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Abstract 

Implicit followership theories (IFTs) are our subjective assumptions, or lay beliefs, about 

characteristics of followers. These beliefs can exert a powerful influence on workplace 

relationships between leaders and followers. This dissertation examines the correlates and 

structure of IFTs to provide further clarification as to why people have differing views of 

followers and the nature of these views. In Essay 1, I seek to understand why people diverge in 

their follower views by drawing on self-construal and trait activation theories to examine 

correlates of people’s follower views. Specifically, I conduct a cross-sectional study across two 

samples (students and employees) to investigate how people’s self-construals are differentially 

related to their IFTs, and whether situational factors interact to influence these relationships. I 

find that trait independent and interdependent self-construal is correlated with individuals’ 

negative and positive follower views, respectively. Moreover, for workers, performance pressure 

strengthened the positive relationship between independent self-construal and anti-prototypical 

IFTs. Thus, Essay 1 contributes insights as to how individuals’ traits and situational contexts 

individually and jointly relate to beliefs about followers. In Essay 2, I focus on explicating our 

ideal follower prototypes themselves—which, IFT theory argues, consist of configurations or 

patterns of follower traits—and whether different groups hold different prototypes due in part to 

how they have been socialized (i.e., work and leadership experience, socio-demographic 

background). In particular, I use latent profile analysis (LPA) to examine ideal IFT prototypes as 

patterns of traits within individuals and examine whether different groups hold different 

prototypes. I find that students and workers hold one of two, or three, prototypes, respectively 

(i.e., Dutiful and Productive, Passive, or Energetic but Overconfident). I also find that 

differences in socialization, specifically leadership and cultural region experiences, are related to 
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differences in which ideal follower prototypes people tend to espouse. Finally, I also examine 

relationships between people’s ideal follower prototypes and their leadership and followership 

attitudes to provide initial understanding as to how ideal follower prototypes may influence 

individuals’ choices around adopting leadership or followership positions. Thus, Essay 2 

contributes insights as to why and how people may hold different ideal IFT prototype views, as 

well as how these views are related to attitudes that potentially shape the trajectory of one’s 

career.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Implicit followership theories (IFTs) are cognitive structures—schemas—that we hold 

about the traits and characteristics of followers (Sy, 2010). IFTs function as cognitive 

simplification mechanisms that are crucial for information processing in daily life, helping us to 

categorize others as followers (or not) and readily interpret follower actions (Shondrick & Lord, 

2010; Epitropaki et al., 2013). Previous research suggests that people tend to assess followers 

along six trait dimensions, i.e., industriousness, enthusiasm, good citizen, conformity, 

insubordination, and incompetence (Sy, 2010). These dimensions can be amalgamated to form 

two over-arching views of followers, with the first three forming a prototypical dimension (i.e., a 

positive follower view) and the second three forming an anti-prototypical dimension (i.e., a 

negative follower view; Sy, 2010). In addition, people may hold different types of IFTs for 

different followers—for example, they may differentiate between typical, or average, followers, 

and ideal, or best, followers (Junker & van Dick, 2014).  

IFTs are thought to be consequential in affecting follower actions for several reasons. 

First, leaders’ beliefs about followers can create positive (or negative) self-fulfilling prophecies 

for their followers because leaders may act in ways that cultivate better (or worse) relationships 

with these followers (Goswami et al., 2019; Sy, 2010). For example, leaders with more positive 

follower beliefs have better relationships with their followers, which inspire followers to perform 

better (Whiteley et al., 2012) and improves their career success (Gao & Wu, 2019). Leaders' 

positive leader beliefs may even improve follower self-efficacy and thereby follower creativity 

(Kong et al., 2019). Secondly, followers rely on their IFTs as guides for their own actions, 

influencing the extent to which they comply with their leaders’ (un)ethical behaviour or requests 

(Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2013; Knoll et al., 2017).  
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Thus, given the consequential role of IFTs in framing how we perceive others and in 

driving leader and follower actions within the workplace, this thesis seeks to provide greater 

clarity into how these IFTs arise by investigating how different factors are related to IFTs. 

Previous schema theory and implicit theory research suggest that our implicit theories are formed 

from a young age based on (a) aspects of one’s own self-image, such as personality traits, and (b) 

socialization experiences with and as followers (Shondrick et al., 2010; Keller, 1999; Keller, 

2003; Hunt et al., 1999). However, IFT theorists also posit that our implicit theories, while 

having a hard-wired structure, may still be flexible enough to change or adapt to different 

contexts (Shondrick & Lord, 2010; Shondrick et al., 2010). For example, previous implicit 

theory research found that one’s implicit leadership theories—lay-perceptions of leaders—may 

vary depending on one’s organizational context (e.g., Shen, 2019). Investigating which correlates 

are related to one’s follower views can provide insight into what factors IFTs tend to be shaped 

by: traits, socialization experiences, or contextual factors. Currently, we have little knowledge 

about which correlates are related to IFTs (see Thompson et al., 2018, for an exception). 

However, such insight offers some direction for whether, and how, we can shift IFTs to have a 

more positive impact on leader-follower relationships and outcomes in the workplace. 

Thus, in Part 1, I seek to address this problem by investigating how two types of 

correlates, traits and contextual factors, are related to people’s IFTs. First, I draw on self-

construal theory (Johnson et al., 2006) to argue and test whether one’s trait self-construals—the 

extent to which one sees oneself as independent and unique from others, or as defined by 

interdependent relationships—is related to negative and positive IFTs, respectively, among 

worker and student samples. We examine self-construal because it cues different values that 

individuals prioritize and hence affect their social motivations—self- or other-interest. In turn, 
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these social values that one holds can affect how negatively or positively one perceives and treats 

others, such as followers. Second, I draw from trait activation theory (i.e., Tett & Burnett, 2003) 

to examine the extent to which context shapes IFTs—whether the situation amplifies or 

diminishes the strength of these trait-IFT relationships. Specifically, I investigate whether 

workplace factors, i.e., performance pressure and supervisor support, interact with trait self-

construals to affect worker IFTs. I examine these contexts, specifically, because they are 

theorized to be important environmental cues for self- or other-interest, and which, in turn, can 

affect the strength of the self-construal-IFT relationships. Finally, I provide supplementary 

analyses to examine how the above hypothesized relationships are affected by the type of 

follower one is thinking about (i.e., typical versus ideal). Thus, Part 1 contributes to the literature 

by providing some initial insight into where our IFTs may come from, particularly by enriching 

our understanding of (a) how personal and situational factors are (separately or jointly) related to 

follower beliefs, and (b) whether the nature and strength of these influences differ depending on 

the type of IFT. 

In Part 2, I investigate how different types of socialization experiences are related to IFTs 

while also incorporating current theorizing about how IFTs are structured to examine these 

relationships more precisely. Specifically, theory suggests that IFTs are organized and stored in 

our minds as a pattern of associations between follower traits, whereby we categorize others as 

followers based on how they exhibit several IFT traits together as opposed to how they exhibit 

one particular trait (Shondrick et al., 2010; Shondrick & Lord, 2010). Socialization experiences 

with, and as, followers are thought to influence the associations we make between IFT traits and 

thus predispose us towards holding different follower pattern views, or prototypes (Shondrick & 

Lord, 2010). Thus, it is possible that groups who have been socialized differently likely hold 
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different follower pattern views. Gaining clarity as to what prototypes we hold for ideal 

followers, and how these socialization experiences are related to these views, is important 

because previous research on implicit theories suggests that ideal (versus typical) prototypes 

views may be most influential on the quality of our workplace relationships (e.g., van 

Quaquebeke et al., 2014). Therefore, understanding whether differing expectations exist for how 

good followers should be amongst groups who have been differently socialized could provide 

insight into a potential source of conflict between teammates of different backgrounds. 

Thus, in Part 2, I examine whether different groups of people hold different prototypes 

for what good, or ideal, followers are like using latent profile analysis (LPA). In particular, LPA 

allows researchers to examine and model relationships among variables within individuals (i.e., 

relationships between different IFT traits), and whether these relationships differ according to 

sub-groups (Meyer et al., 2013). Further, I invoke theories regarding schema development (e.g., 

Shondrick et al., 2010) and social learning (Bandura, 1971) to investigate and test how 

differences in socialization may lead to endorsement of different ideal follower prototypes. 

Specifically, I examine how leadership and sociodemographic (e.g., cultural region, gender, race, 

age) related experiences may be related to ideal follower prototypes for both students and 

workers. I examine these socialization experiences because they expose one to varied situations 

involving followers and may therefore help shape the prototype view of ideal followers that one 

develops. Finally, I draw on theorizing about role identities, and identity granting and claiming 

(Hogg et al., 1995; DeRue & Ashford, 2010), to explore how holding a specific ideal follower 

prototype may predispose people to make assumptions about how others view them as leaders or 

followers and may therefore influence their views on leadership and followership.  
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Therefore, Part 2 build on insights generated by Part 1 about which factors shape IFTs. In 

particular, Part 2 draws on ideas about schema development to offer insight into how 

socialization, as gained through leadership and sociodemographic related experiences, may help 

shape our views about followers. Part 2 also expands beyond Part 1 by examining how one’s 

follower prototypes are related to downstream attitudes towards leaders and followers, or how 

likely we may be to seek further career advancement or increased responsibility over others.  
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CHAPTER 2: UNDERSTANDING DIVERGENT FOLLOWER VIEWS: PERSONAL 

AND SITUATIONAL CORRELATES OF IMPLICIT FOLLOWERSHIP THEORIES 

(ESSAY 1) 

The following essay is a manuscript that is currently under review at the Leadership and 

Organization Development Journal (Evans & Shen, under review).  

Introduction 

Leader-follower relations are critical in organizations (Kaiser et al., 2008). People 

possess lay theories regarding followers and use these beliefs to guide their classification of, and 

interactions with, individuals in their environment (Shondrick & Lord, 2010). Research indicates 

that these implicit followership theories (IFTs) are consequential. Leaders who hold positive 

follower views generally have better relationships with their followers (Goswami et al., 2019), 

which in turn enhances their followers’ performance (Whiteley et al., 2012), creativity (Kong et 

al., 2019), and career success (Gao & Wu, 2019). IFTs also guide followers’ actions in response 

to their leaders (e.g., Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2013).   

Although research increasingly shows that IFTs affect important outcomes at work, a key 

omission in the literature is that little is known regarding the correlates of IFTs (Epitropaki et al., 

2013; Lord et al., 2020). In other words, even though it is now apparent that individuals vary in 

their beliefs regarding the characteristics of followers, why this is the case is currently not well 

understood. One exception is research that found that attachment style is related to IFTs, such 

that those with insecure attachment styles tended to have more negative follower views 

(Thompson et al., 2018). However, we need more research regarding the determinants of IFTs, 

because the nature of these antecedents has important implications for the best course of 

organizational action to take in capitalizing on emerging IFT effects. For example, if IFTs tend 
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to be largely shaped by stable traits, then organizations could consider selecting managers who 

tend to endorse positive follower views. In contrast, if IFTs tend to be significantly shaped by 

situational factors or are quite malleable, then companies could attempt to change IFTs among 

their employees via job design interventions or more directly through training programs.  

To this end, the purpose of the current paper is to investigate potential antecedents of 

IFTs, which we do in two samples employing different populations (i.e., students and working 

adults). First, we examine whether trait self-construals (i.e., how people define themselves in 

relation to others; Johnson et al., 2012) predict IFTs. Specifically, different forms of self-

construals (i.e., independent versus interdependent) are theorized to be critical in shaping 

people’s self-interested and other-interested tendencies (Cross et al., 2011). This in turn should 

affect their negative and positive follower perceptions, respectively, as self-interest tends to be 

associated with the devaluation of others (e.g., Campbell et al., 2000), whereas other-interest is 

related to positive attitudes toward others (e.g., Cross et al., 2000; Ehrhart, 2012). Second, 

although scholars have theorized that IFTs are likely shaped by both traits and situational factors 

(Epitropaki et al., 2013), to our knowledge, researchers have not examined how these two classes 

of antecedents may jointly influence IFTs. Thus, drawing on trait activation theory (Tett & 

Burnett, 2003) and advancing an interactionist perspective, we further investigate whether 

specific aspects of workplace context—performance pressure and supervisor support—moderate 

relations between employee self-construals and IFTs. We study these specific contextual aspects, 

given that they are relevant to, and could profoundly influence, people’s inclinations towards 

self- and other-interest, respectively. 

Our study makes several contributions to the literature. First, we demonstrate that self-

construals predict IFTs, thereby providing an initial step towards understanding the origin and 



 8 

nature of IFT differences across individuals. Specifically, individuals’ social-behavioral 

tendencies are correlated with their follower views, suggesting that individuals’ IFTs may differ 

meaningfully between individuals depending on one’s (stable) traits.  

Second, we enrich our theoretical understanding of how personal and situational factors 

work together to influence beliefs about followers by drawing upon trait activation theory to 

derive our predictions regarding interactive effects. In other words, whereas prior research has 

investigated traits and contextual factors as separate influences on ILTs and IFTs, we advance an 

interactionist perspective that highlights that workplace contextual factors can also moderate 

relations between an individual’s traits and their IFTs. Demonstrating moderation of trait-IFT 

relationships would suggest that such relationships have boundary effects and offers preliminary 

support for theorists’ arguments for contextually dependent implicit theories, or the heightening 

of follower “biases” depending on one’s situation (Shondrick & Lord, 2010).  

Finally, the extant literature has tended to primarily examine consequences of followers’ 

ILTs and leaders’ IFTs. However, evidence has emerged indicating that ILTs also shape how 

leaders choose to lead (Tu et al., 2018) and IFTs influence how followers choose to follow 

(Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2013; Knoll et al., 2017). Thus, we aimed to ensure the generalizability of 

our findings regarding IFT antecedents by utilizing general samples that likely include 

individuals who identify as leaders and followers.  

Implicit Followership Theories (IFTs) 

IFTs represent an individual’s cognitive schema surrounding followership (Sy, 2010). 

According to categorization theory (Lord et al., 1984), individuals use these prototypes to label 

others in their environment as followers or not (Shondrick & Lord, 2010). Thus, IFTs serve as a 
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cognitive shortcut that simplifies and regulates how people behave towards or as followers, 

freeing up cognitive resources for other tasks (Alipour et al., 2017).  

Research indicates that IFTs have six dimensions, with individuals varying on how much 

they view followers as industrious, enthusiastic, good citizens, conforming, insubordinate, and 

incompetent (Sy, 2010). Specifically, views of followers as industrious consist of the extent to 

which one sees followers as hard-working and contributing meaningfully to work and team 

objectives, as well as surpassing performance expectations. Views of followers as enthusiastic 

consist of the extent to which one sees followers as excitable, sociable, and happy. Views of 

followers as good citizens consist of the extent to which one sees followers as loyal, dependable, 

and acting in service of their team. Views of followers as conforming consist of seeing followers 

as easily influenced by others and following trends, as well as lacking in physical presence (i.e., 

“soft-spoken”). Views of followers as insubordinate consist of the extent to which one sees 

followers as being interpersonally obnoxious—specifically rude, arrogant or bad-tempered. 

Finally, views of followers as incompetent consist of the extent to which one sees followers as 

inefficient and lacking in requisite skills and knowledge to perform one’s role satisfactorily.  

The above six dimensions can collapse together to form two higher-order IFT factors: 

prototypical, or “positive”, IFTs (i.e., industrious, enthusiastic, and good citizen) and anti-

prototypical, or “negative” IFTs (i.e., conforming, insubordinate, and incompetent; Sy, 2010). 

Previous theorists have expressed confusion around whether the conformity dimension should be 

collapsed with the other two negative dimensions (i.e., insubordination and incompetence), given 

that conformity may be a valued follower characteristic under certain circumstances (e.g., under 

high power distance or high collectivist cultural contexts, such as China; Lord et al., 2020). 

However, for the purposes of this research, which was conducted within a North American 
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context only and does not compare IFTs across different cultural contexts, we follow research 

precedent (i.e., Sy, 2010) to collapse these six dimensions according to the two broader higher-

order IFT factors. Below, we develop hypotheses regarding how and why self-construals may be 

related to these higher-order IFT factors. 

Self-Construal and IFTs  

Considerable research supports that identity-based processes are central to followership 

perceptions (Lord & Brown, 2004). Specifically, we theorize that how individuals conceptualize 

their identity relative to others—their self-construal—is related to IFTs. This is because self-

construal tends to cue different values that individuals prioritize, which can affect their social 

motivations—how they think of and treat others, including followers.  

There are multiple ways in which theorists have conceptualized self-construal. The most 

prominent theoretical framework argues that individuals can construe themselves in terms of 

their relationships to others along three dimensions (Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Johnson et al., 

2006). The first dimension is independent self-construal, which is namely the extent to which 

people derive their identities through their distinctiveness and uniqueness from others, or how 

they compare with other individuals. The second dimension is relational self-construal, which is 

the extent to which people derive their sense of identity from the relationships they develop with 

specific others, in terms of their role-based relationships in dyads or within their small groups 

(e.g., mother-child relationships, dyadic relationships between members within a team). Those 

with high relational self-construals tend to value and prioritize the needs of significant others in 

their relationships. Finally, the third dimension is collective self-construal, the extent to which 

people derive their sense of identity from their group memberships. People with highly collective 

self-construals tend to espouse de-personalized identities that minimize the importance of one’s 
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uniqueness from others and is based instead on how much one is similar to, or matches with, 

prototypical characteristics of one’s larger group. These individuals tend to prioritize collective 

group goals over their own self interests.  

An alternate conceptualization of self-construal consists of collapsing relational and 

collective self-construals into a single dimension, or an interdependent self-construal. Thus, a 

two-dimensional scheme is possible consisting of independent and interdependent self-construals 

(Singelis, 1994). Self-construal theory specifies that the interdependent self-construal shapes 

individuals’ other-interested inclinations (Johnson et al., 2006), such that individuals with highly 

interdependent self-construals are characterized by mutual concern for the interests and 

outcomes of the other. Those who construe themselves as highly relational are likely to act on 

altruistic motivation to benefit specific others in their relationships, while those who construe 

themselves as highly collective are concerned with improving group welfare, such that these 

individuals engage in cooperation in the absence of any interpersonal communication (Batson, 

1994).  

On the other hand, those with high independent self-construals tend towards self-

interested inclinations (Johnson et al., 2006). Previous theory suggests that these inclinations can 

differ along two dimensions: horizontally, in terms of the extent to which one values equality 

with others; and vertically, in terms of the extent to which one respects inequality in status, or 

hierarchy (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). Specifically, individuals with high “horizontal” 

independent self-construals tend to value self-reliance and uniqueness from others, but do not 

prioritize “besting” others or acquiring status, while individuals with high “vertical” independent 

self-construals tend to value distinguishing oneself and acquiring status via competition with 

others. This paper conceptualizes independent self-construals along this latter, vertical 
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dimension, in line with Johnson and colleagues’ (2006) conceptualization of independent self-

construals in the workplace. Previous research has confirmed the validity of this 

conceptualization (e.g., Johnson & Lord, 2010; Johnson et al., 2006).  

In turn, we argue that independent and interdependent self-construals, through affecting 

these self- versus other-oriented motivations, are likely to affect one’s views of others, including 

followers. Specifically, we argue that individuals higher on independent self-construal are 

inclined towards self-interested enhancement, which contributes to more negative views of 

followers. These individuals derive their sense of self from how they compare with others 

(Johnson et al., 2006). As a result, they are not only motivated to perceive themselves more 

favorably than circumstances may warrant (Kitayama et al., 1997), but may also ascribe negative 

characteristics to others as a way of self-enhancement. For example, leaders higher on 

independent self-construal tend to blame their followers after treating them poorly (Deng et al., 

2020), seemingly attributing negative characteristics to these followers rather than seeing 

themselves in a negative light. Therefore, we predict that individuals higher on independent self-

construal will tend to perceive followers as more conforming, insubordinate, and incompetent. 

Hypothesis 1: Independent self-construal is positively related to anti-prototypical IFTs.  

In contrast, individuals higher on interdependent self-construal, either relational or 

collective, are inclined towards caring for others’ welfare (i.e., specific individuals or groups), 

which may be related to more positive follower views. Said otherwise, these individuals derive 

their sense of self from maintaining their relationships, which serves as an important 

motivational goal. They may value being sensitive to others’ needs (Lalwani & Shavitt, 2009) 

and likewise assume others do the same, engaging in more organizational citizenship behaviors 

(Johnson & Saboe, 2011) and cooperating more in their relationships (Utz, 2004). Their 
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commitment to others’ needs may be associated with higher valuation of followership and 

attribution of positive characteristics to followers. In summary, we predict that individuals higher 

on interdependent self-construal may tend to perceive followers as more industrious, 

enthusiastic, and better citizens. 

Hypothesis 2: (a) Relational and (b) collective self-construal are positively related to 

prototypical IFTs.  

Interaction between Self-Construal and Contextual Factors 

Although some research is now emerging regarding contextual factors that shape ILTs or 

IFTs (e.g., market conditions, Derler & Weibler, 2014; organizational culture, Shen, 2019), to 

our knowledge, such research has not examined whether or how traits and contexts could 

interact to shape these prototypes. As such, we also seek to identify workplace factors that 

influence the strength of relationships between worker trait self-construals and IFTs. 

Specifically, we draw upon trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003) to inform our 

theorizing.  

Trait activation theory argues that, “traits are expressed as responses to trait-relevant 

situational cues” (Tett & Burnett, 2003, p. 502). This suggests that the impact of independent 

self-construal and interdependent self-construal on IFTs may be most evident in contexts where 

these traits are activated or cued. Therefore, in the current study, we also examine whether two 

salient work conditions, performance pressure and supervisor support, serve as critical “trait-

releasers” for independent and interdependent self-construal, respectively, thereby strengthening 

relations between worker trait self-construals and IFTs.  

We chose to focus on performance pressure and supervisor support as key moderators 

because prior research indicates that they enhance contrasting social-behavioral tendencies 
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relevant to self-construals. Namely, performance pressure has been argued to increase self-

serving attitudes and actions (Mitchell et al., 2018), and supervisor support is theorized to 

enhance more altruistic or selfless attitudes and actions toward others (Chen & Chiu, 2008; 

Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006). Thus, performance pressure will be a salient contextual cue for 

those who prioritize self-interest (i.e., those higher on independent self-construal), whereas 

supervisor support will be a salient contextual cue for those who prioritize others’ interests (i.e., 

those higher on interdependent self-construal).  

Moderating Role of Performance Pressure 

Performance pressure represents the degree to which rewards in the workplace (e.g., pay, 

promotion) are contingent on performance (Mitchell et al., 2018). Generally, organizations 

characterized by high performance pressure emphasize individual performance, achievement, 

and setting oneself apart from others. This pressure can promote dysfunctional workplace 

behaviors, including cheating (Mitchell et al., 2018) and conformity (Gardner, 2012).  

Performance pressure is highly trait-relevant to those higher on independent self-

construal. High performance pressure environments are theorized to increase workers’ concerns 

about self-interest and self-protection (Wang & Murnighan, 2011), motives that are already 

salient among those higher on independent self-construal, who care deeply about demonstrating 

their competence and out-ranking others (Johnson et al., 2006). Therefore, we predict that 

performance pressure will strengthen the positive association between independent self-construal 

and anti-prototypical IFTs. In other words, in a “dog-eat-dog” setting, those higher on 

independent self-construal, who may naturally tend to devalue those around them, may be 

especially likely to characterize followers as possessing negative characteristics.   
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Hypothesis 3: Performance pressure will moderate the positive relationship between 

independent self-construal and anti-prototypical IFTs, such that the effect is stronger 

when performance pressure is higher.   

Moderating Role of Supervisor Support  

Supervisor support refers to the extent to which employees feel that their supervisor 

values their work and cares about them as individuals (Eisenberger et al., 2002). Prior meta-

analytic research finds that supervisor support is more strongly related to employee job attitudes 

than co-worker support (Ng & Sorensen, 2008), indicating the importance of this relationship to 

workers. Supervisor support also creates a strong social exchange relationship between leaders 

and followers, typically leading to positive follower reciprocity (Chen & Chiu, 2008).  

Supervisor support should be pertinent for those higher on interdependent self-construal 

(i.e., relational and collective self-construal) because higher levels of supervisor support reflect 

other-focused behaviors that signal to individuals that they and their contributions are valued 

(e.g., Chen et al., 2008). Thus, for individuals higher on interdependent self-construal, supervisor 

support should cue their own other-interested inclinations and strengthen beliefs that followers 

possess positive characteristics. Consequently, we predict that higher levels of supervisor support 

will strengthen the positive association between interdependent self-construal and prototypical 

IFTs.  

