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Although research on implicit leadership theories (ILTs) has concentrated on determining which attributes define a leadership prototype, little attention has been paid to testing the relative importance of each of these attributes for individuals’ leadership perceptions. Building on socio-cognitive theories of impression processes, we experimentally explore the formation of leadership perceptions based on the recognition of six key attributes in a series of three experimental studies comprising 566 US-based participants recruited online via Amazon Mechanical Turk. Our results show that while certain attributes play an important role in the leader categorization process, others are less relevant. We also demonstrate that some attributes’ importance is contingent on the presence of other attributes and on the leadership schema type activated in respondents’ minds. Consistent with the Leadership Categorization Theory, our findings support the premise that individuals cognitively hold a superordinate leadership prototype, which imposes constraints on their more basic level prototypes. We discuss the implications of these results for leadership theory and practice.

Keywords: implicit leadership theories, leadership perceptions, leadership prototypes, leadership categorization, conjoint analysis

INTRODUCTION

When do we recognize someone as a leader? Socio-cognitive and information processing approaches to leadership (e.g., Lord and Maher, 1991) answer this question based on the notion of implicit leadership theories (ILTs). ILTs are defined as cognitive structures or prototypes constituted by individuals’ conceptions of the traits and behaviors that characterize a leader (Epitropaki et al., 2013). ILTs’ relevance to leadership relies on the premise that followers use these prototypes as a benchmark to categorize others as leaders (Junker and van Dick, 2014). This categorization process influence followers’ attitudes and behaviors toward leaders (Epitropaki and Martin, 2005). When a leader is closer to a follower’s idealized image of a leader (i.e., the higher a leader’s prototypicality), that leader will be evaluated more positively (Foti et al., 2017).

Research has shown that the overall congruence between followers’ ILTs and the recognized attributes in leaders is ultimately related to organizational outcomes, such as leader-member exchange (LMX) quality, followers’ identification with the leader, organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and well-being (e.g., Epitropaki and Martin, 2005; Topakas, 2011; Van Quaquebeke et al., 2014). However, because these studies focused on the effects of leader prototypicality as a whole, they say little about the importance of each individual leader attribute in the leadership categorization process. Indeed, congruence models (e.g., Epitropaki and Martin, 2005) have implicitly assumed that all leader attributes are equally meaningful in predicting outcomes (Foti et al., 2017). As such, we cannot know the extent to which each prototypical attribute individually contributed to those outcomes or which prototypical attributes are most relevant for recognizing someone as a leader.

Because the leadership prototype is comprised of a set of attributes followers expect leaders to have—such as intelligence, sensitivity, dedication, and dynamism (Epitropaki and Martin, 2004)—someone can be perceived as being close to the prototype in some dimensions (e.g., sensitivity), but distant from the prototype in others (e.g., intelligence). However, we argue that different combinations of attributes’ levels (e.g., an intelligent but insensitive leader vs. a sensitive but unintelligent leader) may lead to different outcomes in terms of leadership perceptions. This result is likely to occur because the information about each of a leader’s attributes may receive distinct weights when cognitively integrated by followers to form an overall impression of that leader (e.g., Anderson, 2008).

For example, suppose that on a scale from 1 (low) to 9 (high), an individual expects leaders to be an 8 in terms of both sensitivity and intelligence. Now assume that this individual is forming an impression of two leaders: the first is perceived as being an 8 in sensitivity and a 4 in intelligence, while the second one is a 4 in sensitivity and an 8 in intelligence. Numerically, both leaders are, on average, equally distant from the prototype. However, maintaining all other attributes constant, would these leaders be categorized equally in terms of leadership prototypicality? According to the congruence models used by previous research, the answer is yes. However, if we assume that some leader attributes carry more weight than others in the categorization process, the answer to this question is no.

We argue that the formation of leadership perceptions results from a cognitive algebra (see Anderson, 1996, 2008), in which the information about leader traits receives distinct weights depending on its contingent relevance. However, we believe this process is not purely additive. Instead, we argue that followers’ impression formation of a leader follows Asch’s (1946) configural model of perception, in which individual attributes’ meanings are contingent on the presence of other attributes. This more dynamic view of the impression process is consistent with the holistic approach to impression formation (see Baumeister and Finkel, 2010; Fiske and Taylor, 2013). Furthermore, consistent with the connectionist approach to leadership categorization (e.g., Lord and Shondrick, 2011), we consider that the way followers integrate the information regarding their leaders’ characteristics is influenced by external factors.

Although ILTs studies have allowed researchers to identify several leader attributes with high prototypicality, no effort has been made so far to investigate experimentally the extent to which the recognition of each of these attributes affects individuals’ leadership perceptions. To fill this gap, we draw on socio-cognitive theories on impression processes and leadership categorization to experimentally explore the formation of leadership perceptions based on the recognition of prototypical attributes. To do so, we use conjoint analysis (CA), an experimental technique that allows a large set of variables to be manipulated and the relative importance of an object’s attributes to be measured (Rao, 2014). Specifically, by using CA, we could test the causal link between the recognition of each attribute and leadership perceptions.

Through our manipulations, we make four primary contributions to the ILTs literature. First, we show that the importance of the (anti)prototypical attributes proposed by Epitropaki and Martin (2005) for individuals’ recognition-based leadership perceptions is heterogeneous. Second, building on a more holistic approach to impression processes (see Fiske and Taylor, 2013), we demonstrate the configural nature of leadership perception formation, i.e., we explore if the presence of a specific attribute can enhance or weaken other attributes’ effects. Third, we show both the dynamism and the consistency of individuals’ leadership schemas after manipulating the leadership context (e.g., military, business, and political), thus empirically supporting the theoretical propositions of the connectionist approach to leadership categorization (e.g., Brown and Lord, 2001). Finally, we present the advantages of using CA in ILTs research.

ILTs AND LEADERSHIP CATEGORIZATION

Implicit Leadership Theories were first proposed by Eden and Leviatan (1975) based on the notion of implicit theories of personality. Eden and Leviatan asked students to rate leadership behaviors in a hypothetical situation. After conducting a factor analysis, the four resulting factors (support, work facilitation, interaction facilitation, and goal emphasis) were the same as those found in prior studies in which individuals rated their actual organizations’ leaders (Halpin and Winer, 1957). This finding indicated that a connection among leadership attributes was already in the participants’ minds, independently of whom they were evaluating.

