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Abstract 

 Implicit Theories of Leader Emotions (ITLEs) are defined as an individual’s schemas 

about the emotional traits and behaviors characterized by leaders (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021) 

and initial research suggests that followers expect typical leaders to behave positively, promoting 

positive emotions such as Calm, Cheer and Pride over negative emotions such as Anger, Fear 

and Remorse. However, connectionist models of implicit theories argue that expectations about 

leaders demonstrate both stability over time and flexibility across varying contexts, suggesting 

that followers can hold and apply different prototypes or schemas across different situations. As 

such, the current research seeks to replicate prior work and explore the role of context in ITLEs. 

Study 1 replicated prior research, demonstrating a positive bias in ITLEs outside of any explicit 

context. Studies 2 and 3 examined the role of contextual features on ITLE ratings, examining 

situational valence, leader industry and leader gender. Findings demonstrate that emotion related 

aspects of the situation (i.e., situational valence) but not industry context or leader gender, 

influence ITLE ratings. Specifically, positive situations elicited higher positive emotion and 

lower negative emotion prototypes than negative situations while the opposite was true of 

negative situations. Given that implicit theories influence follower evaluations of and attitudes 

towards leaders, this research critically expands the ITLE literature, enhancing our understanding 

of follower expectations of leader emotions in various contexts.   

Keywords: Implicit Theories of Leader Emotions, Situational Valence, Leader Gender, Leader 

Industry  
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Leading with the “Right” Emotion: Examining the Role of Context on Implicit Theories of 

Leader Emotion 

 Implicit leadership theories (ILTs) reflect cognitive structures that shape perceptions about 

leader attributes and how these influence leader behavior and outcomes (Engle & Lord, 1997; 

Lord, et al., 2020). Early research on leadership categorization theory and ILTs focused on 

social-cognitive characteristics that are expected of leaders from the perception of followers 

(Eden & Leviatan, 1975; Lord & Maher, 1991) but overlooked expectations about leader 

emotions. A leader’s emotions can act like the team’s weather – clear skies can spark energy and 

enthusiasm, while a sudden storm can push everyone to take cover and act fast. Just as we form 

impressions and expectations about a leader’s social-cognitive characteristics (i.e., charisma, 

strength, dedication, etc.), we also notice, and interpret, how they express emotions. Rallying the 

group with energy and excitement about new opportunities can inspire momentum, while 

delivering candid feedback or decisively halting an unproductive project can signal urgency and 

the need for change. Thus, leader emotions, including others’ expectations of these states, are 

critical to understand. 

 While some studies have focused on follower perceptions of and reactions to leader 

emotion displays (e.g., Damen, et al., 2008; Fein & Isaacson, 2009; Lewis, 2000; Sy, et al., 2005; 

2013; 2018; Sy & Choi, 2013), conceptualizing and empirically studying these as cognition 

about leader emotions or implicit theories of leadership emotions (ITLEs) is relatively recent. Sy 

and Van Knippenberg (2021) suggest that individuals develop emotion-related schemas based on 

typical emotional traits and behaviors expressed by leaders. This research conceptualized ITLEs 

as typical rather than ideal cognitions, allowing for a wider range of positive and negative leader 

emotion attributes. This distinction is important given that follower expectations of leader 
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emotions can differ by leader gender and by leader seniority (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021). In 

five studies examining leader ITLEs, Sy and Van Knippenberg (2021) found that certain 

emotions in an individual’s implicit theories are more relevant and prototypic of leaders, 

informing general expectations and elicited responses to leader emotional behavior. Importantly, 

the factor analysis revealed a second order structure of positive and negative emotions, such that 

the positive emotions were found to be perceived as more typical of leaders – a positive bias that 

has been discussed in the leadership literature more broadly (Gooty, et al., 2010). Sy and Van 

Knippenberg (2021) further found that leader gender influences ITLEs, such that female leaders 

elicited lower levels of negative ITLE prototypes and higher levels of positive ITLE prototypes 

compared to male leaders. Finally, this ITLE research demonstrated that these implicit theories 

carry over into leader evaluations, such that, for higher-level leaders, positive ITLEs were 

associated with greater leader effectiveness ratings while negative ITLEs were associated with 

poorer ratings and impressions. This research took an important first step in extending implicit 

leadership theories beyond typical leader attributes, demonstrating that followers also hold 

expectations of leader emotions.  

 Beyond leader characteristics, the leadership context may also influence ITLEs. 

Importantly, the literature suggests that situational features such as organizational culture and 

leader-follower attributes can affect the leader prototypes that form the basis of ILTs (e.g., Foti, 

et al., 2008; Hogue & Lord, 2007, etc.). Schemas and prototypes about leaders are likely to be 

highly affected by contingencies and situations defined from the perspective of both the leader 

and perceiver, each influenced by individual factors (Ayman & Adams, 2012). The connectionist 

perspective suggests that implicit theories are both inherently dynamic and context dependent 

while remaining consistent and stable over time (Hanges, et al., 2000; Lord, et al., 2001b; Foti, et 
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al., 2008; Brown & Lord, 2001). The fluid nature of these expectations stems from the notion 

that they are generated in real-time in response to situational features, pulling in leader 

characteristics that fit with the current context (Lord, et al., 2001b; Epitropaki, et al., 2013). In 

essence, theories on ILTs suggest that there is both stability and flexibility in how leadership 

prototypes are developed and applied, where individuals hold several leadership characteristics 

in their prototype but selectively apply those that are relevant to the given context, generating 

multiple ILTs (Lord, et al., 2001; Foti, et al., 2008). Given recent discussions about the “context 

deficit” in leadership research more broadly (Johns, 2024), incorporating context into ITLE 

studies offers an interesting extension of the literature. 

 Regarding emotions, it is no surprise that followers have a bias towards positive emotional 

displays, however research on negative emotions suggests that they can, when appropriately 

displayed, result in positive outcomes (e.g., Lebel, et al., 2026; Lindebaum, 2014; Sy, et al., 

2010; Torrence, 2019). This follows functional theories of emotions, which suggest that many 

times, emotional reactions, including those that are negative, serve adaptive purposes (Keltner & 

Gross, 1999; Keltner & Haidt, 1999). Given the literature on the role of context in influencing 

ILT development and that context may shape responses to emotional displays, it is important to 

empirically examine the role of context in ITLE development. Thus, a more nuanced approach to 

examining ITLEs is needed to test the role of context in interpreting expectations about and 

responses to leader emotional displays. This research is especially relevant given that ITLEs, and 

implicit theories in general, serve as an interpretive lens though which individuals form 

impressions about leaders, informing how leaders are judged, who emerges as a leader, and how 

organizational outcomes are influenced (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021; Osborn, et al., 2002).  
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The three studies conducted for this dissertation contribute to the extant literature in 

novel ways by exploring the effects of leadership context on ITLEs. Serving as a baseline control 

and replication of prior research, Study 1 explores ITLEs in general, and provides insight into the 

rank order of emotions rated as typical of leaders. Study 2 examines ITLE ratings as influenced 

by one contextual variable, situational valence, for both male and female leaders. Study 3 

extends Study 2 by examining situational valence within the context of two different leader 

industries. Extending the work on gender and ITLEs, which focused on employee cognitions 

about their own leaders, the current research takes a prototype-based approach to examining the 

influence of leader gender on ITLE ratings to see whether ITLEs differ when people are asked to 

think about male and female leaders in specific, affectively laden situational contexts. Regarding 

leader occupational context, the literature has suggested that contextual categories such as leader 

setting (i.e., military vs business) and industries (i.e., manufacturing vs technology) may 

influence implicit theories of leaders (Lord, et al., 1982; 1984) suggesting that the job setting 

may induce a degree of flexibility in ILTs (Shen, 2019). Thus, the current research explores 

whether leader industry influences ITLE ratings. Given the state of the literature, it is important 

to consider aspects of the situation relative to ITLE prototypes held by followers. 

Further, this research examines situational valence in Studies 2 and 3. Affective events at 

work have psychological meaning and influence affective states, behaviors, and expectations 

(Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996; Ohly & Schmitt, 2015).This influence is suggested to be greater 

than the prediction of affective states from trait affect. Thus, the valence of the situation or 

context may well modify the manner in which we expect leaders to behave. Further, according to 

the functional theories of emotions, emotional states are either adaptive or maladaptive 

depending on the context (Keltner & Gross, 1999; Keltner & Haidt, 1999). Given the notion that 
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followers leverage leader emotions as a means for gathering social information to determine how 

they should respond to situations (Van Kleef, 2009; Van Kleef & Côté, 2022), it is important to 

consider the situational valence in which leaders are expected to behave in. 

 Ultimately, this research contributes to our understanding of leadership by (a) attempting to 

replicate prior research to examine the stability and generalizability of reported ITLE findings, 

(b) examining the role of situational features (i.e., situational valence) in the formation of 

prototypes for leader emotions and (c) exploring the role of leader characteristics (i.e., gender 

and industry) in ITLE ratings. Overall, this study addresses a call to action in the literature for 

more empirical research on leadership context, expands our understanding of expectations of 

leader emotional displays, and practically informs leader assessment and development. 

Implicit Leadership Theories 

 Implicit leadership theories (ILTs) are prototypes or schemas that specify the traits and 

behaviors that are thought to characterize leaders (Lord, et al., 1984; Lord & Maher, 1991; Lord, 

et al., 2020). These schemas help people cope with information complexity (Fiske & Taylor, 

1991) such that those categorized as leaders are done so on the basis of the perceived match 

between their behaviors or characteristics and the attributes of a leader prototype the follower 

holds in memory (Epitropaki, et al., 2013; Grossberg, 1999). Importantly, ILTs suggest that 

perceptions and expectations for leadership reflect a subjective reality and are developed through 

socialization and social learning, implying that they are contextually derived (Ayman & Adams, 

2012; Keller, 2000; Kenney, et al., 1996). As such, the study of ILTs is important for providing 

insights on the leadership process and the formation of leadership by providing the perspective of 

followers (Shamir, 2007). Research on these beliefs’ sheds light on how these implicit theories 
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influence the manner in which leaders and followers interpret each other’s behavior and how 

they choose to behave (e.g., Hollander & Julian, 1969; Van Gils, et al., 2010).  

The importance of understanding implicit theories resides in their use as interpretive 

frameworks for information processing and sensemaking (Chiu, et al., 1997; Weick, 1995; 

Weick, et al., 2005). It is through being classified as a leader by followers that leaders, in part, 

derive influence (Lord & Maher, 1991) and are evaluated (Hansbrough, et al., 2015). Critically, 

regardless of the accuracy of these theories, followers will leverage their ILTs to understand, 

respond to, and evaluate leaders (Shondrick & Lord, 2010). Implicit theories in general have 

been found to be robust to contradictory scientific evidence (Lewandowsky, et al., 2013), which 

suggests their pervasive nature when applied to organizational settings and calling for further 

study of their development and application. 

Given the impact of ILTs on organizational and individual outcomes, it is important to 

note how ILTs are suggested to develop. These leader categorizations are postulated to stem from 

both category-based representations (i.e., prototypes) and target-based representations (i.e., 

exemplars) which represent these categories (Lord, et al., 1982; Smith & Zarate, 1990; Rosch, 

1978). Serving as a sensemaking guide, these schemas or prototypes may be oriented towards a 

follower’s view of typical or ideal leaders (Junker & van Dick, 2014; Epitropaki, et al., 2013; 

Schyns & Meindl, 2005). Typicality is descriptive, describing how raters think members of this 

group typically are or are not (Cialdini & Trost, 1998). Ideals are more extreme where only a few 

category members possess these attributes (Barsalou, 1985) and are injunctive, such that 

expectations represent how perceivers would like a member to be or not be (Cialdini & Trost, 

1998). These leader prototypes are often correlated (Van Quaquebeke, et al., 2014), where typical 

prototypes are more comprehensive while ideal prototypes likely reflect more positive attributes 
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and differences in levels of endorsement (Keller, 2000; Schyns & Schilling, 2011; Sy, 2010). The 

literature suggests that lay individuals are more likely to rely on a typical leader approach to 

categorization (Fehr & Russell, 1984; Russell, 1991) which may be a result of considering the 

context in which a leader is embedded. As such, the current research takes a typicality approach. 

Returning to the consequences of implicit theories, followers are thought to apply their 

ILTs to reduce uncertainty in their environment, comparing their leader to their prototype, 

forming impressions of that manager, and evaluating their behavior and interactions based on the 

perceived match (Epitropaki, et al., 2013). Thus, serving as a basis for how leaders are expected 

to behave from the perspective of followers, ILTs can ultimately influence perceptions of leader 

effectiveness and shape leader assessment (Lord & Emrich, 2000; Offerman, et al., 1994; 

Epitropaki & Martin, 2004, 2005; Lord, et al., 2001; Lord & Maher, 1991). Importantly, ILTs 

influence how we think and act, biasing the rating of leader behavior such that individuals often 

rate impressions of leadership rather than actual leader behaviors (Eden & Leviatan, 1975; Weiss 

& Adler, 1981; Hansbrough, et al., 2015; Scullen, et al., 2000; Rush & Russell, 1988). This is an 

important note as these ratings have real impacts on organizational outcomes such as promotions, 

terminations, and development (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000; Schyns, 2006) and thus are critical to 

better understand. 

Early research on ILTs suggested that leaders are most often associated with attributes 

that fall into the categories of Masculinity, Intelligence, Sensitivity, Tyranny, Dedication and 

Dynamism (Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Offerman, et al., 1994). Despite large societal changes, 

ILTs have generally demonstrated stability, with updated research finding the factors of 

Sensitivity, Dedication, Tyranny, Charisma, Strength, Well-Groomed, Masculinity and Creativity 

to be associated with attributes of leaders (Offerman & Coats, 2018). While valuable for 
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understanding leaders from a social-cognitive perspective, these leader attributes do not capture 

prototypes of leader emotions despite emotions being suggested as a fundamental mechanism for 

leader influence (Bass, 1990; Sy, et al., 2005; Sy & Choi, 2013). Further, prototypes are 

characterized along two dimensions, the norm (i.e., typical or ideal prototypes) and valence 

(Junker & van Dick, 2014) yet ILTs neglect the emotional aspect of leadership. As such, Sy and 

Van Knippenberg (2021) developed and tested implicit theories of leadership emotions (ITLEs). 

Implicit Theories of Leadership Emotions 

 Categorization theories of leadership (Lord, et al., 1982, 1984; Lord & Maher, 1991; 

Rosch, 1978) provided insights into the schemas of the cognitive structures and expectations of 

leadership, however these theories do not discuss how followers develop prototypes relative to 

leader emotions. Research has demonstrated that individuals hold expectations about emotional 

displays at work which may extend to expectations of leaders (e.g., Briner & Totterdell, 2002; 

Glasø & Einarsen, 2008, etc.). Given the study of leadership and emotions (Gooty, et al., 2010) 

and the manner in which leaders can leverage emotions to influence followers (e.g., Fein & 

Isaacson, 2009; Mumford, 2006, etc.) it is important to understand follower expectations of 

leader emotions. Further, emotions play a critical role in the perception of others (e.g., McArthur 

& Baron, 1983; Trichas, 2015; Zebrowitz & Montepare, 2008) such that the dimensions central 

to implicit theories can be inferred from emotional displays (Trichas & Schyns, 2012). Therefore, 

implicit theories of leadership emotions are defined as an individual’s schemas about the 

emotional traits and behaviors characterized by leaders (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021).  

 Similar to social-cognitive-based ILTs, ITLEs are suggested to develop as a sensemaking 

function as individuals experience the world around them and attempt to create schemas of 

correlated elements (Shondrick, et al., 2010; Epitropaki, et al., 2013). Despite individual 
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development of ITLEs, they contain socially shared content given that they are experience based 

and are likely to be developed through socialization and social learning (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 

2021; Keller, 2000; Lord & Maher, 1994). Therefore, while these leader perceptions are 

inherently individual, they are embedded in macro-organizational contexts which can constrain 

their expression (Lord, et al., 2001; Foti, et al., 2008). This is an important feature as their shared 

nature may make them more influential towards perceptions of leader effectiveness. In other 

words, while there may be individual differences that influence one’s endorsement of an ITLE, 

these prototypes serve as abstract representations of commonly shared leader attributes (Sy & 

Van Knippenberg, 2021; Lord, et al., 1982; Rosch, 1978). Research on ITLEs has demonstrated 

that the higher order emotions of Calm, Cheer,  and Pride were perceived as more typical of a 

leader than the higher order emotions of Anger, Fear, and Remorse (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 

2021).  

There is a notable positive bias to the emotions associated with leaders which follows 

prior literature which suggests that effective leadership is often associated with positive emotions 

and therefore may serve as the basis for subjective representations of leadership (Bono, et al., 

2007; Gooty, et al., 2010; Sy, et al., 2005; Sy & Choi, 2013). There are obvious benefits to leader 

emotional displays that are inherently positive, and people often respond favorably to displays of 

positive emotions. For instance, consider emotional contagion. Emotional contagion has effects 

on follower affect, leader perceptions, and other outcomes such as organizational citizenship 

behaviors (Johnson, 2008). Thus, followers likely enjoy a leader’s positive emotional display as 

it may induce feelings of positivity in themselves. As such, displays of positive emotions are 

likely to demonstrate positive benefits for leaders, followers, and the organization as a whole. 

However, emotional labor research and functional theories of emotion argue for the adaptive 
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nature of negative emotions as well (e.g., Gaddis, et al., 2004; Gooty, et al., 2010; Lebel, et al., 

2026; Lindebaum, et al., 2018, etc.), warranting further exploration of the role of negative 

emotions in leadership. 

Positive Emotion Bias in Leadership Research 

The literature has noted that people often associate positive emotions with good 

leadership, and with better leadership relative to negative emotions (Gooty, et al., 2010). This is a 

common phenomenon to human nature that extends outside of organizational contexts as well. 

“Emotionologies” are the attitudes that society maintains towards discrete emotions and their 

appropriate expression (Stearns & Stearns, 1985) which influence how we perceive the 

appropriateness of both experiencing and expressing emotions in the self and others at work 

(Fineman, 2008). Often, these emotions are characterized as inherently positive or negative 

creating a dichotomy of valence and suggesting that positive emotions are always good and 

negative emotions are always bad. Therefore, if emotions are fixed to be either “negative” or 

“positive,” the connotations of the emotion can be misleading. For instance, if anger is labeled 

strictly as a “negative” emotion, this may result in efforts meant to eliminate or mitigate this 

emotion at work preventing otherwise effective organizational practices such as learning about 

upset employees (Geddes, et al., 2018). This can further lead to misattributions of the cause and 

consequences of emotions, suggesting that the extent to which positive biases towards emotions 

becomes pervasive in our research should be limited. As such, the literature cautions the use of 

blanket statements on the downsides of negative leader emotions given the mixed research on the 

effects of negative leader emotions on follower outcomes (Gooty, et al., 2010). Thus, while the 

initial work on ITLEs took an important first step, greater exploration is needed to better 

understand follower perceptions of negative leader emotions. 
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To replicate the findings from past research and evaluate the prevalence of the positive 

bias in ITLEs, this research deployed a baseline control study, asking individuals to rate the 

emotions they associated with a typical leader outside of any explicit context. 

H1: When asked to consider typical leaders, the emotions of Calm, Cheer, and Pride will 

receive higher ratings in ITLEs than the emotions of Anger, Fear, and Remorse.  

Study 1 Method 

Experimental Design 

Study 1 examined ITLEs of typical leaders outside of any explicit context. Participants in 

this study did not receive any random assignment to manipulated conditions. Rather, they were 

simply asked to complete the ITLE measure based on their thoughts regarding a typical leader as 

well as covariate survey measures and demographics. The results of this study serve as a baseline 

comparison group for the participants in the following studies who did receive various contextual 

manipulations. Additionally, the results of this study serve as a replication effort of Sy & Van 

Knippenberg (2021).  

Sample 

A Prolific sample of 180 working adults from the United States representing a diverse 

array of industries served as the sample (Mage=41.24 (11.54), 60% Male, 76.7% White) and were 

paid $4 for completing the 15-minute survey. An a priori power analysis was conducted in R to 

determine the appropriate sample size for the mixed-effects model. Based on a simulation-based 

power analysis in R using the simr package, modeling a linear mixed model with six non-

independent dependent variables, a sample of approximately 48 participants is estimated to 

achieve 80% power (mean power = 0.865; 95% CI: 0.81–0.91) to detect an expected effect size 

of β ≈ 0.25, assuming an intraclass correlation coefficient of 0.33.	The reason our sample is 
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larger than the recommendation is to equate cell sizes for comparison across the following 

studies. For data cleaning, responses completed in less than five minutes were reviewed for 

incomplete or careless responding and attention check questions were reviewed. No participants 

were removed from the study due to these data cleaning procedures, leaving the final sample size 

at 180. The sample consists of 84.4% full-time employees from a variety of industries who are 

well educated (88.8% completed at least some college), with an average years of work 

experience of 19.49(10.70). 

Procedure 

Participants signed up for the study through Prolific and were sent a link to complete the 

study online via the Qualtrics survey website. Once logged in, participants read an online 

informed consent form. Consenting participants were then provided general instructions for the 

study and were asked to complete a work experience questionnaire. Then, participants were 

asked to respond to the Implicit Theory of Leader Emotions scale (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021) 

to assess their ITLE of a typical leader. Finally, participants were asked a brief open-ended 

question about their rationale, followed by demographics. Once complete, participants were 

notified and paid for their participation. 

Measures 

Implicit Theories of Leader Emotion Scale 

Using the 15-item ITLE measure from Sy and Van Knippenberg (2021), participant 

implicit theories of leader emotions were assessed (Appendix B). Taking a typicality approach, 

participants were asked to rate the extent to which it is characteristic of typical leaders to express 

each emotion term, capturing expectations of communicated emotions (1=not characteristic at 

all; 4=neutral; 7=extremely characteristic). Emotion items in this measure are aggregated to form 
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six emotional attributes. These include the positive emotions of (1) Cheer (items include 

Cheerful, Excitement, and Enthusiasm; a=0.789), (2) Pride (items include Proud and Pride; 

r=0.584), and (3) Calm (items include At Ease, Relaxed, and Serene; a=0.785) and the negative 

emotions of (4) Anger (items include Anger, Upset, Disgust and Aggravated; a=0.867), (5) Fear 

(items include Afraid, Scared, Fear, and Nervous; a=0.841) and (6) Remorse (items include 

Regret, Shame and Guilt; a=0.781). Each emotion is represented by a single item, and these 

items are aggregated to the higher levels of emotions. Following the completion of this measure, 

participants were asked to answer a short, open-ended question regarding their ratings. 