Hypothesis 4: Supervisor support will moderate the positive relationship between (a) 

relational and (b) collective self-construal, respectively, and prototypical IFTs, such that 

the effect is stronger when supervisor support is higher. 
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Study Overview 

We tested our hypotheses using two different samples (i.e., university students and 

working adults) to examine whether Hypotheses 1 and 2 will replicate across two different 

populations and ensure robustness of self-construal-IFT relationships. In addition, we examine 

Hypotheses 3 and 4 (which focus on the moderating role of workplace contextual factors) in the 

working adult sample.  

Method 

Participants 

For Sample A, participants (N = 396) were students recruited through a psychology 

research pool at a Canadian university who received course credit. Fourteen participants were 

removed for providing duplicate, blank, or long string responses. The final sample of 382 

participants were mostly female (77%), and most participants identified as White (40%), East 

Asian (17%), or Southeast Asian (10%). On average, participants were 20 years old (SD = 3.2).  

For Sample B, participants (N = 322) were workers recruited through Amazon’s 

Mechanical Turk (MTurk) that were remunerated $2.50 USD. Specifically, participants were 

pre-screened to ensure that they were 18 or older, full-time employees, and lived in the United 

States or Canada to minimize potential culture effects (Blair & Bligh, 2018). Prior research 

demonstrates that MTurk samples are generally more diverse and provide comparable or higher 

quality data than student samples (e.g., Buhrmester et al., 2011; Paolacci & Chandler, 2014). We 

also sought to ensure high quality data (i.e., invited participants with approval rates ≥ 98% and 

completed ≥ 500 studies).  

We removed 18 out of 322 participants based on indicators that they may be carelessly 

responding. In line with prior recommendations (Curran, 2016), participants were removed if one 
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or more of three indicators (i.e., invariant responding, shorter than usual response times of less 

than 2 seconds per item, and weak internal consistency across synonymous items) suggested 

their responses could be problematic. This left us with a final sample of 304 participants. Most 

participants were female (57%) and White (66%). On average, participants were 32.4 years old 

(SD = 9.3). Most participants identified as front-line employees (72%) versus supervisors (28%). 

They were also highly educated (i.e., 80% postsecondary graduates) and employed in a variety of 

occupations (i.e., 29% professionals, 17% clerical workers, 14% managers, 12% skilled or semi-

skilled labourers, 11% technicians, and 9% sales).  

Procedure 

Participants in both samples were randomly assigned to one of two conditions: typical vs. 

ideal IFTs.1 In the former, participants rated their views of typical followers (Sample A N = 193; 

Sample B N = 149), and in the latter, participants rated their views of ideal followers (Sample A 

N = 189; Sample B N = 155). Participants then completed the trait self-construal measure and 

provided demographic information. Participants in Sample B (i.e., working adults) also reported 

work environment characteristics.2  

Measures 

Self-Construal 

Johnson and colleagues’ (2006) 15-item Self-Concept Scale was used to assess 

independent (5 items, e.g., “I feel best about myself when I perform better than others”; Sample 

 
1
Research indicates that people can hold differing views of typical (i.e., “descriptive norm” or average) versus ideal 

(i.e., “injunctive norm” or best) followers (Junker & van Dick, 2014). Therefore, we include this factor as a control 

(i.e., condition) in our analyses. We also examined whether this factor affects relationships between self-construal 

and IFTs, but found little evidence of this besides one interaction (see supplementary materials).  
2 In Sample B analyses, we control for supervisory role (i.e., whether the participant had managerial status and 

supervised at least one employee or not), as workplace role (e.g., leader or follower) could affect IFTs (Bastardoz & 

Van Vugt, 2019). Results do not change when this variable is not included. 
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A α = .74; Sample B α = .77), relational (5 items, e.g., “It is important to me that I uphold my 

commitments to significant people in my life”; Sample A α = .78; Sample B α = .75), and 

collective self-construal (5 items, e.g., “Making a lasting contribution to groups that I belong to, 

such as my work organization, is very important to me”, Sample A α = .61; Sample B α = .65). 

Participants responded on a 5-point Likert Scale (i.e., strongly disagree to strongly agree). 

IFTs 

Sy’s (2010) 18-item measure was used to assess IFTs along six dimensions (3 items 

each): industriousness (e.g., “hardworking”), enthusiasm (e.g., “excited”), good citizen (e.g., 

“loyal”), conformity (e.g., “easily influenced”), insubordination (e.g., “rude”), and incompetence 

(e.g., “slow”). Participants rated how characteristic each item was of either typical or ideal 

followers, using a 9-point Likert scale (i.e., not at all characteristic to extremely characteristic). 

As with previous research (Sy, 2010), we created a higher-order prototypical variable from the 

former three factors (Sample A α = .88; Sample B α = .88) and a higher-order anti-prototypical 

variable from the latter three factors (Sample A α = .83; Sample B α = .86). 

Performance Pressure 

Mitchell and colleagues’ (2018) 4-item measure (α = .83) was used to assess performance 

pressure (e.g., “If I don’t produce at high levels, my job will be at risk”). Participants responded 

on a 5-point Likert Scale (i.e., strongly disagree to strongly agree). 

Supervisor Support 

Shanock and Eisenberger’s (2006) 6-item measure (α = .93) was used to assess 

supervisor support (e.g., “My supervisor really cares about my well-being”). Participants 

responded on a 7-point Likert scale (i.e., strongly disagree to strongly agree).  
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Results 

Preliminary Analyses  

We first conducted confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) to determine whether 

participants distinguished these variables as intended. CFA model parameters were estimated 

with R software (version 4.0.2, “Taking Off Again”) using the diagonally weighted least squares 

(WLSMV) method. For Sample A, the theorized five-factor model (i.e., prototypical and anti-

prototypical IFT + three dimensions of self-construal) fit the data well, 2(485) = 1456.95, p 

< .001, CFI = .92, TLI = .91, RMSEA = .07. Further, it fit significantly better than alternative 

models, including the one-factor model, 2(10) = 860.21, p < .001, the two-factor model (i.e., 

combined IFT + combined self-construal), 2(9) = 382.36, p < .001, and marginally better than 

the four-factor model (i.e., prototypical and anti-prototypical IFT + independent and 

interdependent self-construal), 2(4) = 9.37, p = .05.3 For Sample B, the posited seven factor 

model (i.e., prototypical and anti-prototypical IFT + three dimensions of self-construal + 

performance pressure and supervisor support) provided the best fit to the data, 2 (839) = 

1115.51, p < .001, CFI = .90, TLI = .89, RMSEA = .03 and fit significantly better than 

alternative one-factor, 2(21) = 614.68, p < .001, three-factor (i.e., combined IFTs + combined 

self-construal + combined context), 2(18) = 227.56, p < .001, and six-factor (i.e., prototypical 

and anti-prototypical IFT + independent and interdependent self-construal + performance 

pressure and supervisor support), 2(6) = 17.07, p < .01, models.  

 
3 Given these results, we also re-ran our main analyses using an interdependent self-construal variable (i.e., 

combining relational and collective self-construal) for Sample A, but results and conclusions did not change. 
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Self-Construal and IFTs 

For descriptive statistics and correlations among study variables, see Table 1. Table 2 

reports multiple regression results examining relations between self-construal and IFTs. 

Specifically, we find support for Hypothesis 1 across both samples; independent self-construal 

was positively associated with anti-prototypical IFTs (Sample A: B = 0.16, SE = 0.08, p < .05; 

Sample B: B = 0.35, SE = 0.10, p < .01). We also found partial support for Hypothesis 2 across 

both samples. In both samples, collective self-construal was positively related to prototypical 

IFTs (Sample A: B = 0.41, SE = 0.13, p < .01; Sample B: B = 0.47, SE = 0.15, p < .01).  

Moderating Role of Workplace Context  

Next, we examined whether performance pressure served to activate independent self-

construal, strengthening its association with anti-prototypical IFTs in our sample of working 

adults (i.e., Sample B; see Table 3). Supporting Hypothesis 3, performance pressure significantly 

moderated the relationship between independent self-construal and anti-prototypical IFTs (B = 

0.19, SE = 0.09, p < .05). Simple slope analyses show that independent self-construal was 

positively related to anti-prototypical IFTs when performance pressure was higher (i.e., +1 SD; B 

= 0.51, SE = 0.13, p < .01), but not when it was lower (i.e., -1 SD; B = 0.13, SE = 0.13, p = .32; 

see Figure 1).  

Finally, we examined whether supervisor support moderated relations between self-

construal and IFTs in our sample of working adults. Failing to support Hypothesis 4, supervisor 

support did not moderate relations between either relational self-construal (B = -0.01, SE = 0.10, 

p = .96) or collective self-construal (B = 0.13, SE = 0.08, p = .13) and prototypical IFTs. Thus, 

we only found support for the moderating role of performance pressure. 
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Table 1. Correlations for Study Variables 

 Sample B   Sample A 
 Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Mean SD 

1. Prototypical IFTs 6.72 1.29 -- -.46** .40** -- .01 .18** .23** -- 6.87 1.15 

2. Anti-prototypical IFTs 4.06 1.49 -.34** -- -.27** -- .10 -.13** -.11* -- 3.70 1.27 

3. Condition -- -- .42** -.32** -- -- -.04 -.03 0 -- -- -- 

4. Supervisory Role -- -- .16** .09 .06 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

5. Independent Self-Construal 3.16 0.88 .12* .23** -.01 .29** -- .06 .09 -- 3.30 0.81 

6. Relational Self-Construal 4.43 0.54 .17** -.06 .05 -.06 -.14* -- .55** -- 4.55 0.53 

7. Collective Self-Construal 4.19 0.56 .27** -.05 .05 .13* 0 .55** -- -- 4.26 0.52 

8. Performance Pressure 3.30 1.01 .19** .16** .05 .28** .24** .05 .02 -- -- -- 

9. Supervisor Support 3.87 1.75 .07 .04 -.06 -.04 .11 -.10 -.06 .04 -- -- 

 

Note. Correlations above the diagonal are for Sample A (Pairwise N = 379-382) and correlations below the diagonal are for Sample B 

(Pairwise N = 300-304). IFT = implicit followership theory. Condition: 0 = typical follower and 1 = ideal follower. Supervisory Role: 

0 = non-supervisory role and 1 = supervisory role. 

*p < .05, **p < .01
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Table 2. Relationships Between Self-Construals and Implicit Followership Theories  

 

 

Note. IFT = implicit followership theory. Condition: 0 = typical follower and 1 = ideal follower. 

Supervisory Role: 0 = non-supervisory role and 1 = supervisory role. 

*p < .05, **p < .01.

Sample A (N = 376) 

 Prototypical IFT Anti-prototypical IFT 

 B SE 95% CI B SE 95% CI 

Constant 6.27** 0.08 [6.12, 6.43] 4.04** 0.09 [3.87, 4.21] 

Condition 1.01** 0.11 [0.78, 1.23] -0.68** 0.13 [-0.93, -0.44] 

Independent 0.01 0.07 [-0.13, 0.15] 0.16* 0.08 [0.01, 0.31] 

Relational 0.23 0.13 [-0.03, 0.49] -0.29* 0.14 [-0.57, -0.01] 

Collective 0.41** 0.13 [0.15, 0.67] -0.12 0.15 [-0.41, 0.16] 

       

R2 0.22**   0.11**   

Sample B (N =295) 

 Prototypical IFT Anti-prototypical IFT 

 B SE 95% CI  B SE 95% CI 

Constant 6.14** 0.10 [5.94, 6.34] 4.46** 0.13 [4.22, 4.71] 

Condition 1.03** 0.13 [0.77, 1.29] -0.96**  0.16 [-1.28, -0.65] 

Supervisory Role 0.22 0.16   [-0.09, 0.52] 0.19  0.19 [-0.19, 0.56] 

Independent 0.16* 0.08 [0.01, 0.32] 0.35**  0.10 [0.17, 0.54] 

Relational 0.16 0.15 [-0.15, 0.46] 0.05  0.19 [-0.32, 0.42] 

Collective 0.47** 0.15 [0.18, 0.75] -0.12  0.18 [-0.47, 0.23] 

       

R2 0.26**   0.16**   
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Table 3. Interactions Between Self-Construal and Contextual Factors on Implicit Followership Theories (Sample B) 

 
Prototypical IFT Anti-prototypical IFT 

 
Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 

 
B SE 95% CI B SE 95% CI B SE 95% CI B SE 95% CI 

Constant 6.17** 0.10 [5.97, 6.37] 6.17** 0.10 [5.97, 6.37] 4.50** 0.13 [4.25, 4.75] 4.47** 0.13 [4.22, 4.71] 

Condition  1.02** 0.13 [0.76, 1.28] 1.00** 0.13 [0.74, 1.26] -0.98** 0.16 [-1.29, -0.66] -0.92** 0.16 [-1.24, -0.61] 

Supervisory Role 0.13 0.16 [-0.18, 0.44] 0.06 0.16 [-0.25, 0.38] 0.08 0.19 [-0.30, 0.47] 0 0.20 [-0.38, 0.38] 

Independent Self-Construal  0.13 0.08 [-0.03, 0.28] 0.13 0.08 [-0.02, 0.29] 0.31** 0.10 [0.12, 0.51] 0.32** 0.10 [0.13, 0.51] 

Relational Self-Construal 0.11 0.15 [-0.19, 0.42] 0.12 0.15 [-0.18, 0.43] 0 0.19 [-0.37, 0.37] -0.02 0.19 [-0.39, 0.35] 

Collective Self-Construal 0.49** 0.14 [0.21, 0.77] 0.50** 0.14 [0.22, 0.78] -0.09 0.18 [-0.44, 0.26] -0.13 0.18 [-0.47, 0.22] 

Performance Pressure 0.17* 0.07 [0.04, 0.31] 0.16* 0.07 [0.03, 0.30] 0.19* 0.08 [0.02, 0.36] 0.22* 0.08 [0.05, 0.38] 

Independent Self-Construal X Performance Pressure 
  

 0.13 0.07 [-0.01, 0.28] 
  

 0.19* 0.09 [0.01, 0.36] 

Relational Self-Construal X Performance Pressure 
  

 0 0.17 [-0.33, 0.33] 
  

 -0.32 0.21 [-0.73, 0.09] 

Collective Self-Construal X Performance Pressure 
  

 0.16 0.15 [-0.13, 0.45] 
  

 -0.04 0.18 [-0.40, 0.31] 

R2 0.27** 
 

 0.29** 
 

 0.17** 
 

 0.20** 
 

 

ΔR2      0.02         0.03*    

Constant 6.12** 0.10 [5.92, 6.32] 6.10** 0.10 [5.90, 6.30] 4.46** 0.13 [4.21, 4.71] 4.43** 0.13 [4.18, 4.69] 

Condition  1.05** 0.13 [0.79, 1.30] 1.06** 0.13 [0.80, 1.31] -0.96** 0.16 [-1.28, -0.64] -0.95** 0.16 [-1.27, -0.62] 

Supervisory Role 0.24 0.15 [-0.06, 0.55] 0.28 0.15 [-0.03, 0.58] 0.18 0.19 [-0.19, 0.56] 0.20 0.19 [-0.18, 0.58] 

Independent Self-Construal 0.15 0.08 [-0.01, 0.30] 0.14 0.08 [-0.01, 0.30] 0.36** 0.10 [0.16, 0.55] 0.36** 0.10 [0.17, 0.55] 

Relational Self-Construal 0.18 0.15 [-0.12, 0.48] 0.19 0.16 [-0.12, 0.49] 0.05 0.19 [-0.33, 0.42] 0.07 0.19 [-0.31, 0.45] 

Collective Self-Construal 0.46** 0.14 [0.18, 0.75] 0.43** 0.14 [0.15, 0.71] -0.12 0.18 [-0.47, 0.23] -0.15 0.18 [-0.50, 0.21] 

Supervisor Support 0.08 0.04 [0, 0.15] 0.07 0.04 [-0.01, 0.15] 0 0.05 [-0.10, 0.09] 0 0.05 [-0.10, 0.10] 

Independent Self-Construal X Supervisor Support    0.08 0.04 [-0.01, 0.17]    0.09 0.05 [-0.02, 0.19] 

Relational Self-Construal X Supervisor Support    -0.01 0.10 [-0.19, 0.18]    -0.02 0.12 [-0.26, 0.21] 
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Collective Self-Construal X Supervisor Support    0.13 0.08 [-0.04, 0.29]    0.04 0.10 [-0.16, 0.24] 

R2 0.27**   0.28**   0.16**   0.17**   

ΔR2      0.02         0.01   

 

Note. N = 294-295. IFT = implicit followership theory. Condition: 0 = typical follower and 1 = ideal follower. Supervisory Role: 0 = 

non-supervisory role and 1 = supervisory role. 

*p < .05, **p < .01. 
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Figure 1. Interactive Effects of Independent Self-Construal and Performance Pressure on Anti-Prototypical Implicit Followership 

Theories (Sample B) 
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Discussion 

IFTs can have a powerful effect on leader-follower relations, yet we remain largely in the 

dark about why people hold varied beliefs about followers. This paper begins to elucidate 

important personal and situational correlates of IFTs. Moreover, it represents an important 

theoretical advancement by highlighting that there may be benefits to considering the joint (vs. 

separate, e.g., Shen, 2019) influence of personal and situational factors in shaping these 

important beliefs. Therefore, this paper also contributes to our understanding of the potential 

sources of stability (i.e., traits) and dynamism (i.e., situations) affecting IFTs.  

Across two samples, our findings indicate that self-construals are related to positive and 

negative views of followers. Individuals higher on collective self-construal, who tend to define 

themselves by their group memberships, are more likely to imbue followers with more positive 

characteristics. In contrast, individuals higher on independent self-construal, who tend to see 

themselves as distinct from others, are more likely to view followers as possessing more negative 

characteristics. Interestingly, individuals higher on collective self-construal do not consistently 

view leaders more positively (e.g., Shen, 2019), suggesting that self-construal may shape IFTs 

differently from implicit leadership theories (ILTs).   

 Taking an interactionist approach, we also examined whether these relationships vary due 

to workplace contextual factors. In line with trait activation theory, we found that higher levels 

of performance pressure moderated the relationship between independent self-construal and anti-

prototypical IFTs, such that this relationship was only evident when performance pressure was 

higher. However, we did not find that supervisor support strengthened the relationship between 

interdependent self-construal and prototypical IFTs. Perhaps this is because workers higher on 



 

 27 

collective self-construal may identify strongly with their employing organization, such that 

merely being cued about work is associated with a more cooperative mindset.  

We briefly note some findings that were not hypothesized and did not replicate across 

student versus worker samples. First, relational self-construal was found to be negatively related 

to anti-prototypical IFTs in students, but not in workers. One reason could be that students 

(versus workers) prioritize intimacy in their relationships with other students (Gore et al., 2006). 

Alternatively, students (vs. workers) may be more apt to identify with the follower role due to 

their more limited experience. Thus, these individuals could perceive a greater cost to engaging 

in negative behaviours that discourage intimacy (e.g., being inconsiderate, passive and/or slow) 

and be more likely to deem these behaviours as un-follower-like.  

Second, independent self-construal was positively related to prototypical IFTs among 

workers, but not students. This effect may be driven in part by the different roles generally 

inhabited by workers, as ad-hoc analyses revealed that supervisors (but not followers) with 

higher independent self-construals were the ones who tended to hold more positive follower 

views. We speculate that this may be because leaders depend on their followers to accomplish 

their own goals and performance standing; thus, leaders (versus followers) with higher 

independent self-construals may be motivated to view followers more positively as extensions of 

their own agency and influence. Alternatively, status attainment is often related to leaders’ fair 

treatment of followers when these followers show them respect (e.g., Blader & Chen, 2012); this 

respect from followers could contribute to these leaders’ holding heightened positive follower 

views. However, as these findings were not hypothesized, we encourage future studies that 

replicate and investigate mechanisms underlying these effects. 
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Theoretical Implications 

Our study offers some theoretical insights to the IFT literature. First, we demonstrate that 

individuals’ social-behavioral tendencies are correlated with their follower views and contributes 

to emerging literature showing relationships between traits and one’s IFTs (e.g., Thompson et al., 

2018). This study reifies earlier IFT antecedents research while providing additional evidence 

towards understanding the nature of IFTs as cognitive knowledge structures, i.e., that IFTs are 

generally stable.  

Second, in drawing on trait activation theory, we consider the joint influence of 

situational factors and traits on IFTs, the first study that we know of to take this step—despite 

theorizing that implicit theories, including IFTs, likely differ according to context (e.g., 

Shondrick & Lord, 2010). Demonstrating moderation of trait-IFT relationships would suggest 

that IFTs, particularly negative views, could be contextually dependent depending on which 

contextual feature (i.e., performance pressure). This is a promising insight that should be 

replicated and studied in future research.  

Practical Implications 

 Organizations may seek to nurture positive follower views among their personnel, 

improving leader-follower relationships and, indirectly, follower performance. Our results 

suggest that positive and negative follower views are related to people’s self-construals. Thus, 

one way to cultivate a workforce that holds certain views of followers may be to hire or select 

based on self-construals. 

Our results also suggest that negative follower views may be to some extent malleable or 

affected by workplace context. Specifically, workers who are competitive or value distinguishing 

themselves may be more likely to view followers negatively when they are under heightened 
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pressure to perform well. Given that organizations depend on constructive followership to 

maintain their competitive advantage and performance (Bastardoz & Van Vugt, 2019), it may be 

possible and desirable to help mitigate negative worker views of followers, which workers may 

use to guide their actions (the Golem effect; Whiteley et al., 2012). Thus, leaders and 

organizations seeking to neutralize negative views may consider monitoring organizational 

performance pressure.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

 Although this study reveals previously unknown insights regarding IFT correlates, it is 

not without limitations. First, our study used self-report and cross-sectional survey designs. Thus, 

our results could be affected by common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, 

prior research demonstrates that common method variance is unlikely to impact our ability to 

detect or interpret interactions (Siemsen et al., 2010). Moreover, we replicated our self-construal 

results across two independent samples. Nonetheless, to address this limitation, future research 

could use longitudinal designs to separate measurements of variables.    

 Second, given our correlational approach, we are unable to determine causality between 

correlates and IFTs. Future research could tackle this question by utilizing experimental designs. 

For example, as prior research demonstrates that self-construals can be primed (e.g., Johnson & 

Saboe, 2011), causal evidence could involve experimentally manipulating self-construals and 

examining effects on IFTs. Future research could also manipulate different workplace contextual 

factors via vignettes to ascertain that these factors, rather than unobserved co-occurring 

variables, moderate relations between self-construals and IFTs.  
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Conclusion  

 In conclusion, across two samples, our results revealed that IFTs appear to be (jointly) 

associated with both personal and situational factors. Specifically, trait self-construals were 

related to general tendencies to perceive followers positively or negatively. In addition, follower 

beliefs appear to have different relationships to self-construals under different contexts. Our 

results suggest that higher performance pressure is related to more negative follower views 

among workers higher on independent self-construal. Overall, this study helps foster a better 

understanding of why individuals often diverge in their perceptions and beliefs regarding 

followers, but also highlights that there is more to learn regarding how our follower beliefs come 

to be or are maintained.
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CHAPTER 3: IN THE EYE OF THE BEHOLDER: A LATENT PROFILE APPROACH 

TO IDEAL FOLLOWER PROTOTYPES (ESSAY 2) 

Introduction 

We all hold beliefs regarding what followers are like in terms of the traits and behaviours 

they (should) exhibit—that is, our implicit followership theories (Sy, 2010). Scholars have 

argued that we classify others as followers based on whether they exhibit a specific 

configuration, or pattern, of traits, as opposed to how much or how little they exhibit any single 

follower characteristic (e.g., as industrious, enthusiastic, and not insubordinate, rather than just 

their standing on industriousness; Shondrick & Lord, 2010; Shondrick et al., 2010). In other 

words, these configurations or patterns reflect particular ideal follower prototypes. However, 

although every individual might think they know what a good follower is, it is likely that 

individuals vary in their ideal follower prototypes. This is because our ideal follower prototypes 

are theorized to be shaped by our differing socialization experiences with and as followers 

(Epitropaki et al., 2013).  

However, although theory suggests that we hold these differing prototypes of ideal 

followers, we know little about what these prototypes might be and who tends to subscribe to 

different ideal follower prototypes. By not modeling IFTs according to current theorizing, or 

accounting for how we perceive IFT traits together as a pattern, we may risk drawing inaccurate 

conclusions about the nature of follower perceptions and their effects. The reason for this lack of 

knowledge comes in part from researchers’ tendencies to use variable-based approaches, such as 

regression analyses, to understand IFTs (Epitropaki et al., 2013; see Coyle & Foti, 2021, for an 

exception). Such a variable-based method is focused on identifying relationships between 

variables across individuals—implicitly assuming that the relationship between follower views 
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and correlates are homogeneous rather than heterogeneous across people. Moreover, such 

approaches also fail to examine relationships between variables within individuals (i.e., patterns). 