Lord et al. (1984) advanced ILTs research using Categorization Theory principles (Rosch, 1978) to propose the existence of a leadership prototype. According to Rosch (1978), a prototype is an abstract composite of the most representative characteristics of a category’s members. Thus, the leadership prototype can be defined as an abstract cognitive structure formed by the attributes that are the most associated with leaders (Epitropaki et al., 2013). Accordingly, individuals are categorized as leaders when their characteristics match with those of the perceiver’s leadership prototype (Epitropaki and Martin, 2005).

The next natural step in ILTs research was to identify the characteristics of this leadership prototype. From Lord et al. (1984) to the more recent works (e.g., Schyns and Schilling, 2011), a large number of attributes have been found to be associated with the leader category. In our study, we use the framework proposed by Epitropaki and Martin (2004), derived from the work of Offermann et al. (1994). Epitropaki and Martin (2004) focused on increasing the generalizability of individuals’ ILTs by using various employee groups as respondents. The eight original factors proposed by Offermann et al. (1994) were reduced to six, four of which related to the leader prototype and two of which related to the leader anti-prototype. Intelligence, sensitivity, dedication, and dynamism represent the prototypical characteristics of a leader; whereas masculinity and tyranny represent anti-prototypical factors. The factor structure proposed by Epitropaki and Martin (2004) has shown to be consistent over time and has presented little variance among employee groups.

A more recent development in Leadership Categorization Theory—the connectionist approach (e.g., Hanges et al., 2000; Brown and Lord, 2001; Lord and Shondrick, 2011)—has been devoting great attention to the contextual factors encompassing followers’ perceptual processes. More specifically, it introduces the concept of leadership schema or prototype activation. Depending on contextual factors such as the culture, perceivers’ demographic characteristics, leader gender, and the task’s nature, distinct leadership schemas will be activated by followers. Such a model allows individuals’ leadership prototypes to be fluid and contextually sensitive while maintaining their coherence and consistency (Lord et al., 2001).

However, despite the remarkable theoretical and empirical developments in the field of ILTs, areas remain to be advanced (see Foti et al., 2017). For instance, no experimental evidence shows that the ILTs factors proposed in previous models affect individuals’ perceptions of leadership. We consider that an experimental approach in this field can help test the causal effect of these attributes. Previous studies testing the effects of leader prototypicality (e.g., Engle and Lord, 1997; Epitropaki and Martin, 2005; Coyle and Foti, 2015; Riggs and Porter, 2017) have implicitly assumed that ILTs factors are equally important for explaining how individuals recognize someone as a leader. As such, these models do not allow each individual attribute’s importance to be assessed. Our study addresses this gap by showing how the recognition of each prototypical attribute influences followers’ leadership perceptions.

To address these issues, we conducted a series of three experimental studies using CA. In Study 1 we measure the relative importance of each of the six ILTs factors proposed by Epitropaki and Martin (2004) to test their contribution to the formation of leadership perceptions. For a more comprehensive view of this perceptual process, in Study 2 we explore the configural nature of leadership perceptions formation by testing interactions between ILTs factors. Finally, in Study 3 we test the variability of ILTs factors’ importance across contexts (e.g., business, military, religious, and political) to show ILTs’ dynamic nature. Before we describe the studies, we briefly present the CA methodology and show how it fits our research purpose.

CONJOINT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Conjoint analysis is an experimental design type in which a (usually large) set of factors is jointly manipulated. The method is commonly used in marketing research to determine the importance consumers assign to each of a product’s characteristics (e.g., color, shape, size, and brand), but it has also been applied in many other areas of social sciences (Rao, 2014). Standard experimental designs tend to focus on a small set of factors and sometimes do not allow researchers to estimate which of the components’ manipulation produce the observed outcome (Hainmueller et al., 2014). For example, in the field of leadership categorization, Cronshaw and Lord (1987) used vignettes to study the effects of a leader’s prototypicality, comparing experimental manipulations of prototypical and anti-prototypical leaders. Although their design allowed a test of the aggregate effects of leader prototypicality, it was unable to estimate the stimulus leader’s specific attribute effects. CA allows us to do precisely this type of examination.

In addition to the mentioned design distinction (use of a higher number of factors), another fundamental difference between CA’s statistical analysis and more typical experimental studies is the focus not only on the significance of each factor’s effect but also on its effect size and relative effect size. An attribute’s effect size scaled to percentage is interpreted as that factor’s importance (the sum of all factors’ importance reaches 100%) and offers a more intuitive measure of its relevance (Rao, 2014).

The use of CA has numerous advantages compared to simple importance ratings. First, because the respondent must rate not the attributes themselves but a set of profiles formed by a combination of attributes at different levels, problems of social desirability are mitigated (Ones and Viswesvaran, 1999; Wallander, 2009). A recent work by Tomassetti et al. (2016) demonstrates that CA (described as policy capturing) is more resistant to socially desirable responses than any of the commonly used self-reporting techniques, such as Likert-type choices, forced choices, ranking, and point-distribution techniques. Second, CA is more comparable to real-world decisions because choices are made regarding the overall situation not isolated attributes (Karren and Barringer, 2002). Finally, by manipulating cues and creating an orthogonal design, CA avoids the multicollinearity problems that are common in field data (Karren and Barringer, 2002).

We acknowledge that Soutar and Ridley (2008) applied CA to investigate the importance of specific leader behaviors from followers’ perspectives. However, they did not draw on any ILTs model, nor have they focused on leadership perceptions formation, given that the dependent variable they used was participants’ willingness to work with a hypothetical leader.

STUDY 1—HETEROGENEITY OF ILTs FACTORS’ EFFECTS

Study 1 experimentally explores the formation of leadership perceptions based on the recognition of the 6 ILTs factors informed by Epitropaki and Martin (2004). We use CA to measure each factor’s importance and test whether they differ in terms of importance. As mentioned previously, this is an important test, because previous studies using Epitropaki and Martin’s (2004) model (e.g., Epitropaki and Martin, 2005; Coyle and Foti, 2015; Riggs and Porter, 2017) have focused on the effects of leader prototypicality assuming that all factors are equally important to this end. Moreover, these correlational studies did not focus on understanding how these leadership perceptions are formed. As such, little can be said about followers’ information processing, which is the basis of the socio-cognitive approach to leadership (Lord and Maher, 1991). We address these issues in the present study.