Work Experiences Questionnaire 

Participant work experience was captured across seven questions addressing the 

participants employment status, industry, years on the job, hours worked per week, level of 

interaction with one’s supervisor and higher-level leadership, and personal leadership experience. 

Analysis 

 First, descriptive statistics on the sample and ITLE measure were conducted as well as bi-

variate correlations and scale reliabilities. Additionally, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was 

conducted to confirm the factor structure of the ITLE measure as outlined in the literature (Sy & 

Van Knippenberg, 2021). Given that participants provided ratings for multiple individual level 

emotions, the emotion ratings constituted repeated observations nested within individuals. To 

account for the non-independence of observations and individual differences in overall rating 

tendencies, a linear mixed-effects model was conducted with emotion specified as a fixed effect 

and random intercepts for participants. This analysis allows for the valid inference regarding 

mean differences across emotions while appropriately modeling between-person variability in 

baseline rating levels. 
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Study 1 Results 

 Prior to hypothesis testing, descriptive statistics, correlations, scale reliability and 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were conducted. Table 1 reflects the correlations, descriptives 

and scale reliabilities of the first order ITLE emotions and covariates. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

To confirm the factor structure described in prior research (see Sy & Van Knippenberg, 

2021), a CFA using maximum likelihood (ML) was estimated in which the emotion items loaded 

onto the suggested first-order six-factor model (Calm, Cheer, Pride, Anger, Fear, Remorse) using 

the lme4 package in R (Bates, et al., 2015). Each item was specified to load only onto its 

designated factor, factor correlations were freely estimated, and item error terms were assumed 

to be uncorrelated. Latent factor variances were fixed to 1 to set the metric of the latent variables. 

Standardized factor loadings (std.all), which represent the standardized solution and are 

interpreted as regression coefficients, were used to evaluate the strength of the relationships 

between the individual emotion items and their corresponding first-order factor. Further, model 

fit indices were assessed using conventional fit indices (e.g., c2, CFI, RMSEA, SRMR) and 

compared to acceptable standards. These standards include CFI values ≥ 0.90, RMSEA values ≤ 

0.10, and SRMR values ≤ 0.08 (Bentler & Bonnet, 1980; Browne & Cudeck, 1992; Kline, 2005; 

Marsh, et al., 2004). A c2 statistic that is non-significant indicates excellent fit; however, it is 

highly sensitive to small deviations from the model in the data when the sample size is large. 

This often results in the rejection of models that are parsimonious and reasonably approximate 

the data (Browne & Cudeck, 1992; Schumaker & Lomax, 2004). This analysis confirmed the 

factor structure outlined in prior research (c2(137)=304.467, p<0.000, CFI=0.90, RMSEA=0.08, 

SRMR=0.06). See Table 2 for full factor loadings and model fit statistics. 
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 To evaluate the presence of a higher-order structure as outlined in prior research, a 

second-order CFA was subsequently estimated such that the three positive first-order emotions 

(Calm, Cheer, Pride) were specified to load onto a higher-order Positive factor while the three 

negative first-order emotions (Anger, Fear, Remorse) were specified to load onto a higher-order 

Negative factor. The loadings of the first-order factors onto the second-order factors were freely 

estimated and the second-order factors were allowed to correlate. Due to a boundary estimation 

for the Remorse factor, the model converged but resulted in unreliable estimates as the model 

struggled to estimate the variance. As such, model fit statistics for the higher-order structure in 

this study were not calculated.  

Mixed Effects Model 

Intraclass Correlation Coefficients (ICCs) suggested that the nested nature of the data 

accounted for 33.3% (ICCAdj=0.333) of the variance in ITLE ratings, justifying the use of a 

mixed effects model to account for the dependency due to clustering. To test the hypothesis that 

the positive first-order emotions would be rated higher than the negative first-order emotions, the 

linear-mixed model revealed a significant main effect of the first-order emotions indicating that 

at least one of the first-order emotions differs from the others (F(5, 1074) = 549.362, p<0.001). 

The estimated marginal means were evaluated and the pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni 

corrections indicated that all of the positive emotions were rated significantly higher than all of 

the negative emotions supporting Hypothesis 1 (Figure 1). An evaluation of estimated marginal 

means indicated the emotions ranked in order of those rated as characteristic of a typical leader 

are as follows: Pride (M=5.62, SD=0.73), Cheer (M=5.41, SD=0.73), Calm (M=4.80, SD=0.73), 

Anger (M=2.62, SD=0.73), Fear (M=1.81, SD=0.73), and Remorse (M=1.79, SD=0.73) (Table 3). 
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As a post-hoc test, the individual level emotions were evaluated to better understand their 

rank ordering. The linear mixed-effects model revealed a significant main effect of emotion 

indicating that at least one emotion mean differs from the others (F(18, 3401) = 329.77, 

p<0.001). Estimated marginal means indicated that the emotions ranked in order of those rated as 

characteristic of a typical leader. Pairwise comparisons with a Bonferroni correction indicated 

that all of the individual level, positive emotions were rated significantly higher than all of the 

individual level negative emotions, supporting Hypothesis 1 and replicating Sy and Van 

Knippenberg’s (2021) initial findings. An evaluation of estimated marginal means indicated the 

emotions ranked in order of those rated as characteristic of a typical leader are as follows: 

Enthusiastic (M=5.86, SD=0.88), Proud (M=5.68, SD=0.88), Pride (M=5.55, SD=0.88), 

Excitement (M=5.47, SD=0.88), (M=5.86, SD=0.88), At Ease (M=5.18, SD=0.88), Relaxed 

(M=5.12, SD=0.88), Cheer (M=4.90, SD=0.88), Serene (M=4.09, SD=0.88), Aggravated 

(M=2.99, SD=0.88), Upset (M=2.72, SD=0.88), Anger (M=2.69, SD=0.88), Nervous (M=2.16, 

SD=0.88), Disgust (M=2.08, SD=0.88), Regret (M=1.98, SD=0.88), Fear (M=1.79, SD=0.88), 

Guilt (M=1.74, SD=0.88), Scared (M=1.70, SD=0.88), Shame (M=1.64, SD=0.88), and Afraid 

(M=1.60, SD=0.88). 

Study 1 Discussion 

Prior to examining the role of context, this research first sought to replicate prior research 

on ITLEs, establishing a baseline for future comparison. The results demonstrated that ITLEs in 

a vacuum do demonstrate a positive bias as found in prior research (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 

2021). All of the higher order, positive emotions were rated significantly higher than all of the 

higher order, negative emotions when participants were asked to rate the emotions that are 

characteristic of a typical leader. Beyond simple replication, this research further enhanced our 
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understanding of which emotions were endorsed by followers by examining rank order. 

Specifically, the emotions were rank ordered such that Pride was the highest rated higher-order 

emotion, followed by Cheer, Calm, Anger, Fear and Remorse being rated as the lowest higher-

order emotion. Going deeper, the individual emotions were rank ordered such that Enthusiasm 

was rated as the highest rated individual emotion followed by Proud, Pride, Excitement, At Ease, 

Relaxed, Cheer, Serene, Aggravated, Upset, Anger, Nervous, Disgust, Regret, Fear, Guilt, 

Scared, Shame and Afraid being rated as the lowest individual emotion. This is an important 

aspect of the research, as independent studies have now been able to confirm that followers hold 

positively biased ITLEs when asked to consider typical leaders in general. As discussed, this 

positive bias can negatively influence leader well-being, in the form of masking and surface 

acting, as well as leader evaluations for those leaders that do display negative emotions, even 

when appropriate. Further, the literature discusses how the positive factors of ITLE ratings may 

be rated substantially different relative to when they would be appropriate to display and relative 

to their implications (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021). These findings and recommendations from 

the literature further highlight the need to investigate ITLEs in context.  

Study 2 Introduction 

Leader Emotions in Context 

The impact of specific leader emotional displays are contextually dependent (Gooty, et 

al., 2010) and thus should be explored in greater detail to better understand whether followers 

can distinguish the value and importance of negative emotional displays on the part of leaders 

when the context calls for such reactions. For instance, Sy and Van Knippenberg (2021) suggest 

that ITLEs may be contextually dependent, resulting in variations in the emotions thought to be 

typical of leaders. In particular, Sy and Van Knippenberg (2021) demonstrate the different ITLEs 
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that emerge when considering one’s own leader’s gender and management level. Relative to 

leader gender, women leaders elicited lower levels of negative ITLE prototypes than male 

leaders. Regarding management level, ITLEs were shown to apply to higher-level leaders rather 

than lower-level leaders, validating ITLEs as prototype-based influences on evaluations of 

leaders (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021). While this research considered individual characteristics 

of leaders that may influence ITLEs, more work needs to be done to better understand the role of 

situational factors and alternative approaches to studying leader characteristics on ITLE 

development and application.  

The literature has noted that emotions serve as important stimuli for examining the 

flexibility of ILTs as they place constraints on their activation and application (Trichas, et al., 

2017). However, a weakness in the emotion in the workplace literature is that the emotional 

measurement is often decontextualized despite the fact that emotions are not simply felt but 

rather are a reaction to something or someone specific (Elfenbein, 2023). Thus, referring back to 

the positive bias in the literature, while positive emotions serve as an adaptive function to 

increase resources (Diener, et al., 2020), negative emotions also serve a functional role in the 

workplace and among leaders under certain circumstances (e.g., George, 2011; Lebel, et al., 

2026; Min, et al., 2021). It has been noted that leaders need not be positive in all situations (e.g., 

Gaddis, et al., 2004; Gooty, et al., 2010; Keltner & Gross, 1999; Lindebaum, et al., 2018), yet the 

appropriate display of negative emotions in the appropriate context is under investigated, 

indicating a great need for further exploration. Therefore, based on the literature of implicit 

theories and emotions, ITLEs should also consider both the situation and leader characteristics to 

minimize the challenges associated with the positive emotion bias.  
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Leadership Context and Implicit Leadership Theories 

 The literature has argued that there is a context deficit in empirical leadership research 

(e.g., Johns, 2024) despite the fact that leadership is embedded in a larger social system. Popular 

ideas in the leadership space such as “there are specific things that all great leaders do,” “all 

leadership is the same,” or “leadership is always good and it is always good for everyone” 

neglect the importance of context and circumstances when evaluating and considering leadership 

(Haslam, et al., 2024). The typical leadership study often fails to take into account the role of the 

situation, with an estimated less than 20% of studies providing sufficient information to afford 

effective comparisons (Hunter, et al., 2007; Johns, 2017). Based on modern theorizing around 

ILTs and emotions, it is imperative to consider the leadership context in order to best understand 

followers’ implicit theories of leader emotions. 

Implicit leadership schemas, describing leaders as fitting (or failing to fit) one’s prototype 

for a perceived leader, may be rated in a biased manner given the social development through 

which these prototypes are formed (Gioia & Sims, 1985; Phillips & Lord, 1986; Yukl, et al., 

2020; Lord & Maher, 1991). For instance, modern approaches to ILT research suggests that 

situational features such as organizational culture, task type, and other leader-follower attributes 

may influence the perceptions and prototypes of effective leaders (Hanges, et al., 2000; Foti, et 

al., 2008; Hogue & Lord, 2007; Sy, et al., 2010; Fischbein & Lord, 2004). It is evident that no 

single prototype or style of leadership applies to all situations, and the literature has argued that 

the definitions of leadership depends on innumerable situational and contextual factors related 

both to the leader being perceived and to the broader external environment (Lord, et al., 2001b). 

Therefore, leader prototypes may be malleable depending on the context of the leadership. 
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Leadership does not occur in a vacuum, but rather the situation surrounding leadership 

can influence critical outcomes. Generally, the notion that leadership effectiveness is context 

dependent has been thoroughly discussed (e.g., Fiedler, 1964). The literature has noted that 

context, contingencies and situations are often needed to explain the relationships between leader 

traits or behaviors and outcomes (e.g., Judge, et al., 2002; Judge & Piccolo, 2004) suggesting 

that context may well moderate the relationship between leadership behavior and leadership 

outcomes (Cheng, et al., 2015; Dust, et al., 2014). This relationship may well be the result of 

particular leader expectations or prototypes. Therefore, especially at the macro level of situations 

(i.e., institutional forces, where, who, when, etc.), examining context is an important and 

interesting area of research related to implicit leadership theories (Oc, 2018). Despite the obvious 

practical implications of context, there is a notable context deficit in both leadership (Johns, 

2024) and emotions research (Elfenbein, 2023), which applies to the study of ITLEs. 

Connectionist Theories of Implicit Leadership 

 As discussed, implicit theories are socially developed and thus are theoretically 

malleable. The connectionist perspective of implicit theories attempts to capture this inherently 

dynamic and complex nature of leadership prototypes, offering an explanation of how leadership 

perceptions can be fluid and context dependent while still producing consistency and stability 

over time (Hanges, et al., 2000; Lord, et al., 2001b; Foti, et al., 2008; Brown & Lord, 2001; 

Shondrick, et al., 2010). The argument raised from this perspective is that leadership categories 

are sensitive to context and are generated in real-time as a response to contextual factors while 

still allowing for generalizability and stability (Lord, et al., 2001b; Epitropaki, et al., 2013). Early 

ILT literature suggested that leader categories are organized hierarchically, such that the 

superordinate level distinguishes leaders from non-leaders, the basic level contextualizes 
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categories across leader types (i.e., military vs business settings), and the subordinate level 

differentiates leaders within specific contexts (i.e., manufacturing vs technology industries) 

suggesting that there is value in contextualizing ILT research (Lord, et al., 1982; 1984). Further 

research has now established that leadership prototypes between and within individuals are 

influenced by factors such as business context (i.e., business vs. military), hierarchical level 

(upper vs. lower management) (Lord, et al., 1984; Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021), national 

culture (Chong & Thomas, 1997; Den Hartog, et al., 1999; Gerstner & Day, 1994; O’Connell, et 

al., 1990), task type and gender (Hall, et al., 1998; Karakowsky & Siegel, 1999; Sy & Van 

Knippenberg, 2021). The connectionist perspective provides a framework within which 

leadership categories can be generated in real time in accordance with the requirements of 

varying contexts, tasks, followers and group history (Lord, et al., 2001b).  

The connectionist network is built on “units” which are activated either by environmental 

input or by other units in the network (Hanges, et al., 2000). The memory schemas, according to 

connectionist models, are flexible since they are represented by different activation patterns over 

the same units spread throughout a single network (Bechtel & Abrahamsen, 1996). In other 

words, different environmental cues or context can influence the way we think about leaders by 

activating different schemas of leader characteristics. This perspective, applied to leadership, 

acknowledges the contextual factors that influence ILTs such as culture characteristics (e.g., 

group performance), leader characteristics (e.g., sex, age, actual behavior), follower 

characteristics (e.g., education level, leadership experience), and task characteristics (e.g., job 

demands) (Lord, et al., 2001b; Hanges, et al., 2000). As such, it is theorized that leadership 

prototypes are constructed as a response to these contextual factors through automatic 

processing, where the environmental activation selectively spreads throughout the entire network 
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and initiates a pattern of activation (Strauss & Quinn, 1997). Building on this literature, it is now 

suggested that ILTs are continually revised and regenerated over time as they are used and 

applied, as opposed to initial theorizing that suggested that they are stored and retrieved from 

long term memory (Lord, et al., 2001b; Lord, et al., 1999; Strauss & Quinn, 1997). Thus, the re-

creation of these schemas enables them to be sensitive to differences in situational constraints or 

contexts (Hanges, et al., 2000).  

In addition to the connectionist perspective, adaptive resonance theory suggests that 

existing categories are modifiable and refined, indicating a dynamic interaction between ILTs 

and context (Grossberg, 1999; Shondrick & Lord, 2010; Epitropaki, et al., 2013). When 

individuals form impressions, they compare the current information to previously held schemas. 

When there is a match between the perceived information and the schema, there is resonance, 

resulting in that person being labeled as a leader. It is through this resonance that we expect new 

memories and experiences to be consolidated over time, making an ILT malleable and based on 

patterns of traits and characteristics (Shondrick & Lord, 2010). Individuals therefore search 

through multiple schemas for appropriate categories and constraint satisfaction as defined by the 

given context, fine tuning the prototype to the situation (Shondrick & Lord, 2010). This 

framework therefore provides a mechanism that explains how ILTs are activated, how prototypes 

are matched, and how implicit theories are developed, modified, and remembered within 

leadership categories (Shondrick, et al., 2010). 

In summary, there is flexibility in the application of leader prototypes and the complexity 

involved in implicit theory activation needs to be considered as a product of the current context 

(Lord, et al., 2001b). Research has demonstrated that ILTs may exhibit stability due to similarity 

to the self (i.e., individual differences) while exhibiting change related to differences in 
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organizational culture or environmental cues (Shen, 2019). The connectionist perspective can 

help us understand both the stability and flexibility in the application of leadership prototypes. 

The stability of these prototypes comes from the fact that, while environmental inputs and their 

importance changes over time, they change slowly and the meaning is derived from entire 

networks rather than a single network, thus they are stable to small input changes (Lord, et al., 

2001b; Lord, et al., 2020). On the other hand, the flexibility comes from the fact that the network 

meanings are dependent on patterns of input features and the contextual constraints that are 

activated (Lord, et al., 2001b; Lord, et al., 2020). Thus, once formed, leadership perceptions may 

be slow to change. However, the context may modify the prototype and interpretation to a 

particular leader without initially changing the views of leaders in general. They then can be 

modified on a larger scale over time if there are a number of unsuccessful matches of stimulus to 

prototype (Lord, et al., 2001b; Shondrick & Lord, 2010; Offerman & Coats, 2018). 

The notion that ILTs are re-created based on patterns of activation follows other literature 

on leadership. Research in other domains supports this finding that patterns of leadership traits 

have effects on leadership perceptions above the effects of individual traits (Smith & Foti, 1998). 

Therefore, having a strict definition of leadership based on individual traits or characteristics is 

too rigid. Applying these principles to ITLEs, the broader contextual features in which leadership 

is embedded need to be considered in order to effectively understand followers’ implicit theories 

relative to leader emotions. Referring back to the literature on emotions, the functionalist 

perspective highlights that not every emotion is adaptive in every situation, but rather we need to 

consider multiple factors or patterns to determine the appropriateness and effectiveness of a 

given emotion. As such, while it is interesting to understand ITLEs generally, it is important to 
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understand these follower perceptions and expectations relative to theories of emotions and in 

the context of affect inducing events. 

Affective Events 

Situations in psychological research are defined as a set of circumstances that lie external 

to an individual in their surroundings (Rauthmann & Sherman, 2019). These situations can vary 

in duration and stability, where some can be dynamic (i.e., momentary situations perspective) or 

relatively static (i.e., chronic situations perspective) (Rauthmann, & Sherman, 2021). These 

situations can also vary in their valence. According to the Taxonomy of Workplace Emotion 

Elicitors, which leverages both Affective Events Theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) and 

Cognitive Appraisal Theory (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Ellsworth, 1991; Elfenbein, 2007), 

affective events predict affective states beyond individual differences such as trait affect (Ohly & 

Schmitt, 2015). Thus, the psychological meaning of affective situations at work matters to 

employees and are dependent on situational and individual characteristics (Ellsworth & Scherer, 

2003; Lazarus, 1991). While there is value in distinguishing between distinct positive and 

negative dimensions of events, discussing them in terms of dichotomous dimensions is still 

useful. Negative situations tend to be appraised as incongruent with work-relevant goals and 

congruent with deterrence and withdrawal (Ellsworth & Scherer, 2003) while positive situations 

tend to be appraised as favorable and perceived as congruent with personal goals and needs 

(Elliot, 2006; Ellsworth & Scherer, 2003; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Importantly, it is 

suggested that the occurrence of negative situations is more likely to lead to negative emotions 

while the occurrence of positive situations is more likely to lead to positive emotions (Frijida, 

1986). Therefore, the valence of a situation or context may well influence our expectations of a 

leader such that we may expect a different leader emotional reaction in a negative situation 
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compared to how we might expect a leader to react in a positive situation or in a vacuum. This 

difference in expectation due to the emotion-eliciting event may then modify follower attitudes 

towards the leader and perceptions of their effectiveness. 

H2a: Positive situations will elicit higher positive emotions in individual’s ITLEs 

compared to (a) negative situations and (b) a baseline control group. 

H2b: Negative situations will elicit higher negative emotions in individual’s ITLEs 

compared to (a) positive situations and (b) a baseline control group. 

Leader Gender 

Leader gender has been well studied relative to perceptions of leadership emergence, 

effectiveness and emotional displays (i.e., Badura, et al., 2018; Buss, et al., 2025; Brescoll, 2016; 

Eagly, et al., 1995; Lewis, 2000; Paustian-Underdahl, et al., 2014; Plant, et al., 2000; etc.). When 

considering the influence of gender on these leader criteria, it is critical to consider perceptual 

biases (Dwivedi, et al., 2021), contextual factors (Post, 2015) and role expectations (Eagly & 

Karau, 2002). For instance, the behavioral and emotional expectations for leaders include being 

agentic, dominant, and emotionally controlled which align more with the stereotypes and 

expectations associated with traditionally male gender roles and contrast those of traditionally 

female gender roles (Koenig, et al., 2011; Fischbach, et al., 2015; Eagly & Karau, 2002; Spence 

& Buckner, 2000; Foti, et al., 2008). Thus, there is inherent competition between the 

expectations of gender roles and the expectations of leadership roles for women in leadership. 

This competition may subsequently influence our perceptions and evaluations of female leaders, 

frequently in a negative manner (Brescoll & Uhlman, 2008; Brescoll, 2016; De Paola, et al., 

2022; Rudman, 1998; Rudman, et al., 2012; Rudman & Phelan, 2008; Nye & Forsyth, 1991).  
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Specifically related to emotions, the belief that women are more emotional than men is 

one of the strongest stereotypes in Western cultures (Shields, 2002). Given this stereotype, men 

and women are subject to different emotional display rules (Citrin & Roberts, 2004). For male 

leaders, it is encouraged that they show emotions associated with power and status (e.g., anger) 

(Tiedens, 2001; Tiedens, et al., 2000) or achievement and personal accomplishment (e.g., pride) 

(Brody, 1997). However, showing vulnerability, weakness or powerlessness is discouraged for 

men and displaying these types of emotions are stigmatized (Kimmel, 2012; Gaia, 2013). For 

female leaders, negative emotions that communicate dominance or one’s own sense of power 

(e.g., anger, contempt, pride) are not prescribed (Plant, et al., 2000) and tend to elicit negative 

reactions from others when expressed (Lewis, 2000). Conversely, people believe that women 

should both express positive emotions towards others (LaFrance, et al., 2003; Stoppard & 

Gruchy, 1993) and share their emotions to convey vulnerability (Gaia, 2013; Timmers, et al., 

2003). Considering the relationship between emotions and leadership, the traits encouraged by 

male gender roles, compared to female gender roles, are more closely related to leadership. 