Thus, although this approach can usefully demonstrate how specific follower views or 

dimensions (e.g., industriousness) are related to our workplace outcomes (e.g., job satisfaction), 

it is generally ill-suited to examining how individuals perceive IFT traits together in 

configurations (i.e., it is not very feasible to examine six-way interactions). 

As such, prior research fails to account for the complex and heterogeneous nature of ideal 

follower prototypes as specified by recent IFT theorizing (for an exception, see Coyle & Foti, 

2021). Thus, the current study proposes and utilizes a person-focused approach, latent profile 

analysis (LPA), to uncover ideal follower prototypes. LPA is a person-focused analysis that is 

designed to examine relationships among variables within individuals (i.e., patterns or 

configurations), as well as how these relationships differ between subgroups (Meyer et al., 

2013). Specifically, we invoke theories regarding socialization and role identities to examine (a) 

how background factors and past experiences could shape individuals’ endorsement of differing 

ideal follower prototypes as well as (b) how subscribing to various ideal follower prototypes 

influence individuals’ attitudes and behaviors toward followership and leadership. 

This study makes multiple contributions to the literature. First, this study offers an 

approach to understanding IFTs that is aligned with the most current theorizing regarding how 

we perceive and judge followers. Recent IFT theorizing suggests that we tend to perceive 

follower traits holistically—in specific patterns, or configurations—and that we likely classify 

others as followers (or not) based on our gestalt understanding of how followers should be 

(Shondrick et al., 2010; Shondrick & Lord, 2010). Therefore, the current study aims to 

comprehensively model our IFTs as holistic configurations of traits. Specifically, by examining 
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how different gestalts of follower characteristics emerge among sub-samples of individuals, we 

seek to offer additional, and potentially more accurate, insights about how people perceive ideal 

followers.  

Second, if people do have different ideal IFT prototypes, we seek to address the question 

of where these differing gestalts come from by drawing on ideas about schema development. 

Specifically, schema theorists suggest that cognitive knowledge structures, such as IFTs, are 

formed based on our past experiences with the world and how we have been differently 

socialized (e.g., based on our follower-related experience and personal characteristics; Hunt et 

al., 1990). Socialization affects one’s IFTs in several ways, including through one’s direct 

experience with followers, as well as vicarious learning through observing different types of 

followers and followership norms (e.g., social learning; Bandura, 1971). Thus, the current study 

explores who is more likely to subscribe to certain ideal follower prototypes by examining how 

these beliefs are related to different socialization experiences, such as those acquired through 

directly working with and leading others (e.g., work and managerial experience), and through 

one’s sociodemographic characteristics (e.g., race, gender). Without this research, it is unclear 

not only what factors may shape follower views, but also who, based on their experiences, is 

likely to have more, or less, favourable ideal follower views than others (see Thompson et al., 

2018, for an exception). This insight could help contribute to our understanding into why there 

can be problematic mismatches between employees, or between supervisors and employees, in 

what constitutes a good follower (e.g., Carsten et al., 2010).  

Additionally, having initially established why people may differ in their ideal follower 

prototypes, we also explore the implications of endorsing different prototypes. Specifically, we 

draw on role identity theory, and identity claiming and granting principles (e.g., Hogg et al., 
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1995; DeRue & Ashford, 2010), to argue that one’s ideal follower prototype is related to the 

extent to which individuals view leadership and followership positively. This insight is important 

for understanding how these prototypes affect our attitudes towards ourselves as potential leaders 

or followers and thus shape our downstream career strivings, such as whether we accordingly 

seek advancement opportunities and further (or less) responsibility over others.  

Finally, this research aims to uncover our holistic views about good, or ideal, followers 

(i.e., what followers “should be like”), as previous research and theorizing is not clear on what 

our prototype views of ideal followers may be. Follower typologies (e.g., Kelley, 2008) suggest 

that people may subscribe to one view of exemplary followers as being “leaders in disguise” (p. 

8). However, qualitative research indicates that people identify various follower characteristics 

as “ideal”, ranging from active co-construction of leadership to passivity (Carsten et al., 2010). 

Still other theorizing suggests that we tend to de-value followers (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Hoption 

et al., 2012), thus leaving open the possibility that people see even ideal followers in a negative 

light. Previous theorizing suggests that people may hold destructive views of followership that 

help perpetuate or further unethical leader agendas (e.g., conformists or colluders; Thoroughgood 

et al., 2012). In addition, negative ideal prototypes exist for other implicit theories (e.g., ideal 

views of leaders as autocratic, anti-prototypical, or laissez-faire; Foti et al., 2012; Bray et al., 

2014). Given this lack of consensus, we employ a unique, person-centered method to explore 

how we perceive ideal followership as a gestalt and how these perceptions may vary across sub-

groups. In particular, understanding people’s ideal follower prototypes may be key to 

understanding how people will themselves behave as followers in the workplace, given the 

degree of overlap between people’s self-images and their ideal prototypes (e.g., Foti et al., 2012; 

Bray et al., 2014). 
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Literature Review 

Theoretical Background on Implicit Followership Theories (IFTs) 

Implicit followership theories refer to “cognitive categories individuals hold regarding 

the traits and behaviours typically associated with followers” (Lord et al., 2020, p. 54). IFTs are 

lay-theories of followers constructed in the minds of individuals based on subjective perceptions, 

which help simplify the complexity of interactions between leaders and followers and sense-

make follower actions (Epitropaki et al., 2013). It is important for individuals to have an 

internalized classification scheme of followers to facilitate dyadic communication and 

coordination between leaders and followers (Sy, 2010). In effect, IFTs help leaders interpret the 

actions of individuals whom they lead and act accordingly towards them, as well as help 

followers respond to those leading them (Sy, 2010). Thus, gaining a greater comprehensive 

understanding of how we categorize others as followers, often an automatic and spontaneous 

process (McCrae & Bodenhausen, 2001), would provide powerful insight into individuals’ 

actions, decisions and attitudes around leading, and following, others.  

Research thus far indicates people tend to view followers along six dimensions—that is, 

people vary in the extent to which they see followers as industrious, enthusiastic, good citizens, 

conforming, insubordinate, or incompetent (Sy, 2010). Views on the first three follower traits 

can be aggregated to form a broad over-arching “prototypical” dimension (i.e., the desirable or 

positive follower prototype; Junker & van Dick, 2014; Sy, 2010), whereas views on the latter 

three traits can be aggregated to form a broad over-arching “anti-prototypical” dimension (i.e., 

the undesirable or negative follower prototype; Junker & van Dick, 2014; Sy, 2010).  

Follower prototypes are stored in memory and can be activated when encountering others 

that resemble their internal conceptualizations of followers (Epitropaki et al., 2013). IFTs result 
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in largely stable interpretations of followers due to the cumulative nature of individuals’ 

experiences with and as followers, such that the overall structure of one’s follower perceptions 

can remain similar across points in time (Shondrick et al., 2010). Thus, given the pervasiveness 

and utility of implicit theories, scholars have offered that IFTs must be to some extent hard-wired 

and develop from a very early age to interpret others’ actions as followers (Epitropaki et al., 

2013). Indeed, other research on implicit theories has shown that young children from five years 

old develop and act on lay-theories about leaders (Antonakis & Dalgas, 2009). 

At the same time, however, previous implicit theory research has found that people’s 

prototypes can vary across situations and may be responsive to different contexts (e.g., Dickson 

et al., 2006). For example, people within mechanistic organizations (i.e., highly structured 

organizations that emphasize hierarchy, rules, policies and clearly defined roles) tended to think 

that ideal leaders were autocratic and bureaucratic, while people within organic organizations 

(i.e., organizations that emphasize fluid, dynamic roles and participative decision-making) 

tended to think of leaders as being more transformational and considerate (Dickson et al., 2006). 

Thus, scholars acknowledge that such cognitive structures as IFTs may need to adapt to enable 

one to adjust to different contexts and learn novel ways of interacting with others (e.g., 

interacting with members of another culture; Nishida, 1999).  

To account for this flexibility in follower perception, theorists posit that prototypes such 

as IFTs are stored in people’s minds as “attractor regions (i.e., regions of stability) in neural 

networks” (Shondrick & Lord, 2010, p. 7). Within this network, follower traits or concepts 

function as connected units, and activation of a particular unit (e.g., industriousness) can transfer 

activation and inhibition to other units (e.g., enthusiasm, good citizen), depending on the strength 

of their connections (Shondrick et al., 2010). Thus, successful recognition and classification of 
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others as (ideal) followers occurs with the activation of this specific pattern of connections 

between follower traits, as opposed to the activation of a single follower trait.  

Moreover, scholars posit that, although these weighted connections tend to be stable and 

thus result in generally stable IFTs, IFTs can still change to account for a large enough disruptive 

experience in one’s environment or context (Grossberg, 1999). Such disruptive experiences may 

include (1) contextual constraints (i.e., specific contexts within which people encounter 

followers; e.g., at work vs. within sports teams); (2) observing social actors’ traits or behaviours 

(e.g., being uncooperative vs. offering assistance to co-workers); and (3) characteristics of 

networks unique to the perceiver (i.e., connections between concepts as shaped by one’s 

sociodemographic characteristics; Shondrick & Lord, 2010). When any of these three factors 

occur singly or in combination, they can result in adjustments made to the weighted connections 

within a network and result in changes to the pattern of activation (Shondrick & Lord, 2010). In 

this manner, these networks may not only store changes to a particular follower prototype (e.g., 

changes or tweaks to the ideal follower prototype), but also different activation patterns for 

different types of followers (e.g., different trait patterns for typical followers compared with ideal 

followers). 

Types of IFT Prototypes  

People are thought to hold and utilize different follower prototypes, or categories of 

followers. Specifically, previous work suggests that people may differentiate between typical and 

ideal followers (Junker & van Dick, 2014). On the one hand, a prototype is considered typical if 

it is the “descriptive norm” of a category and is defined by its family resemblance or similarity to 

other members of a category (Barsalou, 1985). In other words, typical prototypes are thought to 

be the “average”, or central tendency, conception of a given category. People may view typical 
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followers as individuals who engage in “common” follower behaviours that do not necessarily 

facilitate following, such as asking for help from one’s leader or social loafing (e.g., tendency to 

expel less effort in a group than as an individual; Karau & Williams, 1993).  

On the other hand, a prototype is considered the most ideal when it can best serve a goal 

associated with its category (Barsalou, 1985)—leading for leaders, or following for followers 

(Quaquebeke et al., 2014). In particular, an ideal prototype is usually an extreme case, or the 

periphery, of a given category, with few category members sharing attributes associated with an 

ideal prototype (Barsalou, 1985; Van Quaquebeke et al., 2014). People may view ideal followers 

as individuals who engage in primarily efficacious follower behaviours, such as being self-

sacrificial and prioritizing leader goals over their own. “Negative” ideal follower views may also 

exist. Thoroughgood and colleagues (2012) argue that destructive leadership would not be 

possible without destructive forms of followership—e.g., followers who support leaders’ 

unethical agendas either by remaining silent and complying (i.e., conformists), or by colluding 

and furthering these agendas (i.e., colluders). Thus, it is possible that individuals may also 

construe ideal followers as acting negatively or destructively, just as individuals espouse 

negative leader prototypes (i.e., perceiving ideal leaders as anti-prototypical, laissez-faire or 

authoritarian; Foti et al., 2012; Bray et al., 2014).  

The current paper focuses on explicating what our ideal conceptions of followers are to 

understand the diversity of ideal, or best, follower views that exist. Previous research has also 

revealed that one’s self-characteristics tend to overlap with characteristics pertaining to one’s 

ideal prototypes (Foti et al., 2012; Bray et al., 2014), which suggests that people may draw from 

their self-images to construct ideal leader and follower prototypes, or vice versa. As a result, 
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understanding people’s ideal follower prototypes may provide insight into how people 

themselves may choose to follow. 

Ideal IFTs and Person-Centered Analytical Approaches 

Although theorizing surrounding IFTs suggest that ideal follower prototypes consist of a 

specific pattern of connections between follower traits in addition to the traits themselves, 

existing research has largely failed to account for these patterns when capturing ideal follower 

prototypes or whether different subgroups vary in what they see as constituting an “ideal 

follower”. This is because most research on IFTs relies on the variable-focused approach, which 

makes general claims about relationships between variables across a population or sample of 

individuals (Coyle & Foti, 2021; Meyer et al., 2013). Variable-centered methods, most often 

regression or structural equation modeling analyses, tend to assume that IFT trait relationships 

are not likely to vary among subgroups of participants (Meyer et al., 2013). Thus, results using 

these methods are based on synthesizing IFT trait relationships across all individuals in a 

particular sample (Morin et al., 2011). As a result, these methods are not ideal to studying IFTs 

as patterns or networks, because they cannot properly model ideal follower prototypes based on 

configurations or how different subgroups may have different ideal follower prototypes. 

Thus, researchers have issued a call to supplement the dominant variable-centered 

approach with person-centered approaches to studying IFTs (Shondrick et al., 2010). The person-

centered approach would account for variation in how IFT traits are related to each other within 

individuals and whether there are meaningful subgroup variations (Meyer et al., 2013; Morin et 

al., 2011). One such popular analytic approach is latent profile analysis (LPA), which would 

allow researchers to not only examine patterns of IFTs that is not addressed by variable-centered 

analyses (Ferguson et al., 2020), but also identify latent subpopulations based on shared patterns 
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of participant scores on observed variables (Muthen & Muthen, 2000). Once profiles are 

identified, LPA can be used in conjunction with other statistical methods (e.g., multinomial 

regression) to examine what factors predict, or is predicted by, belonging to different profiles 

(Ferguson et al., 2020). Thus, LPA provides a promising approach for examining ideal follower 

prototypes according to current theorizing about IFTs as patterns or networks of interconnected 

concepts, enabling researchers to both identify various ideal follower prototypes and compare 

them across subgroups. Further, once ideal follower prototypes are identified, researchers can 

explore how ideal follower prototypes may be differentially related to other theoretically posited 

factors, such as socialization experiences, as well as shape attitudes towards leadership and 

followership. 

 Some initial research using the person-centered approach to study IFTs has been 

conducted by Coyle and Foti (2021) identifying typical follower prototypes in a worker sample.  

This emerging empirical research, although providing a valuable starting point for a person-

centered IFT approach, also suggests that significant work remains to clarify existing prototypes 

that people hold about ideal followers. As people can hold different ideal versus typical 

prototypes, the prototypes that Coyle and Foti (2021) identified for typical followers may not 

necessarily apply to ideal followers. For example, previous implicit theory research has found 

that perceived match between one’s supervisors and one’s ideal leader prototype is more related 

to employee response towards their supervisors (e.g., perception of relationship quality) than 

match with typical leader prototypes (van Quaquebeke et al., 2014). This research therefore 

suggests that people may not use typical and ideal follower prototypes interchangeably and may 

even rely more on their ideal prototypes when they assess others. Other research on implicit 

theories suggests that people’s ideal prototypes may be related to how people self-characterize 
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themselves (Foti et al., 2012; Bray et al., 2014), and, therefore, understanding these prototypes 

could provide important insight into how people act as followers. 

Thus, even though we have begun to accumulate some knowledge regarding follower 

prototypes, we still have further to go. This research seeks to rectify two issues by examining 

how ideal follower prototype views are related to two different types of correlates. First, we 

know relatively little about correlates of people’s ideal follower prototypes—whether typical or 

ideal (Lord et al., 2020). However, understanding which individuals are likely to endorse certain 

follower prototypes may contribute insight into where these configurations come from or how 

experience shapes these configurations. Therefore, we draw on schema and socialization theories 

to examine how different aspects of socialization may be related to differences in how one 

conceptualizes ideal followers. Second, we have little idea about whether people may rely on 

their follower prototypes to make crucial personal decisions around opting into (or out of) 

leadership and followership roles. Indeed, one’s ideal follower schemas may help shape the 

trajectory of one’s career, as individuals with certain ideal follower schemas may more 

persistently seek leadership roles and opportunities to lead others, and in turn, be recognized by 

managers or recommended for further advancement. Therefore, we draw on role identity theory 

to argue and test that ideal followership prototypes may be related to people’s attitudes towards 

leadership and followership. The sections below detail our research questions.   

Ideal IFT Prototypes and Differences in Socialization  

In terms of what IFTs “are”, or how they arise, IFT scholars posit that IFTs are a type of 

schema (Sy, 2010; Epitropaki et al., 2013; Shondrick et al., 2010; Shondrick & Lord, 2010). 

Schemas are created from a young age to cope with the informational complexity that we 

encounter in daily life and are a type of cognitive shortcut—a simplification mechanism—that 
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help individuals make subjective meaning from their surroundings (Shondrick & Lord, 2010). In 

particular, schemas are thought to develop due to socialization experiences, specifically through 

experience interacting with and as members of a particular schema category (e.g., followers).  

Thus, we can acquire “follower” schemas either directly (e.g., interacting with followers 

as a leader), or through observing role models who enact follower behaviours (social learning 

theory; Bandura, 1971). For example, empirical research on leader prototypes has shown that 

one’s parental traits are associated with espousing those characteristics as ideal in leaders 

(Keller, 1999), suggesting that children (and people) acquire implicit theories through observing 

their parents modelling specific behaviours. In a similar fashion, other characteristics of our own 

long-standing personal and social development (Hunt et al., 1990) may also shape whether we 

see ideal followers as possessing certain patterns of characteristics. That is, we may also be 

affected by societal expectations that we observe for the type of follower that we should be based 

on our social status or group memberships (e.g., gender, race). Finally, the diversity of follower 

experiences within a group of individuals may also affect the number and nature of ideal 

follower schemas that emerge within this group. As our schemas change to account for situations 

that deviate from our usual experiences, a group of individuals with similar types of “follower” 

experiences, may have fewer, or less differentiated, schemas compared to a group of individuals 

with a wider range of “follower” experiences.  

However, although past work acknowledges that different histories and types of 

interactions with others are likely to contribute to different views of ideal followers, there is little 

research demonstrating which aspects or types of developmental experiences may lead 

individuals to acquire or endorse particular ideal follower prototypes (see Thompson et al., 2018, 

for an exception). Therefore, the current study seeks to offer some answers by investigating 
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whether two types of developmental experiences, leadership experience and experiences based 

on one’s sociodemographic characteristics (e.g., age, gender), may be related to ideal follower 

prototypes. 

Leadership Experience 

Leading others could be a developmental experience that affects one’s prototypes of ideal 

followers. Individuals who assume the leadership mantle (either formally or informally) are often 

faced with a plethora of responsibilities and new pressures to go with the role (Fletcher & 

French, 2021). This includes looking after group member well-being and motivating the group to 

complete tasks efficiently and effectively, defining organizational purpose and direction, and 

ensuring that their group performance meets or surpasses organizational performance standards 

(Gjerde & Ladegård, 2019). As such, assuming a leadership role within one’s group requires a 

different mindset from simply being another group member with no or little leadership duties 

(Bastardoz & Van Vugt, 2019). Said simply, the experience of leading may enable individuals to 

see or perceive followers in ways that they have not done so before. In particular, motivating and 

guiding their group to success (or failure) can be an immense, and emotional, undertaking which 

leaders face daily (Wirtz et al., 2017). Under these instances of emotional pressure, individuals 

will often undergo schema change that accounts for, and helps them make sense of, particularly 

disruptive and novel experiences (Poole et al., 1989). In particular, these individuals might adjust 

their expectations of what ideal followers are like to accommodate and take into account their 

new experiences with followers. As a result, people who acquire leadership experience could 

develop altered follower schemas through dyadic interactions with followers.  

However, limited research has attempted to address whether and how leadership 

experience may be related to ideal follower prototypes. This is a serious shortcoming because 
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leadership experience may itself promote certain follower prototype views that could improve (or 

lower) leader expectations of followers. On the one hand, increased leadership experience could 

result in increased ideal follower expectations, given that leaders often depend on followers for 

their own status, thus motivating a greater sense of respect and pride towards their followers 

(Blader & Chen, 2012). However, on the other hand, increased leadership experience could also 

result in decreased leader expectations of ideal followers. This is because leaders occupy 

empowered positions relative to their employees and are thus more likely to focus on their 

egotistical concerns and see others as instrumental for meeting their own goals, resulting in a de-

valuation of their followers (Blader & Chen, 2012).  

Thus, we address this possibility in the current study in two ways. First, we examine ideal 

follower prototypes in two different types of samples, workers and students, to examine if 

different prototypes emerge across two groups that likely differ in their leadership experience, 

with the former group having more experience. Second, we investigate directly whether 

managerial experience among workers tends to be related to particular follower prototype views. 

Student versus Worker Prototypes of Followers. Research that compares students 

versus worker prototypes could help shed light on whether differences, on average, in leadership 

experiences could affect the nature and number of ideal follower prototypes that emerge within a 

group. We argue that workers may have had more opportunities to inhabit leadership roles, or 

acquire leadership experience, as opposed to students. According to organizational role theory, 

leadership behaviour can be thought of as: (1) introducing structural organizational change, (2) 

improvising ways to meet organizational goals, (3) giving direction and purpose to the 

organization, (4) facilitating subordinates’ growth, and (5) achieving collective goals (Gjerde & 

Ladegard, 2019). Within an organizational environment, an advancement structure is in place 
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that rewards workers for taking on and acting in leader capacities, by shaping the direction and 

purpose of their organizations, facilitating team members’ growth (i.e., training or providing 

feedback to team members), or through performing organizational citizenship behaviours (i.e., 

taking on extra team duties). Such an advancement structure, which may encourage workers to 

take on leadership roles within their organization, is largely lacking for students within an 

academic environment, which tends to emphasize intellectual development within a pedagogical 

tradition as opposed to “advancement” through inhabiting leadership roles.     

 On the one hand, given that IFTs are thought to be reflective of early background 

experiences with followers, it is possible that students’ and workers’ ideal follower prototypes 

tend to converge. For example, studies on people’s implicit leadership theories (ILTs)—i.e., 

people’s lay beliefs about leaders—suggest that ILTs are formed young (Antonakis & Dalgas, 

2009) and do not change significantly over the course of years (Epitropapki & Martin, 2004). 

However, this research only examined the trajectory of how traits on workers’ ILTs changed 

over time and did not utilize a profile approach to understand whether holistic leader beliefs—

i.e., patterns of associations between leader traits—changed.  

Thus, we take a person-centred approach to investigating worker and student ideal 

follower prototypes to uncover whether different prototypes do exist between the two groups. 

One possibility is that there is no difference in number of ideal follower prototypes among a 

population of students compared to a population of workers. For example, research on typical 

follower prototypes revealed that a sample of working students have well-developed follower 

prototypes, comparable to a worker sample (i.e., at least four IFT prototypes; Coyle & Foti, 

2021). On the other hand, it is possible that there may be more complex and varied prototypes 

among a population of workers versus students, especially among students with little or no work 
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experience. This is because workplaces often require workers to take on various roles and 

acquire diverse experiences working with, and as, followers. Workplaces are complex 

organizational structures, and task, goal and team interdependence are often tacitly expected 

within organizations (Raveendran et al., 2020). Such contexts would create expectations for 

interdependent work relationships that, comparatively, students are not necessarily required to 

fulfill. In the workplace, task interdependence (i.e., depending on other coworkers or even 

members of other teams to accomplish one’s tasks) may force workers to adopt informal 

leadership roles to ensure successful cooperation and coordination with others. This increased 

experience with leading followers may in turn initiate altered cognitive schemas of ideal 

followers to accommodate these new experiences with followers. As a result, there may be more 

ideal follower prototypes among workers (versus students), reflecting differing holistic 

expectations of what followers are like. 

Research Question 1: Do worker and student samples have different ideal follower 

prototypes? 

Managerial Experience. As work experience is an imperfect indicator of leadership 

experience, we provide a more direct test of the relationship between leadership experience and 

ideal follower prototypes by also examining whether managerial experience, specifically, is 

related to ideal follower prototypes. For example, Coyle and Foti’s (2021) previous research on 

typical follower prototypes in a worker sample found that leaders tended to espouse more select, 

or fewer, prototypes than the worker sample. Specifically, they found that the leader sample had 

only two prototypes, proactive (high prototypical characteristics, low anti-prototypical 

characteristics) or alienated (low prototypical characteristics, high anti-prototypical 

characteristics), while the follower sample had those follower prototypes in addition to two 
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others: conforming (i.e., high Good Citizen, Industriousness, and Conformity) and negative (i.e., 

extreme version of the alienated profile). Coyle and Foti posit that this difference in typical 

prototypes between leader and follower samples may indicate that leaders (versus employees) 

tended to have more limited views of followers. These limited views may be reflected either in 

terms of the number of profiles (two profiles as opposed to four), as well as the content of these 

profiles (i.e., “bad” versus “good” views, as opposed to some mix of “good” and “bad” views). 

Therefore, it is possible that managerial experience is related to holding certain ideal prototypes 

among workers. 

Research Question 2: Is manager experience related to certain ideal follower prototypes 

among workers? 