We assume that followers’ recognition-based leadership perceptions (Lord and Maher, 1991) result from the integration of the perceived level of a leader’s attributes (primarily those that compose followers’ ILTs), following, in general terms, the principles of Information Integration Theory (see Anderson, 1981, 2008). This theory explains how perceivers cognitively integrate an object’s many characteristics (e.g., the traits of a target person) to reach an overall impression. In this process, the weight given to each attribute by perceivers is usually not the same. These weights represent the importance, or the value, of a specific attribute (Anderson, 1971, 1981; Fiske, 1980), and these are exactly the attributes CA allows us to measure. Then, when followers integrate a leader’s many attributes to form an overall impression, some attributes will naturally receive more weight than others. We understand that it occurs because some attributes are more prototypical of the leader category, while others are less prototypical (see Lord et al., 1984). Therefore, we hypothesize as follows:

H1: ILTs factors’ effects on leadership perceptions are heterogeneous, such that some attributes are more relevant than others for recognizing someone as a leader.

Moreover, because the ILTs model in our experiments has prototypical and anti-prototypical attributes, we expect that the prototypical ones will positively affect one’s leadership perceptions, while the anti-prototypical attributes will have a negative effect.

Methods

CA Design

The six factors validated by Epitropaki and Martin (2004) were used to create the leader descriptions. These factors were given two levels each (high and low). We did not use more than two levels for each attribute, because doing so would make the total number of combinations too large for a single respondent to rate, possibly leading to fatigue. These attributes’ levels were orthogonally combined to form the eight descriptions presented to each respondent. To make the quote for each attribute more representative of its respective factor, items that comprised each factor in Epitropaki and Martin’s (2004) study were used. Table 1 shows the attributes, their levels and the descriptions used to manipulate the leaders’ characteristics.

TABLE 1. Attributes, levels and descriptions used in the manipulations.
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To create a full factorial design (all possible combinations of the six attributes, two levels each), we would need 64 (26) profiles. However, using a fractional orthogonal design (Rao, 2014), the minimum profile number needed to study each factor’s main effects is 8.

Participants and Procedures

The sample consisted of 106 US participants recruited through Amazon MTurk. This online platform has shown to provide data “as reliable as those obtained via traditional methods” (Buhrmester et al., 2011, p. 3). Because of the within-subjects design (each participant rated eight different profiles), this number of participants delivered a total of 848 observations. Participants were 54% male, with an average age of 38.8 years (SD = 11.87), and 57% of them reported having at least a college degree. Of participants, 98% had prior job experience, and 93% had a boss or supervisor at least once.

The incentives paid to participants followed the MTurk standard of $6.00 per hour. This pay level was the same in the two subsequent studies. All studies have been conducted in accordance with the recommendations of the Institutional Review Board at the Brazilian School of Public and Business Administration (protocol number: 04012016 – 1721PP). The participants were provided a term of informed consent explaining the study’s purpose, that their participation was anonymous, and that they could withdraw their participation at any time.

Participants were told they would read descriptions of eight distinct leaders, each one presenting a different combination of six attributes. The attributes were described using the quotes as per Table 1. No further information about the leader type or context was provided. In this way, we activated a more generic leadership schema in respondents’ minds. We then measured the extent to which each leader profile approximated respondents’ mental representation of an effective leader. We did so by asking participants to rate each profile from 0 (not at all an effective leader) to 100 (a very effective leader). Figure 1 shows how each participant was presented with the distinct leader profiles. Finally, all participants answered demographic questions.
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FIGURE 1. Example of the survey used in the studies. Each participant rated eight leader profiles.



Results

The effects were estimated using a linear regression model with clustered standard errors because of the within-subjects design. The dependent variable was the score ascribed to each leader profile, and the independent variables were the attributes represented by a set of effects-coded variables [+1 (high), and -1 (low)]. In a model using effects-coded independent variables (+1 and -1), instead of dummy-coded variables (+1 and 0), the intercept (constant term) represents the grand mean, and the coefficients of each variable (b) are estimates of the deviations from the grand mean. The absolute values of attributes’ coefficients were used to calculate their relative importance.

Of the six ILTs factors, five presented significant effects. Table 2 shows that among the prototypical attributes, intelligence (b = 10.30, SE = 0.72, p < 0.001), sensitivity (b = 9.03, SE = 0.62, p < 0.001) and dedication (b = 7.93, SE = 0.61, p < 0.001) are the most important. Dynamism (b = 2.75, SE = 0.62, p < 0.001) showed a remarkably lower importance in comparison with the other three prototypical attributes. F-tests show that dynamism’s effect is smaller than intelligence’s [F(1,105) = 67.52, p < 0.001], dedication’s [F(1,105) = 42.27, p < 0.001], and sensitivity’s [F(1,105) = 49.28, p < 0.001]. Among the anti-prototypical attributes, only tyranny had a significant effect on respondents’ perceptions (b = -1.61, SE = 0.69, p < 0.05). A leader’s masculinity was revealed to be irrelevant to respondents’ perceptions of leadership (b = -0.10, SE = 0.55, p = 0.85). Overall, these results support hypothesis 1 by showing a significant variance in ILTs factors’ importance. As expected, prototypical ILTs factors presented a positive effect and the anti-prototypical factors, negative effects, although for masculinity the effect was non-significant.

TABLE 2. Attributes’ effects and relative importance estimates.
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To further explore the non-significance of the masculinity factor, we tested its effects among demographic groups (male vs. female and younger vs. older respondents), to search for boundary conditions. Interaction analyses revealed that the masculinity factor’s effect did not differ (was equally non-significant) between female and male respondents [b(gender × masculinity) = 0.69, SE = 1.79, p = 0.56]. However, it interacted with respondents’ age [b(age × masculinity) = -0.09, SE = 0.04, p < 0.05], meaning that older respondents considered this dimension more negatively related to leadership than younger respondents. Nonetheless, this interaction’s effect size was rather small, so masculinity’s effect for those participants who were 1 SD above the mean (50.8 years old) remained non-significant (b = -1.51, SE = 0.93, p = 0.11).

Discussion

Through this first study, we experimentally tested the effects of the ILTs factors proposed by Epitropaki and Martin (2004) on leadership impression formation. Our results show that a causal link exists between most of these factors and individuals’ leadership perceptions (only masculinity’s effect was shown to be non-significant). As predicted, and differently from previous empirical ILTs studies using congruence models have assumed (Engle and Lord, 1997; Topakas, 2011; Coyle and Foti, 2015; Riggs and Porter, 2017) remarkable variance exists in attributes’ importance in the leadership categorization process. Intelligence, dedication and sensitivity were shown to be the most meaningful attributes; whereas dynamism, tyranny and masculinity had lower importance. These findings may help to explain why Epitropaki and Martin (2005), and more recently Riggs and Porter (2017), did not find that the anti-prototype had significant effect in their studies. And, although Epitropaki and Martin (2005) and Riggs and Porter (2017) have found a significant effect of the prototypical dimension as a whole, because they aggregated the prototypical attributes in a single measure, the ILTs factors’ effects heterogeneity could not be revealed. However, when each of the ILTs factors’ effects is assessed individually, some attributes (e.g., intelligence) evidently explain a much greater variance of one’s leadership perceptions than others (e.g., dynamism).