Research has even demonstrated that in situations where women display the same type and 

intensity of emotions as men, they may be viewed as less capable of controlling how these 

emotions influence them and are susceptible to negative appraisals relative to men (Brescoll & 

Uhlman, 2008). Further, the literature notes that perceivers blend the information associated with 

a gender role and a leader role (i.e., Eagly & Karau, 2002; Heilman, et al., 1995; Huddy & 

Terkildsen, 1993; Martell, et al., 1998; Mueller, 1986; Sapiro, 1983, etc.). Therefore, we may 

have expectations of male leaders that differ from the expectations of female leaders, warranting 

an exploration of this leader characteristic on ITLEs. Taking a target-based approach (Epitropaki, 

et al., 2013; Schneider, 2005), Sy and Van Knippenberg (2021) found that followers of female 
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leaders rated negative ITLE prototypes lower and positive ITLE prototypes higher compared to 

followers of male leaders, suggesting that female leaders are expected to display positive 

emotions significantly more and negative emotions significantly less than their male 

counterparts. This difference then subsequently influenced leader evaluations as seen in other 

areas of the literature.  

While research on ILTs suggests that target-based and prototype-based approaches 

produce similar schema structures (Eden & Leviatan, 1975), this has not been explicitly tested 

relative to ITLEs and specifically relative to the influence of leader gender. Importantly, female 

leaders can be penalized for even moderate displays of emotion that counter the female 

stereotype (Brescoll, 2016). Considering that female leaders are aware of the potential negative 

consequences of violating prescriptive or proscriptive gender stereotypes (Amanatullah & 

Morris, 2010; Moss-Racusin & Rudman, 2010), it may be the case that a target-based approach 

is biased by the actual emotional displays of female leaders which are influenced by social 

norms. Thus, it is important to attempt to replicate the results of prior research taking the 

alternative, prototype-based approach where participants are asked to rate the emotions of a 

typical leader, generating an understanding of impressions of a category of people rather than a 

specific target (Epitropaki, et al., 2013; Junker & van Dick, 2014; Lord, et al., 2020; Lord & 

Dinh, 2014).  

To summarize, considering (1) that female leaders may have a more difficult time than 

non-leader women determining the type and amount of emotion to display (Brescoll, 2016), (2) 

the different emotional expectations placed on males and females in general (Eagly & Karau, 

2002; Citrin & Roberts, 2004) and in leadership (Dwivedi, et al., 2021; Koenig, et al., 2011), and 

(3) the need to explore the influence of gender on ITLEs taking an alternative approach 
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(prototype-based vs target-based) to replicate prior work (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021), this 

research extends the exploration of the relationship between leader gender and ITLE ratings.   

H3a: Leader gender will elicit higher positive emotions in ITLEs for female leaders 

compared to male leaders. 

H3b: Leader gender will elicit lower negative emotions in ITLEs for female leaders 

compared to male leaders. 

While it is interesting to consider leader characteristics (i.e., leader gender) and features 

of the situation (i.e., situational valence) separately, situations at work are complex and consist of 

several characteristics that co-occur. Importantly, the literature suggests that gender differences 

in various leadership outcomes are contingent on contextual cues (Eagly & Karau, 1991; 

Paustian-Underdahl, et al., 2014, Post, 2015). As discussed, perceivers blend the information 

associated with gender and leader roles and that the expectations of females are in competition 

with the expectations of leaders. Despite the notion that successful female leaders are described 

as similar to successful managers in general and successful male leaders, since effective female 

leaders likely violate traditional gender roles (i.e., behaving with more agentic rather than 

communal tendencies) they may be punished given their gender role violation, at least by those 

who endorse traditional gender roles (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Rudman, 1998; Rudman, et al., 

2012; Rudman & Phelan, 2008). As such, the valence of the situation may deepen the gender 

stereotypes of male versus female leaders.  

H4a: Situational valence will moderate the effects of leader gender on ITLEs such that 

negative situations will elicit more positive emotions for female leaders compared to 

male leaders. 
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H4b: Situational valence will moderate the effects of leader gender on ITLEs such that 

negative situations will elicit more negative emotions for male leaders compared to 

female leaders.  

Study 2 Method 

Experimental Design 

 Study 2 explored (1) whether situational valence changes the nature of the emotions 

reflected in individual’s ITLEs, (2) the relationship between leader gender and individual ITLEs, 

extending Sy and Van Knippenberg (2021) by taking a prototype-based approach rather than a 

target-based approach, and (3) whether situational valence moderates expectations of typical 

emotions held in individual’s ITLEs for male and female leaders. Thus, this study implemented a 

2 (situational valence) by 2 (leader gender) between-person design. Situational valence included 

positive or negative situational features and leader gender included male or female. Participants 

were randomly assigned to one of four possible conditions reflecting different leader genders and 

differently valanced situations. Participants were provided with a written scenario and asked to 

respond to survey questions which were scored and analyzed.  

Sample  

A Prolific sample of 415 working adults from the United States representing a diverse 

array of industries served as the sample (Mage=41.40 (11.13), 52.5% Male, 70.1% White) and 

were paid $4 for completing the 15-minute survey. An a priori power analysis was conducted in 

G*Power to determine the appropriate sample size for a MANCOVA with an estimated effect 

size f=0.25, estimated power of 0.80, 4 groups, 2 predictors and 6 response variables. The 

analysis suggested a sample of 145 participants. A larger sample was recruited to enhance the 

likelihood of detecting small differences and as a safeguard for data cleaning procedures. For 
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data cleaning, two participants were removed who did not consent to participate, eight were 

removed for not completing the dependent variable measure or covariates, 14 were removed for 

incomplete or careless responding and a time of less than 5 minutes, one was removed for a 

failed attention check, two were removed for lack of work experience, and one was removed for 

incoherent qualitative reasoning checks. This resulted in a final sample of 385 (Condition 1: 

N=95; Condition 2: N=99; Condition 3: N=96; Condition 4: N=95). The sample consists of 

81.1% full-time employees from a variety of industries who are well educated (73.13% 

completed at least some college), with an average years of work experience of 19.83(11.12).  

Procedure 

 Participants signed up for the study through Prolific and were sent a link to complete the 

study online via the Qualtrics survey website. Once logged in, participants were provided an 

online informed consent form. Consenting participants were then provided general instructions 

for the study (Appendix A) and were asked to complete a work experience questionnaire. Then, 

participants were randomly assigned to a condition, provided with the written situations 

describing a scenario that senior leaders in many different kinds of organizations might face 

(Appendix B), and asked to respond to the Implicit Theory of Leader Emotions scale (Sy & Van 

Knippenberg, 2021) to assess their ITLE for what reflects a typical leader in situations like the 

one provided. Compared to other research which took a target-based approach to studying the 

relationship between gender and ITLE ratings (i.e., Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021), a prototype-

based approach was used, asking participants to consider a typical leader in the described 

scenario. Finally, participants were asked a brief open-ended questions about their rationale, 

followed by covariate measures and demographics (Appendix D). Once complete, participants 

were notified and paid for their participation. 



 

 31 

Scenarios 

 This study employed written scenarios that manipulated leader gender and situational 

valence following best practice recommendations for designing and implementing vignettes 

(Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). In condition one, participants received a positive situation with 

pronouns reflecting a male leader, in condition two, participants received a negative situation 

with pronouns reflecting a male leader, in condition three, participants received a positive 

situation with pronouns reflecting a female leader, and in condition four, participants received a 

negative situation with pronouns reflecting a female leader. The scenarios were created to be 

equivalent in content and structure with modifications occurring to the gender and valence only. 

A pilot study was conducted on the materials to ensure that participants were able to 

meaningfully distinguish differences in leader gender and valence in the written scenarios. In a 

small sample (N=22), participants distinguished the leader gender (t(42)=4.243, p<0.001) and 

situational valence (t(42)=6.589, p<0.001) appropriately. Thus, the scenarios were implemented 

in the full study (Appendix B). 

Manipulations 

Leader Gender 

 Leader gender consists of male and female and is subtly manipulated in the written 

scenarios by using gendered pronouns (He/Him vs She/Her) to describe the leader situation. 

Importantly, each situation reflects a high-level leader as it is suggested that ILTs typically apply 

to higher level leaders who often have limited leader-follower interactions, thus a lack of 

individuating information is more likely to induce prototype-based judgments and a greater 

reliance on category prototypes (Fiske & Neuberg, 1989; Eden & Leviatan, 1975; Lord & Maher, 

1991). Following the completion of the task, participants were asked to select whether their 
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situation described a male (1) or a female leader (2) which served as a manipulation check 

(Appendix D). See Figures 1 and 2 for example statements. It should be noted that the 

manipulated content is bolded and italicized in the figures for clarity, however this was not done 

in the scenarios the participants read. 

Figure 1 

Male Leader Sample Statement 

The executive leader is tasked with evaluating the organization’s safety reports. His 

organization has clear safety policies required at all locations… Safety is a core value of his 

organization, which has invested considerable effort to build a “safety-first” culture. 

Figure 2 

Female Leader Sample Statement 

The executive leader is tasked with evaluating the organization’s safety reports. Her 

organization has clear safety policies required at all locations… Safety is a core value of her 

organization, which has invested considerable effort to build a “safety-first” culture. 

Situational Valence 

 Affective events are situations that occur in the context of work that elicit emotional 

reactions (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). The manipulated events in this study were either positive 

or negative. The written descriptions contain elements of emotion eliciting events as identified 

by the Taxonomy of Workplace Emotion Elicitors (Ohly & Schmitt, 2015). For instance, 

according to the emotion elicitor taxonomy, negative events are related to aspects of work such 

as goal hindrances, conflict, technical difficulties, personnel problems, insecurity, personal 

problems and client problems while positive events are related to aspects of work such as goal 

attainment, appreciation, feeling competent and good news (Ohly & Schmitt, 2015). While the 
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events in our study are dichotomous, the elements of the situations are guided by this taxonomy. 

A manipulation check was issued to ensure that participants distinguished between the positive 

and negative events. Participants were asked to rate 4 items on a 5-point Likert scale (1= not at 

all accurate; 5= very accurate) based on the extent to which they match the valence of the 

situation they were exposed to. Items include “I would describe the situation as positive,” “I 

would describe the situation as negative,” “Overall the situation seemed good for the 

organization,” and “Overall the situation seemed detrimental to the organization” (a=0.978) 

(Appendix D). See Figures 3 and 4 for sample statements. Once again, it should be noted that the 

manipulated content is bolded and italicized in the figures for clarity, however this was not done 

in the scenarios the participants read. 

Figure 3 

Positive Situation Sample Statement 

Biannual safety audit reports from several of the major locations in his company have shown 

significant decreases in safety violations, high levels of compliance in use of protective gear 

and ongoing proactive communication about the extra safety protocols initiated several years 

ago to improve the organization’s safety culture and processes. This behavior reduces the risk 

of injuries to employees and visitors. The audits also suggest that some of the supervisors 

have initiated safety recognition awards to enhance these behaviors. 

Figure 4 

Negative Situation Sample Statement 

Biannual safety audit reports from several of the major locations in his company have shown 

significant increases in safety violations, inconsistencies in the use of protective gear as well 
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as dismissive attitudes and poor communication about the extra safety protocols initiated 

several years ago to improve the organization’s safety culture and processes. This behavior 

enhances the risk of injuries to employees and visitors. The audits also suggest that some of 

the supervisors have intentionally undermined safety protocols to enhance efficiency. 

Dependent Variables 

Implicit Theories of Leader Emotion Ratings 

Study 2 leveraged the same dependent variable measure as discussed in Study 1 

(Appendix D). Emotion items in this measure are aggregated to form six emotional attributes or 

into two general positive and negative factors. These include the positive emotions of (1) Cheer 

(items include Cheerful, Excitement, and Enthusiasm; a=0.929), (2) Pride (items include Proud 

and Pride; r=0.908), and (3) Calm (items include At Ease, Relaxed, and Serene; a=0.899) and 

the negative emotions of (4) Anger (items include Anger, Upset, Disgust and Aggravated; 

a=0.942), (5) Fear (items include Afraid, Scared, Fear, and Nervous; a=0.923) and (6) Remorse 

(items include Regret, Shame and Guilt; a=0.902). Following the completion of this measure, 

participants were asked to answer a short, open-ended question regarding their ratings.   

Covariates 

Work Experiences Questionnaire 

The same work experiences questions from Study 1 was used for Study 2. 

Participant Occupation 

The personal relevance of leader behavior and participant engagement affects the 

variance seen in leader networks such that less engaged followers exhibit more stable cognitive 

representations of leadership (Foti, et al., 2008). Given that participant occupation/industry may 

influence the level of relevance between their experience and the described situation, participant 
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occupation information was collected. This was captured in a workplace experience 

questionnaire where participants were asked to state their occupation and industry (Appendix D).  

Job Level 

Experience with leaders can affect perceptions of leadership (e.g., Abdalla & Al-Hamoud, 

2001; Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Ling, et al., 2000, etc.). Further, management level has shown 

to moderate the relationship between ITLEs, and leader perceptions (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 

2021) as limited leader-follower interactions induce greater reliance on prototype-based 

judgments (Fiske & Neuberg, 1989). Follower characteristics such as leadership experience have 

also been suggested as a factor that can influence implicit theories (Hanges, et al., 2000; Lord, et 

al., 2001b). Thus, job level of the participant and years of work experience were captured in the 

work experience questionnaire (Appendix D).  

Trait Positive and Negative Affect 

Perceptions of leader capability and competence is influenced by emotions expressed in 

leader-follower interactions (Gooty, et al., 2010). Research demonstrates that emotions felt by 

followers during leader emotional displays relate to judgments of their effectiveness (Damen, et 

al., 2008; Johnson, 2008). Thus, follower trait affect was assessed using the 20-item PANAS 

(Watson, et al., 1988). Measuring trait affect required asking participants to rate the extent to 

which they feel each emotion on a regular, day-to-day basis. Thus, participants rated ten positive 

and ten negative emotions on a 5-point Likert scale (1=very slightly or not at all; 5=extremely) 

on the extent to which they experience each emotion regularly (Appendix D). 

Demographics 

In general, follower characteristics (i.e., education level) have been suggested as factors 

that can influence implicit theories (Hanges, et al., 2000; Lord, et al., 2001b). Further, implicit 
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theories have shown to differ depending on the context (i.e., gender, culture, ethnicity) (e.g., 

Chong & Thomas, 1997; Den Hartog, et al. 1999; Sy and Van Knippenberg, 2021; Sy, et al., 

2010, etc.). Additionally, age may be related to work experience which may influence leader 

perceptions (e.g., Abdalla & Al-Hamoud, 2001; Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Ling, et al., 2000, 

etc.). While some of these characteristics are typically held by the leader, it was important to 

capture the demographics of our sample to ensure that individual differences were controlled for 

in our analysis (Appendix D).  

Analysis 

 First, descriptive statistics on the sample and ITLE measure were conducted as well as bi-

variate correlations and scale reliabilities. Additionally, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was 

conducted to confirm the factor structure of the ITLE measure as outlined in the literature (Sy & 

Van Knippenberg, 2021). Next, independent samples t-tests were conducted to compare 

condition means on the manipulation check scales for situational valence and leader gender. To 

test the hypotheses, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANCOVA) was conducted to examine 

the main and interactive effects of situational valence and leader gender on follower ITLE ratings 

where the first-order emotions served as the dependent variables.  

Study 2 Results 

Prior to hypothesis testing, descriptive statistics, correlations, scale reliability, 

manipulation checks and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted. Table 4 reflects the 

correlations, descriptives and scale reliabilities of the first order ITLE emotions and covariates. 

Manipulation Checks 

Independent samples t-tests were conducted to evaluate the manipulations of situational 

valence (positive or negative) and leader gender (male or female). The results revealed that the 

situational valence manipulation resulted in significant mean differences based on the condition 
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(t(357)=38.85, p<0.001) such that those in the positive condition (M=4.46, SD=0.73) perceived 

the situation as more positive on average than participants in the negative condition (M=1.54, 

SD=0.69) where higher scores indicated perceiving the situation as positive. Similarly, the results 

of the t-tests revealed that the leader gender manipulation resulted in significant mean differences 

based on the condition (t(357)=-20.99, p<0.001) such that those in the male leader condition 

(M=1.07, SD=0.26) perceived a male leader more on average than participants in the female 

leader condition (M=1.81, SD=0.39) where rating a 1 indicated perceiving a male leader and 

rating a 2 indicated perceiving a female leader.  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

The same CFA process as outlined above in Study 1 was conducted in this independent 

sample to confirm the factor structure as outlined in the literature in the new sample. Similar to 

the Study 1, this analysis confirmed the factor structure outlined in prior research. Unlike Study 

1, the higher-order CFA was able to converge and yielded reliable fit statistics (c2(137)=571.07, 

p<0.000, CFI=0.95, RMSEA=0.09, SRMR=0.05). As with the first-order CFA, the higher-order 

analysis confirmed the factor structure as outlined in prior research (c2(145)=700.655, p<0.000, 

CFI=0.93, RMSEA=0.10, SRMR=0.07) (Table 5). 

MANCOVA 

To test the hypotheses, which focused on the relationship between situational valence, 

leader gender, and ITLE ratings, a MANCOVA was conducted. When checking for outliers, box 

plots revealed that there were no univariate outliers to be concerned with. Mahalanobis distance 

revealed two potential multivariate outliers, however, after further investigation of ITLE ratings, 

it was determined that these were legitimate but unusual multivariate profiles rather than issues 

with the data and therefore the participants were retained. Checking the MANCOVA assumption 
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of variance-covariance equality, it was revealed that the first-order emotions failed Box’s M test. 

As such, Pillai’s Trace was interpreted which is robust to violations of homogeneity of variance-

covariance matrices. Significant Pillai’s Trace values indicate that there is evidence that the 

groups differ on at least one linear combination of the dependent variables and warrants 

exploration of the Tests of Between-Subjects Effects to determine which specific dependent 

variables contribute to the multivariate effect (Pillai, 1954). 

Theory informed the covariates to include in the study and correlations guided the 

selection of covariates to be included in the model for the dependent variables of interest. 

Initially, participant industry, age, years of work experience and all of the PANAS emotions were 

included in the model. Those covariates with significant relationships according to Pillai’s Trace 

were retained in the next iteration of the model. As such, PANAS At Ease and Scared were 

retained in the final analysis. According to Pillai’s Trace, situational valence was a significant 

predictor of ITLE ratings (Pillai’s Trace=0.56, F(6, 526)= 112.035, p<0.001, h2= 0.561) while 

leader gender (Pillai’s Trace=0.011, F(6, 526)= 0.960, p=0.451, h2= 0.011) and the two-way 

interaction between situational valence and leader gender (Pillai’s Trace=0.002, F(6, 526)= 

0.144, p=0.990, h2= 0.002) were not significant.  

The Tests of Between-Subjects Effects revealed main effects of situational valence on 

each of the first-order emotions and pairwise comparisons with a Bonferroni correction were 

evaluated. First, looking at the positive first-order emotions, for Cheer (F(6, 526)= 415.864, 

p<0.001, h2= 0.439) the positive situation (M = 5.03, SD = 0.09) elicited higher levels than did 

the negative situation (M = 2.57, SD = 0.09) but lower levels than the baseline control (M = 5.39, 

SD = 0.09). For Pride (F(6, 526)= 321.868, p<0.001, h2= 0.377) the positive situation (M = 5.58, 

SD = 0.11) elicited higher levels than did the negative situation (M = 2.86, SD = 0.11) but was 
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not significantly different than the baseline condition (M = 5.60, SD = 0.11). For Calm (F(6, 

526)= 256.369, p<0.001, h2= 0.326) the positive situation (M = 5.61, SD = 0.09) elicited higher 

levels than did the negative situation (M = 2.59, SD = 0.09) but was not significantly different 

than the baseline condition (M = 4.77, SD = 0.09). These results demonstrate partial support for 

Hypothesis 2a. 

Next, looking at the negative first-order emotions, for Anger (F6, 526)= 440.280, 

p<0.001, h2= 0.453) the negative situation (M = 4.58, SD = 0.09) elicited higher levels than did 

the positive situation (M = 1.83, SD = 0.09) and the baseline control (M = 2.61, SD = 0.09).  For 

Fear, (F(6, 526)= 158.691, p<0.001, h2= 0.230) the negative situation (M = 3.41, SD = 0.09) 

elicited higher levels than did the positive situation (M = 1.89, SD = 0.09) and the baseline 

control (M = 1.79, SD = 0.09). For Remorse (F(6, 526)= 278.792, p<0.001, h2= 0.344) the 

negative situation (M = 3.60, SD = 0.08) elicited higher levels than did the positive situation (M 

= 1.64, SD = 0.08) and the baseline control (M = 1.78, SD = 0.08). These results demonstrate full 

support for Hypothesis 2b. 

With the non-significant results of leader gender and the situational valence by leader 

gender interaction, hypotheses H3a, H3b, H4a, and H4b are not supported. See Tables 6-8 for 

full results and Figure 2 for a visualization. 

Study 2 Discussion 

Study 2 examined the influence of both situation and leader characteristic variables on 

ITLEs by examining the leader characteristic of gender and the situational characteristic of 

valence. Prompting participants to consider a specific context when rating their ITLEs 

encouraged a shift in the emotions that were endorsed, examining whether individuals modified 

their ITLEs to match the context they are in. Confirming our hypothesis, situational valence 
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significantly influenced ITLE ratings, demonstrating large effect sizes. Positively valanced 

conditions elicited higher positive emotions and lower negative emotions compared to negatively 

valanced conditions. Compared to baseline, the positively valanced condition was actually 

slightly lower on the positive emotions of Cheer and Pride and the negative emotion of Anger 

while not being significantly different on the positive emotion of Calm or the negative emotions 

of Fear or Remorse. Though not in line with our hypothesis, this is not a particularly surprising 

finding given the positive bias demonstrated in the baseline condition to begin with. What is 

arguably most interesting however, is the findings for the negatively valanced conditions. 

Negative context elicited significantly lower positive emotions and significantly higher negative 

emotions than both the positive condition and baseline condition. More specifically, the 

negatively valanced conditions rated all of the negative emotions as more typical of a leader in 

the presented context than all of the positive emotions. This is a critical finding as it 

demonstrates that ITLEs are malleable to the context which suggests that the connectionist 

perspective can also be applied to follower perceptions of leader emotions. The practical and 

theoretical significance of this finding will be discussed in greater detail in later sections. 