Experience Based on Sociodemographic Characteristics  

We also examine how factors reflective of one’s social role or upbringing may have 

significant relationships to ideal follower prototypes. Namely, we focus on one’s gender, race, 

area of the world in which one has lived (i.e., Asia versus North America), and age. These social 

group characteristics often determine one’s social status and determine the behavioural treatment 

that one receives from others in society; as a result, people may internalize various “scripts” for 

how they should act (e.g., Stereotype Content Model; Fiske, 2018). These internalized scripts or 

expectations for how one should act according to one’s group could, in turn, affect which ideal 

follower prototypes one holds (Ayman & Korabik, 2010).  

Gender is one such powerful socialization factor that might lead children to develop 

different ideal follower prototypes. In particular, girls and women are socialized to act 

communally, while men and boys are socialized to act agentically (Eagly, 1987). As a result, 

women have been socialized to be good followers, while men are socialized to aim for leadership 
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roles and are more likely to become leaders (think manager-think male phenomenon; Schein, 

2001). Women and men who do not act according to these gender norms often face social 

sanctions and backlash (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Braun et al., 2017). In turn, women may be more 

likely to internalize and espouse traits of a good follower, which emphasize communality, 

whereas men may be more likely to deprecate followers and endorse traits of a bad follower, 

because they have been taught to “aim higher” and avoid backlash from being perceived as 

communal (Braun et al., 2017). Thus, it is possible that these expectations based on one’s gender 

may be related to holding different ideal follower prototypes. 

For similar reasons, race (i.e., whether one is Asian or White) may affect one’s ideal 

follower prototype. In particular, Asians may be sensitive to how others view members of their 

race (e.g., Vorauer et al., 1998) and endorse certain traits or behaviours to avoid being negatively 

stereotyped (Pinel, 1999) or receiving negative attention from others (Berdahl & Min, 2012).  

For example, Asians have been racially harassed for acting counter to stereotypical expectations 

that they behave meekly and coldly towards others (i.e., for acting too dominant and warm; 

Berdahl & Min, 2012). As a result, they may tend to self-identify as conforming (e.g., easily 

influenced), a follower characteristic that is in line with societal expectations that Asians act less 

dominantly and less warmly than Whites (Kim et al., 2021). Thus, we investigate the possibility 

that these internalized behavioural expectations centered on one’s race may be related to holding 

certain ideal follower prototypes. 

In addition, whether one has lived in North America or in Asia for the majority of their 

life may also be related to holding different ideal follower prototypes. Previous researchers have 

speculated that cultural differences in values, particularly between Eastern and Western nations 

may differentially shape follower prototypes (Lord et al., 2020). In particular, 
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individualism/collectivism is the extent to which people are autonomous and independent from, 

or interdependent with, their in-groups, respectively (Triandis, 2001), and power distance refers 

to the degree to which one accepts power imbalance in the manager-employee relationship 

(Daniels & Greguras, 2014). We examine cultural region as a proxy for cultural values that may 

differentially shape follower prototypes (Lord et al., 2020), as previous research has found that 

cultural region is a good proxy for differences in these cultural values (e.g., Hofstede et al., 

2011). In particular, reliable differences in cultural values between different nations have been 

validated in numerous studies, with North American nations (i.e., Canada and the US) scoring 

higher on individualism and lower on power distance, and East and Southeast Asian countries 

(e.g., China, the Philippines) tending to score higher on collectivism and power distance 

(Hofstede et al., 2011).  

Thus, we argue that individuals from individualist and low power-distance North 

American nations may tend to prioritize agentic and participative forms of followership, whereas 

individuals from collectivistic and high-power distance East and Southeast Asian nations may 

tend to prioritize conforming and harmonious forms of followership. Other implicit theory 

research helps to confirm that people of different cultural groups may espouse different schemas 

or expectations for certain roles. For example, there is evidence that individuals from Western 

and Eastern regions of the world tend to espouse different ideal leader prototypes, and that these 

differing prototypes are related to their differing power distance and individualist/collectivist 

values (e.g., Koopman et al., 1999). Thus, differing cultural backgrounds may also be related to 

variation in ideal follower prototypes.  

Finally, we examine whether one’s age may be related to ideal follower prototypes. Some 

research on implicit theories suggests that age may not crucially affect or change follower 
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prototypes, given that there is evidence that children’s and adults’ implicit theories surrounding 

leadership may not drastically differ (Antonakis & Dalgas, 2009). In particular, research suggests 

that only periods of radical informational environmental change in one’s immediate context may 

be responsible for inducing schema change (e.g., Epitropaki & Martin, 2004); as such, if their 

contexts do not change drastically, older individuals may not necessarily change their ideal 

follower prototypes. Alternatively, as older individuals may be more experienced with leading 

and following others, it is possible that age may shift ideal follower prototypes in systematic 

ways. For example, older (versus younger) managers may tend to see followers less negatively 

(Sy, 2010; Epitropaki et al., 2013). Older adults are generally more motivated to prioritize 

positively valenced information about relationships over negatively valenced information 

(Carstensen et al., 2003). They also tend to have more prosocial strivings (giving back to others, 

or generativity; e.g., McAdams et al., 1993) that may prime them to make more positive 

assumptions about others. Therefore, we investigate the possibility that age is related to certain 

ideal follower prototypes.  

Research Question 3: Is (a) gender, (b) race, (c) region where one spends the majority 

of one’s life (i.e., North America or Asia), or (d) age related to specific ideal follower 

prototype views? 

Ideal IFT Prototypes, Role Identity Theory, and Leadership and Followership Attitudes 

The final aim of this research is to investigate whether ideal follower prototypes are 

related to attitudes around leadership and followership. In particular, we draw from identity 

theory, and identity claiming and granting principles (Hogg et al., 1995; DeRue & Ashford, 

2010), to explain how one’s ideal follower prototype may be related to their leadership attitudes 

(e.g., leader identity, motivation to lead, leadership aspiration, leader self-efficacy) and 
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followership attitudes (i.e., follower identity). Thus, this research aims to contribute insight into 

whether people use their ideal follower prototypes for self-relevant decisions, such as assessing 

which roles they should occupy (and how) within groups. 

A central tenet of identity theory argues, “as a reflection of society, the self should be 

regarded as a multifaceted and organized construct” (Hogg et al., 1995, pg. 256). As such, 

identity theory suggests that multiple components—or role identities—exist within the self, and 

that the self can move flexibly between these components or identities to respond to specific 

situations (DeRue & Ashford, 2010; Bastardoz & Van Vugt, 2019). Because these role identities 

are thought to be in part situationally contingent, scholars speculate that identities arise due to 

identity claiming and granting—an identity negotiation process—between individuals (Hogg et 

al., 1995; Stets & Burke, 2000). Specifically, individuals gain identities (e.g., leader identity) 

through both claiming these identities and others granting them these identities (DeRue & 

Ashford, 2010). For example, in claiming the leader role, an individual believes that they have 

the capacity to perform according to role expectations (e.g., act according to their own leader 

schema), and that their partner is likely to grant their leader role identity by performing the 

counter-role (e.g., be an effective follower; DeRue & Ashford, 2010). 

Perceptions of others can affect motivations to assume leader or follower roles. This is 

because humans are a social species that place an inherent value on being in a group and 

avoiding social exclusion (Bastardoz & Van Vugt, 2019). As a result, people’s decisions to 

assume leadership or followership roles in social situations may be affected by cues expressed by 

others in their groups (Bastardoz & Van Vugt, 2019). Holding certain ideal follower prototypes, 

or beliefs about how followers act, may predispose individuals to assume that others are reacting 

to them in ways that are more or less receptive to their claims to assume the leader role in the 
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first place. In turn, these individuals may be more (or less) willing to assume leadership 

responsibilities.  

In particular, if an individual believes that good followers are effective, this individual 

may also believe leading others is primarily beneficial and rewarding for themselves and their 

groups. This is because they may perceive followers as being committed towards accomplishing 

team objectives, open to influence, more likely to cooperate and coordinate with the leader to 

accomplish important objectives, and less likely to challenge their claim to the leadership role 

(Bastardoz & Van Vugt, 2019). Thus, this individual may have more positive leadership attitudes 

(e.g., be more motivated to lead, have higher leader self-efficacy, have higher leadership 

aspirations, and be more likely to identify as a leader).  

By contrast, if an individual believes that even good followers tend to be difficult to 

manage, this individual may also believe that leading others is primarily onerous. This is because 

they may perceive good followers as less committed towards team objectives, resistant to leader 

influence, and unlikely to be helpful or coordinate well with the leader. Such followers who 

exhibit poor attitudes or skepticism towards their leaders may potentially make it more costly for 

the individual to lead, or actively challenge and revoke the individual’s claimed leadership status 

(Bastardoz & Van Vugt, 2019). Thus, as a result, this individual may have less positive 

leadership attitudes (e.g., be less motivated to lead, have lower leader self-efficacy, have lower 

leadership aspirations, and be less likely to identify as a leader). 

Seeing ideal followers as possessing certain characteristics may also be related to 

individuals’ attitudes towards followership—to the extent that being a follower is seen as a 

desirable or attractive way of meeting one’s goals (e.g., group cohesion, Bastardoz & Van Vugt, 

2019). For example, holding an “effective” ideal follower prototype may be self-enhancing 
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(Gregg et al., 2011) and generate a positive attitude towards followership (e.g., be more likely to 

hold a follower identity). However, the follower role may also be seen as undesirable. For 

example, being seen as a follower is frequently derogated within North America, such that 

people tend to think of followers as lacking independent thought and feel more poorly about 

themselves when they are labeled as followers (versus leaders; Hoption et al., 2012). Thus, it is 

also possible that holding an “effective” ideal follower prototype may not be sufficient to 

overcome negative attitudes towards followership.  

We believe that researching these relationships between ideal follower prototypes and 

one’s (a) leadership attitudes (e.g., leader identity, motivation to lead, leadership aspirations, 

leader self-efficacy), and (b) followership attitudes (i.e., follower identity), is important because 

such research could provide insight into how people opt into (or out of) different roles. This 

research thus differs from the majority of existing IFT research, which aims to show how people 

use their follower prototypes to aid other-perceptions (e.g., categorizing others as followers, as 

well as interpreting actions of followers). Rather, this work is in line with some extant research 

showing that people also use IFTs for guiding certain self-relevant behaviours (e.g., whether to 

act ethically in response to leader requests; Knoll et al., 2017). Drawing upon this logic, we 

investigate the possibility that these schemas are related to people’s introspective self-attitudes—

in this case, shaping their own leadership and followership attitudes. That is, this research 

explores whether people may use their follower prototypes as heuristics to help them assess how 

they can best contribute to their teams—that is, whether they should put themselves forward as 

leaders (or followers). 

Research Question 4: Are ideal follower prototypes related to leadership and 

followership attitudes? 
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Method 

Samples Overview 

To answer our research questions, we analyze and present data from three different 

samples. Sample 1 is a student sample from a previously published paper (Kim et al., 2021), 

Sample 2 is a worker sample (unpublished dataset), and Sample 3 is an additional worker sample 

from a previously published paper (Kim et al., 2022). The worker samples were left uncombined 

and analyzed separately, as they answered different research questions (i.e., included different 

correlates). Please see Table 4 for information about which samples were used to answer each 

research question. 
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Table 4. Sample Information  

Sample Characteristics Research Questions Measures 

1 • N = 852  

• Canadian 

university 

undergraduate 

students 

• (1) Do workers and student samples have different 

ideal follower prototypes? 

• (3) Is (a) gender, (b) race, or (c) region where one 

spends the majority of one’s life (i.e., North 

America or Asia), or (d) age related to specific ideal 

follower prototype views? 

• (4) Are ideal follower prototypes related to 

leadership and followership attitudes? 

• Ideal IFTs 

• Age 

• Gender 

• Race 

• Culture (i.e., region where 

they spent most of their 

life) 

• Leadership Attitudes 

• Followership Attitudes 

2 • N = 495 

• Full-time 

workers 

recruited 

through 

MTurk 

• (1) Do workers and student samples have different 

ideal follower prototypes? 

• (2) Is manager experience related to certain ideal 

follower prototypes among workers? 

• (3) Is (a) gender, (b) race, or (c) region where one 

spends the majority of one’s life (i.e., North 

America or Asia), or (d) age related to specific ideal 

follower prototype views? 

• (4) Are ideal follower prototypes related to 

leadership and followership attitudes? 

• Ideal IFTs 

• Age 

• Gender 

• Race 

• Culture (i.e., region where 

they spent most of their 

life) 

• Managerial Experience (yes 

or no) 

• Leadership Attitudes 

• Followership Attitudes 

3 • N = 265 

• Full-time 

workers 

recruited 

through 

MTurk 

• (1) Do workers and student samples have different 

ideal follower prototypes? 

• (2) Is manager experience related to certain ideal 

follower prototypes among workers? 

• (3): Is (a) gender and (b) age related to specific ideal 

follower prototype views? 

• Ideal IFTs 

• Age 

• Gender 

• Managerial Experience (yes 

or no) 
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Participants 

Sample 1  

Sample 1 (N = 852) consisted of combining two student data collections from a 

previously published paper (Kim et al., 2021). This is a common approach for ensuring the larger 

sample sizes necessary for LPA (e.g., Gabriel et al., 2015). Participants were recruited through a 

Canadian University undergraduate student psychology research pool. The majority of the 

sample (75%) was female. Additionally, 53% (N = 449) identified as White, 46% (N = 388) 

identified as Asian, and 2% (N = 15) did not identify their race. Of those who identified as Asian, 

the majority (i.e., 79% or N = 306) indicated that they were Asian Canadian, while the rest (i.e., 

21% or N = 82) indicated that they identified as another nationality (e.g., Chinese). The majority 

of Asians also identified ethnically as Chinese (75%), with others indicating that they were 

Korean (7%), South-East Asian (16%), or Other (2%).  

Sample 2 

Sample 2 (N = 495) consisted of full-time workers recruited through Amazon’s 

Mechanical Turk (MTurk). Most of these workers identified as male (67%) and as having 

received at least some post-secondary education (86%). On average, they were 33 years old, 

worked 38 hours a week, and had 12 years of work experience. Most workers also had some 

formal managerial experience (68%), with the average being 5 years. In terms of race, 60% (N = 

301) identified as White American, 37% (N = 185) identified as Asian American, and 2% (N = 9) 

did not identify their race. Of those who identified as Asian, the majority (i.e., 45% or N = 83) 

indicated that they specifically identified as East Asian, with relatively equal numbers indicating 

that they were ethnically Chinese (22%), Korean (18%), or Japanese (14%) 

Sample 3 
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Sample 3 (N = 265) consisted of a sample of full-time workers recruited through MTurk 

for a previously published paper (Kim et al., 2022; supplemental materials). The majority (58%) 

of the sample identified as male, and 78% received some post-secondary education. On average, 

participants were 34 years old and had 14 years of work experience. Most workers also had some 

formal managerial experience (57%), with the average being 7 years. Additionally, the majority 

of the sample identified as White (76%). Unlike Sample 1 and 2, participant participation was 

not just limited to White and Asian participants. 

Procedure  

All data for the three samples were collected using cross-sectional surveys that were 

administered to each of these samples separately and as part of data collection efforts for other 

(i.e., different) research questions. Please see Table 3 for which measures and questions that 

were administrated to each sample prior to this study.   

Measures 

IFTs 

Sy’s (2010) IFT measure was used to assess ideal follower prototypes. Specifically, 

participants were asked to rate how characteristic each of 18 traits were of a good follower on a 

9-point likert scale (not at all characteristic, extremely characteristic). Trait ratings were then 

averaged to form six IFT dimensions (three items each): Industry (e.g., “Hardworking”; Sample 

1  = .85, Sample 2  = .85, Sample 3  = .89), Enthusiasm (e.g., “Excited”; Sample 1  = .86, 

Sample 2  = .80, Sample 3  = .85), Good Citizen (e.g., “Loyal”; Sample 1  = .81, Sample 2  

= .84, Sample 3  = .83), Conformity (e.g., “Easily Influenced”; Sample 1  = .87, Sample 2  

= .78, Sample 3  = .84), Insubordination (e.g., “Arrogant”; Sample 1  = .91, Sample 2  = .95, 

Sample 3  = .93), and Incompetence (e.g., “Slow”; Sample 1  = .85, Sample 2  = .93, Sample 
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3  = .92). Although we did not ask about perceptions of ideal followers, asking about people’s 

perceptions about good followers should evoke an evaluatively positive category of followers 

who accomplish the goals or tasks of a follower well (Barsalou, 1985; Van Quaquebeke et al., 

2014), equivalent to an ideal follower.  

Leadership Attitudes 

To tap into participants’ leadership attitudes, four different operationalizations were used: 

leader identity, motivation to lead, leadership self-efficacy, and leadership aspirations. 

Leadership Identity. Leader identity is the component of the self that is related to being 

a leader or seeing oneself as a leader (Day & Harrison, 2007). This variable was measured using 

Hiller’s (2005) 4-item scale (e.g., “I see myself as a leader”, Study 1  = .91, Study 2  = .94). 

Participants indicated agreement with each item on a 7-point likert scale (1 = not at all 

descriptive, 7 = extremely descriptive).  

Motivation to Lead. Motivation to lead (MTL) can be defined as one’s guiding reason(s) 

for taking on leadership duties, which will affect one’s effort at, and persistence in, being a 

leader (Chan & Drasgow, 2001). MTL is theorized to have three dimensions: affective MTL is 

defined as having an inherent liking for leading others, socio-normative MTL is defined as 

leading due to a sense of duty or responsibility, and non-calculative MTL is defined as not 

weighing personal gain or benefits against the possible costs of leading (Chan & Drasgow, 

2001). The three sub-dimensions were each measured using a 9-item sub-scale from Chan and 

Drasgow’s (2001) 27-item measure. Sample items include “I usually want to be the leader in the 

groups that I work in” (affective; Sample 1  = .90, Sample 2  = .84), “I feel that I have a duty 

to lead others if I am asked” (socio-normative; Sample 1  = .75, Sample 2  = .83), and “I 

never expect to get more privileges if I agree to lead a group” (non-calculative; Sample 1  
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= .83, Sample 2  = .77). Participants indicated their agreement with each item on a 7-point 

likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). The three sub-scale dimensions were 

also averaged to form a general MTL score (Sample 1  = .87; Sample 2  = .78). 

Leadership Self-Efficacy. Leader self-efficacy refers to confidence in one’s ability to 

carry out behaviours within the leader role (Paglis, 2010). Leader self-efficacy was measured 

using Murphy’s (1992) 8-item scale (e.g., “I know what it takes to make a group accomplish its 

task”; Sample 1  = .87; Sample 2  = .77). Participants indicated their agreement with each 

item on a 7-point likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). 

Leadership Aspirations. Leadership aspiration is defined as one’s interest in securing a 

leadership role in one’s career and workplace, and being inclined to accept a leadership role if 

one is offered (Fritz & van Knippenberg, 2017). For Sample 1, this variable was measured using 

five items adapted from the Gregor & O’Brien (2016) measure (e.g., “When I am established in 

my career, I would like to manage other employees”;  = .82). Participants indicated their 

agreement with each item on a 7-point likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). 

For Sample 2, this variable was measured using 10 items ( = .90). Three of these items were 

adapted and taken from the Fritz and van Knippenberg (2017) measure (e.g., “I would like to 

obtain a (higher) leadership position during my career”), and seven items were adapted and taken 

from the Gregor and O’Brian (2016) measure. Participants indicated their agreement with each 

item on a 5-point likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).  

Followership Attitude 

We operationalized followership attitude as follower identity, the component of oneself 

that is related to being a follower or thinking of oneself as a follower (Epitropaki et al., 2017). 

This variable was measured using Hiller’s (2005) 4-item leader identity scale, which was adapted 
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to ask about follower identity (e.g., “I see myself as a follower”, Study 1  = .90, Study 2  

= .95). Participants indicated agreement with each item on a 7-point likert scale (1 = not at all 

descriptive, 7 = extremely descriptive). 

Analysis 

All analyses were conducted using the Mplus software (Version 8.4). For all samples, 

CFAs were first performed to examine IFT six-dimensional fit and to generate factor scores to 

use for subsequent LPA models (e.g., Morin & Marsh, 2015). For all samples, the six-

dimensional model fit was acceptable: Sample 1 2(120) = 508.02, p < .001, CFI = .94, TLI 

= .92, RMSEA = .06; Sample 2 2(120) = 225.84, p < .001, CFI = .98, TLI = .97, RMSEA = .04; 

and Sample 3 2(120) = 223.30, p < .001, CFI = .96, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .06. The IFT factor 

scores that were generated for the CFA were then used as input for subsequent LPAs. For all 

samples, profile solutions with one to six profiles were modelled. Missing values were estimated 

using maximum likelihood estimation. Analyses for each model was conducted with 1,000 

random sets of start values and retained the 250 best solutions for final stage optimization 

(Ferguson et al., 2020).  

To determine the final profile solutions for student and worker samples (RQ1), various fit 

statistics were considered, in line with prior research (e.g., Foti et al., 2012; Hancock et al., 

2021). First, lower values on the Akaike information criterion (AIC), the Bayesian information 

criterion (BIC), and the sample-adjusted Bayesian information criterion (SSA-BIC) indicate 

better fitting models. In addition, higher loglikelihood (LL) indicates better fitting models, and 

higher entropy values (i.e., closer to 1 than 0) indicate a higher likelihood that participants have 

been accurately classified into their respective profiles. Significant p values on the Lo-Mendell-

Rubin likelihood ratio test (LMR), and the bootstrap likelihood ratio test (BLRT) provide 
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evidence that the fit of a k-pattern model is superior over a k-1 model, and can be useful for 

deciding whether a model with more profiles provides a better solution than a model with fewer 

profiles. The size of profile groups should also be adequate, as profiles sizes close to 0% may be 

spurious (e.g., greater than or equal to 5%; Ferguson et al., 2020; Masyn, 2013; Hancock et al., 

2021). Finally, the number of profile groups should also be parsimonious and theoretically 

interpretable.  

Based on the above criteria, once an optimal LPA solution had been reached, 

relationships between IFT profile patterns (determined via posterior probabilities) and correlates 

(e.g., age, gender, race, culture, and managerial experience) were examined (RQ2 and RQ3). 

Specifically, in modelling covariates of profile patterns, the R3STEP command in Mplus was 

used. This procedure involves conducting several multinomial logistic regressions to examine 

how an increase in a predictor variable would increase the probability of profile membership for 

one particular pattern over another (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014). For Sample 1 analyses, study 

was included as a control, in case student IFTs varied depending on when the COVID-19 

pandemic occurred. Study 1 data collection occurred in 2018 and 2020, while Study 2 data 

collection only occurred in 2018. Finally, to model whether IFT profile patterns were related to 

leader and follower attitudes (RQ4), the DU3STEP command was used. This procedure tests 

whether outcome means are equal across the different IFT profile pattern groups (Asparouhov & 

Muthen, 2014). See Appendix B for a flowchart of the analyses above described.   
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Table 5. Descriptive Information and Correlations between Variables (Sample 1)  

  
Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1. Age 20.28 3.82 --                   

2. Gender -- -- .02 --                  

3. Race -- -- -.11** .14** --                 

4. Region -- -- -.02 .08* .35** --                

5. Study -- -- .04 -.01 -.01 .08* --               

6. Industry IFT 8.03 1.12 0 -.02 .09** -.08* -.11** .85              

7. Enthusiasm IFT 7.00 1.55 -.07 -.02 .02 -.09* -.07* .55** .86             

8. Good Citizen IFT 8.30 0.87 -.06 .04 .01 -.12** -.11** .62** .55** .81            

9. Conformity IFT 5.38 2.09 -.08* .02 .01 .02 -.02 -.26** -.05 -0.05 .87           

10. Insubordination IFT 1.73 1.07 -.03 .08* .05 .07* .08* -.26** -.13** -.26** .32** .91          

11. Incompetence IFT 2.34 1.43 -.02 .07* .03 .04 .06 -.31** -.21** -.24** .29** .57** .85         

12. Affective MTL 4.32 1.15 .01 -.05 -.21** -.09* .03 .01 .11** .03 -.01 .02 -.04 .90        

13. Non-calculative MTL 4.87 0.91 .07* -.16** -.18** -.13** -.05 -.01 .01 0 -.11** -.13** -.12** .24** .75       

14. Socio-normative MTL 4.75 0.74 -.02 -.07 -.12** -.11** .02 .09** .12** .13** .04 -.07* -.09* .44** .18** .83      

15. Mean MTL 4.44 0.69 -.02 -.07* -.19** -.13** -.38** .07* .13** .09* .01 -.03 -.08* .74** .36** .60** .87     

16. Leadership Aspiration 5.08 1.09 -.04 -.05 -.02 -.03 -.10** .07* .11** .13** .03 -.05 -.07 .56** .13** .44** .53** .82    

17. Leader Self-Efficacy 4.94 0.91 .07* -.08* -.20** -.11** -.02 .05 .09* .10** 0 -.03 -.09** .70** .31** .51** .63** .57** .87   

18. Leader Identity 4.11 1.46 .03 -.04 -.14** -.07* .06 .02 .14** .07 .05 .06 0 .79** .20** .53** .63** .58** .72** .91  

19. Follower Identity 3.13 1.38 -.09* -.01 .25** .10** -.03 .07 .02 .02 .04 .02 .05 -.68** -.29** -.28** -.51** -.43** -.54** -.58** .90 

 

Note. Gender: Female = 0, Male = 1. Race: White = 0, Asian = 1. Region: where participants indicated that they spent most of their 

life (i.e., North America = 0 versus Asia = 1).  Study: Study 1 = 1, Study 2 = 2. IFT = implicit followership theory. MTL = Motivation 

to lead.  