Given that masculinity’s effect was shown to be non-significant, we explored this finding further. The idea that masculinity should be negatively related to prototypical leadership can be questioned. Indeed, some studies have demonstrated that perceptions of masculinity can be positively related to leadership emergence, leadership attitude (e.g., Kolb, 1999), and leadership stereotypes, although the link weakens over time (Koenig et al., 2011). Topakas (2011), for example, concludes that masculinity is an inappropriate dimension of the anti-prototype after assessments of the model’s goodness-of-fit. Additionally, we highlight that masculinity did not clearly emerge as a generalizable ILTs factor in the first factorial analysis performed in Offermann et al.’s (1994) study or in Schyns and Schilling’s (2011) content analysis. Therefore, we conclude that masculinity seems not to be an appropriate ILTs component, and we exclude this factor from our next analyses.

This first study challenged the assumption that all prototypical leader characteristics are equally meaningful for leadership categorization. By using CA, we can conclude that a causal link exists between the recognition of some (but not all) ILTs factors and leadership perceptions. However, Study 1 explores participants’ perceptions in a more simplistic or elemental way, i.e., only each attribute’s main effect was measured. Yet more advanced socio-cognitive theories propose that impression processes are configural in nature, in the sense that the perception of the whole is greater than the sum of the parts (Asch, 1946; Baumeister and Finkel, 2010; Fiske and Taylor, 2013). That is, the presence of some attributes can change the effect of other attributes. Specifically, Information Integration Theory suggests that this configurality can be assessed by testing the interaction of attributes with each other (Anderson, 2008). By performing these tests, we can show that attributes not only differ in terms of importance but can also be synergistically coupled with each other to predict leadership perceptions. To test these interactions, we move to Study 2.

STUDY 2—CONFIGURAL NATURE OF LEADERSHIP PERCEPTIONS

Social psychological research suggests that impressions are formed holistically, in the sense that the many attributes of a target object can interact with one another. As such, final impressions do not simply result from the sum of the perceived parts but from a more complex and interconnected perception of the whole (see Baumeister and Finkel, 2010; Fiske and Taylor, 2013). This perspective was first proposed by Asch’s (1946) configural model of people perception, which suggests that the importance of an object’s specific attribute is contingent on the presence of other attributes. Information Integration Theory also considers the configural nature of perceptions and proposes that it can be tested via interaction analysis (see Anderson, 2008). In our case, this configurality can be examined by testing the interaction effects of attributes with each other in the prediction of participants’ leadership perceptions. Foti and Hauenstein (2007) applied this more holistic perspective to predict individuals’ general leadership impressions (GLI) in a military setting. However, the focus of their study was not ILTs but variables such as self-efficacy, self-monitoring, and dominance.

The connectionist approach to leadership categorization (e.g., Lord and Shondrick, 2011) is also consistent with this perspective. This approach theorizes that followers may attribute a high level of prototypicality to a leader by recognizing a specific small set of prototypical attributes in him or her (Lord and Shondrick, 2011). When specific attributes are perceived in combination, the entire network of traits that compose one’s ILTs are activated, boosting attributions of leader prototypicality. In other words, specific attributes interact with each other in the formation of leadership perceptions, such that their combined effect is greater than the sum of their individual effects. Based on this holistic view of impression formation and on the connectionist approach to leadership categorization, we hypothesize as follows:

H2: There will be interactions between ILT factors in predicting leadership perceptions.

Methods

Participants and Procedures

The sample included 150 participants. They were 59.3% female, with an average age of 38.37 (SD = 13.37), and 62% reported having at least a college degree. Of participants, 98% had prior job experience, and 96% had a boss or supervisor at least once. As in Study 1, participants were asked to evaluate different leader profiles in terms of perceived leadership effectiveness on a scale from 0 to 100. The ILTs factors described by Epitropaki and Martin (2004) were used to create the leader profiles, with the exception of the masculinity factor, for reasons set forth in Study 1’s “Discussion” section. In this study, both the main effects and the interactions are analyzed. Accordingly, a different research design is required. For an analysis of two-way interactions, we had to create 16 leader profiles in a fractional factorial design (see Rao, 2014). However, to avoid fatigue, each participant rated only one set of eight profiles. One of two sets of eight leader profiles was randomly assigned to each respondent. In each set of eight profiles (randomly ordered), the main effects are orthogonal; in the combination of both sets, all the two-way interactions are also orthogonal.

Results

We tested for all possible two-way interactions between the 5 ILTs factors (a total of 10 combinations). Because by testing 10 different interactions increases we increased the likelihood of finding significant effects by chance, we reduced our significance level, considering as significant results only those with p < 0.001 that are robust across gender (male vs. female), age (older vs. younger, separated by the median age) and education level (completed college vs. otherwise). We consider robust across conditions interaction’s p-values smaller than 0.10 in each of these subgroups.

We found that the interactions of dedication with intelligence (b = 2.24, SE = 0.55, p < 0.001) and dedication with sensitivity (b = 2.57, SE = 0.63, p < 0.001) are highly significant, positive, and robust, according to our criteria. These interactions’ p-values were smaller than 0.05 in all subgroups, except for the interaction between dedication and sensitivity for the male group (p = 0.06). These results support hypothesis 2, showing that some ILTs factors significantly interact with others in the prediction of leadership perceptions. Additional results, which did not pass our criteria, are also presented in Table 3.

TABLE 3. Attributes’ effects, relative importance estimates and interactions.
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Discussion

The interactions of dedication with both intelligence and sensitivity confirmed our prediction that synergy between some of the ILTs factors would be observed. Specifically, these results mean that perceiving dedication along with either intelligence or sensitivity triggers an increased attribution of effective leadership, an attribution that goes beyond the simple sum of each factor’s effects. This finding is particularly important for ILTs theory, because prior studies did not account for these interactive effects. Our findings show that the additive assumption of most ILTs congruence models explains only part of the effect on followers’ perceptions. Significant interactions between attributes corroborate a more dynamic and holistic nature of leadership perceptions formation, in which an attribute’s importance is contingent on the presence of other attributes (Baumeister and Finkel, 2010; Fiske and Taylor, 2013). Although we recognize that the connectionist approach (e.g., Lord and Shondrick, 2011) has addressed this issue theoretically, empirical research has lagged behind (Foti et al., 2017).