While the situational valence significantly influenced follower ITLEs, leader gender did 

not significantly influence the emotions endorsed despite prior research suggesting that leader 

gender plays a role in ITLE ratings (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021) and the prevalence of gender 

biases on emotional expectations (Shields, 2002). To first address the lack of replication between 

this research and prior studies, it is important to acknowledge the differences in approach to 

evaluating the role of leader gender on ITLEs. Sy and Van Knippenberg (2021) took a “target-

based approach” to explore this relationship, asking participants to consider their own leader 

when rating the ITLEs, and splitting the sample based on leader gender. Conversely, this research 
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took a “prototype-based approach,” asking participants to rate the emotions of a typical leader in 

the described scenario. Target-based approaches are schema-based impressions of a target person 

across situations and time while prototype-based approaches are schema-based impressions of a 

category of people (Epitropaki, et al., 2013; Schneider, 2005). While research has demonstrated 

that these are comparable approaches to studying implicit theories (Eden & Leviatan, 1975), this 

may not be the case for research on gender and emotions. For instance, research on backlash 

effects suggest that female leaders are aware of the potential negative consequences for violating 

prescriptive gender stereotypes (Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Moss-Racusin & Rudman, 2010). 

Thus, when asked to think about a target leader, and considering a female leader’s awareness of 

gender stereotypes and the consequences of incongruence (Eagly & Karau, 2002), it may be the 

case that gender differences emerged due to observed behavior of female leaders which may 

follow stereotypes rather than true expectations or schemas. Future research should explore 

whether there are true differences between target-based and prototype-based approaches in 

relation to the influence of leader gender on ITLE ratings. 

Beyond differences in experimental approaches, there are theoretical reasons that may 

help explain the lack of significant findings. First, leadership requires enhanced emotional 

control and a belief in one’s competence and deservingness to exercise power (Brescoll, 2016; 

Ridgeway, 2001). Thus, leaders are not expected to lack emotion, just control them (Shields, 

2005). While these expectations tend to align with display rules for men but not for women 

(Citrin & Roberts, 2004), it may be the case the ITLEs are concerned more with emotional 

control aligned with the valence of a given situation rather than specific leader characteristics. 

Future research should thus explore whether there are additional factors of ITLEs that cover 

emotional control or regulation.  
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A second theoretical reason for the non-significant findings is that differing contexts may 

require men and women to display emotions that may not be congruent with gendered display 

rules (Fischer, et al., 2013) and gender differences in various leadership outcomes are contingent 

on contextual cues (Eagly & Karua, 1991; Paustian-Underdahl, et al., 2014). Therefore, in a 

negatively valanced situation, gender display rules may break down which would excuse female 

leader displays of negative emotions and limit differences in evaluations of effectiveness 

between male and female leaders. In essence, ITLEs may be based more on the situational 

characteristics such as valence, rather than leader characteristics such as gender. Future research 

is needed to test whether (in)congruence between expectations from ITLEs and actual displays of 

emotions results in penalties or rewards for leaders of different genders.  

Finally, it is important to acknowledge that women are holding a larger percentage of 

managerial positions (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2004; 2015; 2022) which may shift 

societal stereotypes of women (Koenig & Eagly, 2014; Weber & Crocker, 1983; Wood & Eagly, 

2012). As such, perceptions of leadership roles and gender roles may change over time. For 

instance, research has shown that female stereotypes are shifting to reflect more agentic content 

which aligns with leader stereotypes (Diekman & Eagly, 2000; Donnelly & Twenge, 2016). 

Simultaneously, perceptions of leadership have become more communal over time which aligns 

with female stereotypes (Koenig, et al., 2011; Powell, et al., 2002). Thus, gender display rules 

are becoming more homogenous, aligning more succinctly with leader stereotypes. Future 

research should take a longitudinal approach to studying ITLEs, evaluating whether changes in 

gender stereotypes align with leader emotional expectations.  

Taken all together, the findings laid out indicate that ITLEs are consistent across genders 

but change depending on the situation. While this is counter to our hypotheses, it is an important 
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and promising finding for leader gender equality relative to evaluations. With the knowledge that 

gender stereotypes and emotional expression influence leader evaluations, it is a positive finding 

that expectations of emotions seem to lack gender influence such that expectations rely more on 

characteristics of the situation than on differences in leader characteristics.  

Study 3 Introduction 

Beyond situational valence, it is also important to consider aspects of the leader’s 

occupation or industry on follower ILTEs. The literature has indicated that the strength and 

interrelationships between situational factors and the degree of particular traits in ILTs can differ 

across other contextual variables such as occupation (i.e., military vs business leaders), fields 

(i.e., political vs religious) and industry (i.e., manufacturing vs healthcare), suggesting that 

combinations of ILT factors and traits may be more salient depending on the context (Lord, et al., 

1982; 1984; Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Epitropaki, et al., 2013). This could also be the case for 

ITLEs. Referring back to the connectionist models, these theories allow for greater flexibility 

and different prototypes to be represented across leader industry. Thus, while ILTs and ITLEs 

demonstrate moderate stability, there is notable a degree of flexibility across job settings (Shen, 

2019). This suggests that not only the current context, but the industry and leader type may 

influence ITLEs. Situational valence is likely to endure across different industries and 

occupations. Given that valence can be salient regardless of other contextual features, Study 3 

similarly examined valence in an attempt to replicate the findings from Study 2 for H2a and H2b. 

H5a: Positive situations will elicit higher positive emotions in individual’s ITLEs 

compared to (a) negative situations and (b) a baseline control group. 

H5b: Negative situations will elicit higher negative emotions in individual’s ITLEs 

compared to (a) positive situations and (b) a baseline control group. 



 

 44 

As discussed, followers tend to rely on inferential processes when forming perceptions of 

leadership (Lord & Maher, 1991). Along these lines, the cognitive judgment approach suggests 

that environmental features of work can influence perceptions of an event which are then 

compared to a set of standards (i.e., prototypes or schemas) and the perceived match between 

these perceptions and schemas can subsequently influence work related attitudes (e.g., Ilgen, 

1971; Lawler, 1973; Mitchell, 1974, etc.). Using this framework, it is logical to postulate that the 

situation in which a leadership event is occurring may influence a follower’s perception of the 

event. In other words, the external context in which leadership occurs (i.e., industry/occupation) 

may influence the followers’ expectations of how leaders should behave emotionally, beyond the 

situation itself. While most instances in practice encourage elevating positive emotions while 

suppressing negative displays, this is not always the case. For instance, there are careers where 

negative emotions are more appropriate (e.g., funeral directors displaying sadness) (Rafaeli & 

Sutton, 1989). Therefore, it is interesting to explore whether some industries elicit expectations 

of different emotional valance and/or greater variability as acceptable than other industries, 

especially with respect to negative emotions. 

RQ1: Will leader industry elicit different positive and negative emotions in individual’s 

ITLEs? 

 As discussed in Study 2, while it is interesting to consider leader characteristics (i.e., 

leader industry) and features of the situation (i.e., situational valence) separately, the complexity 

of situations in true organizational contexts calls for an exploration of the joint effects of both 

situational features and leader characteristics simultaneously. Since the literature has not yet 

explored the relationship between valence across varying industries, I propose the following 

research question: 
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RQ2: Will situational valence moderate the relationship between leader industry and the 

emotions elicited in individual’s ITLEs? 

Study 3 Method 

Experimental Design 

Study 3 once again tested whether situational valence changes the nature of the emotions 

reflected in individual’s ITLEs for leaders. Additionally, this study examined the leader 

characteristic of industry to understand whether this contextual variable would influence ITLE 

ratings. Finally, this study explored whether situational valence moderates expectations of typical 

emotions held in individual’s ITLEs regarding leaders of different industries. Thus, this study 

implemented a 2 (situational valence) by 2 (leader industry) between person design. Situational 

valence included positive or negative and leader industry included healthcare and manufacturing. 

Participants were randomly assigned to one of four possible conditions reflecting different leader 

industries and differently valanced situations. Participants were provided with the written 

scenario and asked to respond to survey questions which were scored and analyzed.  

Sample  

A Prolific sample of 411 working adults from the United States representing a diverse 

array of industries served as the sample (Mage=40.86 (10.99), 49.5% Male, 64.4% White) and 

were paid $4 for completing the 15-minute survey. An a priori power analysis was conducted in 

G*Power to determine the appropriate sample size for a MANCOVA with an estimated effect 

size f=0.25, estimated power of 0.80, 4 groups, 2 predictors and 6 response variables. The 

analysis suggested a sample of 145 participants. A larger sample was recruited to enhance the 

likelihood of detecting small differences and as a safeguard for data cleaning procedures. For 

data cleaning, one participant was removed who did not consent to participate, 23 were removed 
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for not completing the dependent variable measure or covariates, two were removed for 

incomplete or careless responding and a time of less than 5 minutes, six were removed for a 

failed attention check, and three were removed for incoherent qualitative reasoning checks. This 

resulted in a final sample of 376 (Condition 1: N=95; Condition 2: N=89; Condition 3: N=97; 

Condition 4: N=95). The sample consists of 81.6% full-time employees from a variety of 

industries who are well educated (84.0% completed at least some college), with an average years 

of work experience of 19.80(10.83).  

Procedure 

The procedure followed that which was outlined in Study 2.  

Scenarios 

 This study employed written scenarios that manipulated leader industry and situational 

valence following best practice recommendations for designing and implementing vignettes 

(Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). In condition one, participants received a positive situation with the 

scenario described in a manufacturing industry, in condition two, participants received a negative 

situation with the scenario described in a manufacturing industry in condition three, participants 

received a positive situation with the scenario described in a healthcare industry, and in condition 

four, participants received a negative situation with the scenario described in a healthcare 

industry. The scenarios were created to be equivalent in content and structure with modifications 

occurring to the industry and valence only (Appendix C).  

Manipulations  

Leader Industry 

Leader industry consists of manufacturing and healthcare and is manipulated in the 

written scenarios by explicitly stating the industry the leader works in. These occupations were 
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selected given their differences in requirements and social norms (e.g., blue-collar vs white-

collar). Research has demonstrated differences in ITLs between industries that hold different 

requirements (e.g., manufacturing vs service) (Epitropaki & Martin, 2004) which led to the 

selection of the aforementioned industries in this study. Importantly, each occupation reflects a 

high-level leader as it is suggested that ILTs typically apply to higher level leaders who often 

have limited leader-follower interactions, thus a lack of individuating information is more likely 

to induce prototype-based judgments and a greater reliance on category prototypes (Fiske & 

Neuberg, 1989; Eden & Leviatan, 1975; Lord & Maher, 1991). Following the completion of the 

task, participants were asked to select whether they considered a particular industry in their 

response and to indicate which industry they considered which served as a manipulation check 

(Appendix D). See Figures 5 and 6 for example statements. Similar to Study 2, the manipulated 

content is bolded and italicized in the figures for clarity, however this was not done in the 

scenarios the participants read. 

Figure 5 

Manufacturing Scenario 

The executive leader from the manufacturing industry is tasked with evaluating the 

organization’s safety reports. The organization has clear safety policies required at all 

manufacturing locations. 

Figure 6 

Healthcare Scenario 

The executive leader from the healthcare industry is tasked with evaluating the organization’s 

safety reports. The organization has clear safety policies required at all healthcare locations. 

Situational Valence 
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 Situational valence was manipulated similarly to that described in Study 2. A 

manipulation check was issued to ensure that participants distinguished between the positive and 

negative events. Participants will be asked to rate 4 items on a 5-point Likert scale (1= not at all 

accurate; 5= very accurate) based on the extent to which they match the valence of the situation 

they were exposed to. Items include “I would describe the situation as positive,” “I would 

describe the situation as negative,” “Overall the situation seemed good for the organization,” and 

“Overall the situation seemed detrimental to the organization” (a=0.981) (Appendix D). See 

Figures 3 and 4 for sample statements. 

Dependent Variables 

Implicit Theories of Leader Emotion Ratings 

Study 3 leveraged the same dependent variable measure as discussed in Studies 1 and 2 

(Appendix D). Emotion items in this measure are aggregated to form six emotional attributes or 

into two general positive and negative factors. These include the positive emotions of (1) Cheer 

(items include Cheerful, Excitement, and Enthusiasm; a=0.938), (2) Pride (items include Proud 

and Pride; r=0.908), and (3) Calm (items include At Ease, Relaxed, and Serene; a=0.874) and 

the negative emotions of (4) Anger (items include Anger, Upset, Disgust and Aggravated; 

a=0.936), (5) Fear (items include Afraid, Scared, Fear, and Nervous; a=0.934) and (6) Remorse 

(items include Regret, Shame and Guilt; a=0.910). 

Covariates 

 The same covariates as described in Study 2 were used in Study 3 (Appendix D). 

Analysis 

The same analysis plan as described in Study 2 was used in Study 3. 



 

 49 

Study 3 Results 

Prior to hypothesis testing, descriptive statistics, correlations, scale reliability, 

manipulation checks and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted. Table 9 reflects the 

correlations, descriptives and scale reliabilities of the first order ITLE emotions and covariates. 

Manipulation Checks 

Independent samples t-tests were conducted to evaluate the manipulations of situational 

valence (positive or negative) and leader industry (manufacturing or healthcare). The results 

revealed that the situational valence manipulation resulted in significant mean differences based 

on the condition (t(350)=31.34, p<0.001) such that those in the positive condition (M=4.48, 

SD=0.72) perceived the situation as more positive on average than participants in the negative 

condition (M=1.62, SD=0.98) where higher scores indicated perceiving the situation as positive. 

Similarly, the results of the t-tests revealed that the leader industry manipulation resulted in 

significant mean differences based on the condition (t(341)=-3.44, p<0.001) such that those in 

the manufacturing condition (M=2.06, SD=1.00) perceived the leader’s industry to be 

manufacturing more on average than participants in the healthcare condition (M=2.36, SD=0.77) 

where lower scores indicate a manufacturing industry and higher scores indicate a healthcare 

industry. It should be noted that some participants listed N/A, Other or left blank the 

manipulation check for leader industry. To check the stability of the findings, the analysis was 

conducted with and without these individuals and the results of the manipulation check and 

subsequent findings remained the same, thus these participants were retained. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

The same CFA process as outlined above in the Baseline Control and Study 2 results 

sections was conducted in this independent sample to confirm the factor structure as outlined in 
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the literature in the new sample. Similar to the Baseline Control and Study 1, this analysis 

confirmed the factor structure outlined in prior research (c2(137)=537.73, p<0.000, CFI=0.95, 

RMSEA=0.09, SRMR=0.04). Unlike the Baseline Control study but similar to Study 2, the 

higher-order CFA was able to converge and yielded reliable fit statistics. As with the first-order 

CFA, the higher-order analysis confirmed the factor structure as outlined in prior research 

(c2(145)=639.29, p<0.000, CFI=0.94, RMSEA=0.10, SRMR=0.06). See Table 10 for full factor 

loadings and model fit statistics. 

MANCOVA 

To test the hypotheses, which focused on the relationship between situational valence, 

leader industry, and ITLE ratings, a MANCOVA was conducted. When checking for outliers, box 

plots revealed that there were no univariate outliers to be concerned with. Mahalanobis distance 

revealed two potential multivariate outliers, however after further investigation of ITLE ratings it 

was determined that these were legitimate but unusual multivariate profiles rather than issues 

with the data and therefore the participants were retained. Checking the MANCOVA assumption 

of variance-covariance equality, it was revealed that the first-order emotions failed Box’s M test. 

As such, Pillai’s Trace was interpreted which is robust to violations of homogeneity of variance-

covariance matrices. Significant Pillai’s Trace values indicate that there is evidence that the 

groups differ on at least one linear combination of the dependent variables and warrants 

exploration of the Tests of Between-Subjects Effects to determine which specific dependent 

variables contribute to the multivariate effect (Pillai, 1954). 

Theory informed the covariates to include in the study and correlations guided the 

selection of covariates to be included in the model for the dependent variables of interest. 

Initially, age, race, years of work experience, level of interaction with one’s supervisor and all of 
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the PANAS emotions were included in the model. Those covariates with significant relationships 

according to Pillai’s Trace were retained in the next iteration of the model. As such, Race as well 

as PANAS At Ease, Discouraged, Enthusiastic and Irritated were retained in the final analysis. 

According to Pillai’s Trace, situational valence was a significant predictor of ITLE ratings 

(Pillai’s Trace=0.575, F(6, 515)= 115.935, p<0.001, h2= 0.575) while leader industry (Pillai’s 

Trace=0.009, F(6, 515)= 0.811, p=0.562, h2= 0.01) and the two-way interaction between 

situational valence and leader industry (Pillai’s Trace=0.015, F(6, 515)= 1.328, p=0.243, h2= 

0.015) were not significant.  

The Tests of Between-Subjects Effects revealed main effects of situational valence on 

each of the first-order emotions and pairwise comparisons with a Bonferroni correction were 

evaluated. First, looking at the positive first-order emotions, for Cheer (F(6, 515)= 446.483, 

p<0.001, h2= 0.462) the positive situation (M = 5.13, SD = 0.08) elicited higher levels than did 

the negative situation (M = 2.58, SD = 0.09) but was not significantly different than the baseline 

control (M = 5.40, SD = 0.08). For Pride (F(6, 515)= 352.94, p<0.001, h2= 0.404) the positive 

situation (M = 5.64, SD = 0.10) elicited higher levels than did the negative situation (M = 2.84, 

SD = 0.11) but was not significantly different than the baseline condition (M = 5.61, SD = 0.10). 

For Calm (F(6, 515)= 239.673, p<0.001, h2= 0.315) the positive situation (M = 4.61, SD = 0.09) 

elicited higher levels than did the negative situation (M = 2.63, SD = 0.09) but was not 

significantly different than the baseline condition (M = 4.80, SD = 0.09). These results 

demonstrate partial support for Hypothesis 5a. 

Next, looking at the negative first-order emotions, for Anger (F(6, 515)= 422.602, 

p<0.001, h2= 0.448) the negative situation (M = 4.36, SD = 0.09) elicited higher levels than did 

the positive situation (M = 1.82, SD = 0.09) and the baseline control (M = 2.60, SD = 0.09).  For 
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Fear, (F(6, 515)= 157.485, p<0.001, h2= 0.232) the negative situation (M = 3.65, SD = 0.09) 

elicited higher levels than did the positive situation (M = 2.00, SD = 0.09) and the baseline 

control (M = 1.82, SD = 0.09). For Remorse (F(6, 515)= 347.266, p<0.001, h2= 0.400) the 

negative situation (M = 3.80, SD = 0.09) elicited higher levels than did the positive situation (M 

= 1.58, SD = 0.08) and the baseline control (M = 1.79, SD = 0.08). These results demonstrate full 

support for Hypothesis 5b. 

With the non-significant results of leader industry and the interaction between situational 

valence and leader industry, RQ3.1 and RQ3.2 are addressed. Leader industry, comparing 

manufacturing and healthcare leaders, did not elicit different positive or negative ITLEs. Further, 

situational valence did not moderate the relationship between leader industry and the ITLEs 

elicited. See Tables 11-13 for full results and Figure 3 for visualization. See Table 14 for a 

summary of hypotheses and findings. 

Study 3 Discussion 

Study 3 matched the design of Study 2, exploring the role of both situational features and 

leader characteristics in shaping ITLEs by examining the situational characteristic of valence, but 

changing the leader characteristic to industry. Replicating prior results, situational valence 

significantly influenced the ITLEs endorsed by followers. Once again positively valanced 

conditions elicited higher positive emotions and lower negative emotions compared to negatively 

valanced conditions. This study demonstrated slightly different patterns compared to the baseline 

condition such that, compared to baseline, the positively valanced condition was slightly lower 

on the negative emotion of Anger while not being significantly different on any of the positive 

emotions or the negative emotions of Fear or Remorse. As stated previously, this is not a 

particularly surprising finding given the positive bias demonstrated in the baseline condition. 
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Importantly, the patterns of negative context replicated across studies such that the negative 

conditions elicited significantly lower positive emotions and significantly higher negative 

emotions than both the positive condition and baseline condition and the negatively valanced 

conditions rated all of the negative emotions as more typical of a leader in the presented context 

than all of the positive emotions. Not only is this finding important for the reasons discussed 

above relative to the connectionist perspective, but the replicated findings across studies 

demonstrate stability in the relationship between situational valence and ITLEs.  

 Similar to Study 2, while situational valence influenced ITLE ratings, the leader 

characteristic, this time leader industry (i.e., manufacturing or healthcare), did not influence the 

expectations of leader emotions addressing research questions one and two. Research has 

explored the role of leader industries relative to ILTs in general, demonstrating that leader 

categories can modify the degree of particular traits that are endorsed, suggesting that 

combinations of ILT factors and traits may be more salient depending on the context (Epitropaki 

& Martin, 2004; Epitropaki, et al., 2013; Lord, et al., 1982; 1984). For instance, differences 

across industries such as service and manufacturing have emerged where manufacturing 

employees rated leader characteristics such as Sensitivity lower and Tyranny as higher than 

service employees (Epitropaki & Martin, 2004). While this is the case, it is important to 

acknowledge two reasons why similar findings did not occur in this research. 

 First, different approaches were taken to explore the relationship between industry and 

implicit theory ratings. Prior research on ILTs that explored this relationship gathered data from 

followers within the industry of interest, whereas the current study asked participants about a 

leader in a specific industry, regardless of the industry the participants themselves worked in. 

This operationalization of industry may result in differences in implicit ratings and should be 
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noted. However, participant industry was captured as a covariate and was found to be non-

significant. An exploratory post-hoc analysis revealed that follower industry did not significantly 

influence ITLE ratings (F=0.641, p=0.981, h2=0.02) and those followers that stated that they 

worked in healthcare (N=32) and manufacturing (N=42) specifically did not significantly differ 

on their ratings of any of the emotions. Thus, while not the focus of the study, follower industry 

also did not influence ITLE ratings. Future research should explore whether industry differences 

emerge in ITLE ratings when followers are asked to consider leaders in their own industry. 

 Second, ILTs address the social-cognitive expectations of leaders as perceived by 

followers which substantively differ from emotional expectations. It may be the case that 

followers expect their leaders to behave differently in the social-cognitive space depending on 

the industry but not emotionally. For instance, Epitropaki and Martin (2004) found that those 

working in a manufacturing industry rated traits such as domineering, pushy and manipulative 

higher whereas those working in a service industry rated traits such as sensitive and helpful 

higher. There are clear differences in the demand of these industries and thus, these social-

cognitive differences make sense. Relative to emotional expectations however, the results here 

suggest that leader industry does not modify emotional expectations, but rather the situational 

circumstances determine the emotions deemed appropriate to be displayed by leaders. These 

findings suggest that leaders are expected to behave emotionally similar across industries but 

differ depending on the specific situation. Similar to the comments made regarding leader 

gender, the generalizability of ITLEs across leader industry is promising, suggesting that leader 

training and training against rater biases relative to ITLEs, two important practical implications 

to be discussed, may also be generalizable.  