Listwise N = 789. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 6. Descriptive Information and Correlations between Variables (Sample 2)  

 Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1. Age 32.60 8.93 --                   

2. Gender -- -- -.13** --                  

3. Race -- -- -.26** .06 --                 

4. Region -- -- -.06 .03 .30** ---                

5. Managerial Experience -- -- -.09 -.08 .16** -.01 --               

6. Industry IFT 7.43 1.49 .08 -.06 -.13** -.14** -.02 .85              

7. Enthusiasm IFT 6.59 1.70 .01 .06 -.18** .02 -.06 .51** .80             

8. Good Citizen IFT 7.53 1.44 .12* -.04 -.16** -.18** .01 .73** .52** .84            

9. Conformity IFT 5.70 2.05 -.01 .10* -.10* .04 -.16** .08 .41** .19** .78           

10. Insubordination IFT 3.16 2.56 -.09 .10* -.06 .11* -.27** -.20** .17** -.24** .44** .95          

11. Incompetence IFT 3.42 2.53 -.06 .11* -.10* .08 -.24** -.27** .12** -.25** .44** .88** .93         

12. Affective MTL 4.09 1.22 .01 .08 -.04 .04 -.35** .01 .13** -.02 .11* .10* .05 .84        

13. Non-calculative MTL 4.15 1.05 .09 -.09 -.02 -.08 -.02 .11* -.07 .12* -.30** -.38** -.37** .28** .77       

14. Socio-normative MTL 4.66 1.04 .07 .05 -.12* -.05 -.37** .22** .36** .24** .28** .22** .18** .58** .19** .83      

15. Mean MTL 4.20 0.67 0 .12** -.07 .04 -.39** .06 .30** .05 .37** .37** .32** .76** -.26** .77** .78     

16. Leadership Aspiration 4.53 1.26 -.03 .07 .01 .03 -.31** .19** .26** .18** .13** .01 -.06 .69** .27** .65** .61** .90    

17. Leader Self-Efficacy 4.68 1.03 .08 -.02 -.03 -.06 -.30** .24** .16** .28** -.03 -.21** -.24** .62** .36** .56** .48** .66** .77   

18. Leader Identity 4.70 1.71 -.03 .12** -.07 .11* -.41** .09 .35** .09 .36** .32** .25** .77** .02 .69** .82** .69** .54** .94  

19. Follower Identity 3.99 1.85 -.10* .05 -.08 .03 .02 0 .17** -.04 .29** .46** .45** -.52** -.42** -.12* -.16** -.36** -.53** -.21** .95 

 

Note. Gender: Female = 0, Male = 1. Race: White = 0, Asian = 1. Region: where participants indicated that they spent most of their 

life (i.e., North America = 0 versus Asia = 1). Managerial Experience: Yes = 0, No = 1. IFT = implicit followership theory. MTL = 

Motivation to lead.  

Listwise N = 443. 

*p < .05. **p < .01.
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Table 7. Descriptive Information and Correlations between Variables (Sample 3)  

    Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Age  34.11 9.23 --         

2. Gender  -- -- -.08 --        

3. Manager Experience  -- -- -.26** -.10 --       

4. Industry IFT  8.07 1.18 .11 -.04 -.06 .89      

5. Enthusiasm IFT  6.97 1.53 -.03 -.02 -.13* .42** .85     

6. Good Citizen IFT  8.19 1.02 .10 -.12 -.03 .67** .38** .83    

7. Conformity IFT  5.35 2.15 -.14* .09 -.06 -.12 .19** -.02 .84   

8. Insubordination IFT  2.17 1.88 -.15* .14* -.14* -.40** -.05 -.55** .27** .93  

9. Incompetence IFT   2.29 1.88 -.08 .13* -.07 -.46** -.12 -.46** .30** .73** .92 

 

Note. Gender: Female = 0, Male = 1. Managerial Experience: Yes = 0, No = 1. IFT = implicit followership theory.  

Listwise N = 250. 

*p < .05. **p < .01.
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Table 8. Ideal IFT Prototype LPA Model Fit Summary  

Model Log likelihood 
Free 

Parameters 
AIC BIC 

SSA-

BIC 
Entropy 

Smallest 

Class % 
LMR p-value BLRT p-value 

Sample 1 (N = 846) 

1 -6957.67 12.00 13939.34 13996.22 13958.11     

2 -6354.14 19.00 12746.28 12836.35 12776.01 0.85 0.28 0.02* <0.0001*** 

3 -6052.25 26.00 12156.50 12279.76 12197.19 0.89 0.05 0.28 <0.0001*** 

4 -5809.08 33.00 11684.15 11840.59 11735.79 0.92 0.04 0.005** <0.0001*** 

5 -5706.52 40.00 11493.04 11682.66 11555.63 0.88 0.03 0.39 <0.0001*** 

6 -5612.96 47.00 11319.91 11542.71 11393.46 0.87 0.02 0.38 <0.0001*** 

Sample 2 (N = 495) 

1 -4044.90 12 8113.79 8164.25 8126.16     

2 -3368.95 19 6775.90 6855.78 6795.48 0.98 0.35 <0.0001*** <0.0001*** 

3 -2809.23 26 5670.45 5779.77 5697.25 0.98 0.19 <0.0001*** <0.0000*** 

4 -2640.38 33 5346.77 5485.52 5380.77 0.92 0.17 0.038* <0.0001*** 

5 -2489.30 40 5058.59 5226.78 5099.82 0.94 0.06 0.11 <0.0001*** 

6 -2388.40 47 4870.79 5068.41 4919.23 0.95 0.04 0.33 <0.0001*** 

Sample 3 (N = 265) 

1 -2176.20 12 4376.40 4419.36 4381.31 --    

2 -1797.43 19 3632.86 3700.88 3640.64 0.98 0.20 <0.0001*** <0.0001*** 

3 -1659.47 26 3370.93 3464.01 3381.57 0.99 0.09 0.022* <0.0000*** 

4 -1577.72 33 3221.43 3339.57 3234.94 0.93 0.07 0.12 <0.0001*** 

5 -1519.40 40 3118.79 3261.98 3135.16 0.95 0.04 0.28 <0.0001*** 

6 -1458.80 47 3011.59 3179.84 3030.82 0.94 0.03 0.31 <0.0001*** 

 

Note. AIC = Akaïke Information Criterion; BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion; SSA-BIC = Sample-Size Adjusted BIC.  

LMR = Lo-Mendall-Rubin Likelihood Ratio Test. BLRT = Bootstrap Likelihood Ratio Test.  

 

*p < .05. **p < .01. *** p < .001
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Table 9. Ideal IFT Prototype Profile Solutions  

Profiles   
% Sample 

(N) 
  Industry Enthusiasm Good Citizen Conformity Insubordination Incompetence 

Sample 1 (2 profile solution, Students N = 846) 

1 Passive  28% (237)  -1.06 -0.83 -1.01 0.47 0.80 0.86 

2 Dutiful and 

Productive 
 72% (609)  0.41 0.33 0.39 -0.18 -0.31 -0.34 

Sample 2 (3 profile solution, Workers N = 495) 

1 Passive  19% (93)  -1.58 -1.10 -1.56 -0.36 0.42 0.49 

2 Dutiful and 

Productive 
 60% (296)  0.43 0.09 0.44 -0.25 -0.68 -0.69 

3 Energetic but 

Overconfident 
 21% (106)  0.20 0.71 0.14 1.02 1.54 1.49 

Sample 3 (3 profile solution, Workers N = 265) 

1 Passive  12% (31)  -1.74 -0.74 -1.75 0.12 0.94 0.88 

2 Dutiful and 

Productive 
 79% (210)  0.32 0.08 0.37 -0.12 -0.43 -0.40 

3 Energetic but 

Overconfident 
 9% (24)   -0.57 0.24 -0.98 0.91 2.49 2.31 

 

Note. The estimates reported in the above table are mean factor scores. Final count and proportions for the latent profiles are based on 

Estimated Posterior Probabilities.
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Figure 2. Elbow Plots of Profile Solutions 

  

 

 

Note. AIC = Akaïke Information Criterion; BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion; SSA-BIC = Sample-Size Adjusted BIC. 
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Figure 3. Ideal Follower Prototype Profile Solutions for Samples 1, 2, and 3 

Sample 1 (2 profile solution, N = 846)  

 
 

Sample 2 (3 profile solution, N = 495) 

 
 

Sample 3 (3 profile solution, N = 265) 
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Results 

 Means and correlations for each sample are displayed in Tables 5-7. As has been found in 

previous research (e.g., Sy, 2010), across the three samples, prototypical IFT traits tend to be 

positively related to each other (i.e., industry, enthusiasm and good citizen), and anti-prototypical 

IFT traits also tend to be positively related to each other (i.e., conformity, insubordination and 

incompetence). There were also significant correlations between gender and IFTs, such that men 

tended to think of good followers as more insubordinate and incompetent than women. Finally, 

race was correlated with IFTs, but not consistently across samples. Specifically, among the 

student sample (Sample 1; Table 5), Asians (vs. Whites) tended to think of followers as more 

insubordinate, whereas among the worker sample (Sample 2; Table 6), Asians (vs. Whites) 

tended to think of followers as less prototypical and conforming.    

Ideal Follower Prototypes  

Student Profiles 

To address RQ1 (do workers and students have different ideal follower prototypes?), it 

was determined that the 2-profile solution provided the best fit to the data for students (see Table 

8, Sample 1). The AIC, BIC and SSA-BIC continued to decrease with each additional profile, 

and the BLRT was significant for each additional profile. However, the LMR indicated that the 

3-profile solution fit is not significantly different from the 2-profile solution fit. In addition, the 

third profile that emerged in the 3-profile solution had the same qualitative pattern as the first 

profile that emerged in the 2-profile solution, which suggested profile splitting. 

This two-profile solution is consistent with Coyle and Foti’s (2021) previous research 

with workplace leaders (see Table 9 and Figure 3; Sample 1). In particular, the first profile 

consists of particularly below-average levels of prototypical characteristics (i.e., industry, 
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enthusiasm, and good citizen) and comparatively higher levels of anti-prototypical characteristics 

(i.e., conformity, insubordination, and incompetence), with 28% of students belonging to this 

profile. The second profile consists of above-average levels of prototypical characteristics (i.e., 

industry, enthusiasm, and good citizen) and below-average levels of anti-prototypical 

characteristics (i.e., conformity, insubordination, and incompetence). The majority, 72%, of 

students belonged to this profile.  

In sum, these profiles suggest that students tend to think of ideal followers in one of two 

ways. Students may see ideal followers as being Passive—particularly low in supportive, 

enthusiastic, or initiative-taking behaviours and characteristics, and somewhat more inclined 

towards counterproductivity (i.e., conforming and being hard to get along or work well with)—or 

the opposite, Dutiful and Productive—that is, supportive, enthusiastic and initiative-taking, as 

well as less inclined towards counterproductivity (i.e., conforming, and being hard to get along 

or work well with).  

Worker Profiles 

In contrast, it was determined that the 3-profile solution provided the best fit to the data 

for Samples 2-3 (Table 8). The AIC, BIC and SSA-BIC continued to decrease with each 

additional profile, and the BLRT was significant for each additional profile. However, the LMR 

value was no longer significant with the addition of a fourth profile for Sample 3, suggesting that 

the 3-profile solution provided the best fit. For Sample 2, although the LMR value was still 

significant at the addition of a fourth profile, examining an elbow plot to determine when 

increases in AIC, BIC and SSA-BIC values begin to taper suggested that an additional profile 

does not much increase solution fit between the 3-profile and 4-profile solutions (see Figure 2). 

In addition, the entropy level drops between the 3-profile solution (98%) and the 4-profile 
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solution (92%); thus, the likelihood that participants have been correctly classified into their 

respective profiles is higher at the 3-profile solution than the 4-profile solution. Thus, for Sample 

2, the 3-profile solution was also determined to provide the best fit to the data. 

This 3-profile solution suggests that workers in both samples tended to think of ideal 

followers in one of three ways (see Table 9 and Figure 3; Samples 2 and 3). The first profile that 

emerged among workers was similar to the second profile found with students, with people in 

this profile tending to think of ideal followers as predominantly having particularly low levels of 

prototypical characteristics, and only somewhat elevated anti-prototypical, characteristics. 

People in this profile appear to conceptualize ideal followers as particularly lacking in 

proactivity and energy, and comparatively unremarkable in other respects—in other words, 

people in this profile tend to see ideal followers as Passive. Only a minority of workers belonged 

to this profile (Sample 2 = 19%, Sample 3 = 12%). 

The second profile that emerged among workers replicated the first profile found with 

students, with people in this profile tending to think of ideal followers as having above-average 

levels of prototypical characteristics and below-average levels of anti-prototypical 

characteristics. That is, people in this profile may conceptualize ideal followers as largely 

proactive and avoiding counter-productive behaviours—in other words, people in this profile 

tend to see ideal followers as Dutiful and Productive. The majority of workers belonged to this 

profile (Sample 2 = 60%, Sample 3 = 79%). 

Finally, the third profile that emerged among workers was novel and not seen previously 

with students, with people in this profile tended to think of ideal followers as having high levels 

of enthusiasm, as well as anti-prototypical characteristics, particularly insubordination and 

incompetence. People in this profile may conceptualize ideal followers as energetic despite not 
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being particularly experienced or cooperative—that is, people in this profile may tend to see 

ideal followers as Energetic but Overconfident. A similar proportion of workers to the first 

profile subscribed to this profile (Sample 2 = 21%, Sample 3 = 9%). 

Based on these profile solutions for the students and workers, in answer to RQ1, worker 

and student samples do have different ideal follower prototypes. Specifically, workers have one 

additional ideal follower prototype compared with students. Although students’ ideal follower 

prototypes consist of relatively less differentiated Dutiful and Productive or Passive profiles, 

workers appear to differentiate between two kinds of “flawed” ideal followers and thus subscribe 

to one of three different ideal follower prototypes: Dutiful and Productive, Passive, or Energetic 

but Overconfident. 
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Table 10. Correlates of Ideal IFT Prototype Group Membership 

    Profile Comparisons 

Variable 
 

Passive v. Dutiful and 

Productive 
 

Energetic but 

Overconfident v. Dutiful 

and Productive 

 Passive v. Energetic 

but Overconfident 

  Coef. SE OR   Coef. SE OR   Coef. SE OR 

Sample 1 (Students; N = 794) 

Study (1 or 2)  0.51** 0.19 1.66*         

Age  0.02 0.02 1.02         

Gender (Female = 0, Male = 1)  0.28 0.21 1.32         

Race (White = 0, Asian = 1)  -0.30 0.20 0.75         

Region (NA = 0, Asia = 1)  0.86** 0.31 2.37         

Sample 2 (Workers; N = 443) 

Managerial experience (Yes = 0, No = 1)  -0.46 0.28 0.63  -2.09** 0.45 0.12***  1.63** 0.50 5.11 

Age  -0.06* 0.02 0.95*  -0.03 0.02 0.97  -0.03 0.03 0.98 

Gender (Female = 0, Male = 1)  0.29 0.29 1.33  0.48 0.30 1.61  -0.19 0.38 0.83 

Race (White = 0, Asian = 1)  0.38 0.30 1.46  -0.72* 0.35 0.49**  1.10** 0.41 3.00 

Region (NA = 0, Asia = 1)   1.09* 0.43 2.97   0.99* 0.49 2.69   0.10 0.53 1.11 

Sample 3 (Workers; N = 265) 

Managerial experience (Yes = 0, No = 1)  0.19 0.46 1.21  -2.15* 0.83 0.12***  2.34* 0.92 10.38 

Age  -0.07* 0.03 0.93*  -0.06* 0.03 0.94*  -0.01 0.04 1.00 

Gender (Female = 0, Male = 1)   0.58 0.44 1.79   0.78 0.59 2.18   -0.20 0.70 0.82 

 
Note. Coef. = the estimate (β) from the R3STEP multinomial logistic regression analysis; SE = standard error of the coefficient; OR = odds ratio. 

Analyses were conducted with 794 participants in Sample 1 and with 443 participants in Sample 2 due to listwise deletion. Positive values indicate 

that a person scoring higher on that antecedent (e.g., 1) is more likely to be in the first latent profile and that a person scoring lower on that 

antecedent (e.g., 0) is more likely to be in the second latent profile; negative values indicate the reverse. Study: 1 = (year 2020 and 2018), 2 = (year 

2018). Region: where participants indicated that they spent most of their life (i.e., North America versus Asia).  

*p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 
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Socialization Experiences and Ideal IFT Prototypes  

This research also examines relationships between two aspects of socialization—

leadership experience (i.e., managerial experience) and sociodemographic characteristics (i.e., 

age, gender, race, and cultural region)—and ideal follower prototypes. Specifically, Research 

Question 2 asked whether having managerial experience is related to ideal follower prototype 

profile membership amongst workers (Samples 2 and 3; Table 10). We found that managerial 

experience was related to workers holding certain ideal IFT prototypes over others. Specifically, 

those who had managerial experience were more likely to belong to the Energetic but 

Overconfident prototype group than the Dutiful and Productive prototype group (Sample 2: 

coefficient = -2.09, p < .001, OR = 0.12; Sample 3: coefficient = -2.15, p < .001, OR = 0.12), or 

to the Passive prototype group (Sample 2: coefficient = 1.63, p = .001, OR = 5.11; Sample 3: 

coefficient = 2.34, p < .05, OR =10.38). These results suggest that having managerial experience 

is related, particularly, to the Energetic but Overconfident ideal follower prototype and may help 

explain the emergence of this novel ideal IFT profile group among workers. 

Research Question 3 asked whether sociodemographic correlates are related to ideal 

follower prototype profile membership (Table 10). Gender did not predict profile membership to 

any IFT ideal follower prototype for students or workers (Samples 1-3). However, the three other 

sociodemographic correlates did predict profile membership. Specifically, race and age predicted 

profile membership for workers only (Samples 2 and 3), and cultural region predicted profile 

membership for both students and workers (Samples 1 and 2). 

For race, workers who were White (versus Asian) were more likely to belong to the 

Energetic but Overconfident profile group than the Dutiful and Productive profile group (Sample 

2: coefficient = -0.72, p = .037, OR = 0.49), or the Passive profile group (Sample 2: coefficient = 
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1.10, p = .008, OR = 3.00). For cultural region, students who had mostly lived in North America 

(versus Asia) were more likely to have a positive (versus passive) ideal follower prototype 

(Sample 1: coefficient = 0.86, p = .005, OR = 2.37). Similarly, workers who had mostly lived in 

North America (versus Asia) was more likely to belong to the Dutiful and Productive profile 

group than the Passive profile group (Sample 2: coefficient = 1.09, p = .011, OR = 2.97), or the 

Energetic but Overconfident profile group (Sample 2: coefficient = 0.99, p = .043, OR = 2.69). 

Finally, for age, workers who were older (versus younger) were slightly more likely to belong to 

the Dutiful and Productive profile group than the Passive profile group (Sample 2: coefficient = -

0.06, p = .012, OR = 0.95; Sample 3: coefficient = -0.07, p = .036, OR = 0.93). In addition, for 

Sample 3 only, those who were older (versus younger) were also more likely to belong to the 

Dutiful and Productive profile group than the Energetic but Overconfident profile group (Sample 

3: coefficient = -0.06, p = .042, OR = 0.94).  

In sum, these results suggest that both types of socialization correlates, leadership 

experience and sociodemographic characteristics, are related to which ideal follower prototype 

one tends to hold. On the one hand, workers and students that are more socialized into North 

American norms, and (to some extent) older workers, tended to think of ideal followers as more 

proactive and capable as well as not possessing negative characteristics. On the other hand, 

workers who had managerial experience or identified as White (versus Asian), as well as 

workers and students who had mostly lived in Asia, tended to hold poorer views of ideal 

followers. Specifically, the workers tended to think of ideal followers as enthusiastic but 

potentially misguided (i.e., Energetic but Overconfident), while the students tended to think of 

ideal followers as fairly low in positive characteristics and unremarkable in negative aspects (i.e., 

Passive). 
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Table 11. Three-Step Results for Leadership and Followership Attitudes (DU3STEP) of IFT Ideal Prototype Groups  

Study 1 (Students) 

Outcomes Passive Dutiful and Productive Chi square  
Leader Identity 4.02 4.13 0.86  
Affective MTL 4.29 4.33 0.14  
Non-calculative MTL 4.80 4.88 1.09  
Socio-normative MTL 4.61 4.80 9.78**  
Overall MTL 4.36 4.47 4.34*  
Leader Self-Efficacy 4.80 4.99 5.51*  
Leadership Aspirations 4.87 5.16 10.07**  
Follower Identity 3.14 3.12 0.91  

Study 2 (Workers) 

Outcomes Passive (A) Dutiful and Productive (B) Energetic but Overconfident (C) Chi square 

Leader Identity 4.27C 4.47C 5.95AB 259.31*** 

Affective MTL 4.21 4.04 4.21 3.55 

Non-calculative MTL 4.01BC 4.42AC 3.44AB 178.55*** 

Socio-normative MTL 4.13BC 4.61AC 5.33AB 149.20*** 

Overall MTL 4.09C 4.08C 4.72AB 155.70*** 

Leader Self-Efficacy 4.17BC 4.91AC 4.43 AB 56.99*** 

Leadership Aspirations 4.02BC 4.63A 4.68A 79.25*** 

Follower Identity 3.99BC 3.38AC 5.92AB 489.64*** 

 

Note. All analyses were run utilizing the DU3STEP procedure in Mplus. The correlate values for each profile are means. Sample 1 

(Students) N = 846; Sample 2 (Workers) N = 495. Subscripts indicate profiles that are significantly different at p < .05. MTL = 

Motivation to Lead. 

 

*p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001.
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Ideal IFT Prototypes and Leadership and Followership Attitudes   

Finally, this research examines whether profile membership for students (Sample 1) and 

workers (Sample 2) is related to their leadership and followership attitudes (Table 11). For 

students, results suggest that those who see ideal followers as Dutiful and Productive (versus 

Passive) may have a greater willingness to take on leader roles and to believe themselves capable 

of leading effectively. Specifically, those who belonged to the Dutiful and Productive (versus 

Passive) follower profile group tended to have higher socio-normative MTL (M = 4.80 v. M = 

4.61; χ2 = 9.78, p = .002), overall MTL (M = 4.47 v. M = 4.36; χ2 = 4.34, p = .037), leader self-

efficacy (M = 4.99 v. M = 4.80; χ2 = 5.51, p = .019), and leadership aspirations (M = 5.16 v. M = 

4.87; χ2 = 10.07, p = .002).  

For workers, those who held a Passive profile (versus Energetic but Overconfident or 

Dutiful and Productive profiles) generally perceived leadership less (versus more) positively 

(Table 11).  Those who belonged to the Energetic but Overconfident profile tended to have the 

highest socio-normative MTL (Energetic but Overconfident M = 5.33; Passive M = 4.13; Dutiful 

and Productive M = 4.61; all comparisons p < .05), overall MTL (Energetic but Overconfident 

M = 4.72 v. Passive M = 4.09, p < .001; v. Dutiful and Productive M = 4.08, p < .001), and 

leader identity (Energetic but Overconfident M = 5.95 v. Dutiful and Productive M = 4.47, p 

< .001; v. Passive M = 4.27, p < .001). Second, those who belonged to the Dutiful and 

Productive profile tended to have the highest non-calculative MTL (Dutiful and Productive M = 

4.42; Passive M = 4.01; Energetic but Overconfident M = 3.44; all comparisons p < .05) and 

leadership self-efficacy (Dutiful and Productive M = 4.91; Energetic but Overconfident M = 

4.43; Passive M = 4.17; all comparisons p < .05). In addition, workers who belonged to either the 

Dutiful and Productive (M = 4.63, p < .001) and Energetic but Overconfident (M = 4.68, p 
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< .001) profiles tended to have equivalent and elevated leadership aspirations, compared with the 

Passive profile (M = 4.02).  

