

emotional support… - ... my leader is more 

likely to give me empty reassurance (e.g., 

don’t worry about it, it will get better) than 

attempt to understand me 

1.00 .71 

When I feel sad, worried, frustrated, or 

experience other negative emotions... - ... 

my leader tells me to change my perspective 

rather than acknowledging how I’m doing 

1.00 .56 

When I feel sad, worried, frustrated, or 

experience other negative emotions... - ... 

my leader criticizes me for feeling the way I 

feel 

1.00 .72 

When I feel sad, worried, frustrated, or 

experience other negative emotions... - ... 

my leader seems uninterested in how I feel 

1.00 .81 
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When I feel sad, worried, frustrated, or 

experience other negative emotions... - ... 

my leader doesn’t seem to understand me 

1.00 .77 

When I feel sad, worried, frustrated, or 

experience other negative emotions... - ... 

my leader’s initial response is to try to fix 

the problem rather than understand how I’m 

feeling 

1.00 .71 

When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... 

my leader tries to minimize the feeling (e.g., 

It can’t be that bad). 

1.00 .61 

When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... I 

get the impression that my leader doesn’t 

take me seriously 

1.00 .79 

When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... 

my leader gives me the impression that I 

blow things out of proportion 

1.00 .65 

When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... 

my leader tells me to stop feeling what I’m 

feeling (e.g., stop worrying; or, there’s no 

reason to get upset) 

1.00 .67 

When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... I 

get the sense that my leader isn’t really 

listening 

1.00 .79 

When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... 

my leader tries to move the conversation 

away from how I feel and implies we should 

“get back to work” 

1.00 .68 
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When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... 

my leader has a hard time understanding 

how I’m feeling 

1.00 .74 

When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... 

my leader responds by criticizing me for the 

way I’m feeling 

1.00 .76 

When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... 

my leader indicates that my perspective or 

way of thinking is wrong 

1.00 .74 

When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... 

my leader shows little or no interest 

1.00 .80 

When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... 

my leader’s initial response is to try to fix 

the problem rather than understand how I’m 

feeling 

1.00 .73 

When I feel excitement, enthusiasm, joy, or 

other positive emotions... - ... my leader tries 

to move the conversation away from how I 

feel and implies we should “get back to 

work” 

1.00 .57 

When I feel excitement, enthusiasm, joy, or 

other positive emotions... - ... my leader is 

unresponsive 

1.00 .67 

When I feel excitement, enthusiasm, joy, or 

other positive emotions... - ... I get the 

impression that my leader doesn’t take me 

seriously 

1.00 .74 
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When I feel excitement, enthusiasm, joy, or 

other positive emotions... - ... my leader 

responds by criticizing me for the way I’m 

feeling (e.g., by telling me to calm down) 

1.00 .72 

When I feel excitement, enthusiasm, joy, or 

other positive emotions... - ... my leader 

shows little or no interest 

1.00 .78 

When I’m enthusiastic, my leader deflates 

my enthusiasm (e.g., by responding with an 

emotionally “flat” response) 

1.00 .67 

When I’m excited, my leader does not show 

excitement in response 

1.00 .60 

When I feel worried, frustrated, sad, or other 

negative emotions... - ... my leader listens to 

what I have to say and takes it seriously 

1.00 .66 

When I feel worried, frustrated, sad, or other 

negative emotions... - ... my leader “tunes 

in” to how I am feeling 

1.00 .74 

When I feel worried, frustrated, sad, or other 

negative emotions... - ... my leader gives me 

emotional support 

1.00 .79 

When I feel worried, frustrated, sad, or other 

negative emotions... - ... my leader has a 

good sense of what my emotional needs are 

1.00 .79 

When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... 

my leader takes the time to listen rather than 

jump to conclusions about the situation 

1.00 .62 
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When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... I 

feel seen and heard by my leader 

1.00 .80 

When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... 

my leader treats me with respect 

1.00 .74 

When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... 

my leader “gets” and accepts me 

1.00 .79 

When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... I 

feel acknowledged by my leader 

1.00 .81 

When I show or express negative emotions 

(e.g., worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... 