 

 55 

General Discussion 

Leader influence is ultimately derived from being categorized as a leader by followers 

(Lord & Maher, 1991) thus the study of implicit leadership theories is critical to understanding 

the process of leadership (Shamir, 2007). However, the literature on ILTs had not included 

follower expectations of leader emotions until recently, when implicit theories of leader emotions 

were developed (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021). While this work took an important first step in 

understanding follower expectations of leader emotions, more work was needed to better 

understand the role of contextual features on ITLEs. The literature on leader perception argues 

that they are grounded in social, cultural, task and interpersonal environments (Gardner & 

Avolio, 1998; Lord & Smith, 1999; Zaccaro, 2001), thus leader behavior also needs to be 

grounded in the context and adjusted to fit the needs of such context in order to meet the 

demands of perceivers across different situations (Lord, et al., 2001a; Zaccaro & Klimoski, 

2001). The study of leadership and emotions should therefore be contextualized to better 

understand which leader prescriptions apply universally and which are dependent on the situation 

(Johns, 2024; Gooty, et al., 2010; Matthews, et al., 2025). 

Narrow views on leadership and leader effectiveness may translate to narrow attempts to 

identify optimal styles and training which is likely to have limited success given the contextual 

nature of leadership (Lord, et al., 2001b; Johns, 2024; Gardner & Avolio, 1998; Zaccaro & 

Klimoski, 2001). Further, situational variables are thought to influence subordinate preferences 

for a particular pattern of leadership behaviors, thereby influencing the impact of the leader on 

subordinate satisfaction (Yukl, et al., 2020). Successful leadership requires flexible adjustment to 

the contextual constraints (Hall, et al., 1998) and thus evaluation rests on others awareness of this 

requirement and the contextual factors that may influence perceptions of leader effectiveness. 
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Further, research has demonstrated that implicit theories can bias leader ratings of effectiveness 

(e.g., Hansbrough, et al., 2015; Eden & Leviatan, 1975). As such, it is strongly recommended 

that contextual factors be included in leadership research to better understand their role in 

implicit theory development (Junker & van Dick, 2014; Antonakis, et al., 2004; Johns, 2024). 

Additionally, the literature cautions the over-reliance on prototypes for making judgments about 

leaders in specific situations as this can lead to contextual factors and situational characteristics 

being overlooked which can ultimately bias the recall of actual leader behavior (Lord, et al., 

1982; Rush & Russell, 1988). Understanding that emotions and perceptions of leader emotion 

displays can influence leader ratings as well (Gooty, et al., 2010; Madera & Smith, 2009; 

Rothman, 2011; Visser, et al., 2013; DeRue, et al., 2011), this knowledge can inform the best 

ways to minimize biases in leader ratings such as encouraging employees to consider their 

implicit assumptions (Junker & van Dick, 2014; Schyns & Schilling, 2011). This research, 

therefore, provides clarity on the role of context relative to implicit theories of leader emotions to 

better understand affective biases which can then inform leader assessment and shape knowledge 

on the functional perspective of emotions relative to leaders. 

Study 1 sought to replicate prior research, exploring ITLEs outside of any explicit 

context. The findings of Sy and Van Knippenberg (2021) were effectively replicated such that 

ITLEs demonstrated a strong positive bias, where followers rated positive emotions as more 

characteristic of typical leaders than negative emotions. While important, there are critical issues 

associated with considering ITLEs in a vacuum and perpetuating the positive bias we see relative 

to emotions and the literature recommends evaluating the contextual variables that may modify 

these prototypes. Thus, Studies 2 and 3 explored the influence of situational features and leader 

characteristics on ITLE ratings by manipulating the situational characteristic of valence and 
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leader characteristics of gender and industry respectively. The findings across both studies 

demonstrated that situational characteristics do influence ITLE ratings as stable patterns emerged 

regarding the influence of situational valence. The results demonstrated that followers are able to 

modify their expectations of leader emotions such that positive situations called for expectations 

of positive leader emotions and negative situations called for expectations of negative leader 

emotions. This pattern follows the connectionist perspective of implicit theories, suggesting that 

the context may influence which aspects of our prototype is activated to best fit the situation. 

Importantly, across both studies, the findings showed that leader characteristics (i.e., gender and 

industry) did not influence ITLE ratings. Taken together, these findings are encouraging as it 

demonstrates that leaders may be afforded the opportunity to display negative emotions, which 

has implications for surface acting, well-being, and effectiveness, and that ITLEs are 

generalizable across leader characteristics, which improves equality across leader evaluations 

and makes training in this context more generalizable.  

Therefore, this research takes a step towards reducing the positive emotional bias in 

leadership and encourages a more nuanced examination of ITLEs. As such, it is noted in the 

literature that it is important for leaders to have an awareness of their emotional expression as 

these can benefit or harm their perceptions on behalf of followers where it is more beneficial 

when these emotions are congruent with leadership more broadly (Trichas, et al., 2017). Further, 

it is encouraged that organizations and leaders establish a culture and norm that is accepting and 

understanding of negative emotions in order to promote the functional aspects of negative 

emotions (Elfenbein, 2023; Hochschild, 1983) and not dismiss their value to organizations 

(Geddis, et al., 2018). Thus, research in this area provides a basis for understanding how context 
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influences the expectations and perceptions of leaders and can inform practice on leader 

assessment and development. 

Limitations 

 Study limitations should be noted before discussing potential theoretical and practical 

implications. First, this study was conducted using an online scenario-based presentation of an 

organizational situation and paper leader, varying across industries and genders. Participants may 

not have felt engaged with the scenario, industry or leader since these were hypothetical and not 

tailored to the participant’s experience. While the scenarios were designed according to best 

practice recommendations (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014), stratified sampling across particular 

industries should be considered in future research and participants should be asked about 

situations and leaders they would expect to normally encounter to enhance engagement. 

Additionally, the use of online studies involving leadership hold merit given the wide transition 

to remote and hybrid work environments. However, lab experiments online limit the fidelity of 

the simulation, and thus future research should consider the use of high-fidelity methods such as 

videos or critical incidents of personal experiences.  

 Second, regarding Study 2 on situational valence and leader gender, a prototype-based 

approach was used to explore whether participants held different ITLEs depending on leader 

gender. Prior research took a target-based approach, which considers a specific target over time 

and conditions by asking participants to consider their specific leader, finding significant results 

(Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021). While the current research serves as an extension to prior work, 

leveraging a different approach to test whether leader gender influences ITLE ratings, it is 

limited to the use of a single approach (i.e., the use of a prototype-based approach). Future 

research should consider both a target-based approach and prototype-based approach in the same 



 

 59 

study to more effectively compare the results. Additionally, leader gender was considered as a 

binary variable in this study (male or female). Future research should explore whether other 

leader gender identities influence ITLE ratings and expectations of emotions. 

 Third, regarding Study 3 on situational valence and leader industry, only two leader 

industries were explored, manufacturing and healthcare, which were chosen given their 

differences in job demands and environments (e.g., blue-collar vs. white-collar, etc.). Future 

research should explore whether the findings of this research hold across other industry 

comparisons.  

Implications 

Leader effectiveness is often defined as the success of the leader’s team and can be 

evaluated both subjectively (i.e., ratings of effectiveness) or objectively (i.e., based on follower 

performance) (Hogan & Kaiser, 2005). While there are different sources used to determine leader 

effectiveness, the field relies heavily on follower ratings of behavior, such as 360-degree 

feedback, given that leadership reflects a dynamic interaction between leaders and followers 

(Riggio, et al., 2008; Shamir, et al., 2007; Hansbrough, et al., 2015). Beyond leader ratings, the 

literature often debates the differences between leader emergence and leader effectiveness where 

leader emergence reflects being viewed as “leader-like” and being promoted into leadership roles 

and effectiveness reflects the leaders’ influence on key outcomes (Hogan, et al., 1994; Kaiser, et 

al., 2008; Hogan & Kaiser, 2005; Galvin, et al., 2024). Importantly, those that emerge as leaders 

are not always the same as those who are going to be effective leaders (e.g., Kaiser, et al., 2008; 

Kalish & Luria, 2016; Lanaj & Hollenbeck, 2015; Treglown, et al., 2020, etc.). This issue may be 

related to the biased manner in which leaders are rated and the value that organizations place on 

these ratings for outcomes such as promotion (Hansbrough, et al., 2015; DeNisi & Kluger, 2000; 
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Schyns, 2006). These biases are related to individual differences among followers (Bono, et al., 

2012), the follower’s role as contributors in a process they are rating (Hunter, et al., 2007), and 

the implicit theories held by followers (Shondrick, et al., 2010). Relative to the current research, 

it is established that follower ratings of leadership effectiveness often reflects impressions and 

perceptions of leadership based on implicit theories often with greater weight than actual 

observed behaviors (Hansbrough, et al., 2015; Rush & Russell, 1988). Further, initial research 

has demonstrated that ITLEs can influence ratings of leader effectiveness and follower 

impressions of their leaders (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021). Considering that perceptions of 

emotions and emotional displays influence leader ratings (Gooty, et al., 2010; Madera & Smith, 

2009; Rothman, 2011; Visser, et al., 2013; DeRue, et al., 2011), there are real implications for 

better understanding follower implicit theories of leader emotions, both theoretical and practical. 

Theoretical Implications 

Theoretically, this research expands on the literature studying implicit leadership theories. 

Specifically, it contributes to the development of the emotional aspect of implicit theories which 

is critical to better understanding leader expectations and perceptions (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 

2021). Firstly, this research serves as a replication of prior research on ITLEs outside of any 

explicit context, verifying that there is a positive emotion bias in these implicit theories in a 

vacuum. Building on this initial work, this research establishes a rank order of the higher order 

emotions that facilitate this positive bias. The findings contribute to both the verification of 

ITLEs and builds on the literature discussing the positive bias in leadership and emotions 

research (Gooty, et al., 2010). To further address this, Studies 2 and 3 added context to the study 

of ITLEs.  
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While theories have been developed and research has been conducted on earlier versions 

of ILTs relative to the role of context on schema development, the literature has yet to explore 

these relationships with the newer ITLEs. As such, this research critically examined several 

contextual variables, to test the stability or malleability of ITLEs. This evaluation contributes to 

both the ITLE literature and addresses the context deficit in leadership research (Johns, 2024). 

The findings that characteristics of the situation itself, but not necessarily characteristics of the 

leader, influence ITLE ratings is important as it contributes to the connectionist perspective on 

implicit theories relative to leader emotions. Future research should continue to explore 

contextual variables, both features of the situation and broader context (e.g., situational strength, 

task types, etc.) and leader or organizational characteristics (e.g., generation, organization size, 

culture, etc.), relative to ITLE ratings.  

Finally, this research took alternative approaches to evaluating leader characteristics. For 

instance, a prototype-based approach was used in Study 2 to study leader gender and participants 

were asked to rate leaders from industries that do not necessarily align with their own in Study 3. 

These are theoretically and methodologically important as they inform future research on the 

differences in approaches and encourages further exploration. Future research should explore 

different approaches and methods simultaneously and compare the results to better understand 

the stability of the findings. Overall, this research contributes to the body of work on ITLEs, 

building the literature and furthering our understanding of leadership expectations and 

perceptions relative to emotions and across contexts. 

Practical Implications 

In terms of practical implications, it is important to acknowledge that there is a “dark 

side” of schema stability, where leaders who become reluctant to change and make unpleasant 
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decisions fear a loss of prototypicality (Epitropaki, et al., 2013). In other words, leaders may feel 

limited in their ability to be flexible due to strong leadership schemas (Hogg & Van 

Knippenberg, 2003). To break this pattern, it is valuable to consider ITLEs in context and as 

dynamic as it is important for leader evaluation and leader development. The literature has 

suggested a need for the development of an awareness in both leaders and followers about how 

leadership expectations in context shape action tendencies such as leader evaluation and trust 

(Epitropaki, et al., 2013). As such, this research considers ITLEs in context and as dynamic 

which informs organizations on the expected emotional displays of leaders and the value of 

understanding context which can subsequently be encouraged as a consideration in leader 

evaluations. Ultimately, this research positions ITLEs in real-world contexts for practical use. 

 Leader ratings are influenced by subordinate cognitive and emotional sensemaking (Eden 

& Leviatan, 1975; Staw, 1975; Hansbrough, et al., 2015), reflecting rater information processing 

and implicit theories rather than the leader’s behavior, however this is still a dominant 

methodology in leadership research and practice (Hunter, et al., 2007; Hansbrough, et al., 2015). 

For instance, raters typically recall prior judgments based on ILTs and use leader impressions 

rather than actual behaviors to inform their ratings (Hastie & Park, 1986; Hansbrough, et al., 

2015; Rush & Russell, 1988). Further, ITLEs specifically have been shown to predict ratings of 

leader effectiveness and leader impression (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021). To better capture 

actual leader behavior, ratings of effectiveness should focus on explicit events occurring in 

specific contexts (Shondrick & Lord, 2010) as techniques that emphasize the event level may 

improve leader measurement accuracy (Kuhnen, et al., 2001; Naidoo, et al., 2010; Shondrick & 

Lord, 2010). Further, more research on the role of context relative to leader emotions and 

implicit leadership theories is critical for informing and improving leader assessment given that 
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there are affective biases in leadership measures as well (Brown & Keeping, 2005). This research 

highlights the role of context in the ratings of emotions in implicit leadership theories, 

demonstrating ITLEs dynamic nature similar to ILTs. 

Given that job performance metrics for leaders often involve subordinate evaluation, it is 

important to be aware of potentially biasing factors that may influence these ratings. As 

discussed, there are limitations of employee survey measures of leaders when considering the 

systematic biases of implicit theories (Phillips & Lord, 1986; Hansbrough, et al., 2015). As such, 

the findings from this research can be used to improve employee frame of reference training on 

rating performance metrics, such as leader effectiveness, by providing insight on the role of 

prototypes, emotional bias, and the importance of context on perceptions of leader emotions. 

Future research should explore the effectiveness of introducing ITLEs in rater training on 

reducing bias in leader effectiveness ratings. Another option for organizations may be the routine 

assessment of global leadership perception within their firm which can subsequently be used as a 

control for implicit theory effects on the analysis of leader ratings (Phillips & Lord, 1986). 

Future research should explore whether measuring ITLEs in organizations serve as an adequate 

control for the implicit theory bias on leadership evaluation. Either way, this research enhances 

our understanding of how ITLEs are not only developed but how they are applied in 

organizations, informing practices relative to leader assessment and development.  

Beyond the consideration of ratings, this research highlights a cautionary approach to 

labeling negative emotions as purely negative, as perceivers may then isolate these behaviors and 

miss or distort adaptive negative emotional displays and label them as ineffective or 

inappropriate in the case of leaders. Promisingly, the results of this research suggest that 

situational characteristics such as valence may minimize the positive bias demonstrated in the 
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literature, affording leaders the opportunity to appropriately display negative emotions. The 

importance of this allowance lies in the experience of emotional labor for leaders who feel the 

need to engage in surface-acting and faking to remain consistent with display norms and 

perceived expectations (Hochschild, 1983; Zapf, et al., 2021). This emotional labor can harm 

perceptions of leader authenticity, well-being, and follower trust in the leader (Hunt, et al., 2008; 

Gardner, et al., 2009). In consideration of these findings and to provide suggestions on how to 

minimize the rate of leader burnout due to emotional labor, training and coaching programs can 

leverage these findings to make leaders aware of follower expectations and provide guidance on 

determining accurate display rules for emotions that align with specific contexts and situations. 

The literature has suggested that leader training programs are rarely attuned to the role of 

emotions (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021), thus ITLEs and the current work may provide further 

justification for their inclusion. Additionally, the findings discussed demonstrate that situational 

characteristics rather than leader characteristics shape ITLE ratings. Despite gender stereotypes 

and differences in industry requirements, ITLEs demonstrated stability across leader 

characteristics which helps to ease the challenges associated with designing training programs 

that are generalizable across leaders. Rather, these programs can now focus on situational 

characteristics such as valence which transcend industries, organizations, and genders. Future 

research should explore the development of leadership training and development programs that 

introduce an awareness of one’s ITLE.  

Conclusion 

 The purpose of the current research is to develop a better understanding of follower 

expectations of leader emotions across varying contexts. The results from prior research are 

replicated, highlighting that there is a positive bias relative to leader emotions when examined 
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outside of any explicit context. Importantly, this work demonstrated that characteristics of the 

situation (i.e., valence), but not necessarily characteristics of the leader (i.e., gender or industry), 

influence the emotions endorsed as typical of a leader. Given that the prototypes of leader 

emotions have shown to influence ratings of effectiveness and impressions, these findings 

suggest the importance of considering leadership context in leader evaluation and training to 

limit the role of implicit theory bias. As such, the importance of the role of context on emotion 

schemas of leadership is demonstrated, highlighting the value of taking a nuanced approach to 

the study of ITLEs and suggests implications for leader assessment and development. 

 

 

 

  



 

 66 

References 

Abdalla, I. A., & Al-Hamoud, M. A. (2001). Exploring the implicit leadership theory in the 

Arabian Gulf States. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 50, 506-531. 

Aguinis, H., & Bradley, K. J. (2014). Best practice recommendations for designing and 

implementing experimental vignette methodology studies. Organizational research 

methods, 17(4), 351-371. 

Amanatullah, E. T., & Morris, M. W. (2010). Negotiating gender roles: Gender differences in 

assertive negotiating are mediated by women's fear of backlash and attenuated when 

negotiating on behalf of others. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98(2), 

256–267. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0017094. 

Antonakis, J., Schriesheim, C. A., Donovan, J. A., Gopalakrishna-Pillai, K., & Rossomme, J. L. 

(2004). Methods for studying leadership. In J. Antonakis, A. T. Cianciolo, & R. J. 

Sternberg (Eds.), The nature of leadership (pp. 48-70). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Ayman, R., & Adams, S. (2012). Contingencies, context, situations, and leadership. In D. Day & 

J. Antonakis (Eds.), The nature of leadership (pp. 218-256). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Badura, K. L., Grijalva, E., Newman, D. A., Yan, T. T., & Jeon, G. (2018). Gender and leadership 

emergence: A meta‐analysis and explanatory model. Personnel Psychology, 71(3), 335-

367. 

Bass, B. M. (1990). Bass & Stogdill’s Handbook of Leadership. The Free Press: New York. 

Bates, D., Mächler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. (2015). Fitting linear mixed-effects models 

using lme4. Journal of statistical software, 67, 1-48. 

Bechtel, W., & Abrahamsen, A. (1996). Connectionism and the mind: An introduction to parallel 

processing networks. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0017094


 

 67 

Bentler, P. M., & Bonnet, D. G. (1980). Significance tests and goodness of fit in the analysis of 

covariance structures. Psychological Bulletin, 88, 588-606.   

Bono, J. E., Foldes, H. J., Vinson, G., & Muros, J. P. (2007). Workplace emotions: the role of 

supervision and leadership. Journal of applied Psychology, 92(5), 1357. 

Bono, J. E., Hooper, A. C., & Yoon, D. J. (2012). Impact of rater personality on transformational 

and transactional leadership ratings. The Leadership Quarterly, 23(1), 132-145. 

Brescoll, V. L. (2016). Leading with their hearts? How gender stereotypes of emotion lead to 

biased evaluations of female leaders. The leadership quarterly, 27(3), 415-428. 

Brescoll, V. L., & Uhlmann, E. L. (2008). Can an angry woman get ahead? Status conferral, 

gender, and expression of emotion in the workplace. Psychological science, 19(3), 268-

275. 

Briner, R. B., & Totterdell, P. (2002). The experience, expression and management of emotion at 

work. Psychology at work, 229-252. 

Brody, L. R. (1997). Gender and emotion: Beyond stereotypes. Journal of Social Issues, 53(2), 

369–393. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00022. 

Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1992). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. Sociological 

Methods & Research, 21, 230-258.   

Brown, D. J., & Lord, R. G. (2001). Leadership and perceiver cognition: Moving beyond first 

order constructs. In M. London (Ed.), How people evaluate others in organizations (pp. 

181-202). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. Publishers.  

Buss, M., Andler, S., & Tiberius, V. (2025). Female leadership: An integrative review and 

research framework. The Leadership Quarterly, 36(3), 101858. 



 

 68 

Byrne, B. M. (2013). Structural equation modeling with LISREL, PRELIS, and SIMPLIS: Basic 

concepts, applications, and programming. New York, NY: Psychology Press.    

Cheng, C., Jiang, D., Cheng, B., Riley, J. H., & Jen, C. K. (2015). When do subordinates commit 

to their supervisors? Different effects of perceived supervisor integrity and support on 

Chinese and American employees. The Leadership Quarterly, 26, 81-97. 

Chiu, C., Hong, Y., & Dweck, C. S. (1997). Lay dispositionism and implicit theories of 

personality. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73(1), 19. 

Chong, L. M. A., & Thomas, D. C. (1997). Leadership perceptions in cross-cultural context: 

Pakeha and Pacific Islanders in New Zealand. The Leadership Quarterly, 8(3), 275-293. 

Cialdini, R. B., & Trost, M. R. (1998). Social influence: Social norms, conformity and 

compliance. In D. T. Gilberg, S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), (4th ed.), The handbook of 

social psychology, Vol. 2 (pp. 151-192). New York: McGraw Hill.  

Citrin, L. B., & Roberts, T. A. (2004). A feminist psychological perspective on gendered affect. 

In L. Z. Tiedens, & C. W. Leach (Eds.), The social life of emotions (pp. 203–223). New 

York: Cambridge Press. 

Damen, F., Van Knippenberg, B., & Van Knippenberg, D. (2008). Affective match in leadership: 

leader emotional displays, follower positive affect, and follower performance. Journal of 

Applied Social Psychology, 38(4), 868-902. 

Den Hartog, D. N., House, R. J., Hanges, P. J., Ruiz-Quintanilla, S. A., Dorfman, P. W., et al. 

(1999). Culturally specific and cross-culturally generalizable implicit leadership theories: 

Are attributes of charismatic/transformational leadership universally endorsed? The 

Leadership Quarterly, 10, 219–256. 



 

 69 

DeNisi, A. S., & Kluger, A. M. (2000). Feedback effectiveness: Can 360-degree appraisals be 

improved? Academy of Management Executive, 14, 129-139. 

De Paola, M., Gioia, F., & Scoppa, V. (2022). Female leadership: Effectiveness and 

perception. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 201, 134-162. 

DeRue, D. S., Nahrgang, J. D., Wellman, N., & Humphrey, S. E. (2011). Trait and behavioral 

theories of leadership: An integrated and meta-analytic test of their relative validity. 