For followership attitude, results were somewhat different. For students, profile 

membership was not related to follower identity (Dutiful and Productive M = 3.12, Passive M = 

3.14, p = .911). For workers, those who belonged to the Energetic but Overconfident profile 

tended to have the highest follower identity (Energetic but Overconfident M = 5.92; Dutiful and 

Productive M = 3.38; Passive M = 3.99; all comparisons p < .05). These results suggest that 

espousing views of followers as being excitable yet misguided may be related to identifying as a 

follower oneself, or having a positive attitude towards followers. 

Overall, these results suggest that workers who think of ideal followers as enthusiastic 

but imperfect were most likely to have positive attitudes towards leadership and followership. 

That is, they identify as leaders and followers, have high overall and socio-normative motivation 

to take on leader roles, and aspire to be leaders themselves. In addition, workers and students 

who think of ideal followers as proactive and capable, and less prone to counterproductive 

tendencies, were likely to only espouse positive leadership views; they had high motivation to 

take on leader roles, were more likely to believe themselves capable of leading effectively, and 

had high aspirations to be leaders. Finally, workers and students who think of ideal followers as 

passive and unremarkable were least likely to have positive leadership or followership attitudes.  

Please see Table 12 for an overall summary of all findings for each research question.
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Table 12. Summary of Findings for Each Research Question 

Research Question Summary of Findings 

1: Do worker and student 

samples have different 

ideal follower prototypes? 

• Student prototypes: Dutiful and Productive, Passive 

• Worker prototypes: Dutiful and Productive, Passive, 

Energetic but Overconfident 

 

2: Is manager experience 

related to certain ideal 

follower prototypes among 

workers? 

• Having managerial experience is related to the Energetic 

but Overconfident ideal follower prototype (compared 

with all other prototypes). 

 

3: Is (a) gender, (b) race, 

(c) region where one 

spends the majority of 

one’s life (i.e., North 

America or Asia), or (d) 

age related to specific 

ideal follower prototype 

views? 

• Race: Workers who identified as White (versus Asian) 

were more likely to hold the Energetic but Overconfident 

prototype (compared with all other profiles). 

• Cultural Region: Workers and students who had mostly 

lived in North America (versus Asia) were more likely to 

hold the Dutiful and Productive prototype (compared 

with all other prototypes). 

• Age: Workers who were older were more likely to hold 

the Dutiful and Productive prototype than Passive 

(Samples 2 & 3) or Energetic but Overconfident (Sample 

3) prototypes. 

 

4: Are ideal follower 

prototypes related to 

leadership and 

followership attitudes? 

• Students who held the Dutiful and Productive (versus 

Passive) prototype were more likely to have positive 

leadership attitudes (i.e., socio-normative motivation to 

lead, overall motivation to lead, leader self-efficacy, and 

leadership aspirations). 

• Workers who held the Dutiful and Productive prototype 

were more likely to hold positive leadership attitudes 

(i.e., non-calculative motivation to lead, leader self-

efficacy, and leadership aspirations). 

• Workers who held the Passive prototype generally had 

the least positive leadership attitudes (i.e., motivation to 

lead, leader identity, leader self-efficacy, leadership 

aspirations) or followership attitude (i.e., follower 

identity). 

• Workers who held the Energetic but Overconfident 

prototype tended to have positive leadership attitudes 

(i.e., socio-normative motivation to lead, overall 

motivation to lead, leader identity, and leadership 

aspirations), and positive followership attitude (i.e., 

follower identity). 
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Discussion  

 Establishing an accurate understanding of how we view followership is highly important 

because of the ubiquity of the follower role within our hierarchically structured workplaces. 

Additionally, there is evidence that we default, evolutionarily, towards holding follower roles 

due to its advantages for our survival (e.g., satisfies need for belongingness, ensures access to 

resources, avoids risks of being a leader; Bastardoz & Van Vugt, 2019). As a result, many of us 

are likely concerned with how to be “good” followers in day-to-day life within our teams and 

may be highly reliant on our internal ideal follower scripts for how to follow others. Thus, we 

conducted the current study that more accurately models our ideal follower schemas as patterns 

to uncover whether different “ideal follower” scripts emerge and understand why we may 

differentially value, and engage in, certain behaviours as followers.  

We found that two samples with different degrees of leadership role experience—i.e., 

students and workers—held differing ideal follower prototypes. On the one hand, students as a 

group (i.e., who, on average, should have lower leadership experience) endorsed largely 

dichotomous views of ideal followers—either Dutiful and Productive or Passive. On the other 

hand, workers endorsed one of three ideal follower prototypes: Dutiful and Productive, Passive, 

and Energetic but Overconfident. That is, workers were more likely to see ideal followers as 

“imperfect” in somewhat more complex terms: either as particularly lacking in proactive 

characteristics (e.g., industriousness, enthusiasm, and good citizenship) and being otherwise 

unremarkable (e.g., slightly prone to insubordination and incompetence), or as being 

enthusiastic, but overconfident in carrying out their intentions (i.e., highly conforming, 

insubordinate, and incompetent).  
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In addition, we sought to determine why different ideal follower prototypes may emerge 

by drawing on theoretical principles indicating that schemas arise due to socialization 

experiences. Specifically, we investigated whether leadership experience (i.e., work and 

managerial) and sociodemographic factors (i.e., race, cultural region, age, and gender) were 

related to ideal follower prototypes. In particular, people who had managerial experience (versus 

no managerial experience) were more likely to espouse the Energetic but Overconfident 

prototype view of ideal followers. That is, our results suggest that managerial experience could 

lead individuals to develop (mostly) negative underlying assumptions about ideal followers, 

which could drive them to view or treat their followers accordingly or interpret follower actions 

differently from their subordinates. Future research should further unpack this finding. 

Specifically, previous research suggests that experience is a multi-dimensional construct (i.e., 

amount/frequency and type of task; Quinones et al., 1995). Thus, it may be fruitful to explore 

what aspects of managerial experience (e.g., leading a struggling or poorly perform team, leading 

a newly formed vs. established team) are related to leaders’ ideal follower prototypes— 

particularly flawed views of followers—and why (i.e., challenges that followers may have the 

most difficulty supporting their leaders through).  

We also uncovered that individuals who had mostly lived in Asia, as opposed to North 

America, were more likely to hold negative views of followers (e.g., perceive followers as 

Energetic but Overconfident or Passive). This finding could potentially be explained by 

differences in power distance beliefs (i.e., degree to which one espouses a manager-employee 

relationship power imbalance). As people from Asia (versus North America) generally have 

greater power distance beliefs (Bochner & Hesketh, 1994), these individuals may be more likely 

to espouse power imbalance between managers and employees and to justify this belief with 
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views of ideal followers as needing guidance and reining in, or micro-management, to ensure 

results. We encourage future research to examine this possibility, including the fact that perhaps 

negative follower profiles such Energetic but Overconfident or Passive may be more prevalent or 

widely endorsed in high power distance contexts.  

Lastly, we drew on role identity claiming and granting principles to examine whether 

ideal follower prototypes were linked to leadership and followership attitudes to understand how 

these prototypes may shape future career strivings. Specifically, we found that people who held 

Passive follower prototypes generally had less positive leader attitudes, whereas workers who 

held Energetic but Overconfident follower prototypes had more positive follower attitudes. 

These results suggest that those who think of ideal followers as Passive may be the least likely to 

strive for future responsibilities over others compared with those who think of ideal followers as 

Dutiful and Productive or Energetic but Overconfident. Additionally, those who endorse an 

Energetic but Overconfident prototype may be content with either remaining in their current job 

bracket or seeking further advancement. We speculate that holding this sub-par view of ideal 

followers may indicate an opportunistic, or instrumental, mindset towards being a leader or 

follower depending on the nature, or context, of the specific role. For example, individuals who 

hold this view might derogate others’ abilities as followers and aim to be leaders to earn higher 

compensation or status, or these individuals may opt to be followers if they observe that 

followers, even poor ones, can reap rewards with little effort or social graces.  

Theoretical Implications  

First, using a person-focused approach that models our gestalt views of followers, we 

find that two or three different ideal follower patterns (i.e., Dutiful and Productive, Passive, or 

Energetic but Overconfident) emerge for student and worker samples, respectively. This is 



 

  83 

contrary to previous typologies suggesting that people hold homogeneous views of ideal 

followers (e.g., as “star followers”; Kelley, 2008, p. 8), and is consistent with other research 

suggesting that people may espouse different views of how followers “should” be (e.g., Carsten 

et al., 2010). That people may hold “darker” views of ideal followers is not entirely surprising, 

given previous theorizing about destructive forms of followership that pair with and accentuate 

destructive leadership (i.e., Thoroughgood et al., 2012). This finding would not have been 

revealed using a variable-focused approach, which only suggests that people tend to espouse 

prototypical traits (versus anti-prototypical traits) when thinking about ideal followers (Van 

Quaquebeke et al., 2014). Thus, going forward, IFT researchers might complement the variable-

focused approach with the person-focused approach to gain a more comprehensive 

understanding of ideal IFT prototypes, or they may strategically use either approach depending 

on the nature of their research question. For example, researchers may opt to use the variable-

focused approach when they do not expect relationships between IFT traits to vary much and 

person-oriented analytical approaches when they expect there to be distinct subgroups within 

their dataset.  

Second, drawing on previous theorizing on schema development and examining how 

these prototypes are related to various types of socialization experiences (e.g., Hunt et al., 1990), 

the current study contributes understanding into why we may hold certain ideal follower 

prototypes. Based on our results, it seems that one’s ideal follower prototype may be more 

strongly shaped by role norms that we conform to as determined by our workplace position and 

cultural upbringing, versus social group norms that we conform to as determined by our 

“classification” on gender, race, or generation factors. This makes sense if we consider the 

strength of these respective norms across situations. Compared with social group norms, norms 
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governing interactions between managers and their employees, as well as between members of a 

particular culture, might be easier to observe, either because they are more tightly scripted (e.g., 

interactions between leaders and followers; Gioia & Poole, 1984) or because they are more 

pervasive (e.g., culture; Gelfand & Jackson, 2016). Conversely, compared with role norms, 

social group norms may be somewhat fuzzier in terms of how people can best adhere to them 

across situations (e.g., gender norms; Cislaghi & Heise, 2020). That is, the performativity of 

one’s physical social group characteristics may be less or more relevant depending on the nature 

of one’s context, thus blurring the visibility of a particular norm. For example, expectations for 

acting agentically as a man may be relaxed if he is seen as a possible friend, rather than as a 

breadwinner (e.g., Quayle et al., 2017). Thus, ideal follower prototypes, as products of direct 

experience with followers and observational learning, may be more affected by socialization 

experiences that are governed by particularly salient norms.  

Our research also reveals that IFT prototypes, and possibly other implicit theories, may 

be affected by socialization experiences in adulthood, which has not been previously shown. Our 

findings are thus consistent with previous theorizing by scholars that IFTs, while largely stable 

due to one’s formative experiences (Epitropaki et al., 2013; Antonakis & Delgas, 2009), have 

elements of dynamism and can still shift to account for one’s experiences (Shondrick and Lord, 

2010; Shondrick et al., 2010). In particular, we discovered that a small segment of people who 

view ideal followers quite negatively (i.e., Energetic but Overconfident) tend to have managerial 

experience. Thus, our results suggest that the experience of leading other individuals may be a 

cognitively disruptive event that results in negative changes to one’s follower schema. This may 

be because employees who become managers experience a major role transition that involves a 

high pressure to learn and perform new skills and abilities quickly (Ashforth, 2001), which are 
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often not acquired prior to promotion (e.g., training and promoting others, coaching others, 

resolving interpersonal problems; Fletcher & French, 2021). Thus, if managers tend to lack 

proper training, despite being highly skilled employees, these individuals may initially fail to 

encourage, or bring out the best, in their followers and thus experience disillusionment with 

poorly performing followers (e.g., stress or anger responses; Shen et al., 2021; Liang et al., 

2016). Therefore, more research attention may be warranted towards understanding and, possibly 

improving, new manager experiences of leading others in an effort to enhance positive follower 

views. 

 Third, we draw on role identity claiming and granting principles to explore the potential 

ramifications of endorsing different ideal follower prototypes on our self-attitudes, specifically 

leadership and followership attitudes. Demonstrating this link tentatively suggests that these 

prototypes could influence how we make decisions around seeking further career advancement 

or greater responsibility over others. That is, schemas may help an individual navigate cues from 

others about the success of one’s interpersonal “negotiation” for a particular role. If so, these 

schemas could also play an influential role in how one perceives fit, or compatibility, with one’s 

environment, particularly interpersonal situations. Currently, the organizational fit literature only 

conceptualizes fit as a static entity between one’s organization and oneself (e.g., how well the 

characteristics of one’s workplace match with an individual’s traits; van Vianen, 2018), rather 

than as a dynamic and situationally-based one (e.g., the extent to which others react in 

anticipated ways towards one’s behaviours during interpersonal interactions). However, this 

could be an important gap to fill, as people may subjectively assess, and accrue information 

about, their “fit” with their environments and workplaces through interpersonal interactions, 

aided by their schemas about how they (and others) should act. Thus, further study of follower 
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schemas could contribute preliminary understanding into how people perceive fit within dynamic 

and interpersonal situations. 

Finally, this research helps to establish what our holistic views about good, or ideal, 

followers are, and that these prototypes differ from our typical follower prototypes. In particular, 

our results suggest that most individuals tend to hold positive holistic views of ideal followers 

(e.g., Dutiful and Productive), which contrasts with previous research indicating that most people 

tend to view typical followers as flawed (e.g., Alienated or Negative; Coyle & Foti, 2021). Thus, 

when taken together with previous research on typical follower prototypes (Coyle & Foti, 2021), 

the current study underscores the importance of recognizing that people may differentiate 

between at least two different follower prototypes (e.g., ideal versus typical). These findings are 

consistent with previous implicit theory research using a variable-centered approach, which 

found that people associate different traits with different types of leaders (e.g., tend to associate 

anti-prototypical traits more with typical, versus ideal, leaders; van Quaquebeke et al., 2014).  

Practical Implications  

Our results indicate that one’s managerial experiences and cultural region are related to 

one’s ideal follower views and may be consequential in shaping how different groups of people 

view ideal followers and interpret their actions. Therefore, the current research highlights the 

importance of organizational awareness that different groups of people (e.g., leaders and 

followers) may have different ideas about what good followers are like and thus interpret the 

same follower actions differently. Organizations looking to curtail possible misunderstandings 

between employees based on these differing interpretations of follower actions could offer 

educational sessions to raise employee awareness of their ideal follower “biases” and how such 

biases could affect the nature of one’s workplace interactions (e.g., conflict). In addition, given 
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the multi-national span of many organizations, such organizations should look to facilitate 

discussion among their work teams, particularly cross-cultural ones, around employee 

expectations for how ideal followers should perform. By encouraging their employees to discuss 

and come to an agreement about what behaviours are expected of them, these organizations 

could reduce potential misinterpretation of employee behaviours and thus help preserve sense of 

trust between employees.  

In addition, we found that workers who had managerial experience tended to view good 

followers as Energetic but Overconfident. As IFT theorizing suggests that people use their ideal 

schemas as scripts or to interpret others’ actions, leaders who expect and assume that their 

followers will be difficult to manage may act accordingly towards these followers, negatively 

influencing follower performance (e.g., Golem effect; Leung & Sy, 2018). Thus, organizational 

interventions may be warranted in cultivating positive ideal follower attitudes among leaders, in 

particular. To address this, organizational interventions may take the form of preventative 

measures, such as improving leader preparedness in the form of leader onboarding, support, or 

training. Organizations could also offer shadow coaching (i.e., coaches who accompany leaders 

to their workplace for coaching) to help leaders identify and correct their negative follower 

beliefs on the job (e.g., Roelofs, 2019).  

Limitations and Future Directions 

Although this research offers some insights, it also has some limitations. First, we utilized 

cross-sectional data, given the largely exploratory aim of this study; therefore, we cannot make 

claims about causality. Thus, although we argue that ideal IFT prototypes is related to one’s 

leadership and followership attitudes via identity claiming and granting principles, our research 

does not test this mechanism explicitly. Rather, attitudes about leaders and followers could also 
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reciprocally affect one’s IFT prototypes (Lord et al., 2001; Shondrick & Lord, 2010). Future 

studies could use alternative research methodologies, such as time-separated measures or 

longitudinal designs, to capture how ideal IFT prototypes and leader and follower attitudes affect 

each other across snapshots in time to study the directionality of this influence.  

Second, again due to the correlational nature of the data, the results from this study 

largely presume that individuals’ IFTs are stable, between-person entities. However, future 

research could focus on identifying dynamic aspects of our holistic IFTs to understand whether 

people hold different ideal IFT prototypes according to different contexts or situations (Lord et 

al., 2001). For example, previous research has found that mood is related to differences in how 

people view followers, with positive and negative affect being related to positive and negative 

views of followers, respectively (Lord et al., 2020). Therefore, future research could study 

dynamic change in ideal follower prototypes using experimental designs or daily diary studies to 

understand whether certain factors (e.g., one’s work performance, mood, characteristics of 

follower) affect which ideal follower prototype gets activated.  

Third, this research sought to use a person-centered approach, LPA, to study holistic IFTs 

or the configuration of associations that people make between traits. However, this method, 

while useful for studying sub-groups of people who hold different pattern views of ideal follower 

prototypes, cannot test all aspects of ideal IFTs as patterns (i.e., as networks consisting of IFT 

traits as nodes and weighted positive or negative connections between nodes; Lord et al., 2001). 

In particular, using the LPA methodology alone is insufficient for understanding the specific 

nature of connections that people make between different follower traits (e.g., positive and 

negative connections, connection weights). Thus, future research could make use of other 

person-centered analytical methods that examine our ideal IFT prototypes as connectionist 
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models. For example, utilizing a network analysis approach to studying IFTs may help elucidate 

the specific way in which traits are connected within an individual (e.g., Bataille & Vough, 

2022). This method could help identify which traits are most central to an individuals’ ideal IFT 

prototype. Such information could provide insight into which trait may be most integrated and 

therefore crucial (Costantini et al., 2015) for IFT network functioning.   

Fourth, although this research provides some insight into people’s ideal follower 

prototypes, future research may benefit from investigating these views in conjunction with ideal 

leader prototypes. This may be helpful for understanding why people see ideal followers as 

flawed (e.g., Passive, Energetic but Overconfident), which could be because people perceive 

them as serving a particular purpose, such as complementing certain types of leaders. For 

example, people may hold a Passive ideal follower prototype if they hold views of leaders as 

energetic, passionate and able to motivate lackadaisical followers (e.g., charismatic leaders; 

Conger & Kanungo, 1987), or they may hold an Energetic but Overconfident ideal follower 

prototype if they hold views of leaders as enforcers who can keep order and misguided followers 

in line (e.g., authoritarian leaders; Harms et al., 2018). Thus, it is possible that certain ideal 

leader prototypes are related to certain ideal follower prototypes. Moreover, accounting for both 

prototypes together may be more predictive of one’s outcomes, such as one’s likelihood of 

adopting leader or follower roles in the future.  

Fifth, we used several variables (e.g., cultural region, sociodemographic characteristics, 

leadership experience) that may be proxies for other important constructs. Firstly, participant 

cultural region was assessed as a proxy for cultural values (i.e., power distance and 

individualism/collectivism) that may affect follower prototype views. Although previous 

research suggests that cultural region may be a good proxy variable for these cultural values 
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(e.g., Hofstede, 2011), future studies could measure power distance and 

individualism/collectivism specifically and examine relationships between these attitudes and 

ideal follower prototype views. As well, we assessed participant gender and race by asking them 

to indicate which sociodemographic group(s) they belonged to. However, individuals may vary 

in how much they identify with these groups (i.e., extent to which one’s gender or racial group is 

an important aspect of one’s sense of self; e.g., Wilson & Liu, 2003; Morrison & Ybarra, 2008), 

which, in turn, may affect how much they observe or adhere to social norms governing their 

sociodemographic group. Thus, future studies could investigate the extent to which one identifies 

with one’s race or gender is related to espousing particular ideal follower prototypes. Lastly, 

while we draw on organizational role theory to argue that students and workers likely differ in 

their level of leadership experience given the types of duties and responsibilities that workers and 

leaders may be obligated to fulfill within an organizational setting, students may still acquire 

leadership experience in more informal environments (i.e., as a volunteer coach for a school 

team) or through short-term work experiences (e.g., internships). Thus, it may be helpful to 

examine and compare how differences in amount or type of leadership experiences may affect 

ideal follower prototypes in future research. 

Finally, future research could more conclusively examine when we tend to rely on ideal 

(versus typical) follower prototypes. Previous research on other implicit theories—ILTs—has 

found that one’s ideal prototypes tend to share similarities with one’s self-image (e.g., Foti et al., 

2012; Bray et al., 2014), suggesting that individuals may be more likely to act out, or follow, 

their ideal (versus typical) follower scripts. Thus, for example, it is possible that people may tend 

towards being prosocial when they themselves are followers (e.g., dutiful and productive), even 

if they do not hold positive ideas about typical followers, or how followers generally are. 
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Another possibility is that people may be more likely to rely on average or typical prototypes 

when they have few or no expectations for the target individual to act in a particular way (e.g., 

the individual is not one’s own follower; van Quaquebeke et al., 2014). Such understanding 

about whether and when people rely on certain prototypes may provide more precise insight into 

how people regulate their own actions (e.g., whether they aim to do the bare minimum versus be 

the best followers), or how they assess others’ capacity and potential as followers. 

Conclusion 

Understanding ideal follower prototypes may be critical for understanding how we likely 

assess others and guide ourselves as followers and reveal diverging standards across groups for 

how to be a “good” follower in work and life. The current study uses LPA, a method aligned 

with IFT theorizing that ideal follower prototypes occur as patterns within individuals, to reveal 

that we hold different ideal follower prototypes. We find that different groups hold certain views 

on how good followers “should” behave based on differences in socialization, specifically 

leadership and cultural region experience. In turn, these prototypes were related to one’s 

leadership and followership attitudes, suggesting that one’s ideal follower expectations could 

have implications for taking leadership (or followership) roles in the future. Thus, this study 

represents an important initial step towards understanding how and why we perceive ideal 

followers in certain ways, while underscoring the need for further research into the implications 

of having different scripts among us for following “well”.  
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CHAPTER 4: CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Although IFTs exert a powerful influence on our perceptions of others, particularly 

affecting leader-follower relationships in the workplace, we currently have little understanding 

about how IFTs arise or come to be formed (Lord et al., 2020; Epitropaki et al., 2013). Thus, 

across two essays, I sought to apply various theoretical frameworks and different analytical 

approaches to generate insights about what factors are related, and potentially give rise, to these 

important cognitive structures. In Essay 1, I drew on self-construal theory (Johnson et al., 2006) 

and trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003) to understand how one’s personal traits, such as 

trait self-construals, are related to one’s IFTs, as well as whether certain contexts (e.g., 

performance pressure and supervisor support) interact with these personal traits to affect IFTs. In 

Essay 2, I drew on theorizing about IFTs and schema development (Shondrick et al., 2010; 

Shondrick & Lord, 2010) while using a person-centred approach to understand whether groups 

hold different ideal follower prototypes based on differences in socialization, particularly 

leadership- and sociodemographic-related experiences. Essay 2 also draws on role identity 

theorizing, and identity granting and claiming principles (Hogg et al., 1995; DeRue & Ashford, 

2010), to offer additional insight into how IFTs are related to people’s leader and follower 

attitudes, thereby shining a light on how holding certain IFT prototypes could potentially 

predispose one to assume certain roles in life and work. Together, Essays 1 and 2 offer 

complementary investigations into how different types of factors (e.g., personality traits, 

workplace context, socialization) are related to IFTs, therefore contributing different insights into 

what factors shape our IFT schemas.  

Essay 1 and Essay 2 offer, on the surface, somewhat differing insights about what types 

of factors influence one’s IFTs. On the one hand, Essay 1 suggests that IFTs may be 
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predominantly influenced by stable factors, and the nature of this relationship may be 

strengthened or diminished depending on workplace context. This is because I found that one’s 

traits, particularly one’s self-construal, are robustly related to one’s IFTs, with inconsistent 

evidence of malleability. Specifically, although the strength of the relationship between 

independent self-construal and anti-prototypical IFTs was found to depend on context (i.e., 

performance pressure), the relationship between interdependent self-construal and prototypical 

IFTs did not (at least not based upon supervisor support). On the other hand, Essay 2 indicates 

that people with differing socialization experiences (e.g., managerial and cultural region 

experiences among workers) held different ideal follower prototypes. Although we did not test 

whether socialization experiences affects one’s ideal follower prototypes, comparing the 

different ideal follower prototypes held by students and workers side-by-side, we raise the 

possibility for IFTs to shift over time due to external factors. 