These findings also provide extra support for hypothesis 1, and help deconstruct the assumption that all prototypical attributes are equally meaningful for leadership categorization. If some attributes can consistently enhance other attributes’ effects, while having their own direct effects, they should be considered as having a broader role in leadership categorization processes. They become almost necessary conditions to recognize someone as a leader.

Our findings thus far show that attributes’ importance is not homogeneous and is contingent on the presence of other attributes. However, all the results are limited to a general (an unspecified) leader type. Thus, we move on to Study 3 to examine how the activation of specific leadership schemas (e.g., military or business leadership) will influence the relative importance of ILTs factors.

STUDY 3—THE CONTINGENCY OF LEADER ATTRIBUTES’ IMPORTANCE

The connectionist approach to leadership categorization (e.g., Brown and Lord, 2001; Lord and Shondrick, 2011) argues that people’s leadership schema is context dependent. As such, the characteristics people expect leaders to have in a business environment may differ in some aspects from those expected from leaders in a military environment, for example. This difference occurs because different leadership schemas are automatically activated by contextual factors such as the task, the organization type, and the goals (Lord and Shondrick, 2011). Since the importance of an attribute for leadership categorization is expected to reflect how prototypical this attribute is in a specific context, we hypothesize as follows:

H3: The effects of ILTs factors on leadership perceptions will be contingent on the leadership context.

However, although leadership prototypes are expected to vary as a function of context, they are also expected to preserve some consistency and coherence (Lord et al., 2001). This expectation is because they are constrained by a superordinate leadership prototype people hold in mind—a more generic prototype of the leader category that guides all other basic-level prototypes (e.g., of a military, religious, or business leader; Lord et al., 1984). Based on this rationale, we believe that, despite the expected variability of ILTs factors’ importance across contexts, an overall pattern of attributes’ importance should be observed. Regardless of the context, the ordering of each attribute’s importance in recognizing someone as a leader will be relatively stable.

Methods

Participants and Procedures

The sample included 310 participants, 53.3% of whom were female, with an average age of 38.54 years (SD = 12.86). Of respondents, 58.3% reported having at least a college degree. All participants had prior job experience, and 94% had a boss or supervisor at least once. The procedure was similar to those used in previous studies; the only difference was that respondents were randomly assigned to one of four leadership contexts (business, military, political, and religious). We chose these contexts because they were used by Lord et al. (1984) and are familiar to most participants. To activate these leadership prototypes in respondents’ minds, they were asked to write down two activities commonly performed by a leader in that context. Then, they rated each profile from 0 to 100, as in Studies 1 and 2. However, in this case, they knew that the leader was, for instance, a political leader (in Studies 1 and 2, no information about the leader type was provided). Finally, they answered demographic questions.

Results

Interaction analysis (attributes × context) showed that intelligence’s effect is significantly higher for business leaders than for religious ones (b = 2.82, SE = 1.12, p < 0.05), and the tyranny’s effect was significantly more negative for religious leaders than for military (b = -4.15, SE = 1.13, p < 0.001), political (b = -2.30, SE = 1.7, p < 0.05), and business leaders (b = -3.04, SE = 1.13, p < 0.001). Interestingly, tyranny’s main effect was non-significant for military leaders (b = -0.61, SE = 0.73, p = 0.41). Moreover, sensitivity was significantly less important for military leaders than for religious (b = -2.96, SE = 1.09, p < 0.001) and business leaders (b = -1.97, SE = 0.83, p < 0.05). Lastly, we found that dedication is more important for business leaders than for religious leaders (b = 2.43, SE = 1.09, p < 0.05). Overall, these findings support hypothesis 3 by showing that ILTs factors’ importance significantly vary across contexts (Table 4).

TABLE 4. Attributes’ effects by leadership context.
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Although not the primary focus of this study, interaction analysis of attributes with respondents’ gender and age also revealed some significant results. The interactions between sensitivity and gender (b = 2.35, SE = 0.67, p < 0.001) and between sensitivity and age (b = 0.07, SE = 0.02, p < 0.001) were highly significant, meaning that both female and older respondents considered this attribute more important than their counterparts (these interaction terms were tested simultaneously in the same model).

Discussion

Indeed, the activation of distinct leadership schemas caused participants to ascribe distinct weights to the same attributes. This finding provides empirical support to the schema activation hypothesis proposed in the connectionist approach to leadership categorization (e.g., Brown and Lord, 2001; Lord and Shondrick, 2011). So far, few studies have empirically tested this theoretical approach’s premises (e.g., Foti and Hauenstein, 2007). Importantly, the results also show that, despite the hypothesized variability, attributes’ relative importance conserved some consistency across contexts. Specifically, and confirming our previous studies’ results, intelligence, dedication and sensitivity were shown to be the most important attributes in all contexts, and the least important ones were dynamism and tyranny. We highlight the fact that tyranny seems not to be part of the leadership anti-prototype when a military leadership schema is activated in participants’ minds. That is, in a context related to high levels of discipline, warfare, and national defense, leaders have kind of a “license to tyrannize.”

We also found that sensitivity interacted with gender and age. Fiske et al. (2007) argue that, in social judgments, women give more weight than men to characteristics related to warmth. This pattern seems to replicate in the case of leadership perceptions, as our results suggest. In relation to age, because individuals’ ILTs are developed through followers’ past experiences with leaders (Epitropaki and Martin, 2004), in accumulating bad experiences with insensitive leaders (or good experiences with sensitive ones), people may learn about this attribute’s importance for leadership.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Studies in the ILTs field using congruence models (Epitropaki and Martin, 2005; Topakas, 2011; Coyle and Foti, 2015; Riggs and Porter, 2017) have implicitly assumed and reinforced the idea that all the leader attributes proposed by Epitropaki and Martin’s (2004) model are equally important for the formation of leadership perceptions. Based on our results, we conclude that this assumption is not accurate, for the following reasons. First, on average, leader attributes’ effects significantly differ (e.g., dedication, intelligence, and sensitivity have been shown to be more important than dynamism, tyranny, and masculinity); second, people value attributes differently (e.g., female and older respondents, valued sensitivity more); third, attributes interact with each other (e.g., dedication interacted with both intelligence and sensitivity); and fourth, the context will partially dictate an attribute’s importance (e.g., in a military context, tyranny seems to be irrelevant).