Personnel Psychology, 64, 7-52. 

Diekman, A. B., & Eagly, A. H. (2000). Stereotypes as dynamic constructs: Women and men of 

the past, present, and future. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26, 1171–1188. 

Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167200262001 

Diener, E., Thapa, S., & Tay, L. (2020). Positive emotions at work. Annual Review of 

Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 7, 451-477. Retrieved from 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167200262001 

Donnelly, K., & Twenge, J. M. (2016). Masculine and feminine traits on the Bem Sex-Role 

inventory, 1993–2012: A crosstemporal meta-analysis. Sex Roles, 1–10. Retrieved from 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-016-0625-y 

Dust, S. B., Resick, C. J., & Mawritz, M. B. (2014). Transformational leadership, psychological 

empowerment, and the moderating role of mechanistic-organic contexts. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 35(3), 413-433. 

Dwivedi, P., Misangyi, V. F., & Joshi, A. (2021). “Burnt by the spotlight”: How leadership 

endorsements impact the longevity of female leaders. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 106(12), 1885. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167200262001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167200262001


 

 70 

Eagly, A. H., & Karau, S. J. (1991). Gender and the emergence of leaders: A meta-analysis. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 685–710. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.60.5.685 

Eagly, A. H., & Karau, S. J. (2002). Role congruity theory of prejudice toward female 

leaders. Psychological review, 109(3), 573. 

Eagly, A. H., Karau, S. J., & Makhijani, M. G. (1995). Gender and the effectiveness of leaders: a 

meta-analysis. Psychological bulletin, 117(1), 125. 

Eden, D., & Leviatan, U. (1975). Implicit leadership theory as a determinant  of the factor 

structure underlying supervisory behavior scales. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60, 

736-741. 

Elfenbein, H. A. (2007). Emotion in organizations: A review and theoretical integration. In J. P. 

Walsh & A. P. Brief (Eds.), Academy of Management annals (Vol. 1, pp. 315–386). New 

York, NY: Erlbaum. 

Elfenbein, H. A. (2023). Emotion in Organizations: Theory and Research. Annual Review of 

Psychology, 74, 489-517. 

Elliot, A. J. (2006). The hierarchical model of approach-avoidance motivation. Motivation and 

Emotion, 30, 111-116. 

Ellsworth, P. C. (1991). Some Implications of Cognitive Appraisal Theories of Emotion. In K. T. 

Strongman (Ed.) International Review of Studies on Emotion (pp. 143-161). New York, 

NY: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. 

Ellsworth, P. C., & Scherer, K. R. (2003). Appraisal processes in emotion. In R. J. Davidson, K. 

R. Scherer ,& H. H. Goldsmith (Eds.), Handbook of affective sciences (pp. 572-595). 

New York: Oxford University Press. 



 

 71 

Engle, E. M., & Lord, R. G. (1997). Implicit theories, self-schemas, and leader-member 

exchange. Academy of management journal, 40(4), 988-1010. 

Epitropaki, O., & Martin, R. (2004). Implicit leadership theories in applied settings: Factor 

structure, generalizability, and stability over time. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 

293-310. 

Epitropaki, O., & Martin, R. (2005). From ideal to real: a longitudinal study of the role of 

implicit leadership theories on leader-member exchanges and employee 

outcomes. Journal of applied psychology, 90(4), 659. 

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, 858-

881. 

Fehr, B., & Russell, J. (1984). Concept of emotion viewed from a prototype perspective. Journal 

of Experimental Psychology: General, 113, 464-486. 

Fein, A. H., & Isaacson, N. S. (2009). Echoes of columbine: The emotion work of leaders in 

school shooting sites. American Behavioral Scientists, 52, 1327–1346. 

Fiedler, F. E. (1964). A contingency model of leadership effectiveness. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), 

Academics in experimental social psychology (Vol. 1, pp. 149-190). New York, NY: 

Academic Press.  

Fineman, S. (2008). Emotion in organizations – a critical turn. In B. Sieben & Å. Wettergren 

(Eds.), Emotionalizing Organizations and Organizing Emotions (pp. 23-41). 

Bastingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan. 



 

 72 

Fischbach, A., Lichtenthaler, P. W., & Horstmann, N. (2015). Leadership and gender stereotyping 

of emotions. Journal of Personnel Psychology. 

Fischbein, R., & Lord, R. G. (2004). Implicit leadership theory. In G. Goethale, G. Sorenson, & 

J. McGregor-Burns (Eds.), Encyclopedia of Leadership (Vol. 2, pp.700-705). Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Fischer, A. H., Eagly, A. H., & Oosterwijk, S. (2013). The meaning of tears: Which sex seems 

emotional depends on the social context. European Journal of Social Psychology, 43(6), 

505–515. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/Ejsp.1974. 

Fiske, S. T., & Neuberg, S. L. (1989). Stereotyping and individuating processes as a function of 

information and motivation: Evidence from our laboratory. In D. Bar-Tal, C. F. 

Graumann, A. W. Kruglanski, & W. Stroebe (Eds.), Stereotypes and prejudice: Changing 

conceptions. New York: Springer-Verlag. 

Fiske, S. T., & Taylor, S. E. (1991). Social cognition (2nd ed.). New York: McGraw Hill. 

Foti, R. J., Knee, R. E., Jr., & Backert, R. S. G. (2008). Multi-level implications of framing 

leadership perceptions as a dynamic process. Leadership Quarterly, 19, 178-194. 

Frijida, N. H. (1986). The Emotions. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Gaddis, B., Connelly, S., & Mumford, M. D. (2004). Failure feedback as an affective event: 

Influence of leader affect on subordinate attitudes and performance. Leadership 

Quarterly, 15, 663-686. 

Gaia, A. C. (2013). The role of gender stereotypes in the social acceptability of the expression of 

intimacy. The Social Science Journal, 50(4), 591–602. http://dx.doi.org/ 

10.1016/j.soscij.2013.08.006. 



 

 73 

Galvin, B. M., Badura, K., LePine, J., & LePine, M. (2024). A theoretical integration of leader 

emergence and leadership effectiveness: Over, under, and congruent emergence. Journal 

of Organizational Behavior, 45(2), 295-312.  

Gardner, W. L., & Avolio, B. J. (1998). The charismatic relationship: a dramaturgical 

perspective. Academy of Management Review, 23, 32-58 

Gardner, W. K., Fischer, D., & Hunt, J. G. (2009). Emotional labor and leadership: A threat to 

authenticity? The Leadership Quarterly, 20, 466-482. 

Geddes, D., Callister, R., & Gibson, D. E. (2018). A message in madness: functions of workplace 

anger in organizational life. Academy of Management Perspectives, 34(1), 28-47. 

George, J. M. (2011). Dual tuning: A minimum condition for understanding affect in 

organizations? Organizational Psychology Review, 1(2), 147-164.  

Gerstner, C.  R., & Day, D. V. (1994). Cross-cultural comparison of leadership prototypes. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 5, 121-134. 

Gioia, D. A., & Sims, H. P. (1985). On avoiding the influence of implicit leadership theories in 

leader behavior descriptions. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 45, 217-232. 

Glasø, L., & Einarsen, S. (2008). Emotion regulation in leader–follower relationships. European 

Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 17(4), 482-500. 

Gooty, J., Connelly, S., Griffith, J., & Gupta, A. (2010). Leadership, affect and emotions: A state 

of the science review. The Leadership Quarterly, 21(6), 979-1004. 

Grossberg, S. (1999). The link between brain learning, attention, and consciousness. 

Consciousness and Cognition, 8, 1-44. 



 

 74 

Hall, R. J., Workman, J. W., & Marchioro, C. A. (1998). Sex, task, and behavioral flexibility 

effects on leadership perceptions. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 

Processes, 74, 1-32. 

Hanges, P. J., Lord, R. G., & Dickson, M. W. (2000). An information-processing perspective on 

leadership and culture: A case for connectionist framework. International Review of 

Applied Psychology, 49(1), 133-161. 

Hansbrough, T. K., Lord, R. G., & Schyns, B. (2015). Reconsidering the accuracy of follower 

leadership ratings. The Leadership Quarterly, 26(2), 220-237. 

Haslam, S. A., Alvesson, M., & Reicher, S. D. (2024). Zombie leadership: Dead ideas that still 

walk among us. The Leadership Quarterly, 35 (3), 101770. 

Hastie, R., & Park, B. (1986). The relationship between memory and judgment depends on 

whether the judgment task is memory-based or on-line. Psychological Review, 93(3), 

258-268. 

Heilman, M. E., Block, C. J., & Martell, R. F. (1995). Sex stereotypes: Do they influence 

perceptions of managers? Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 10(6), 237–252 

doi: WOS:A1995TL02100016. 

Hogan, R., Curphy, G. J., & Hogan, J. (1994). What we know about leadership: Effectiveness 

and personality. American Psychologist, 49, 493-503.  

Hogan, R., & Kaiser, R. B. (2005). What we know about leadership. Review of General 

Psychology, 9, 169-180. 

Hogg, M. A., & Van Knippenberg, D. (2003). Social identity and leadership processes in groups. 

Hogue, M., & Lord, R. G. (2007). A multilevel, complexity theory approach to understanding 

gender bias in leadership. Leadership Quarterly, 18, 370-390. 



 

 75 

Hollander, E. P. & Julian, J. W. (1969). Power and leadership in organizations – Relationships in 

transitions. American Psychologist, 45, 179-189. 

Hochschild, A. R. (1983). The Managed Heart: Commercialization of Human Feeling. Berkley: 

University of California Press.  

Huddy, L., & Terkildsen, N. (1993). Gender stereotypes and the perception of male and female 

candidates. American Journal of Political Science, 37, 119 –147. 

Hunt, J. G., Gardner, W. L., & Fischer, D. (2008). Leader emotional displays from near to far: 

The implications of close versus distant leadership. In R. Humphrey (Ed.), affect and 

emotion: New directions in management theory and research (pp. 42-65). Northhampton, 

ME: Edward Elgar Publishing Inc.  

Hunter, S. T., Bedell-Avers, K. E., & Mumford, M. D. (2007). The typical leadership study: 

Assumptions, implications, and potential remedies. The Leadership Quarterly, 18, 435-

446. 

Ilgen, D. R. (1971). Satisfaction with performance as a function of the initial level of expected 

performance and the deviation from expectations. Organizational Behavior and Human 

Performance, 6, 345-361. 

Johns, G. (2017). Reflections on the 2016 decade award: Incorporating context in organizational 

research. Academy of Management Review, 42(4), 577-595. 

Johns, G. (2024). The context deficit in leadership research. The Leadership Quarterly, 35, 1-15. 

Johnson, S. K. (2008). I second that emotion: Effects of emotional contagion and affect at work 

on leader and follower outcomes. Leadership Quarterly, 19, 1-19. 

Judge, T. A., Bono, J. E., Ilies, R., & Gerhardt, M. W. (2002). Personality and leadership: A 

qualitative and quantitative review. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 765–780. 



 

 76 

Judge, T. A., & Piccolo, R. F. (2004). Transformational and transactional leadership: a meta-

analytic test of their relative validity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(5), 755. 

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, 1154-1173. 

Kaiser, R. B., Hogan, R. T., & Craig, S. B. (2008). Leadership and the fate of 

organizations. American Psychologist, 63, 96-110.  

Kalish, Y., & Luria, G. (2016). Leadership emergence over time in short-lived groups: 

Integrating expectations states theory with temporal person-perception and self-serving 

bias. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101(10), 1474. 

Karakowsky, L., & Siegel, J. P. (1999). The effects of proportional representation and gender 

orientation of the task on emergent leadership behavior in mixed-gender work groups. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 94, 620-631. 

Keller, T. (2000). Images of the familiar: Individual differences and implicit leadership theories. 

Leadership Quarterly, 10, 589–607. 

Keltner, D., & Gross, J. J. (1999). Functional Accounts of Emotions. Cognition and Emotion, 

13(5), 467-480. 

Keltner, D., & Haidt, J. (1999). Social Functions of Emotions at Four Levels of Analysis. 

Cognition and Emotion, 13(5), 505-521.  

Kenney, R. A., Schwartz-Kenney, B. M., & Blascovich, J. (1996). Implicit Leadership Theories: 

Defining Leaders Described as Worthy of Influence. Personality and Social Psychology 

Bulletin, 22(11), 1128-1143. 



 

 77 

Kimmel, M. S. (2012). Manhood in America: A cultural history (3rd ed.). New York: Oxford 

University Press. 

Kline, R. B. (2005). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. New York, 

NY: The Guildford Press.    

Koenig, A. M., Eagly, A. H., Mitchell, A. A., & Ristikari, T. (2011). Are leader stereotypes 

masculine? A meta-analysis of three research paradigms. Psychological bulletin, 137(4), 

616. 

Koenig, A. M., & Eagly, A. H. (2014). Evidence for the social role theory of stereotype content: 

Observations of groups’ roles shape stereotypes. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 107, 371–392. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037215. 

Kuhnen, U., Hannover, B., & Schubert, B. (2001). The semantic-procedural interface model of 

the self: The role of self-knowledge for context-dependent versus context-independent 

modes of thinking. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80, 397-409. 

Lanaj, K., & Hollenbeck, J. R. (2015). Leadership over-emergence in self-managing teams: The 

role of gender and countervailing biases. Academy of Management Journal, 58, 1476-

1494.  

LaFrance, M., Hecht, M. A., & Paluck, E. L. (2003).The contingent smile: A meta-analysis of sex 

differences in smiling. Psychological Bulletin, 129(2), 305–334. 

Lawler, E. E. (1973). Motivation in work organizations. New York: Oxford, University Press. 

Lazarus, R. S. (1991). Progress on cognitive-motivational-relational theory of emotion. 

American Psychologist, 46, 819-834. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037215


 

 78 

Lebel, R. D., Sanders, J., & Menges, J. I. (2026). Beyond Positivity: A Review of the Functional 

Outcomes of Negative Emotions. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 31(1), 1-

15. 

Lewandowsky, S., Oberauer, K., & Gignac, G. E. (2013). NASA Faked the Moon Landing-

Therefore (Climate) Science Is a Hoax: An Anatomy of the Motivated Rejection of 

Science. Psychological Science, 24, 622-633. 

Lewis, K. M. (2000). When leaders display emotion: How followers respond to negative 

emotional expression of male and female leaders. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 

221-234. 

Lindebaum, D., Geddes, D. & Jordan, P. J. (2018). Theoretical advances around social functions 

of emotion and talking about emotion at work. In D. Lindebaum, D. Geddes, & P. J. 

Jordan (Eds.) Social Functions of Emotion and Talking About Emotion at Work (pp. 1-

19). Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar Publishing Inc. 

Lindebaum, D., & Jordan, P. J. (2014). When it can be good to feel bad and bad to feel good: 

Exploring asymmetries in workplace emotional outcomes. Human Relations, 67(9), 

1037-1050. 

Ling, W., Chia, R. C., & Fang, L. (2000). Chinese implicit leadership theory. Journal of Social 

Psychology, 140, 729-739. 

Lord, R. G., Binning, J. F., Rush, M. C., & Thomas, J. C. (1978). The effect of performance cues 

and leader behavior on questionnaire ratings of leadership behavior. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Performance, 21, 27-39. 

Lord, R. G., Brown, D. J., & Harvey, J. L. (2001a). System constrains on leadership perceptions, 

behavior and influence: An example of connectionist level processes. In M. Hogg, & R. 



 

 79 

Tinsdale (Eds. ), Blackwell handbook of social psychology. Group Processes, Vol. 3. (pp. 

283-310). Oxford, England: Blackwell. 

Lord, R. G., Brown, D. J., Harvey, J. L., & Hall, R. J. (2001b). Contextual constraints on 

prototype generation and their multi-level consequences for leadership perceptions. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 12(3), 311-338. 

Lord, R. G., & Emrich, C. G. (2000). Thinking outside the box by looking inside the box: 

Extending the cognitive revolution in leadership research. The Leadership 

Quarterly, 11(4), 551-579. 

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. 

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. 

Lord, R. G., Foti, R. J., & Phillips, J. S. (1982). A theory of leadership categorization. In J. G. 

Hunt, V. Sekaran, & C. Schriesheim (Eds.), Leadership: Beyond establishment views (pp. 

104-121). Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois University Press. 

Lord, R. G., & Maher, K. J. (1991). Leadership and information processing: Linking perceptions 

and performance. New York: Routledge.  

Madera, J. M., & Smith, D. B. (2009). The effects of leader negative emotions on evaluations of 

leadership in a crisis situation: The role of anger and sadness. The Leadership Quarterly, 

20, 103-114. 



 

 80 

Marsh, H. W., Hau, K. T., & Wen, Z. (2004). In search of golden rules: Comment on hypothesis-

testing approaches to setting cutoff values for fit indexes and dangers in overgeneralizing 

Hu and Bentler’s (1999) findings. Structural Equation Modeling, 11, 320-341.   

Martell, R. F., Parker, C., Emrich, C. G., & Crawford, M. S. (1998). Sex stereotyping in the 

executive suite: “Much ado about something.” Journal of Social Behavior and 

Personality, 13, 127–138. 

McArthur, L. Z., & Baron, R. M. (1983). Toward an ecological theory of social perception. 

Psychological Review, 90, 215–238. 

Min, H., Peng, Y., Shoss, M., & Yang, B. (2021). Using machine learning to investigate the 

public’s emotional responses to work from home during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 106(2), 214-229. 

Mitchell, R. E. (1974). Expectancy models of job satisfaction occupational preferences and 

effort: A theoretical, methodological, and empirical appraisal. Psychological Bulletin, 81, 

1053-1077. 

Moss-Racusin, C. A., & Rudman, L. A. (2010). Disruptions in women's self-promotion: The 

backlash avoidance model. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 34(2), 186–202. 

Mueller, C. (1986). Nurturance and mastery: Competing qualifications for women’s access to 

high public office? Research in Politics and Society, 2, 211-232. 

Mumford, M. D. (2006). Pathways to outstanding leadership: A comparative analysis of 

charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates Publishers. 

Naidoo, L. J., & Lord, R. G. (2008). Speech imagery and perceptions of charisma: The mediating 

role of positive affect. The Leadership Quarterly, 19, 283-296. 



 

 81 

Nye, J. L., & Forsyth, D. R. (1991). The effects of prototype-based biases on leadership 

appraisals: A test of leadership categorization theory. Small Group Research, 22(3), 360-

379. 

Oc, B. (2018). Contextual leadership: A systematic review of how contextual factors shape 

leadership and its outcomes. The Leadership Quarterly, 29, 218-235. 

O’Connell, M. S., Lord, R. G., & O’Connell, M. K. (August, 1990). An empirical comparison of 

Japanese and American leadership prototypes: Implications for overseas assignment of 

managers. Paper presented at Academy Management Convention, San Francisco, CA.  

Offerman L. R., & Coats, M. R. (2018). Implicit theories of leadership: Stability and change over 

two decades. The Leadership Quarterly, 29, 513-522. 

Offerman, L. R., Kennedy, J. K., & Wirtz, P. W. (1994). Implicit leadership theories: Content, 

structure, and generalizability. The Leadership Quarterly, 5, 43-58. 

Ohly, S., & Schmitt, A. (2015). What makes us enthusiastic, angry, feeling at rest or worried? 

Development and validation of an affective work events taxonomy using concept 

mapping methodology. Journal of Business Psychology, 30, 15-35. 

Osborn, R. N., Hunt, J. G., & Jauch, L. R. (2002). Toward a contextual theory of leadership. The 

leadership quarterly, 13(6), 797-837. 

Paustian-Underdahl, S. C., Walker, L. S., & Woehr, D. J. (2014). Gender and perceptions of 

leadership effectiveness: a meta-analysis of contextual moderators. Journal of applied 

psychology, 99(6), 1129. 

Phillips, J. S., & Lord, R. G. (1986). Notes on the practical and theoretical consequences pf 

implicit leadership theories for the future of leadership measurement. Journal of 

Management, 12, 31-41. 



 

 82 

Pillai, K. C. S. (1954). On some distribution problems in multivariate analysis. North Carolina 

State University, Department of Statistics. 

Plant, E. A., Hyde, J. S., Keltner, D., & Devine, P. G. (2000). The gender stereotyping of 

emotions. Psychology of women quarterly, 24(1), 81-92. 

Post, C. (2015). When is female leadership an advantage? Coordination requirements, team 

cohesion, and team interaction norms. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 36(8), 1153-

1175. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2031 

Powell, G. N., Butterfield, D. A., & Parent, J. D. (2002). Gender and managerial stereotypes: 

Have the times changed? Journal of Management, 28, 177–193. Retrieved from 

https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630202800203 

Rafaeli. A., & Sutton, R. I. (1989). The expression of emotion in organizational life. Research in 

Organizational Behavior, 11, 1-42. 

Rauthmann, J. F., & Sherman, R. A. (2019). The description of situations: Towards replicable 

domains of psychological situation characteristics. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 114(3), 482-488. 

Rauthmann, J. F., & Sherman, R. A. (2021). Conceptualizing and measuring the psychological 

situations. In D. Woods, P. Harms, S. Read, & A. Slaughter (Eds.), Measuring and 

modeling persons and situations (pp. 427-463). Academic Press. 

Rosch, E. (1978). Principles of categorization. In E. Rosch & B. B. Lloyed (Eds.), Cognition and 

categorization (pp. 27-48). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Ridgeway, C. L. (2001). Gender, status, and leadership. Journal of Social Issues, 57(4), 637–655. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00233. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00233


 

 83 

Riggio, R. E., Chaleff, I., & Lipman-Blumen, J. (Eds.). (2008). The art of followership: How 

great followers create great leaders and organizations. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Rothman, N. B. (2011). Steering sheep: How expressed emotional ambivalence elicits  

dominance in interdependent decision making contexts. Organizational Behavior and 

Human Decision Processes, 116, 66-82. 

Rudman, L. A. (1998). Self-promotion as a risk factor for women: the costs and benefits of 

counterstereotypical impression management. Journal of personality and social 

psychology, 74(3), 629. 

Rudman, L. A., Moss-Racusin, C. A., Phelan, J. E., & Nauts, S. (2012). Status incongruity and 

backlash effects: Defending the gender hierarchy motivates prejudice against female 

leaders. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(1), 165–179. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/J.Jesp.2011.10.008. 

Rudman, L. A., & Phelan, J. E. (2008). Backlash effects for disconfirming gender stereotypes in 

organizations. Research in organizational behavior, 28, 61-79. 

Rush, M. C., & Russell, J. E. (1988). Leader prototypes and prototype-contingent consensus in 

leader behavior descriptions. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 24(1), 88-104. 