my leader makes me feel understood and 

accepted 

1.00 .84 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Appendix I – Single-Factor Analysis Component 1 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... my leader 

shows little or no interest 

.89 

When I feel sad, worried, frustrated, or experience 

other negative emotions... - ... my leader seems 

uninterested in how I feel 

.89 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... I get the sense 

that my leader isn’t really listening 

.88 

When I feel excitement, enthusiasm, joy, or other 

positive emotions... - ... my leader shows little or no 

interest 

.88 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... I get the 

impression that my leader doesn’t take me seriously 

.87 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... my leader 

makes me feel understood and accepted 

-.87 

When I feel sad, worried, frustrated, or experience 

other negative emotions... - ... my leader doesn’t 

seem to understand me 

.87 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... I feel seen and 

heard by my leader 

-.87 

If I struggle and could benefit from emotional 

support… - ... my leader seems uninterested in how I 

feel 

.86 
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When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... I feel 

acknowledged by my leader 

-.86 

My leader shows interest in how I’m feeling -.84 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... my leader has a 

hard time understanding how I’m feeling 

.84 

When I feel excitement, enthusiasm, joy, or other 

positive emotions... - ... I get the impression that my 

leader doesn’t take me seriously 

.84 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... my leader 

“gets” and accepts me 

-.83 

When I feel excited, enthusiastic, joy, or other 

positive emotions... - ... my leader “tunes in” to how I 

am feeling 

-.83 

If I struggle and could benefit from emotional 

support… - ... I often get the impression that my 

leader doesn’t understand why I feel the way I feel 

.83 

I can get emotional support from my leader if I need 

it 

-.82 

When I feel excited, enthusiastic, joy, or other 

positive emotions... - ... my leader treats me with 

respect 

-.81 

My leader makes me feel that my emotions are 

important 

-.80 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... my leader treats 

me with respect 

-.80 
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When I feel excitement, enthusiasm, joy, or other 

positive emotions... - ... my leader is unresponsive 

.80 

My leader understands me when I open up about 

what I’m feeling 

-.79 

When I feel worried, frustrated, sad, or other negative 

emotions... - ... my leader “tunes in” to how I am 

feeling 

-.79 

When I feel worried, frustrated, sad, or other negative 

emotions... - ... my leader gives me emotional support 

-.78 

When I feel worried, frustrated, sad, or other negative 

emotions... - ... my leader has a good sense of what 

my emotional needs are 

-.78 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... my leader 

indicates that my perspective or way of thinking is 

wrong 

.78 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... my leader tries 

to move the conversation away from how I feel and 

implies we should “get back to work” 

.78 

When I feel worried, frustrated, sad, or other negative 

emotions... - ... my leader listens to what I have to say 

and takes it seriously 

-.77 

When I’m excited, my leader does not show 

excitement in response 

.77 

When I’m enthusiastic, my leader deflates my 

enthusiasm (e.g., by responding with an emotionally 

“flat” response) 

.77 
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If I struggle and could benefit from emotional 

support… - ... my leader is more likely to give me 

empty reassurance (e.g., don’t worry about it, it will 

get better) than attempt to understand me 

.76 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... my leader gives 

me the impression that I blow things out of 

proportion 

.75 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... my leader takes 

the time to listen rather than jump to conclusions 

about the situation 

-.75 

When I feel excited, enthusiastic, joy, or other 

positive emotions... - ... my leader responds in a way 

that makes me feel that he/she shares the energy of 

what I’m feeling (e.g., shares excitement with me 

when I am excited) 

-.74 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... my leader 

responds by criticizing me for the way I’m feeling 

.71 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... my leader tells 

me to stop feeling what I’m feeling (e.g., stop 

worrying; or there’s no reason to get upset) 

.71 

When I feel excitement, enthusiasm, joy, or other 

positive emotions... - ... my leader tries to move the 

conversation away from how I feel and implies we 

should “get back to work” 

.70 

When I feel excitement, enthusiasm, joy, or other 

positive emotions... - ... my leader responds by 

criticizing me for the way I’m feeling (e.g., by telling 

me to calm down) 

.70 
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When I feel sad, worried, frustrated, or experience 

other negative emotions... - ... my leader criticizes me 

for feeling the way I feel 

.69 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... my leader tries 

to minimize the feeling (e.g., It can’t be that bad). 

.67 

When I feel sad, worried, frustrated, or experience 

other negative emotions... - ... my leader tells me to 

change my perspective rather than acknowledging 

how I’m doing 

.67 

If I struggle and could benefit from emotional 

support… - ... my leader ignores how I’m feeling and 

instead looks for practical solutions to my problems 

.67 

When I show or express negative emotions (e.g., 

worries, frustrations, sadness) … - ... my leader’s 

initial response is to try to fix the problem rather than 

understand how I’m feeling 

.64 

When I feel sad, worried, frustrated, or experience 

other negative emotions... - ... my leader’s initial 

response is to try to fix the problem rather than 

understand how I’m feeling 

.58 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

a. 1 components extracted. 
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