Based on these results, we believe that field studies using leader prototypicality measures should engage in a more person-oriented approach, rather than a variable-oriented approach, as is usual. According to Foti et al. (2017), a person-oriented approach allows for inter-individual variation within a system of variables, instead of forcing participants to consider only a specific set of attributes informed by researchers.

Our results help to explain some inconsistent findings from previous studies. For instance, Topakas (2011) found that the masculinity factor did not contribute to her ILTs model goodness-of-fit. Accordingly, Epitropaki and Martin (2005) and Riggs and Porter (2017) did not find a significant effect of the anti-prototypical dimension, represented by both masculinity and tyranny. According to our experiments, these two factors have been shown to be less important for leadership categorization, which implies that they are not major ILTs factors. Thus, these seemingly inconsistent findings from previous studies are, in fact, consistent.

We have provided support to the notion that leadership perceptions do not simply result from an additive integration of a stimulus person’s characteristics, as previous research has assumed. The formation of leadership perceptions is a more holistic process, in which the whole is not only the sum of the parts. To our view, the existence of highly significant interactions between attributes suggests that ILTs can be somehow divided into two categories: necessary and complementary attributes. In other words, if some necessary attributes are not present, other attributes, although prototypical, will have a limited effect on leadership perceptions. Dedication seems to be one of these necessary leader attributes.

Considering all experiments, we have presented empirical evidence that a clear causal link exists between the recognition of some attributes (intelligence, dedication, and sensitivity) and leadership perceptions. Demonstrating this causal link is another of our work’s contributions. This experimental study is the first to test the effect of early proposed attributes on individuals’ leadership perceptions. It seems to be a contradiction, since the formation of leadership perceptions is the core of the socio-cognitive approach to leadership. However, to date, researchers have only asked participants which attributes they believe are important for leaders to have or to rate a list of traits and behaviors (e.g., Offermann et al., 1994). Astonishingly, we could not find any experimental study testing if these attributes have, in fact, an effect on leadership perceptions. Our research contributes to fill this gap.

From a methodological perspective, CA has been shown to be a quite valuable tool for ILTs research, because it can capture the importance ascribed by perceivers to each of a target person’s attributes. Because each attribute is presented to participants in the context of all other attributes, CA’s experimental design approximates more real-world situations (Karren and Barringer, 2002). Moreover, CA presents advantages when compared to common self-reporting methods, such as resistance to socially desirable responses (Tomassetti et al., 2016) and the mitigation of multicollinearity problems, both of which are common in field data (Karren and Barringer, 2002).

We believe that our results are also relevant for leadership practice. By showing which attributes impact followers’ leadership perceptions most and their consequent attitudes and behaviors, we can inform leaders about which attributes to develop, or, at least, about which attributes to make more salient in first contacts with followers. In this matter, Engle and Lord (1997, p. 991) emphasize the importance of a leader making a good first impression on subordinates: “once a perceiver has labeled another individual (the leader), it is difficult to change that initial impression.” We highlight the fact that female and older participants valued sensitivity more than their counterparts. Regarding female respondents, our findings corroborate previous leadership research (Deal and Stevenson, 1998; Epitropaki and Martin, 2004) and align with socio-cognitive theories on impression formation (Fiske et al., 2007). Thus, leaders must be aware of the fact that their female subordinates’ attitudes will be strongly affected by their level of consideration and warmth in the leader-follower relationship. Although the same pattern has been observed in older participants, we believe that more evidence is needed to convert this finding into a recommendation for practitioners. Another important point to be considered by real-world leaders is the interaction effect of dedication with all other attributes (especially with intelligence and sensitivity). That is, beyond its own inherent importance for a follower’s leadership perception, dedication strengthens (or the lack thereof weakens) the effects of other important attributes. In other words, dedication seems to be a necessary condition for someone to be perceived as a highly effective leader.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

Although we consider that the ILTs model proposed by Epitropaki and Martin (2004) was useful for our study, we also believe that it may impose several limitations on our conclusions. Followers in real-world situations may consider attributes other than those proposed by this model. Thus, future works can either follow a more person-oriented approach (Foti et al., 2017) or focus on attributes proposed by different ILTs models (e.g., Gerstner and Day, 1994; Offermann et al., 1994; Den Hartog et al., 1999; Ling et al., 2000; Schyns and Schilling, 2011).

Finally, based on our findings, we believe that future empirical research should consider the fact that (i) leader attributes are not equally meaningful, (ii) the context can significantly influence the meaning of attributes, and (iii) they interact with each other. These findings indicate that, to assess a leader’s prototypicality, researchers should avoid using congruence measures based on an unweighted summation of differences between the ideal and the perceived level of specific leader attributes. Instead, they could adopt at least three other strategies to measure a leader’s prototypicality: first, if using aggregate congruence measures (following either a person- or a variable-oriented approach), researchers could weigh each attribute by its relative importance, which can be either informed by participants directly or measured with CA; second, by using Venn diagrams through which participants could inform the extent to which their leaders match their idealized image of a leader (see Van Quaquebeke et al., 2014); and third, by using scales such as the GLI (Cronshaw and Lord, 1987). However, we believe that accounting for the interaction between attributes would not be feasible with congruence measures, since the pattern of interactions may vary from person to person. Thus, the use of followers’ overall leadership impressions (through Venn diagrams or scales) may be the best solution to measure a leaders’ prototypicality.

ETHICS STATEMENT

This study was carried out in accordance with the recommendations of the ProPesquisa Institutional Review Board at the Brazilian School of Public and Business Administration with informed consent from all subjects. All subjects were provided a term of informed consent in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. The protocol was approved by the Institutional Review Board (protocol number: 04012016 - 1721PP).

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

FA, FS, RG, and GT developed the idea of applying conjoint analysis in the ILTs field. GT and FS structured the theoretical background. RG and GT structured the experiments. GT ran the experiments. GT and RG did the analyses. GT and RG wrote the methodology section (conjoint analysis). GT, FS, and FA wrote all of the other sections.

FUNDING

This research was partially funded by grants from the Brazilian National Research Council (CNPq) and the Foundation (FAPERJ).

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The dataset used in this work was used in one of the author’s master thesis (Tavares, 2016).

REFERENCES

Anderson, N. H. (1971). Integration theory and attitude change. Psychol. Rev. 78, 171–206. doi: 10.1037/h0030834

Anderson, N. H. (1981). Foundations of Information Integration Theory. New York, NY: Academic Press.

Anderson, N. H. (1996). A Functional Theory of Cognition. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Anderson, N. H. (2008). Unified Social Cognition. New York, NY: Psychology Press.