These conclusions about the nature of IFTs may differ in part because of the 

methodological approach I took to analyzing relationships between IFTs and other variables 

between the two essays. In Part 1, I used a variable-focused approach that examined how specific 

factors were related to specific facets of one’s IFTs (i.e., prototypical versus anti-prototypical 

follower prototypes), whereas in Part 2, I used a person-focused approach that focused on how 

specific factors were related to different IFT pattern views of followers. The latter approach, 

which models patterns of relationships between IFTs within individuals, as well as relationships 

between these specific patterns and antecedents, may be more sensitive to dynamic influence 

than the former approach, which only investigates the average strength of relationships between 

particular factors and IFTs. Therefore, future work could apply both methods to the same sample 

to compare the insights generated about which types of correlates are related to IFTs. 
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Although this investigation into different types of IFT correlates contributes insight into 

what factors may affect IFTs, future research could take this investigation further by 

investigating how one’s developmental and life experiences could cause IFT change. 

Specifically, more research could use longitudinal study designs to study individuals across their 

lifespans and determine what life factors or experiences affect IFTs both across and within 

individuals (e.g., parenting, culture, organizational influence, job change, supervisor 

expectations). This research design could also be useful for investigating whether certain types of 

personal traits may predispose some individuals to change their follower views more than others 

(e.g., openness to experience). By increasing insight into how our follower perceptions change 

across time, and which individuals may be more likely to change, we improve understanding of 

what factors influence largely pervasive cognitive structures such as IFTs. Such understanding 

could then generate practical guidance for organizations around designing interventions to 

successfully mitigate or change workers’ IFTs, particularly in terms of which factors should be 

altered within these interventions (e.g., organizational culture or leadership style) and how to 

tailor interventions depending on how flexibly workers’ IFTs change.  

In sum, the over-arching aim of this dissertation was to examine what factors are related 

to our IFTs to get a better understanding about how our follower views come to be. Essay 1 and 

Essay 2 address this aim using two different approaches to show that key factors—personal traits 

and socialization experiences—are related to our follower views and may play key roles in 

forming these views.



 

  95 

References 

Alipour, K. K., Mohammed, S., & Martinez, P. N. (2017). Incorporating temporality into implicit 

leadership and followership theories: Exploring inconsistencies between time-based 

expectations and actual behaviors. The Leadership Quarterly, 28(2), 300-316. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.11.006 

Antonakis, J., & Dalgas, O. (2009). Predicting elections: Child’s play! Science, 323(5918), 1183. 

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1167748 

Ashforth, B. E. (2001). Role transitions in organizational life. An identity-based 

perspective. Routledge. 

Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. (2014). Auxiliary variables in mixture modeling: Three-step 

approaches using Mplus. Structural Equation Modeling, 21(3), 329–341. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.915181 

Ayman, R., & Korabik, K. (2010). Leadership: Why gender and culture matter. American 

Psychologist, 65(3), 157–170. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018806 

Bandura, A. (1971). Social learning theory. Morristown. 

Barsalou, L. W. (1985). Ideals, central tendency, and frequency of instantiation as determinants 

of graded structure in categories. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, 

Memory, and Cognition, 11(4), 629–654. https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.11.1-4.629 

Bastardoz, N., & Van Vugt, M. (2019). The nature of followership: Evolutionary analysis and 

review. Leadership Quarterly, 30(1), 81–95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2018.09.004 

Bataille, C. D., & Vough, H. C. (2022). More than the sum of my parts: An interpersonal 

network approach to identity work in response to identity opportunities and threats. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1167748
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018806
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0278-7393.11.1-4.629


 

  96 

Academy of Management Review, 47(1), 93–115. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2018.0026 

Batson, C. D. (1994). Why Act for the Public Good? Four Answers. Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 20(5), 603–610. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167294205016 

Berdahl, J. L., & Min, J. A. (2012). Prescriptive stereotypes and workplace consequences for 

East Asians in North America. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 18(2), 

141–152. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027692 

Blader, S. L., & Chen, Y. R. (2012). Differentiating the effects of status and power: A justice 

perspective. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 102(5), 994–1014. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026651 

Blair, B. A. & Bligh, M. C. (2018). Looking for leadership in all the wrong places: The impact of 

culture on proactive followership and follower dissent. Journal of Social Issues, 74(1), 

129-143. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12260 

Bochner S, Hesketh B. (1994). Power distance, individualism/collectivism, and job-related 

attitudes in a culturally diverse work group. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 25(2), 

233-257. doi:10.1177/0022022194252005 

Braun, S., Stegmann, S., Hernandez Bark, A. S., Junker, N. M., & van Dick, R. (2017). Think 

manager—think male, think follower—think female: Gender bias in implicit followership 

theories. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 47(7), 377–388. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12445 

Bray, B. C., Foti, R. J., Thompson, N. J., & Wills, S. F. (2014). Disentangling the effects of self-

leader perceptions and ideal leader prototypes on leader judgments using loglinear 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167294205016
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026651
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022194252005


 

  97 

modeling with latent variables. Human Performance, 27(5), 393–415. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2014.956176 

Brewer, M. B. & Gardner, W. (1996). Who is this “We”? Levels of collective identity and self 

representations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(1), 83-93. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.83 

Buhrmester, M., Kwang, T., & Gosling, S. D. (2011). Amazon's Mechanical Turk: A new source 

of inexpensive, yet high-quality, data? Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6(1), 3–5. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393980 

Campbell, W. K., Reeder, G. D., Sedikides, C. & Elliot, A. J. (2000). Narcissism and 

comparative self-enhancement strategies. Journal of Research in Personality, 34(3), 329-

347. https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.2000.2282 

Carsten, M. K., & Uhl-Bien, M. (2013). Ethical followership: An examination of followership 

beliefs and crimes of obedience. Journal of Leadership and Organizational Studies, 

20(1), 49–61. https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051812465890 

Carsten, M. K., Uhl-Bien, M., West, B. J., Patera, J. L., & McGregor, R. (2010). Exploring social 

constructions of followership: A qualitative study. Leadership Quarterly, 21(3), 543–562. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.03.015 

Carstensen, L. L., Fung, H. H., & Charles, S. T. (2003). Socioemotional selectivity theory and 

the regulation of emotion in the second half of life. Motivation and Emotion, 27(2), 103-

123. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024569803230 

Chan, K. Y., & Drasgow, F. (2001). Toward a theory of individual differences and leadership: 

Understanding the motivation to lead. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 481–498. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.481 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/1745691610393980
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.03.015
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.481


 

  98 

Chen, C. C., & Chiu, S. F. (2008). An integrative model linking supervisor support and 

organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of Business and Psychology, 23(1-2), 1-10. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-008-9084-y 

Chen, C. H. V., Wang, S. J., Chang, W. C., & Hu, C. S. (2008). The effect of leader-member 

exchange, trust, supervisor support on organizational citizenship behavior in 

nurses. Journal of Nursing Research, 16(4), 321-328. doi: 

10.1097/01.JNR.0000387319.28010.5e 

Cislaghi, B., & Heise, L. (2020). Gender norms and social norms: Differences, similarities and 

why they matter in prevention science. Sociology of Health & Illness, 42(2), 407-422. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9566.13008 

Conger, J. A., & Kanungo, R. N. (1987). Toward a behavioral theory of charismatic leadership in 

organizational settings. The Academy of Management Review, 12(4), 637–

647. https://doi.org/10.2307/258069 

Costantini, G., Epskamp, S., Borsboom, D., Perugini, M., Mõttus, R., Waldorp, L. J., & Cramer, 

A. O. (2015). State of the aRt personality research: A tutorial on network analysis of 

personality data in R. Journal of Research in Personality, 54, 13-29. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2014.07.003 

Coyle, P. T., & Foti, R. (2021). How do leaders vs. followers construct followership? A field 

study of implicit followership theories and work-related affect using latent profile 

analysis. Journal of Leadership and Organizational Studies, 29(1), 115–130. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/15480518211053529 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.2307/258069
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2014.07.003


 

  99 

Cross, S. E., Bacon, P. L. & Morris, M. L. (2000). The relational-interdependent self-construal 

and relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78(4), 791-808. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.4.791 

Cross, S. E., Hardin, E. E., & Gercek-Swing, B. (2011). The what, how, why, and where of self-

construal. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 15(2), 142-179. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868310373752 

Curran, P. G. (2016). Methods for the detection of carelessly invalid responses in survey 

data. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 66, 4-19. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.07.006 

Daniels, M. A., & Greguras, G. J. (2014). Exploring the nature of power distance: Implications 

for micro- and macro-level theories, processes, and outcomes. Journal of Management, 

40(5), 1202–1229. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314527131 

Day, D.V., & Harrison, M. M. (2007). A multilevel, identity-based approach to leadership 

development. Human Resource Management Review, 17(4), 360–373. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2007.08.007 

Deng, H., Lam, C. K., Guan, Y., & Wang, M. (2020). My fault or yours? Leaders’ dual reactions 

to abusive supervision via rumination depend on their independent self‐construal. 

Personnel Psychology, Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12430 

Derler, A. & Weibler, J. (2014). The ideal employee: Context and leaders’ implicit follower 

theories. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 35(5), 386-409. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-12-2012-0158 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.4.791
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2007.08.007


 

  100 

DeRue, D. S., & Ashford, S. J. (2010). Who will lead and who will follow? A social process of 

leadership identity construction in organizations. The Academy of Management Review, 

35(4), 627-647. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.35.4.zok627 

Dickson, M. W., Resick, C. J., & Hanges, P. J. (2006). Systematic variation in organizationally-

shared cognitive prototypes of effective leadership based on organizational form. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 17(5), 487-505. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.07.005 

Eagly, A. H. (1987). Sex differences in social behavior: A social-role interpretation. Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 

Eagly, A. H., & Karau, S. J. (2002). Role congruity theory of prejudice toward female leaders. 

Psychological Review, 109(3), 573–598. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.109.3.573 

Ehrhart, M. G. (2012). Self-concept, implicit leadership theories, and follower preferences for 

leadership. Zeitschrift für Psychologie, 220, 231-240. https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-

2604/a000117 

Eisenberger, R., Stinglhamber, F., Vandenberghe, C., Sucharski, I. L. & Rhoades, L. (2002). 

Perceived supervisor support: Contributions to perceived organizational support and 

employee retention. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(3), 565-573. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.3.565 

Epitropaki, O., Kark, R., Mainemelis, C., & Lord, R. G. (2017). Leadership and followership 

identity processes: A multilevel review. Leadership Quarterly, 28(1), 104–129. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.10.003 

Epitropaki, O., & Martin, R. (2004). Implicit leadership theories in applied settings: Factor 

structure, generalizability, and stability over time. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(2), 

293–310. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.2.293 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.35.4.zok627
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.109.3.573


 

  101 

Epitropaki, O., Sy, T., Martin, R., Tram-Quon, S., & Topakas, A. (2013). Implicit leadership and 

followership theories “in the wild”: Taking stock of information-processing approaches 

to leadership and followership in organizational settings. Leadership Quarterly, 24(6), 

858–881. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.10.005 

Ferguson, S. L., G. Moore, E. W., & Hull, D. M. (2020). Finding latent groups in observed data: 

A primer on latent profile analysis in Mplus for applied researchers. International 

Journal of Behavioral Development, 44(5), 458–468. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025419881721 

Fiske, S. T. (2018). Stereotype content: Warmth and competence endure. Current Directions in 

Psychological Science, 27(2), 67–73. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417738825 

Fletcher, K. A., & French, K. A. (2021). Longitudinal effects of transitioning into a first-time 

leadership position on wellbeing and self-concept. Journal of Occupational Health 

Psychology, 26(6), 469–490. https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000302 

Foti, R. J., Bray, B. C., Thompson, N. J., & Allgood, S. F. (2012). Know thy self, know thy 

leader: Contributions of a pattern-oriented approach to examining leader perceptions. 

Leadership Quarterly, 23(4), 702–717. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.03.007 

Fritz, C., & van Knippenberg, D. (2017). Gender and leadership aspiration: The impact of 

organizational identification. Leadership and Organization Development Journal, 38(8), 

1018–1037. https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-05-2016-0120 

Gabriel, A. S., Daniels, M. A., Diefendorff, J. M., & Greguras, G. J. (2015). Emotional labor 

actors: A latent profile analysis of emotional labor strategies. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 100(3), 863–879. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037408 

Gao, P. & Wu, W. (2019). Effect of leaders’ implicit followership theory on subordinates’  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417738825
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/ocp0000302
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037408


 

  102 

career success. Social Behavior and Personality: An International Journal, 47(5), 1-14. 

https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.7180 

Gardner, H. K. (2012). Performance pressure as a double-edged sword: Enhancing team 

motivation but undermining the use of team knowledge. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 57(1), 1-46. https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839212446454 

Gelfand, M. J., & Jackson, J. C. (2016). From one mind to many: The emerging science of 

cultural norms. Current Opinion in Psychology, 8, 175-181. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.11.002 

Gioia, D. A., & Poole, P. P. (1984). Scripts in organizational behavior. Academy of Management 

Review, 9(3), 449-459. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1984.4279675 

Gjerde, S., & Ladegård, G. (2019). Leader role crafting and the functions of leader role 

identities. Journal of Leadership and Organizational Studies, 26(1), 44–59. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051818774553 

Gore, J. S., Cross, S. E., & Morris, M. L. (2006). Let's be friends: Relational self‐construal and 

the development of intimacy. Personal Relationships, 13(1), 83-102. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2006.00106.x 

Goswami, A., Park, H. I. & Beehr, T. A. (2019). Does the congruence between leaders’ implicit 

followership theories and their perceptions of actual followers matter? Journal of 

Business and Psychology, 35, 519-538. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-019-09638-7 

Gregg, A. P., Sedikides, C., & Gebauer, J. E. (2011). Dynamics of identity: Between self-

enhancement and self-Assessment. In Handbook of Identity Theory and Research (pp. 

305–327). Springer New York. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-7988-9_14 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839212446454
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051818774553
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-019-09638-7


 

  103 

Gregor, M. A., & O’Brien, K. M. (2016). Understanding career aspirations among young 

women: Improving instrumentation. Journal of Career Assessment, 24(3), 559–572. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072715599537 

Grossberg, S. (1999). The link between brain learning, attention, and consciousness.  

Consciousness and Cognition, 8(1), 1-44. https://doi.org/10.1006/ccog.1998.0372 

Hancock, A. J., Gellatly, I. R., Walsh, M. M., Arnold, K. A., & Connelly, C. E. (2021). Good, 

bad, and ugly leadership patterns: Implications for followers’ work-related and context-

free outcomes. Journal of Management. https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063211050391 

Harms, P. D., Wood, D., Landay, K., Lester, P. B., & Vogelgesang Lester, G. (2018). Autocratic 

leaders and authoritarian followers revisited: A review and agenda for the future. 

Leadership Quarterly, 29(1), 105–122. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.007 

Hiller, N. J. (2005). An examination of leadership beliefs and leadership self-identity: 

Constructs, correlates, and outcomes [Unpublished doctoral thesis]. Pennsylvania State 

University.  

Hofstede, G. (2011). Dimensionalizing Cultures: The Hofstede Model in Context. Online 

Readings in Psychology and Culture, Unit 2. Retrieved from 

http://scholarworks.gvsu.edu/orpc/vol2/iss1/8 

Hogg, M. A., Terry, D. J., & White, K. M. (1995). A tale of two theories: A critical comparison of 

identity theory with social identity theory. Social Psychology Quarterly, 58(4), 255–269. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2787127 

Hoption, C., Christie, A., & Barling, J. (2012). Submitting to the follower label: Followership, 

positive affect, and extra-role behaviors. Zeitschrift für Psychologie, 220(4), 221–

230. https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000116 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072715599537
https://doi.org/10.1006/ccog.1998.0372
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.007
http://scholarworks.gvsu.edu/orpc/vol2/iss1/8
https://doi.org/10.2307/2787127
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1027/2151-2604/a000116


 

  104 

Hunt, J. G., Boal, K. B., & Sorenson, R. L. (1990). Top management leadership: Inside the black 

box. The Leadership Quarterly, 1(1), 41-65. https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-

9843(90)90014-9 

Johnson, R. E., & Lord, R. G. (2010). Implicit effects of justice on self-identity. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 95(4), 681–695. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019298 

Johnson, R. E. & Saboe, K. N. (2011). Measuring implicit traits in organizational research: 

Development of an indirect measure of employee implicit self-concept. Organizational 

Research Methods, 14(3), 530-547. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428110363617 

Johnson, R. E., Selenta, C. & Lord, R. G. (2006). When organizational justice and the self-

concept meet: Consequences for the organization and its members. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 99(2), 175-201. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2005.07.005 

Johnson, R. E., Venus, M., Lanaj, K., Mao, C., & Chang, C. H. (2012). Leader identity as an 

antecedent of the frequency and consistency of transformational, consideration, and 

abusive leadership behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(6), 1262-1272. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029043  

Junker, N. M., & van Dick, R. (2014). Implicit theories in organizational settings: A systematic 

review and research agenda of implicit leadership and followership theories. Leadership 

Quarterly, 25(6), 1154–1173. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.09.002 

Kaiser, R. B., Hogan, R., & Craig, S. B. (2008). Leadership and the fate of 

organizations. American Psychologist, 63(2), 96–110. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-

066X.63.2.96  

https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(90)90014-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(90)90014-9
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0019298
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.63.2.96
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.63.2.96


 

  105 

Karau, S. J., & Williams, K. D. (1993). Social loafing: A meta-analytic review and theoretical 

integration. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65(4), 681–706. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.4.681 

Keller, T. (1999). Images of the familiar: Individual differences and implicit leadership 

theories. The Leadership Quarterly, 10(4), 589-607. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-

9843(99)00033-8 

Keller, T. (2003). Parental images as a guide to leadership sensemaking: An attachment 

perspective on implicit leadership theories. The Leadership Quarterly, 14(2), 141-160. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(03)00007-9 

Kelley, R. E. (2008). Rethinking followership. In R. E. Riggio, I. Chaleff, & J. Lipman-Blumen 

(Eds.), The art of followership: How great followers create great leaders and 

organizations (pp. 5–15). Jossey-Bass/Wiley. 

Kim, K. Y., Shen, W., & Evans, R. (2021). Should I lead? An intrapersonal perspective on the 

Asian–White leadership gap. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science / Revue 

canadienne des sciences du comportement, 53(2), 125–137. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/cbs0000226 

Kim, K. Y., Shen, W., Evans, R., & Mu, F. (2022). Granting leadership to Asian Americans: The 

activation of ideal leader and ideal follower traits on observers’ leadership perceptions. 

Journal of Business and Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-022-09794-3 

Kitayama, S., Markus, H. R., Matsumoto, H., & Norasakkunkit, V. (1997). Individual and 

collective processes in the construction of the self: Self-enhancement in the United States 

and self-criticism in Japan. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72(6), 1245–

1267. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.72.6.1245 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.4.681
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(99)00033-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(99)00033-8
https://doi.org/10.1037/cbs0000226
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.72.6.1245


 

  106 

Knoll, M., Schyns, B., & Petersen, L. E. (2017). How the influence of unethical leaders on 

followers is affected by their implicit followership theories. Journal of Leadership and 

Organizational Studies, 24(4), 450–465. https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051817705296 

Kong, M., Xu, H., Zhou, A. & Yuan, Y. (2019). Implicit followership theory to employee 

creativity: The roles of leader–member exchange, self-efficacy and intrinsic 

motivation. Journal of Management & Organization, 25(1), 81-95. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2017.18 

Koopman, P. L., den Hartog, D. N., Konrad, E., & et al. (1999). National culture and leadership 

profiles in Europe: Some results from the GLOBE study. European Journal of Work and 

Organizational Psychology, 8(4), 503–520. https://doi.org/10.1080/135943299398131 

Lalwani, A. K. & Shavitt, S. (2009). The “me” I claim to be: Cultural self-construal elicits self-

presentational goal pursuit. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97(1), 88-102. 

doi:10.1037/a0014100 

Leung, A., & Sy, T. (2018). I am as incompetent as the prototypical group member: An 

investigation of naturally occurring Golem effects in work groups. Frontiers in 

Psychology, 9(SEP). https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01581 

Liang, L. H., Lian, H., Brown, D. J., Lance Ferris, D., Hanig, S., & Keeping, L. M. (2016). Why 

are abusive supervisors abusive? A dual-system self-control model. Academy of 

Management Journal, 59(4), 1385–1406. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0651 

Lord, R. G. & Brown, D. J. (2004). Leadership Processes and Follower Self-identity. Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates Publishers. 



 

  107 

Lord, R. G., Brown, D. J., Harvey, J. L., & Hall, R. J. (2001). Contextual constraints on 

prototype generation and their multilevel consequences for leadership perceptions. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 12(3), 311-338. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(01)00081-9 

Lord, R. G., Epitropaki, O., Foti, R. J., & Hansbrough, T. K. (2020). Implicit leadership theories, 

implicit followership theories, and dynamic processing of leadership information. Annual 

Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 7, 49-74. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012119-045434 

Lord, R. G., Foti, R. J., & De Vader, C. L. (1984). A test of leadership categorization theory: 

Internal structure, information processing, and leadership perceptions. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Performance, 34(3), 343-378. https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-

5073(84)90043-6 

Masyn, K. E. (2013). Latent class analysis and finite mixture modeling. In T. D. Little (Ed.), The 

Oxford handbook of quantitative methods: Statistical analysis (pp. 551–611). Oxford 

University Press.  

McCrae, C. N., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2001). Social cognition: Categorical person perception. 

British Journal of Psychology, 92(1), 239-255. https://doi.org/10.1348/000712601162059 

McAdams, D. P., de St. Aubin, E., & Logan, R. L. (1993). Generativity among young, midlife, 

and older adults. Psychology and Aging, 8(2), 221–230. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-

7974.8.2.221  

Meyer, J. P., Stanley, L. J., & Vandenberg, R. J. (2013). A person-centered approach to the study 

of commitment. Human Resource Management Review, 23(2), 190–202. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2012.07.007 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(01)00081-9


 

  108 

Mitchell, M. S., Baer, M. D., Ambrose, M. L., Folger, R., & Palmer, N. F. (2018). Cheating 

under pressure: A self-protection model of workplace cheating behavior. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 103(1), 54–73. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000254 

Morin, A. J. S., & Marsh, H. W. (2015). Disentangling shape from level effects in person-

centered analyses: An illustration based on university teachers’ multidimensional profiles 

of effectiveness. Structural Equation Modeling, 22(1), 39–59. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.919825 

Morin, A. J. S., Morizot, J., Boudrias, J. S., & Madore, I. (2011). A multifoci person-centered 

perspective on workplace affective commitment: A latent profile/factor mixture analysis. 

Organizational Research Methods, 14(1), 58–90. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428109356476 

Morrison, K. R., & Ybarra, O. (2008). The effects of realistic threat and group identification on 

social dominance orientation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 44(1), 156-

163. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.12.006 

Murphy, S. E. (1992). The contribution of leadership experience and self-efficacy to group 

performance under evaluation apprehension. [Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. 

University of Washington. 

Muthén, B., & Muthén, L. K. (2000). Integrating person‐centered and variable‐centered analyses: 

Growth mixture modeling with latent trajectory classes. Alcoholism: Clinical and 

Experimental Research, 24(6), 882-891. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-

0277.2000.tb02070.x 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428109356476
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-0277.2000.tb02070.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-0277.2000.tb02070.x


 

  109 

Ng, T. W., & Sorensen, K. L. (2008). Toward a further understanding of the relationships 

between perceptions of support and work attitudes: A meta-analysis. Group & 

Organization Management, 33(3), 243-268. https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601107313307 

Nishida, H. (1999). A cognitive approach to intercultural communication based on schema 

theory. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 23(5), 753-777. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0147-1767(99)00019-X 

Paglis, L. L. (2010). Leadership self-efficacy: Research findings and practical applications. 

Journal of Management Development, 29(9), 771-782. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/02621711011072487 

Paolacci, G., & Chandler, J. (2014). Inside the Turk: Understanding Mechanical Turk as a 

participant pool. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 23(3), 184-188. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721414531598 

Pinel, E. C. (1999). Stigma consciousness: The psychological legacy of social stereotypes. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 76(1), 114-128.  

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.1.114 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method 

biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended 

remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879-903. doi:10.1037/0021-

9010.88.5.879 

Poole, P. P., Gioia, D. A., & Gray, B. (1989). Influence modes, schema change, and 

organizational transformation. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 25(3), 271-

289. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886389253004 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601107313307
https://doi.org/10.1108/02621711011072487
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.1.114
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0021886389253004


 

  110 

Quayle, M., Lindegger, G., Brittain, K., Nabee, N., & Cole, C. (2018). Women’s ideals for 

masculinity across social contexts: Patriarchal agentic masculinity is valued in work, 

family, and romance but communal masculinity in friendship. Sex Roles, 78(1), 52-66. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-017-0772-9 

Quińones, M. A., Ford, J. K., & Teachout, M. S. (1995). The relationship between work 

experience and job performance: A conceptual and meta‐analytic review. Personnel 

Psychology, 48(4), 887-910. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1995.tb01785.x 

Raveendran, M., Silvestri, L., & Gulati, R. (2020). The role of interdependence in the micro-

foundations of organization design: Task, goal, and knowledge interdependence. 