Russell, J. (1991). In defense of a prototype approach to emotion concepts. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 37-47. 

Sapiro, V. (1983). The political integration of women: Roles, socialization, and politics. Urbana: 

University of Illinois Press. 

Scherer, K. R., & Moors, A. (2019). The emotion process: Event appraisal and component 

differentiation. Annual review of psychology, 70(1), 719-745. 

Schneider, D. J. (2005). The psychology of stereotyping. New York: The Guilford Press. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/J.Jesp.2011.10.008


 

 84 

Schumaker, R. E., & Lomax, R. G. (2004). A beginner’s guide to structural equation 

modeling. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum and Associates.   

Schyns, B. (2006). The role of implicit leadership theories in the performance appraisals and 

promotion recommendations of leaders. Equal Opportunities International, 25, 88–199. 

Schyns, B., & Meindl, J. R. (2005). An overview of implicit leadership theories and their 

application in organization practice. In B. Schyns & J. R. Meindl (Eds.), Implicit 

leadership theories (pp. 15-36. Greenwich, CT: Information Age Publishing. 

Schyns, B., & Schilling, J. (2011). Implicit leadership theories: Think leader, think effective? 

Journal of Management Inquiry, 20, 141-150. 

Scullen, S. E., Mount, M. K., & Goff, M. (2000). Understanding the latent structure of job 

performance ratings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 956-970. 

Shamir, B. (2007). Introduction: From passive recipients to active co-producers: The roles of 

followers in the leadership process. In B. Shamir, R. Pillai, M.C. Bligh, &M. Uhl-Bien 

(Eds.), Follower-centered perspectives on leadership: A tribute to James R. Meindl. 

Greenwich, CT: Information Age.  

Shen, W. (2019). Personal and Situational Antecedents of Workers’ Implicit Leadership Theories: 

A Within-Person, Between Jobs Design. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 

26(2), 204-216. 

Shields, S. A. (2002). Speaking from the heart: Gender and the social meaning of emotion. 

Cambridge University Press. 

Shields, S. A. (2005). The politics of emotion in everyday life: “Appropriate” emotion and 

claims on identity. Review of General Psychology, 9(1), 3–15. http://dx.doi.org/ 

10.1037/1089-2680.9.1.3. 



 

 85 

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. The Leadership Quarterly, 21, 959-978. 

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, 25, (pp. 1-33). 

Smith, C., & Ellsworth, P. (1985). Patterns of cognitive appraisal in emotion. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 48(4), 813-838. 

Smith, E. R., & Zarate, M. A. (1990). Exemplar and prototype use in social categorization. Social 

Cognition, 8(3), 243-262. 

Smith, J. A., & Foti, R. J. (1998). A pattern approach to the study of leader emergence. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 9, 147-160. 

Spence, J. T., & Buckner, C. E. (2000). Instrumental and expressive traits, trait stereotypes, and 

sexist attitudes what do they signify?. Psychology of women quarterly, 24(1), 44-62. 

Staw, B. M. (1975). Attribution of the “causes” of performance: A general alternative 

interpretation of cross-sectional research on organization. Organizational Behavior & 

Human Performance, 13(3), 414-432. 

Stearns, P. N., & Stearns, C. Z. (1985). Emotionology: clarifying the history of emotions and 

emotional standards. The American Historical Review, XC, 813-816.  

Strauss, C., & Quinn, N. (1997). A cognitive theory of cultural meaning. New York: Cambridge 

University Press.  



 

 86 

Stoppard, J. M., & Gruchy, C. D. G. (1993). Gender, context, and expression of positive emotion. 

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 19(2), 143–150. http://dx.doi. 

org/10.1177/0146167293192002. 

Sy, T., & Choi, J. N. (2013). Contagious leaders and followers: Exploring multi-stage mood 

contagion in a leader activation and member propagation (LAMP) model. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 122, 127–140. 

Sy, T., Choi, J. N., & Johnson, S. K. (2013). Reciprocal interactions between group perceptions 

of leader charisma and group mood through mood contagion. Leadership Quarterly, 24, 

463–476. 

Sy, T., Côté, S., & Saavedra, R. (2005). The contagious leader: Impact of the leader's mood on 

the mood of group members, group affective tone, and group processes. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 90, 295-305. 

Sy, T., Horton, C., & Riggio, R. (2018). Charismatic leadership: Eliciting and channeling 

follower emotions. The Leadership Quarterly, 29(1), 58-69. 

Sy, T., Shore, L. M., Strauss, J., Shore, T. H., Tram, S., Whiteley, P., & Ikeda-Muromachi, K. 

(2010). Leadership perceptions as a function of race-occupation fit: The case of Asian 

Americans. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95, 902-919. 

Sy, T., & Van Knippenberg, D. (2021). The emotional leader: Implicit theories of leadership 

emotions and leadership perceptions. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 42(7), 885-

912. 

Tiedens, L. Z. (2001). Anger and advancement versus sadness and subjugation: The effect of 

negative emotion expressions on social status conferral. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 80(1), 86–94. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.80.1.86. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.80.1.86


 

 87 

Tiedens, L. Z., Ellsworth, P. C., & Mesquita, B. (2000). Stereotypes about sentiments and status: 

Emotional expectations for high- and low-status group members. Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 26(5), 560–574. 

Timmers, M., Fischer, A. H., & Manstead, A. S. R. (2003). Ability versus vulnerability: Beliefs 

about men's and women's emotional behaviour. Cognition & Emotion, 17(1), 41–63. 

https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02699930143000653.  

Torrence, B. (2019). More than a feeling: An examination of mixed emotional expressions on 

leader evaluations and follower performance. [Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation]. 

University of Oklahoma. 

Treglown, L., Cuppello, S., Darby, J., Bendriem, S., Mackintosh, S., Ballaigues, M., & Furnham, 

A. (2020). What makes a leader? An investigation into the relationship between leader 

emergence and effectiveness. Psychology, 11(9), 1381-1400.   

Trichas, S. (2015). New methods exploring facial expressions in the context of leadership 

perception: Implications for educational leaders. In K. Beycioglu, & P. Pashiardis (Eds.), 

Multidimensional perspectives on principal leadership effectiveness (pp. 205–225). New 

York: IGI Global.  

Trichas, S., & Schyns, B. (2012). The face of leadership: Perceiving leaders from facial 

expression. The Leadership Quarterly, 23, 545–566. 

Trichas, S., Schyns, B., Lord, R., & Hall, R. (2017). “Facing” leaders: Facial expression and 

leader perception. The Leadership Quarterly, 28, 317-333. 

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2004). Women in the labor force: A databook. Retrieved from 

https://www. bls.gov/cps/wlf-databook.pdf  

https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02699930143000653


 

 88 

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2015). Women in the labor force: A databook. Retrieved from 

https://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/cps/women-in-the-labor-force-a-databook-2015.pdf 

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2022). Women in the labor force: A databook. Retrieved from 

https://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/womens-databook/2021/.  

Van Gils, S., Van Quaquebeke, N., & Van Knippenberg, D. (2010). The X-factor: On the 

relevance of implicit leadership and followership theories for leader-member exchange 

(LMX) agreement. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 19, 333-

363. 

Van Kleef, G. A. (2009). How emotions regulate social life: The emotions as social information 

(EASI) model. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 18, 184-188. 

Van Kleef, G. A., & Côté, s. (2022). The social effects of emotions. Annual Review of 

Psychology, 73, 629-658. 

Van Quaquebeke, N., Graf, M. M., & Ecloff, T. (2014). What do leaders have to live up to? 

Contrasting the effects of central tendency versus ideal-based leadership prototypes in 

leader categorization processes. Leadership, 10, 191-217. 

Visser, V. A., Van Knippenberg, D., Van Kleef, G. A., & Wisse, B. (2013). How leader displays 

of happiness and sadness influence follower performance: Emotional contagion and 

creative versus analytical performance. The Leadership Quarterly, 24, 172-188. 

Watson, D., & Clark, L. A. (1984). Negative affectivity: The disposition to experience aversive 

emotional states. Psychological Bulletin, 96, 465-490. 

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief measures 

of positive and negative affect: the PANAS scales. Journal of personality and social 

psychology, 54(6), 1063. 

https://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/womens-databook/2021/


 

 89 

Weber, R., & Crocker, J. (1983). Cognitive processes in the revision of stereotypic beliefs. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45, 961–977. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.45.5.961 

Weick, K. E. (1995). Sensemaking in organizations. SAGE. 

Weick, K. E., Sutcliffe, K. M., & Obstfelt, D. (2005). Organizing and the process of 

sensemaking. Organizational Science, 16, 409-421. 

Weiss, H. M., & Adler, S. (1981). Cognitive complexity and the structure of implicit leadership 

theories. Journal of Applied Psychology, 66(1), 69. 

Weiss, H. M., & Cropanzano, R. (1996). Affective Events Theory: A Theoretical Discussion of 

the Structure, Causes, and Consequences of Affective Experiences at Work. Research in 

Organizational Behavior, 18, 1-74. 

Wood, W., & Eagly, A. H. (2012). Biosocial construction of sex differences and similarities in 

behavior. In J. M. Olson & M. P. Zanna (Eds.), Advances in experimental social 

psychology (Vol. 46, pp. 55–123). Oxford, UK: Elsevier. 

Yukl, G., Gardner, W. L., III, & Uppal, N. (2020). Leadership in Organizations. Pearson. 

Zaccaro, S. J. (2001). The nature of executive leadership: a conceptual and empirical analysis of 

success. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 

Zaccaro, S. J., & Klimoski, R. J. (Eds.) (2001). The nature of organizational leadership: 

understanding the performance imperatives confronting today’s leaders. San Francisco, 

CA: Josssey-Bass. 

Zapf, D., Kern, M., Franziska, T., Holman, D., & Semmer, N. K. (2021). Emotion work: a work 

psychology perspective. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and 

Organizational Behavior, 8, 139-172. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.45.5.961


 

 90 

Zebrowitz, L. A., & Montepare, J. M. (2008). Social psychological face perception: Why 

appearance matters. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 2,1497–1517. 



 

 91 

Tables 

Table 1 

Study 1 Descriptive Statistics, Correlations, and Scale Reliabilities 
 

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Covariates 

            
  

1. Age 41.25 11.54 -- 
         

  
2. Gender -- -- 0.162* -- 

        
  

3. Race -- -- 0.211** -0.045 -- 
       

  
4. EFL -- -- 0.137 0.000 -0.294** --  

     
  

5. Education -- -- 0.011 0.032 -0.117 0.141 --  
    

  
6. Employment -- -- 0.147* 0.137 0.026 0.005 -0.151* -- 

    
  

7. Industry -- -- -0.084 -0.210** -0.046 -0.032 -0.010 0.129 --      
8. YearsExp 19.49 10.70 0.861** 0.133 0.272** 0.015 -0.109 0.097 -0.145 --     
9. Leadership1 -- -- -0.059 0.000 0.040 -0.039 -0.050 0.191* 0.118 -0.094 --    
10. Leadership2 -- -- 0.142 -0.125 0.072 -0.157 -0.020 -0.060 0.061 0.078 -0.077 --   
11. P_Angry 1.48 0.68 -0.107 -0.057 0.064 -0.019 0.014 0.003 0.011 -0.144 0.013 0.078 --  
12. P_Calm 3.49 0.99 0.183* -0.094 -0.020 0.019 -0.031 -0.041 0.084 0.157* -0.060 0.068 -0.457** -- 
13. P_Cheer 2.95 1.14 0.151* 0.173* -0.034 0.039 0.107 -0.003 -0.040 0.103 -0.103 0.139 -0.322** 0.505** 

14. P_Guilty 1.45 0.76 -0.087 -0.096 -0.006 -0.011 -0.036 0.094 -0.104 -0.153* -0.044 0.028 0.372** -0.355** 

15. P_Proud 2.84 1.14 0.070 0.066 -0.020 -0.035 0.085 -0.162* 0.051 0.095 -0.160* 0.142 -0.353** 0.411** 

16. P_Scared 1.51 0.76 -0.144 -0.021 -0.113 0.021 -0.083 0.017 -0.018 -0.165* 0.019 0.144 0.460** -0.384** 

Dependent Variables 
        

      
17. ITLE_Anger 2.62 1.27 0.067 -0.122 0.011 -0.076 -0.045 0.115 -0.042 0.125 0.040 0.094 0.310** -0.220** 

18. ITLE_Calm 4.80 1.14 0.090 -0.041 -0.011 0.020 0.044 0.041 0.200** 0.049 -0.038 0.123 -0.233** 0.383** 

19. ITLE_Cheer 5.41 0.90 0.100 0.117 -0.098 0.061 0.105 0.046 0.114 0.026 -0.106 0.185* -0.286** 0.294** 

20. ITLE_Fear 1.81 0.91 -0.012 -0.192** -0.054 -0.049 -0.064 0.036 0.074 -0.008 -0.027 0.262** 0.266** -0.103 
21. ITLE_Pride 5.62 1.04 0.034 0.067 0.001 0.062 0.114 0.049 -0.053 0.031 -0.069 -0.019 -0.114 -0.015 
22. ITLE_Remorse 1.79 0.86 0.001 -0.193** -0.046 -0.024 -0.129 0.061 0.040 0.020 -0.004 0.248** 0.298** -0.165* 

Note. N=180. Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities presented along diagonals. ITLE_Pride diagonal represents the correlation between Pride and Proud items. *Indicates p<0.05. ** 
Indicates p<0.001. EFL=English as first language. Employment=Employment Status. YearsExp=Years of Experience. Leadership1=Leadership Experience. 
Leadership2=Leadership level. P_EMOTION=PANAS Trait Emotions. ITLE_Emotion= ITLE Emotion ratings. 
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Table 1 cont’d 

Study 1 Descriptive Statistics, Correlations, and Scale Reliabilities 
 

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Covariates 

          

1. Age 
          

2. Gender 
          

3. Race 
          

4. EFL 
      

 
   

5. Education 
      

  
  

6. Employment 
      

  
  

7. Industry 
      

    
8. YearsExp 

      
    

9. Leadership1 
        

  
10. Leadership2 

        
  

11. P_Angry 
        

  
12. P_Calm 

        
  

13. P_Cheer -- 
       

  
14. P_Guilty -0.230** -- 

      
  

15. P_Proud 0.612** -0.303** -- 
     

  
16. P_Scared -0.280** 0.565** -0.273** -- 

    
  

Dependent Variables 
        

  
17. ITLE_Anger -0.248** 0.224** -0.277** 0.349** (0.87) 

   
  

18. ITLE_Calm 0.222** -0.093 0.207** -0.168* -0.312** (0.79) 
  

  
19. ITLE_Cheer 0.383** -0.056 0.357** -0.158* -0.322** 0.524** (0.79)    
20. ITLE_Fear -0.051 0.211** -0.110 0.364** 0.509** -0.253** -0.183* (0.84)   
21. ITLE_Pride -0.002 -0.056 0.063 -0.139 -0.037 0.236** 0.320** -0.163* (0.58)  
22. ITLE_Remorse -0.160* 0.276** -0.125 0.387** 0.618** -0.271** -0.191* 0.784** -0.170* (0.78) 
Note. N=180. Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities presented along diagonals. ITLE_Pride diagonal represents the correlation between Pride 
and Proud items. *Indicates p<0.05. ** Indicates p<0.001. EFL=English as first language. Employment=Employment Status. 
YearsExp=Years of Experience. Leadership1=Leadership Experience. Leadership2=Leadership level. P_EMOTION=PANAS Trait 
Emotions. ITLE_Emotion= ITLE Emotion ratings. 
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Table 2 

Study 1 CFA Model Fit and Factor Loadings 

Model Fit c2(137) p CFI RMSEA SRMR BIC 
6-factor 304.467** 0.000 0.90 0.08 0.06 9694.85 

ITLE Scales Factor Loadings (R2) 
 Anger Calm Cheer Fear Pride Remorse 
Aggravated 0.842 (0.709)      
Anger 0.873 (0.762)      
Disgust 0.630 (0.397)      
Upset 0.809 (0.655)      
At Ease  0.740 (0.574)     
Relaxed  0.822 (0.676)     
Serene  0.674 (0.455)     
Cheer   0.606 (0.367)    
Enthusiasm   0.875 (0.766)    
Excitement   0.745 (0.556)    
Afraid    0.658 (0.479)   
Fear    0.722 (0.521)   
Nervous    0.744 (0.553)   
Scared    0.866 (0.786)   
Pride     0.693 (0.481)  
Proud     0.842 (0.701)  
Guilt      0.658 (0.432) 
Regret      0.790 (0.624) 
Shame      0.772 (0.596) 
Note. N=180. Acceptable Comparative Fit Index (CFI) > 0.90, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) £0.10, Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) 
£0.08. Factor loadings reflect the completely standardized solution (std.all) or regression weights. R2 represented in parentheses. 
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Table 3 

Study 1 Mixed Effects Model 

Type III Tests of Fixed Effects 
Source Numerator df Denominator df F p 
Intercept 1 2 25.378 0.037 
Emotion 5 1074 549.362 <0.001 

Estimated Marginal Means 
Emotion Mean Std. Error df  
ITLE_Pride 5.617 0.733 2.037  
ITLE_Cheer 5.409 0.733 2.037  
ITLE_Calm 4.798 0.733 2.037  
ITLE_Anger 2.619 0.733 2.037  
ITLE_Fear 1.810 0.733 2.037  
ITLE_Remorse 1.787 0.733 2.037  
Note. N=180. Pairwise comparisons with a Bonferroni correction indicated that all of the positive emotions were rated significantly higher than all 
of the negative emotions (all p values <0.001).  
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Table 4 

Study 2 Descriptive Statistics, Correlations, and Scale Reliabilities 
 

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Covariates 

            
  

1. Age 41.40 11.13 -- 
         

  
2. Gender -- -- 0.145** -- 

        
  

3. Race -- -- 0.140** 0.034 -- 
       

  
4. EFL -- -- 0.101 0.011 -0.215** --  

     
  

5. Education -- -- -0.104* 0.061 -0.073 0.043 --  
    

  
6. Employment -- -- 0.017 0.026 -0.071 0.012 -0.108* -- 

    
  

7. Industry -- -- -0.114* -0.145** -0.012 0.008 -0.017 0.057 --      
8. YearsExp 19.83 11.11 0.909** 0.143** 0.190** 0.055 -0.158** -0.061 -0.071 --     
9. Leadership1 -- -- -0.213** -0.036 -0.053 0.095 -0.075 0.069 -0.020 -0.235** --    
10. Leadership2 -- -- 0.193** 0.010 -0.074 0.067 0.113 0.167** 0.123* 0.154* -0.119 --   
11. P_Angry 1.47 0.75 -0.053 -0.065 0.032 -0.024 -0.069 0.022 0.021 -0.065 0.088 -0.034 --  
12. P_Calm 3.44 1.03 0.065 0.003 -0.117* 0.050 0.068 -0.108* -0.061 0.071 -0.104* 0.047 -0.337** -- 
13. P_Cheer 2.79 1.13 0.104* 0.103 -0.078 0.005 0.201** -0.057 -0.090 0.072 -0.160** 0.137* -0.173** 0.534** 

14. P_Guilty 1.43 0.76 -0.127* -0.037 0.030 -0.046 -0.118* 0.147** 0.026 -0.132* 0.003 -0.093 0.407** -0.321** 

15. P_Proud 2.70 1.21 0.098 0.058 -0.015 -0.021 0.133* -0.127* -0.036 0.049 -0.175** 0.092 -0.191** 0.415** 

16. P_Scared 1.44 0.79 -0.032 -0.036 0.057 0.010 -0.013 0.101 0.059 -0.033 0.013 -0.027 0.491** -0.350** 

Dependent Variables 
        

      
17. ITLE_Anger 3.18 1.89 -0.040 -0.033 -0.004 0.062 -0.022 0.071 0.121* -0.047 0.042 0.090 0.078 -0.069 

18. ITLE_Calm 3.60 1.64 0.050 0.026 0.013 -0.020 0.049 -0.049 -0.144** 0.050 -0.094 -0.076 -0.015 0.142** 

19. ITLE_Cheer 3.81 1.78 0.102 -0.011 0.047 -0.001 -0.010 -0.051 -0.106* 0.084 -0.083 -0.065 0.038 0.066 

20. ITLE_Fear 2.64 1.52 -0.106* 0.007 0.049 -0.001 -0.012 0.008 0.024 -0.138** -0.010 0.021 0.090 -0.131* 

21. ITLE_Pride 4.21 2.09 0.077 -0.007 0.053 0.002 0.000 -0.062 -0.112* 0.068 -0.071 -0.103 0.086 -0.006 
22. ITLE_Remorse 2.58 1.57 -0.142** -0.018 -0.003 0.000 -0.034 -0.005 0.101* -0.165** 0.038 0.065 0.061 -0.037 

Note. N=358. Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities presented along diagonals. ITLE_Pride diagonal represents the correlation between Pride and Proud items. *Indicates p<0.05. ** 
Indicates p<0.001. EFL=English as first language. Employment=Employment Status. YearsExp=Years of Experience. Leadership1=Leadership Experience. 
Leadership2=Leadership level. P_EMOTION=PANAS Trait Emotions. ITLE_Emotion= ITLE Emotion ratings. 