Asch, S. E. (1946). Forming impressions of personality. J. Abnorm. Soc. Psychol. 41, 258–290. doi: 10.1037/h0055756

Baumeister, R. F., and Finkel, E. J. (2010). Advanced Social Psychology: The State of the Science. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Brown, D. J., and Lord, R. G. (2001). “Leadership and perceiver cognition: moving beyond first order constructs,” in How People Evaluate Others in Organizations, ed. M. London (Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum), 181–202.

Buhrmester, M., Kwang, T., and Gosling, S. D. (2011). Amazon’s mechanical turk: a new source of inexpensive, yet high-quality, data? Perspect. Psychol. Sci. 6, 3–5. doi: 10.1177/1745691610393980

Coyle, P. T., and Foti, R. (2015). If you’re not with me you’re.? Examining prototypes and cooperation in leader–follower relationships. J. Leadersh. Organ. Stud. 22, 161–174. doi: 10.1177/1548051814550830

Cronshaw, S. F., and Lord, R. G. (1987). Effects of categorization, attribution, and encoding processes on leadership perceptions. J. Appl. Psychol. 72, 97–106. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.72.1.97

Deal, J. J., and Stevenson, M. A. (1998). Perceptions of female and male managers in the 1990s: Plusça change. Sex Roles 38, 287–300. doi: 10.1023/A:1018741318216

Den Hartog, D., House, R., Hanges, P., Ruiz-Quintanilla, S., and Dorfman, P. (1999). Culture specific and cross-culturally generalizable implicit leadership theories: are attributes of charismatic/transformational leadership universally endorsed? Leadersh. Q. 10, 219–256. doi: 10.1016/S1048-9843(99)00018-1

Eden, D., and Leviatan, U. (1975). Implicit leadership theory as a determinant of the factor structure underlying supervisory behavior scales. J. Appl. Psychol. 60, 736–741. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.60.6.736

Engle, E. M., and Lord, R. G. (1997). Implicit theories, self-schemas, and leader-member exchange. Acad. Manage. J. 40, 988–1010. doi: 10.2307/256956

Epitropaki, O., and Martin, R. (2004). Implicit leadership theories in applied settings: factor structure, generalizability, and stability over time. J. Appl. Psychol. 89, 293–310. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.89.2.293

Epitropaki, O., and Martin, R. (2005). From ideal to real: a longitudinal study of the role of implicit leadership theories on leader-member exchanges and employee outcomes. J. Appl. Psychol. 90, 659–676. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.90.4.659

Epitropaki, O., Sy, T., Martin, R., Tram-Quon, S., and Topakas, A. (2013). Implicit leadership and followership theories “in the wild”: taking stock of information-processing approaches to leadership and followership in organizational settings. Leadersh. Q. 24, 858–881. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.10.005

Fiske, S. T. (1980). Attention and weight in person perception: the impact of negative and extreme behavior. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 38, 889–906. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.38.6.889

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J., and Glick, P. (2007). Universal dimensions of social cognition: warmth and competence. Trends Cogn. Sci. 11, 77–83. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2006.11.005

Fiske, S. T., and Taylor, S. E. (2013). Social Cognition: From Brains to Culture. London: Sage. doi: 10.4135/9781446286395

Foti, R. J., Hansbrough, T. K., Epitropaki, O., and Coyle, P. T. (2017). Dynamic viewpoints on implicit leadership and followership theories: approaches, findings, and future directions. Leadersh. Q. 28, 261–267. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.02.004

Foti, R. J., and Hauenstein, N. (2007). Pattern and variable approaches in leadership emergence and effectiveness. J. Appl. Psychol. 92, 347–355. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.92.2.347

Gerstner, C. R., and Day, D. V. (1994). Cross-cultural comparison of leadership prototypes. Leadersh. Q. 5, 121–134. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02168.x

Hainmueller, J., Hopkins, D. J., and Yamamoto, T. (2014). Causal inference in conjoint analysis: understanding multidimensional choices via stated preference experiments. Polit. Anal. 22, 1–30. doi: 10.1093/pan/mpt024

Halpin, A. W., and Winer, B. J. (1957). “A factorial study of the leader behavior descriptions,” in Leader Behavior: Its Description and Measurement, eds R. M. Stogdill and A. E. Coons (Columbus, OH: Ohio State University), 39–51.

Hanges, P., Lord, R., and Dickson, M. (2000). An Information-processing perspective on leadership and culture: a case for connectionist architecture. Appl. Psychol. 49, 133–161. doi: 10.1111/1464-0597.00008

Junker, N. M., and van Dick, R. (2014). Implicit theories in organizational settings: a systematic review and research agenda of implicit leadership and followership theories. Leadersh. Q. 25, 1154–1173. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.09.002

Karren, R. J., and Barringer, M. W. (2002). A review and analysis of the policy-capturing methodology in organizational research: guidelines for research and practice. Organ. Res. Methods 5, 337–361. doi: 10.1177/109442802237115

Koenig, A. M., Eagly, A. H., Mitchell, A. A., and Ristikari, T. (2011). Are leader stereotypes masculine? A meta-analysis of three research paradigms. Psychol. Bull. 137, 616–642. doi: 10.1037/a0023557

Kolb, J. A. (1999). The effect of gender role, attitude toward leadership, and self-confidence on leader emergence: implications for leadership development. Hum. Resour. Dev. Q. 10, 305–320. doi: 10.1002/hrdq.3920100403

Ling, W., Chia, R. C., and Fang, L. (2000). Chinese implicit leadership theory. J. Soc. Psychol. 140, 729–739. doi: 10.1080/00224540009600513

Lord, R. G., Brown, D. J., and Harvey, J. L. (2001). “System constraints on leadership perceptions, behavior and influence: an example of connectionist level processes,” in Blackwell Handbook of Social Psychology: Group Processes, eds M. Hogg and R. Tinsdale (Oxford: Blackwell), 283–310.

Lord, R. G., Foti, R. J., and De Vader, C. L. (1984). A test of leadership categorization theory: internal structure, information processing, and leadership perceptions. Organ. Behav. Hum. Perform. 34, 343–378. doi: 10.1016/0030-5073(84)90043-6

Lord, R. G., and Maher, K. J. (1991). Leadership and Information Processing: Linking Perceptions and Performance. London: Routledge.