Academy of Management Annals, 14(2), 828–868. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2018.0015 

Roelofs, B. (2019). How shadow coaching helps leaders to improve their performance on the job 

in real-time. International Journal of Evidence Based Coaching & Mentoring, S13, 49-

62. doi: 10.24384/1saj-7n35 

Shanock, L. R. & Eisenberger, R. (2006). When supervisors feel supported: Relationships with 

subordinates' perceived supervisor support, perceived organizational support, and 

performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(3), 689-695. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.3.689 

Shen, W. (2019). Personal and situational antecedents of workers’ implicit leadership theories: A 

within-person, between-jobs design. Journal of Leadership and Organizational Studies, 

26(2), 204–216. https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051818784001 

Shen, W., Liang, L. H., Brown, D. J., Ni, D., & Zheng, X. (2021). Subordinate poor performance 

as a stressor on leader well-being: The mediating role of abusive supervision and the 

https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2018.0015


 

  111 

moderating role of motives for abuse. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 26(6), 

491–506. https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000307 

Shondrick, S. J., Dinh, J. E., & Lord, R. G. (2010). Developments in implicit leadership theory 

and cognitive science: Applications to improving measurement and understanding 

alternatives to hierarchical leadership. Leadership Quarterly, 21(6), 959–978. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.10.004 

Shondrick, S. J., & Lord, R. G. (2010). Implicit leadership and followership theories: Dynamic 

structures for leadership perceptions, memory, and leader-follower processes. In G. P. 

Hodgkinson & J. K. Ford (Eds.), International review of industrial and organizational 

psychology 2010 (pp. 1–33). Wiley Blackwell.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470661628.ch1 

Siemsen, E., Roth, A., & Oliveira, P. (2010). Common method bias in regression models with  

linear, quadratic, and interaction effects. Organizational Research Methods, 13(3), 456-

476. doi: 10.1177/1094428109351241 

Singelis, T. M. (1994). The measurement of independent and interdependent self-

construals. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 20(5), 580-591. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167294205014 

Sy, T. (2010). What do you think of followers? Examining the content, structure, and 

consequences of implicit followership theories. Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes, 113(2), 73–84. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2010.06.001 

Tett, R. P. & Burnett, D. D. (2003). A personality trait-based interactionist model of job 

performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(3), 500-517. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.3.500 

https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470661628.ch1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167294205014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2010.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.3.500


 

  112 

Thompson, P. M. M., Glasø, L., & Matthiesen, S. B. (2018). The way I see you: Implicit 

followership theories explored through the lens of attachment. Psychologist-Manager 

Journal, 21(2), 85–105. https://doi.org/10.1037/mgr0000069 

Thoroughgood, C. N., Padilla, A., Hunter, S. T., & Tate, B. W. (2012). The susceptible circle: A 

taxonomy of followers associated with destructive leadership. The Leadership 

Quarterly, 23(5), 897-917. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.05.007 

Triandis, H. C. (2001). Individualism‐collectivism and personality. Journal of Personality, 69(6), 

907-924. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.696169 

Triandis, H. C., & Gelfand, M. J. (1998). Converging measurement of horizontal and vertical 

individualism and collectivism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74(1), 

118-128. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.74.1.118 

Tu, M.-H., Bono, J. E., Shum, C. & LaMontagne, L. (2018). Breaking the cycle: The effects of 

role model performance and ideal leadership self-concepts on abusive supervision 

spillover. Journal of Applied Psychology, 103(7), 689-

702. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000297  

Uhl-Bien, M., Riggio, R. E., Lowe, K. B., & Carsten, M. K. (2014). Followership theory: A 

review and research agenda. Leadership Quarterly, 25(1), 83–104. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.007 

Utz, S. (2004). Self-construal and cooperation: Is the interdependent self more cooperative than 

the independent self? Self and Identity, 3(3), 177-190. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13576500444000001 

Van Quaquebeke, N., Graf, M. M., & Eckloff, T. (2014). What do leaders have to live up to? 

Contrasting the effects of central tendency versus ideal-based leader prototypes in leader 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.696169
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/apl0000297
https://doi.org/10.1080/13576500444000001


 

  113 

categorization processes. Leadership, 10(2), 191–217. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1742715013476081 

Van Vianen, A. E. (2018). Person–environment fit: A review of its basic tenets. Annual Review 

of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 5, 75-101. doi: 

10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104702 

Vorauer, J. D., Main, K. J., & O'Connell, G. B. (1998). How do individuals expect to be viewed 

by members of lower status groups? Content and implications of meta-stereotypes.  

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(4), 917-937. 

 https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.917 

Wang, L. & Murnighan, J. K. (2011). On greed. Academy of Management Annals, 5(1), 279-316. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2011.588822 

Whiteley, P., Sy, T. & Johnson, S. K. (2012). Leaders' conceptions of followers: Implications for 

naturally occurring Pygmalion effects. The Leadership Quarterly, 23(5), 822-834. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.03.006 

Wilson, M. S., & Liu, J. H. (2003). Social dominance orientation and gender: The moderating 

role of gender identity. British Journal of Social Psychology, 42(2), 187-198. 

https://doi.org/10.1348/014466603322127175 

Wirtz, N., Rigotti, T., Otto, K., & Loeb, C. (2017). What about the leader? Crossover of 

emotional exhaustion and work engagement from followers to leaders. Journal of 

Occupational Health Psychology, 22(1), 86–97. https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000024 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1742715013476081
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.917


 

  114 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A (Part 1 Supplemental Materials) 

Typical versus Ideal IFTs Moderation Analyses 

 

Research indicates that people can either think of typical (i.e., the average member, or 

central tendency, of followers generally) versus ideal (i.e., the exemplary member, or how 

followers should be) followers (Junker & van Dick, 2014). Specifically, our results indicate that, 

on average, people tended to think of ideal followers more positively than typical followers (i.e., 

as having increased prototypical traits and decreased anti-prototypical traits). Thus, we 

controlled for this factor in our analyses in-text.  

However, we also sought to understand whether relationships between self-construal and 

implicit followership theories (IFTs) generalized or were robust to whether people were thinking 

of typical versus ideal followers. Thus, we performed additional analyses to determine if the type 

of follower that people thought of (i.e., ideal or typical) influenced our results (i.e., relationships 

between self-construal and implicit followership theories). That is, we performed additional 

hierarchical regression analyses in Samples A and B to determine: a) whether relationships 

between self-construal traits and implicit followership theories (IFTs) were moderated by the 

type of IFT (i.e., typical versus ideal; Table S1), b) whether relationships between self-construal 

traits and implicit followership theories (IFTs) as moderated by performance pressure differed by 

type of IFT (Sample B, Table S2), and c) whether relationships between self-construal traits and 

implicit followership theories as moderated by supervisor support differed by type of IFT 

(Sample B, Table S3).  

We only uncover one significant moderating effect of condition in Sample B. 

Specifically, a three-way interaction between collective identity, performance pressure, and 
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condition on prototypical IFTs (B = 0.67, SE = 0.29, t(278) = 2.29, p < .05, 95% CI = [0.09, 

1.25]; see Figure 1). Simple slope analysis revealed that, for the typical follower condition, 

collective identity was not related to prototypical follower views at a higher level of performance 

pressure (i.e., +1 SD; B = 0.52, t(278) = 1.84, p = .07) and positively related to prototypical 

follower views at a lower level of performance pressure (i.e., -1 SD; B = 0.72, t(278) = 2.59, p 

< .05); however, these simple slopes did not significantly differ (Bdiff = -0.21, t(278) = -0.50, p  

= .62, 95% CI [-1.03, 0.61]), suggesting that typical followers are perceived similarly across 

higher levels of collective self-construal and performance pressure. On the other hand, for the 

ideal follower condition, collective identity was significantly related to prototypical follower 

views at a higher level of performance pressure (+1 SD; B = 0.88, t(278) = 3.06, p < .01), but 

was unrelated to prototypical follower views at lower levels of performance pressure (-1 SD; B = 

-0.28, t(278) = -0.85, p = .40). Further, these simple slopes were significantly different from one 

another (i.e., Bdiff = 1.15, t(278) = 2.75, p  < .01, 95% CI [0.33, 1.97]). This pattern of results 

generally indicates that although collective self-construal appears to generally be positively 

related to positive follower views, this does not appear to hold true in the case when people are 

thinking of ideal followers under situations where performance pressure is lower.  

In sum, these results suggest that people’s differentiated views of followers tended to 

affect their positive views of followers only under very specific conditions (i.e., under the 

interaction of performance pressure and collective self-construal). Thus, we conclude that the 

relationships between self-construal and IFTs are largely robust to type of follower category and 

report these findings here as opposed to the main study for interested readers. 
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Table S1 

 

Relationships Between Self-Construals and Implicit Followership Theories, Moderated by Condition 

 

  Prototypical IFT Anti-prototypical IFT 

 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 

 B SE 95% CI B SE 95% CI B SE 95% CI B SE 95% CI 

Students (N = 374)                         

Constant 6.27** 0.08  [6.12, 6.43] 6.28** 0.08 [6.12 ,6.43] 4.04** 0.09 [3.87, 4.21] 4.04** 0.09 [3.87, 4.22] 

Condition  1.01** 0.11  [0.78, 1.23] 1.01** 0.11 [0.78, 1.23] -0.68** 0.13 [-0.93, -0.44] -0.68** 0.13 [-0.93, -0.44] 

Independent SC 0.01 0.07  [-0.13, 0.15] 0.05 0.10 [ -0.14, 0.24]  0.16* 0.08 [0.01, 0.31] 0.05 0.11 [-0.16, 0.26] 

Relational SC 0.23 0.13 [-0.03, 0.49] -0.10 0.19 [ -0.47, 0.27] -0.29* 0.14 [-0.57, -0.01] -0.25 0.21 [-0.65, 0.16] 

Collective SC 0.41** 0.13  [0.15, 0.67] 0.42* 0.20 [ 0.03, 0.82] -0.12 0.15 [-0.41, 0.16] 0.02 0.22 [-0.42, 0.45] 

Independent SC X Condition    -0.07 0.14 [-0.35, 0.21]    0.23 0.16 [-0.08, 0.54] 

Relational SC X Condition    0.63* 0.26 [0.11, 1.14]    -0.05 0.29 [-0.61, 0.52] 

Collective SC X Condition    -0.07 0.27 [ -0.59, 0.46]    -0.27 0.29 [-0.85, 0.31] 

             

R2 0.22**   0.23**   0.11**   0.11**   

ΔR2    0.02      0.01   

Workers (N = 295)                         

Constant 6.14** 0.10  [5.94, 6.34] 6.14** 0.10 [5.94, 6.34] 4.46** 0.13 [4.22, 4.71] 4.46** 0.13 [4.21, 4.71] 

Condition  1.03** 0.13 [0.77, 1.29] 1.02** 0.13 [0.77, 1.28] -0.96** 0.16 [-1.28, -0.65] -0.96** 0.16 [-1.28, -0.64] 

Supervisory Role 0.22 0.15 [-0.08, 0.52] 0.22 0.16 [-0.09, 0.52] 0.19 0.19 [-0.19, 0.56] 0.20 0.19 [-0.18, 0.58] 

Independent SC 0.16* 0.08  [0.01, 0.32] 0.25* 0.11 [0.04, 0.46] 0.35** 0.10 [0.17, 0.54] 0.28** 0.13 [0.02, 0.54] 

Relational SC 0.16 0.15 [-0.15, 0.46] 0.02 0.21 [-0.39, 0.42] 0.05 0.19 [-0.32, 0.42] -0.07 0.25 [-0.57, 0.43] 

Collective SC 0.47** 0.14 [0.18, 0.75] 0.55** 0.19 [0.17, 0.92] -0.12 0.18 [-0.47, 0.23] 0.05 0.23 [-0.41, 0.51] 

Independent SC X Condition    -0.16 0.15 [-0.46, 0.14]    0.15 0.19 [-0.22, 0.51] 

Relational SC X Condition    0.31 0.31 [-0.30, 0.92]    0.31 0.38 [-0.44, 1.06] 

Collective SC X Condition    -0.20 0.29 [-0.77, 0.37]    -0.40 0.36 [-1.10, 0.30] 
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R2 0.26**   0.26**   0.16**   0.16**   

ΔR2       0.00           0.00     

 

Note. IFT = implicit followership theory. SC = self-construal. Condition: 0 = typical follower and 1 = ideal follower. Supervisory 

Role: 0 = non-supervisory role and 1 = supervisory role. 

*p < .05, **p < .01.
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Table S2 

 

Interactions Between Self-Construal, Condition and Performance Pressure on Implicit Followership Theories (Sample B) 

 

  Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

  B SE 95% CI B SE 95% CI B SE 95% CI 

Prototypical IFT  
        

Constant 6.17** 0.10  [5.97, 6.37] 6.17** 0.10 [5.97, 6.37] 6.14** 0.10 [5.94, 6.34] 

Condition  1.02** 0.13  [0.76, 1.28] 0.99** 0.13 [0.73, 1.25] 0.97** 0.13 [0.71, 1.23] 

Supervisory Role 0.13 0.16 [-0.18, 0.44] 0.05 0.16 [-0.26, 0.37] 0.09 0.16 [-0.22, 0.40] 

Independent SC 0.13 0.08 [-0.03, 0.28] 0.25* 0.11 [0.04, 0.46] 0.22* 0.11 [0.01, 0.43] 

Relational SC 0.11 0.15 [-0.19, 0.42] -0.04 0.20 [-0.44, 0.36] 0.02 0.20 [-0.38, 0.41] 

Collective SC 0.49** 0.14  [0.21, 0.77] 0.63** 0.19 [0.26, 1.00] 0.62** 0.19 [0.25, 0.99] 

Pressure 0.17* 0.07  [0.04, 0.31] 0.17 0.09 [-0.01, 0.36] 0.24* 0.10 [0.05, 0.43] 

Independent SC X Pressure    0.16* 0.08 [0.01, 0.30] 0.14 0.09 [-0.04, 0.33] 

Relational SC X Pressure    -0.03 0.17 [-0.37, 0.31] -0.27 0.28 [-0.82, 0.27] 

Collective SC X Pressure    0.21 0.15 [-0.08, 0.50] -0.11 0.21 [-0.52, 0.30] 

Independent SC X Condition    -0.23 0.16 [-0.54, 0.08] -0.24 0.15 [-0.54, 0.07] 

Relational SC X Condition    0.38 0.31 [-0.23, 1.00] 0.45 0.31 [-0.16, 1.06] 

Collective SC X Condition    -0.31 0.29 [-0.88, 0.26] -0.31 0.29 [-0.87, 0.26] 

Condition X Pressure    -0.03 0.14 [-0.30, 0.24] -0.11 0.14 [-0.37, 0.16] 

Independent SC X Condition X Pressure       0.03 0.15 [-0.27, 0.32] 

Relational SC X Condition X Pressure       0.29 0.36 [-0.41, 0.99] 

Collective SC X Condition X Pressure       0.67* 0.29 [0.09, 1.25] 
          

R2 0.27**   0.30**   0.33**   

ΔR2    0.03   0.03**   

Anti-prototypical IFT                    

Constant 4.50** 0.13 [4.25, 4.75] 4.47 0.13 [4.22, 4.71] 4.50** 0.13 [4.26, 4.75] 
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Condition  -0.98** 0.16 [-1.29, -0.66] -0.91** 0.16 [-1.23, -0.60] -0.94** 0.17 [-1.27, -0.62] 

Supervisory Role 0.08 0.19 [-0.30, 0.47] 0.02 0.20 [-0.36, 0.41] -0.02 0.20 [-0.40, 0.37] 

Independent SC 0.31** 0.10  [0.12, 0.51] 0.27* 0.13 [0.01, 0.53] 0.30* 0.13 [0.04, 0.56] 

Relational SC 0.00 0.19 [-0.37, 0.37] -0.08 0.25 [-0.57, 0.41] -0.08 0.25 [-0.57, 0.41] 

Collective SC -0.09 0.18 [-0.44, 0.26] 0.14 0.23 [-0.31, 0.60] 0.15 0.23 [-0.30, 0.61] 

Pressure 0.19* 0.08  [0.02, 0.36] 0.25* 0.12 [0.02, 0.48] 0.24* 0.12 [0.01, 0.48] 

Independent SC X Pressure    0.19* 0.09 [0.01, 0.38] 0.12 0.12 [-0.11, 0.35] 

Relational SC X Pressure    -0.38 0.21 [-0.80, 0.03] -0.64 0.34 [-1.31, 0.04] 

Collective SC X Pressure    -0.04 0.18 [-0.40, 0.32] 0.39 0.26 [-0.12, 0.90] 

Independent SC X Condition    0.08 0.19 [-0.30, 0.50] 0.08 0.19 [-0.30, 0.45] 

Relational SC X Condition    0.18 0.38 [-0.58, 0.94] 0.09 0.38 [-0.66, 0.85] 

Collective SC X Condition    -0.62 0.35 [-1.32, 0.08] -0.61 0.36 [-1.31, 0.09] 

Condition X Pressure    -0.04 0.17 [-0.37, 0.29] -0.02 0.17 [-0.35, 0.31] 

Independent SC X Condition X Pressure       0.17 0.19 [-0.20, 0.54] 

Relational SC X Condition X Pressure       0.49 0.44 [-0.38, 1.36] 

Collective SC X Condition X Pressure       -0.85* 0.37 [-1.57, -0.13] 
          

R2 0.17**   0.21**   0.23**   

ΔR2       0.04     0.02     

 

Note. N = 294-295. IFT = implicit followership theory. SC = self-construal. Pressure = performance pressure. Condition: 0 = typical 

follower and 1 = ideal follower. Supervisory Role: 0 = non-supervisory role and 1 = supervisory role.  

*p < .05, **p < .01. 
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Table S3 

 

Interactions Between Self-Construal, Condition and Supervisor Support on Implicit Followership Theories (Sample B) 

 

  Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

 B SE 95% CI B SE 95% CI B SE 95% CI 

Prototypical IFT                   

Constant 6.12** 0.10 [5.92, 6.32] 6.11** 0.10 [5.90, 6.31] 6.10** 0.11 [5.90, 6.31] 

Condition  1.05** 0.13 [0.79, 1.30] 1.05** 0.13 [0.79, 1.31] 1.05** 0.13 [0.78, 1.31] 

Supervisory Role 0.24 0.15 [-0.06, 0.55] 0.26 0.16 [-0.04, 0.57] 0.27 0.16 [-0.04, 0.58] 

Independent SC 0.15 0.08 [-0.01, 0.30] 0.20 0.11 [-0.02, 0.41] 0.19 0.11 [-0.02, 0.41] 

Relational SC 0.18 0.15 [-0.12, 0.48] 0.06 0.21 [-0.36, 0.47] 0.08 0.22 [-0.34, 0.51] 

Collective SC 0.46** 0.14 [0.18, 0.75] 0.50** 0.19 [0.12, 0.87] 0.49* 0.19 [0.12, 0.87] 

Support 0.08* 0.04 [0.00, 0.15] 0.10 0.06 [-0.01, 0.21] 0.10 0.06 [-0.01, 0.22] 

Independent SC X Support    0.08 0.04 [-0.01, 0.16] 0.05 0.06 [-0.08, 0.17] 

Relational SC X Support    0.00 0.10 [-0.19, 0.19] -0.09 0.14 [-0.37, 0.18] 

Collective SC X Support    0.13 0.08 [-0.03, 0.29] 0.20 0.12 [-0.03, 0.43] 

Independent SC X Condition    -0.10 0.15 [-0.40, 0.20] -0.09 0.15 [-0.39, 0.21] 

Relational SC X Condition    0.31 0.31 [-0.31, 0.92] 0.29 0.32 [-0.34, 0.92] 

Collective SC X Condition    -0.17 0.29 [-0.74, 0.39] -0.17 0.29 [-0.74, 0.40] 

Condition X Support    -0.07 0.08 [-0.22, 0.08] -0.08 0.08 [-0.24, 0.08] 

Independent SC X Condition X Support       0.06 0.09 [-0.12, 0.23] 

Relational SC X Condition X Support       0.18 0.20 [-0.20, 0.57] 

Collective SC X Condition X Support       -0.14 0.17 [-0.47, 0.19] 
          

R2 0.27**   0.29**   0.30**   

ΔR2    0.02   0   

Anti-prototypical IFT                   

Constant 4.46** 0.13 [4.21, 4.71] 4.43** 0.13 [4.18, 4.68] 4.44** 0.13 [4.18, 4.69] 
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Condition  -0.96** 0.16 [-1.28, -0.64] -0.95** 0.16 [-1.27, -0.62] -0.95** 0.17 [-1.28, -0.62] 

Supervisory Role 0.18 0.19 [-0.19, 0.56] 0.21 0.19 [-0.17, 0.59] 0.20 0.20 [-0.18, 0.59] 

Independent SC 0.36** 0.10 [0.16, 0.55] 0.26 0.14 [0.00, 0.53] 0.26 0.14 [0.00, 0.53] 

Relational SC 0.05 0.19 [-0.33, 0.42] -0.05 0.26 [-0.56, 0.47] -0.08 0.27 [-0.62, 0.45] 

Collective SC -0.12 0.18 [-0.47, 0.23] 0.02 0.24 [-0.45, 0.49] 0.02 0.24 [-0.45, 0.49] 

Support 0 0.05 [-0.01, 0.09] 0.04 0.07 [-0.10, 0.18] 0.03 0.07 [-0.11, 0.18] 

Independent SC X Support    0.09 0.06 [-0.02, 0.20] 0.12 0.08 [-0.03, 0.28] 

Relational SC X Support    -0.02 0.12 [-0.25, 0.22] 0.08 0.18 [-0.27, 0.43] 

Collective SC X Support    0.04 0.10 [-0.16, 0.24] 0.01 0.15 [-0.28, 0.30] 

Independent SC X Condition    0.19 0.19 [-0.18, 0.56] 0.18 0.19 [-0.20, 0.55] 

Relational SC X Condition    0.33 0.39 [-0.44, 1.09] 0.35 0.40 [-0.43, 1.13] 

Collective SC X Condition    -0.40 0.36 [-1.11, 0.30] -0.39 0.36 [-1.10, 0.32] 

Condition X Support    -0.08 0.09 [-0.26, 0.11] -0.06 0.10 [-0.26, 0.14] 

Independent SC X Condition X Support       -0.07 0.11 [-0.29, 0.15] 

Relational SC X Condition X Support       -0.19 0.24 [-0.67, 0.29] 

Collective SC X Condition X Support       0.07 0.21 [-0.34, 0.48] 
          

R2 0.16**   0.17**   0.18**   

ΔR2       0.02     0     

 

Note. N = 294-295. IFT = implicit followership theory. SC = self-construal. Support = supervisor support. Condition: 0 = typical 

follower and 1 = ideal follower. Supervisory Role: 0 = non-supervisory role and 1 = supervisory role.  

*p < .05, **p < .01. 
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Figure S1 

 

Interactive Effects of Collective Self-Construal, Condition and Performance Pressure on Prototypical Implicit Followership Theories 

(IFT) (Sample B) 
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Appendix B (Essay 2 Flowchart of Analyses) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Step 1: Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

(CFA) 

• Assess model fit and generate 

factor scores 

Step 3: R3STEP command 

• Using optimal LPA solutions from 

Step 2, relationships between IFT 

profile patterns and correlates were 

modelled (multinomial logistic 

regression). 

Step 4: DU3STEP command 

• Using optimal LPA solutions from 

Step 2, relationships between IFT 

profile patterns and leadership and 

followership attitudes were 

modelled (equality of outcome 

means across IFT profile pattern 

groups).  

Step 2: Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) 

• Using factor scores from Step 1, 

profile solutions with 1-6 profiles 

were modelled.  

• Solutions are decided on based on 

fit statistics (i.e., AIC, BIC, SSA-

BIC, LL, BLRT, LMR, profile 

group size, theoretical 

interpretability, elbow plot 

diagrams).  
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Appendix C (Essay 2: Samples 1 and 3 Variables and Previous Publications) 

Sample 1 Variables Published in Kim et al., 2021? 

1. Age No 

2. Gender No 

3. Race No 

4. Cultural Region No 

5. IFTs (good follower) No 

6. Affective Motivation to Lead Yes 

7. Non-calculative Motivation to Lead No 

8. Socio-normative Motivation to Lead No 

9. Mean Motivation to Lead No 

10. Leadership Aspirations No 

11. Leader Self-Efficacy Yes 

12. Leader Identity No 

13. Follower Identity No 

 

 

Sample 3 Variables Published in Kim et al., 2022? 

1. Age No 

2. Gender No 

3. Managerial Experience No 

4. IFTs (good follower) No 

 