Lord, R. G., and Shondrick, S. J. (2011). Leadership and knowledge: symbolic, connectionist, and embodied perspectives. Leadersh. Q. 22, 207–222. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.12.016

Offermann, L., Kennedy, K. Jr., and Wirtz, P. (1994). Implicit leadership theories: content, structure, and generalizability. Leadersh. Q. 5, 43–58. doi: 10.1016/1048-9843(94)90005-1

Ones, D., and Viswesvaran, C. (1999). Relative importance of personality dimensions for expatriate selection: a policy capturing study. Hum. Perform. 12, 275–295. doi: 10.1080/08959289909539872

Rao, V. R. (2014). Applied Conjoint Analysis. New York, NY: Springer. doi: 10.1007/978-3-540-87753-0

Riggs, B. S., and Porter, C. O. (2017). Are there advantages to seeing leadership the same? A test of the mediating effects of LMX on the relationship between ILT congruence and employees’ development. Leadersh. Q. 28, 285–299. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.10.009

Rosch, E. (1978). “Principles of categorization,” in Cognition and Categorization, eds E. Rosch and B. B. Lloyd (Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.), 27–48.

Schyns, B., and Schilling, J. (2011). Implicit leadership theories: think leader, think effective? J. Manag. Inq. 20, 141–150. doi: 10.1177/1056492610375989

Soutar, G. N., and Ridley, S. (2008). Looking at leaders: a conjoint analysis. Leadersh. Organ. Dev. J. 29, 461–472. doi: 10.1108/01437730810887058

Tavares, G. M. (2016). Opening ILT Black Box: Exploring Recognition-Based Leadership Perceptions with Conjoint Analysis. Master’s thesis, Brazilian School of Public and Business Administration (EBAPE), Rio de Janeiro.

Tomassetti, A. J., Dalal, R. S., and Kaplan, S. A. (2016). Is policy capturing really more resistant than traditional self-report techniques to socially desirable responding? Organ. Res. Methods 19, 255–285. doi: 10.1177/1094428115627497

Topakas, A. (2011). Measurement of Implicit Leadership Theories and their Effect on Leadership Processes and Outcomes. Doctoral dissertation, Aston University, Birmingham.

Van Quaquebeke, N., Graf, M. M., and Eckloff, T. (2014). What do leaders have to live up to? Contrasting the effects of central tendency versus ideal-based leader prototypes in leader categorization processes. Leadership 10, 191–217. doi: 10.1177/1742715013476081

Wallander, L. (2009). 25 years of factorial surveys in sociology: a review. Soc. Sci. Res. 38, 505–520. doi: 10.1016/j.ssresearch.2009.03.004

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2018 Tavares, Sobral, Goldszmidt and Araújo. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/cover.jpg
, frontiers
in Psychology

Opening the Implicit Leadership
Theories’ Black Box: An
Experimental Approach with
Conjoint Analysis





OPS/images/fpsyg-09-00100-t001.jpg
Factor

Sensitivity

Dedication

Masculinity

ntelligence

Dynamism

Tyranny

Level

High
Low
High
Low
High
Low
High
Low
High
Low
High
Low

Description

Sensitive (understanding, helpful)

Insensitive (unhelpful, unsympathetic)
Dedicated (hardworking, motivated)
Undedicated (not hardworking, unmotivated)
Shows strong masculine behavior

Shows normal masculine behavior

Intelligent (clever, knowledgeable)
Unintelligent (unclever, unwise)

Dynamic (energetic, strong)

Not dynamic (slow, lifeless)

Tyrannical (manipulative, domineering)

Not tyrannical (democratic, not manipulative)





OPS/images/cross.jpg
3,

i





OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Psychology





OPS/images/fpsyg-09-00100-g001.jpg
PROFILE 1
A leader who is:

INSENSITIVE (unhelpful, unsympathetic)
DEDICATED (hardworking, motivated)
Shows STRONG MASCULINE BEHAVIOR
UNINTELLIGENT (unclever, unwise)
DYNAMIC (energetic, Strong)
TYRANNICAL (manipulative, domineering)

()

Score:

PROFILE 8
A leader who is:

INTELLIGENT (clever, wise)

DYNAMIC (energetic, strong)

NOT TYRANNICAL (democratic, not manipulative)
SENSITIVE (helpful, understanding)
UNDEDICATED (unmotivated, not hardworking)
Shows STRONG MASCULINE BEHAVIOR

Score:






OPS/images/fpsyg-09-00100-t002.jpg
Variables

Intelligence
Sensitivity
Dedication
Dynamism
Masculinity
Tyranny
Gender'
Age
Constant
R2

Perception of leadership

b

10.30%
9.03**
7.93%*
2.75%

—-0.10

—1.62*

—6.76*

37.26
0.35

SE

0.72
0.62
0.61
0.62
0.55
0.69
2.92
0.11
4.66

Relative importance

32.46%
28.46%
24.99%
8.67%
0.32%
511%

Respondent gender: 0, male; 1, female. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.001.





OPS/images/fpsyg-09-00100-t003.jpg
Perception of leadership

Variable

Intelligence

Sensitivity

Dedication

Dynamism

Tyranny

Gender'

Age

Dedication x Intelligence
Dedication x Sensitivity
Dedication x Dynamism
Dedication x Tyranny
Constant

R2

AR?

Model 1 Model 2
b SE Relative b SE
importance
9.20"** 0.67 29.30% 9.20"*  0.64
6.28"* 0.58 19.75% 6.28%*  0.56
8.65%* 0.55 27.55% 8.65"* 0.55
3.71%* 042 11.81% 3.71%*  0.42
—3.63** 0.53 11.56% —3.63** 0.53
—3.49 2.43 —3.49 2.43
0.12 0.09 0.12 0.09
2.24%* (0.55
2.57%* 0.63
1.06* 0.52
—0.85* 0.42
28.56 5.14 28.56 5.15
0.32 0.35
0.03*

N = 150. "Respondent gender: O, male; 1, female. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.001.





OPS/images/fpsyg-09-00100-t004.jpg
Perception of leadership by context

Variable Business (b) Political (b) Military (b) Religious (b)
Intelligence 11.61% 9.37*** 10.63*** 8.78%*
>PT: ~R* <Bf <B*
Dedication 9.00%** 7.06%** 8.06%** 6.65%**
>Pt; >R* <Bf <B*
Sensitivity 8.42%** 7.31%% 6.44%** Q.41 %
>M* <B*; <R** >M**
Dynamism 3.35%** 2.56™* 3.85%* 1.86*
>Rt <Mt
Tyranny —1.71* —2.46%** —0.61 —4.76%*
> RH <Mt >R* >PF SREE B <P <M

B, business; R, political; M, military; R, religious. To keep the table clean, only
coefficients are shown. Tp = 0.05, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, **p < 0.001.