 



 

 96 

Table 4 cont’d 

Study 2 Descriptive Statistics, Correlations, and Scale Reliabilities 
 

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Covariates 

          

1. Age 
          

2. Gender 
          

3. Race 
          

4. EFL 
      

 
   

5. Education 
      

  
  

6. Employment 
      

  
  

7. Industry 
      

    
8. YearsExp 

      
    

9. Leadership1 
        

  
10. Leadership2 

        
  

11. P_Angry 
        

  
12. P_Calm 

        
  

13. P_Cheer -- 
       

  
14. P_Guilty -0.200** -- 

      
  

15. P_Proud 0.635** -0.216** -- 
     

  
16. P_Scared -0.200** 0.633** -0.203** -- 

    
  

Dependent Variables 
        

  
17. ITLE_Anger -0.163* 0.175** -0.134* 0.151** (0.94) 

   
  

18. ITLE_Calm 0.186** -0.074 0.159** -0.036 -0.764** (0.87) 
  

  
19. ITLE_Cheer 0.273** -0.047 0.222** -0.034 -0.764** 0.818** (0.94)    
20. ITLE_Fear -0.121* 0.217** -0.114* 0.197** 0.702** -0.561** -0.579** (0.93)   
21. ITLE_Pride 0.147** -0.012 0.182** -0.019 -0.689** 0.680** 0.813** -0.519** (0.91)  
22. ITLE_Remorse -0.122* 0.187** -0.081 0.149** 0.780** -0.614** -0.672** 0.819** -0.632** (0.91) 
Note. N=358. Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities presented along diagonals. ITLE_Pride diagonal represents the correlation between Pride 
and Proud items. *Indicates p<0.05. ** Indicates p<0.001. EFL=English as first language. Employment=Employment Status. 
YearsExp=Years of Experience. Leadership1=Leadership Experience. Leadership2=Leadership level. P_EMOTION=PANAS Trait 
Emotions. ITLE_Emotion= ITLE Emotion ratings. 
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Table 5 

Study 2 CFA Model Fit and Factor Loadings 

Model Fit c2(137) p CFI RMSEA SRMR BIC 
6-factor 571.074** 0.000 0.95 0.09 0.05 22475.85 

ITLE Scales Factor Loadings (R2) 
 Anger Calm Cheer Fear Pride Remorse 
Aggravated 0.917 (0.841)      
Anger 0.926 (0.857)      
Disgust 0.830 (0.689)      
Upset 0.919 (0.845)      
At Ease  0.920 (0.846)     
Relaxed  0.888 (0.788)     
Serene  0.788 (0.620)     
Cheer   0.914 (0.836)    
Enthusiasm   0.876 (0.767)    
Excitement   0.918 (0.843)    
Afraid    0.869 (0.755)   
Fear    0.936 (0.876)   
Nervous    0.802 (0.643)   
Scared    0.881 (0.776)   
Pride     0.901 (0.811)  
Proud     1.008 (NA)  
Guilt      0.838 (0.703) 
Regret      0.875 (0.766) 
Shame      0.895 (0.801) 
Note. N=385. Acceptable Comparative Fit Index (CFI) > 0.90, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) £0.10, Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) 
£0.08. Factor loadings reflect the completely standardized solution (std.all) or regression weights. R2 represented in parentheses. 
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Table 6 

Study 2 MANCOVA – Multivariate Tests 

Effect F Hypothesis df Error df p hp2 
Intercept 123.86** 6.00 526.00 <0.001 0.586 
P_AtEase 10.70** 6.00 526.00 <0.001 0.11 
P_Scared 10.00** 6.00 526.00 <0.001 0.10 
Gender Condition 0.96 6.00 526.00 0.45 0.01 
Valence Condition 112.04** 6.00 526.00 <0.001 0.56 
Two-Way 
Interaction 0.14 6.00 526.00 0.99 0.00 
Note. N=385. Statistics reported using Pillai’s Trace. Covariates include PANAS At Ease and Scared. *Indicates p<0.05. ** Indicates p<0.001.  
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Table 7 

Study 2 MANCOVA – Tests of Between Subjects Effects on Negative ITLE Emotions 

  Negative ITLE Emotions  
 ITLE Anger ITLE Fear ITLE Remorse 
 F p hp2 F p hp2 F p hp2 
Corrected 
Model 83.32** 0.001 0.49 45.01** 0.001 0.34 61.38** 0.00 0.41 

Intercept 128.57** 0.001 0.20 70.69** 0.001 0.12 86.30** 0.001 0.14 
Main Effects         
Situational 
Valence 440.28** 0.001 0.45 158.69** 0.001 0.23 278.79** 0.001 0.34 

Leader 
Gender 2.17 0.141 0.004 0.66 0.416 0.001 2.47 0.117 0.005 

Two-Way Interaction         
SV*LG 0.00 0.995 0.000 0.10 0.755 0.000 0.24 0.625 0.000 
Note. N=385. Statistics reported using Pillai’s Trace. Covariates include PANAS At Ease and Scared. *Indicates p<0.05. ** Indicates p<0.001. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 100 

Table 8 

Study 2 MANCOVA – Tests of Between Subjects Effects on Positive ITLE Emotions 

  Positive ITLE Emotions  
 ITLE Calm ITLE Cheer ITLE Pride 
 F p hp2 F p hp2 F p hp2 
Corrected 
Model 71.83** 0.001 0.45 112.28** 0.001 0.56 72.84** 0.00 0.45 

Intercept 120.01** 0.001 0.18 218.29** 0.001 0.29 199.22** 0.001 0.27 

Main Effects         
Situational 
Valence 256.37** 0.001 0.33 415.86** 0.001 0.44 321.87** 0.001 0.38 

Leader 
Gender 0.05 0.616 0.000 0.06 0.815 0.000 0.60 0.437 0.001 

Two-Way Interaction         

SV*LG 0.07 0.798 0.000 0.00 0.953 0.000 0.34 0.563 0.001 
Note. N=385. Statistics reported using Pillai’s Trace. Covariates include PANAS At Ease and Scared. *Indicates p<0.05. ** Indicates p<0.001. 
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Table 9 

Study 3 Descriptive Statistics, Correlations, and Scale Reliabilities 
 

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Covariates 

            
  

1. Age 40.86 10.99 -- 
         

  
2. Gender -- -- 0.014 -- 

        
  

3. Race -- -- 0.178** 0.123* -- 
       

  
4. EFL -- -- -0.054 0.001 -0.174** --  

     
  

5. Education -- -- 0.018 -0.017 -0.030 0.012 --  
    

  
6. Employment -- -- 0.067 0.206** 0.057 -0.018 -0.116* -- 

    
  

7. Industry -- -- 0.015 -0.140** -0.006 -0.113* -0.048 0.014 --      
8. YearsExp 19.90 10.83 0.916** 0.039 0.227** -0.051 -0.129* 0.082 0.035 --     
9. Leadership1 -- -- -0.212** 0.074 -0.124* 0.018 -0.117* 0.145** 0.004 -0.233** --    
10. Leadership2 -- -- 0.236** -0.068 0.124* 0.010 0.102 -0.060 0.072 0.216** -0.033 --   
11. P_Angry 1.50 0.78 -0.038 -0.077 -0.005 0.000 -0.076 0.055 -0.077 -0.061 -0.032 0.030 --  
12. P_AtEase 3.36 1.11 0.134* -0.116* 0.010 -0.003 0.081 -0.114* 0.016 0.116* -0.045 0.040 -0.455** -- 
13. P_Discouraged 1.82 1.03 -0.066 0.181** 0.024 -0.062 -0.095 0.167** -0.131* -0.059 0.008 0.057 0.582** -0.590** 

14. P_Enthusiastic 2.99 1.20 0.165** -0.054 0.095 -0.073 0.060 -0.016 0.045 0.114* -0.124* 0.109 -0.307** 0.502** 

15. P_Irritated 1.99 1.04 -0.048 0.072 0.034 -0.019 -0.071 0.081 -0.100 -0.032 0.027 -0.027 0.583** -0.557** 

Dependent Variables 
        

    
  

16. ITLE_Anger 3.04 1.76 -0.068 0.027 0.006 -0.007 0.048 -0.025 -0.047 -0.055 0.008 0.005 0.205** -0.117* 

17. ITLE_Calm 3.68 1.62 0.074 -0.104 -0.039 -0.008 -0.061 -0.046 0.028 0.046 -0.041 0.009 -0.145** 0.176** 

18. ITLE_Cheer 3.92 1.82 0.139** -0.036 0.062 -0.068 -0.026 -0.008 0.027 0.116* -0.082 0.041 -0.103 0.122* 

19. ITLE_Fear 2.79 1.64 -0.157** 0.044 -0.108* 0.045 0.061 0.005 -0.042 -0.164** 0.026 -0.063 0.267** -0.143** 

20. ITLE_Pride 4.32 2.06 1.25* -0.044 0.062 -0.002 -0.108* 0.037 0.056 0.136* -0.016 0.035 -0.020 0.071 
21. ITLE_Remorse 2.66 1.67 -0.147** 0.042 -0.052 0.005 0.075 -0.009 -0.047 -0.148** -0.018 -0.054 0.200** -0.096 
Note. N=350. Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities presented along diagonals. ITLE_Pride diagonal represents the correlation between Pride and Proud items. *Indicates p<0.05. ** 
Indicates p<0.001. EFL=English as first language. Employment=Employment Status. YearsExp=Years of Experience. Leadership1=Leadership Experience. 
Leadership2=Leadership level. P_EMOTION=PANAS Trait Emotions. ITLE_Emotion= ITLE Emotion ratings. 
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Table 9 cont’d 

Study 3 Descriptive Statistics, Correlations, and Scale Reliabilities 
 

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
Covariates 

         

1. Age 
         

2. Gender 
         

3. Race 
         

4. EFL 
      

 
  

5. Education 
      

  
 

6. Employment 
      

  
 

7. Industry 
      

   
8. YearsExp 

      
   

9. Leadership1 
        

 
10. Leadership2 

        
 

11. P_Angry 
        

 
12. P_AtEase 

        
 

13. P_Discouraged -- 
       

 
14. P_Enthusiastic -0.421** -- 

      
 

15. P_Irritated 0.682** -0.448** -- 
     

 
Dependent Variables 

        
 

16. ITLE_Anger 0.213** -0.142** 0.252** (0.94) 
    

 
17. ITLE_Calm -0.151** 0.163** -0.128* -0.721** (0.90) 

   
 

18. ITLE_Cheer -0.129* 0.257** -0.108* -0.764** 0.818** (0.93) 
  

 

19. ITLE_Fear 0.240** -0.131* 0.238** 0.702** -0.561** -0.579** (0.92)   
20. ITLE_Pride -0.085 0.111* -0.061 -0.689** 0.680** 0.813** -0.519** (0.91)  
21. ITLE_Remorse 0.205** -0.103 0.172** 0.780** -0.614** -0.672** 0.819** -0.632** (0.91) 
Note. N=350. Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities presented along diagonals. ITLE_Pride diagonal represents the correlation between Pride 
and Proud items. *Indicates p<0.05. ** Indicates p<0.001. EFL=English as first language. Employment=Employment Status. 
YearsExp=Years of Experience. Leadership1=Leadership Experience. Leadership2=Leadership level. P_EMOTION=PANAS Trait 
Emotions. ITLE_Emotion= ITLE Emotion ratings. 
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Table 10 

Study 3 CFA Model Fit and Factor Loadings 

Model Fit c2(137) p CFI RMSEA SRMR BIC 
6-factor 537.73** 0.000 0.95 0.09 0.04 22051.76 

ITLE Scales Factor Loadings (R2) 
 Anger Calm Cheer Fear Pride Remorse 
Aggravated 0.897 (0.805)      
Anger 0.912 (0.831)      
Disgust 0.846 (0.715)      
Upset 0.900 (0.810)      
At Ease  0.858 (0.736)     
Relaxed  0.858 (0.737)     
Serene  0.791 (0.626)     
Cheer   0.894 (0.799)    
Enthusiasm   0.931 (0.866)    
Excitement   0.919 (0.845)    
Afraid    0.840 (0.705)   
Fear    0.920 (0.846)   
Nervous    0.884 (0.782)   
Scared    0.894 (0.800)   
Pride     0.916 (0.839)  
Proud     0.992 (0.982)  
Guilt      0.866 (0.751) 
Regret      0.859 (0.738) 
Shame      0.910 (0.829) 
Note. N=350. Acceptable Comparative Fit Index (CFI) > 0.90, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) £0.10, Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) 
£0.08. Factor loadings reflect the completely standardized solution (std.all) or regression weights. R2 represented in parentheses. 
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Table 11 

Study 3 MANCOVA – Multivariate Tests 

Effect F Hypothesis df Error df p hp2 
Intercept 50.18** 6.00 515.00 <0.001 0.37 
Race 2.74** 6.00 515.00 0.012 0.03 
P_Angry 3.30** 6.00 515.00 0.003 0.04 
P_AtEase 4.06** 6.00 515.00 <0.001 0.05 
P_Discouraged 2.14** 6.00 515.00 0.048 0.02 
P_Enthusiastic 10.09** 6.00 515.00 <0.001 0.11 
P_Irritated 6.08** 6.00 515.00 <0.001 0.07 
Industry Condition 0.81 6.00 515.00 0.575 0.01 
Valence Condition 115.94** 6.00 515.00 <0.001 0.58 
Two-Way 
Interaction 1.33 6.00 515.00 0.243 0.02 
Note. N=350. Statistics reported using Pillai’s Trace. Covariates include Race, PANAS Angry, At Ease, Discouraged, Enthusiastic, and Irritated. *Indicates 
p<0.05. ** Indicates p<0.001.  
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Table 12 

Study 3 MANCOVA – Tests of Between Subjects Effects on Negative ITLE Emotions 

  Negative ITLE Emotions  
 ITLE Anger ITLE Fear ITLE Remorse 
 F p hp2 F p hp2 F p hp2 
Corrected 
Model 54.76** 0.001 0.51 30.39** 0.001 0.37 47.81** 0.001 0.48 

Intercept 9.89** 0.002 0.02 15.60** 0.001 0.03 14.10** 0.001 0.03 

Main Effects         
Situational 
Valence 422.60** 0.001 0.45 233.36** 0.001 0.23 347.27 0.001 0.40 

Leader 
Industry 0.95 0.330 0.002 0.23 0.629 0.000 0.01 0.914 0.000 

Two-Way Interaction         

SV*LG 0.01 0.925 0.000 0.02 0.884 0.000 0.01 0.935 0.000 
Note. N=350. Statistics reported using Pillai’s Trace. Covariates include Race, PANAS Angry, At Ease, Discouraged, Enthusiastic, and Irritated. *Indicates 
p<0.05. ** Indicates p<0.001. 
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Table 13 

Study 3 MANCOVA – Tests of Between Subjects Effects on Positive ITLE Emotions 

  Positive ITLE Emotions  
 ITLE Calm ITLE Cheer ITLE Pride 
 F p hp2 F p hp2 F p hp2 
Corrected 
Model 40.79** 0.001 0.44 75.05** 0.001 0.59 47.57 0.001 0.48 

Intercept 98.78** 0.001 0.16 122.82** 0.001 0.19 118.51** 0.001 0.19 

Main Effects         
Situational 
Valence 239.67** 0.001 0.32 446.48** 0.001 0.46 352.94** 0.001 0.40 

Leader 
Industry 0.00 0.994 0.000 2.15 0.143 0.004 0.16 0.688 0.000 

Two-Way Interaction         

SV*LG 4.85* 0.028 0.01 4.05* 0.045 0.01 3.94 0.048 0.01 
Note. N=350. Statistics reported using Pillai’s Trace. Covariates include Race, PANAS Angry, At Ease, Discouraged, Enthusiastic, and Irritated. *Indicates 
p<0.05. ** Indicates p<0.001. While the Two-Way Interaction does have significant between subject effects for all three positive ITLE emotions, these should 
not be interpreted given the non-significant multivariate tests according to Pillai’s Trace. See Table 11. 
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Table 14 

Summary of Hypotheses and Findings 

Study Hypothesis / Research Question Findings 
1 H1: When asked to consider typical leaders, the emotions 

of Calm, Cheer, and Pride will receive higher ratings in 
ITLEs than the emotions of Anger, Fear, and Remorse. 

Supported 

2 H2a: Positive situations will elicit higher positive 
emotions in individual’s ITLEs compared to (a) negative 

situations and (b) a baseline control group. 

Partially Supported 

2 H2b: Negative situations will elicit higher negative 
emotions in individual’s ITLEs compared to (a) positive 

situations and (b) a baseline control group. 

Supported 

2 H3a: Leader gender will elicit higher positive emotions in 
ITLEs for female leaders compared to male leaders. 

Not Supported 

2 H3b: Leader gender will elicit lower negative emotions in 
ITLEs for female leaders compared to male leaders. 

Not Supported 

2 H4a: Situational valence will moderate the effects of 
leader gender on ITLEs such that negative situations will 
elicit more positive emotions for female leaders compared 

to male leaders. 

Not Supported 

2 H4b: Situational valence will moderate the effects of 
leader gender on ITLEs such that negative situations will 

elicit more negative emotions for male leaders compared to 
female leaders. 

Not Supported 

3 H5a: Positive situations will elicit higher positive 
emotions in individual’s ITLEs compared to (a) negative 

situations and (b) a baseline control group. 

Partially Supported 

3 H5b: Negative situations will elicit higher negative 
emotions in individual’s ITLEs compared to (a) positive 

situations and (b) a baseline control group. 

Supported 

3 RQ1: Will leader industry elicit different positive and 
negative emotions in individual’s ITLEs? 

Non-Significant Main 
Effects 

3 RQ2: Will situational valence moderate the relationship 
between leader industry and the emotions elicited in 

individual’s ITLEs? 

Non-Significant 
Interaction Effects 
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Figures 

Figure 1 

Study 1 Mean Ratings of ITLEs 
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Figure 2 

Study 2 Mean Ratings of ITLEs by Condition 

 

Note. Baseline Control data comes from Study 1 (N=180). Condition 1: Positive Valence, Male Leader (N=95); Condition 2: Negative Valence, Male Leader 
(N=99); Condition 3: Positive Valence, Female Leader (N=96); Condition 4: Negative Valence, Female Leader (N=95). 
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Figure 3 

Study 3 Mean Ratings of ITLEs by Condition 

 

Note. Baseline Control data comes from Study 1 (N=180). Condition 1: Positive Valence, Manufacturing Industry (N=95); Condition 2: Negative Valence, 
Manufacturing Industry (N=89); Condition 3: Positive Valence, Healthcare Industry (N=97); Condition 4: Negative Valence, Healthcare Industry (N=95). 
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Appendices 

Appendix A 

General Instructions Studies 2 and 3 

On the next page you will be presented with a leadership situation that a senior leader 

could reasonably expect to experience. Please review the situation thoroughly and provide 

ratings to the questions, keeping the situation in mind. 

Your responses should reflect your own thoughts and not those of someone else or AI. As 

such, there should be no use of AI during this study. AI detection may be used to reject your 

submission if your response is flagged. 
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Appendix B 

Study 2 Leadership Scenarios: Situational Valence and Leader Gender 

NOTE: The situations are matched in content regarding personnel and safety 

Condition 1: Situation reflecting a Male Leader in a Positive Situation 

As you read the following scenario, think about a leader at the executive level. His role 

involves organization wide decision-making. Use this context as you evaluate the described 

situation and complete the survey. 

The executive leader is tasked with evaluating the organization’s safety reports. His 

organization has clear safety policies required at all locations. Biannual safety audit reports 

from several of the major locations in his company have shown significant decreases in safety 

violations, high levels of compliance in use of protective gear and ongoing proactive 

communication about the extra safety protocols initiated several years ago to improve the 

organization’s safety culture and processes. This behavior reduces the risk of injuries to 

employees and visitors.  

The audits also suggest that some of the supervisors have initiated safety recognition awards 

to enhance these behaviors. Safety is a core value of his organization, which has invested 

considerable effort to build a “safety-first” culture. These types of actions support the 

organization’s values and credibility, improve employee and public trust, and abide by both 

organizational and federal safety regulations. 

 

Condition 2: Situation reflecting a Male Leader in a Negative Situation 

As you read the following scenario, think about a leader at the executive level. His role 

involves organization wide decision-making. Use this context as you evaluate the described 

situation and complete the survey. 

The executive leader is tasked with evaluating the organization’s safety reports. His 

organization has clear safety policies required at all locations. Biannual safety audit reports 

from several of the major locations in his company have shown significant increases in safety 

violations, inconsistencies in the use of protective gear as well as dismissive attitudes and poor 
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communication about the extra safety protocols initiated several years ago to improve the 

organization’s safety culture and processes. This behavior enhances the risk of injuries to 

employees and visitors. 

The audits also suggest that some of the supervisors have intentionally undermined safety 

protocols to enhance efficiency. Safety is a core value of his organization, which has invested 

considerable effort to build a “safety-first” culture. These types of actions detract from the 

organization’s values and credibility, damage employee and public trust, and fail to abide by 

both organizational and federal safety regulations. 

 

Condition 3: Situation reflecting a Female Leader in a Positive Situation 

As you read the following scenario, think about a leader at the executive level. Her role 

involves organization wide decision-making. Use this context as you evaluate the described 

situation and complete the survey. 

The executive leader is tasked with evaluating the organization’s safety reports. Her 

organization has clear safety policies required at all locations. Biannual safety audit reports 

from several of the major locations in her company have shown significant decreases in safety 

violations, high levels of compliance in use of protective gear and ongoing proactive 

communication about the extra safety protocols initiated several years ago to improve the 

organization’s safety culture and processes. This behavior reduces the risk of injuries to 

employees and visitors. 

The audits also suggest that some of the supervisors have initiated safety recognition 

awards to enhance these behaviors. Safety is a core value of her organization, which has 

invested considerable effort to build a “safety-first” culture. These types of actions support the 

organization’s values and credibility, improve employee and public trust, and abide by both 

organizational and federal safety regulations. 

 

Condition 4: Situation reflecting a Female Leader in a Negative Situation 
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As you read the following scenario, think about a leader at the executive level. Her role 

involves organization wide decision-making. Use this context as you evaluate the described 

situation and complete the survey. 

The executive leader is tasked with evaluating the organization’s safety reports. Her 

organization has clear safety policies required at all locations. Biannual safety audit reports 

from several of the major locations in her company have shown significant increases in safety 

violations, inconsistencies in the use of protective gear as well as dismissive attitudes and poor 

communication about the extra safety protocols initiated several years ago to improve the 

organization’s safety culture and processes. This behavior enhances the risk of injuries to 

employees and visitors. 

The audits also suggest that some of the supervisors have intentionally undermined safety 

protocols to enhance efficiency. Safety is a core value of her organization, which has invested 

considerable effort to build a “safety-first” culture. These types of actions detract from the 

organization’s values and credibility, damage employee and public trust, and fail to abide by 

both organizational and federal safety regulations. 
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Appendix C 

Study 3 Leadership Scenarios: Situational Valence and Leader Industry 

NOTE: The situations are matched in content regarding personnel and safety 

Condition 1: Situation reflecting a Manufacturing Leader in a Positive Situation 

As you read the following scenario, think about a leader at the executive level in the 

Manufacturing industry. Their role involves organization wide decision-making. Use this 

context as you evaluate the described situation and complete the survey. 

The executive leader from the manufacturing industry is tasked with evaluating the 

organization’s safety reports. The organization has clear safety policies required at 

all manufacturing locations. Biannual safety audit reports from several of 

the manufacturing locations in the executive’s company have shown significant decreases in 

safety violations, high levels of compliance in use of protective gear and ongoing proactive 

communication about the extra safety protocols initiated several years ago to improve the 

organization’s safety culture and processes. This behavior reduces the risk of injuries to 

employees and visitors. 

The audits also suggest that some of the supervisors have initiated safety recognition 

awards to enhance these behaviors. Safety is a core value of the organization, which has 

invested considerable effort to build a “safety-first” culture. These types of actions support the 

organization’s values and credibility, improve employee and public trust, and abide by both 

organizational and federal manufacturing safety regulations. 

 

Condition 2: Situation reflecting a Manufacturing Leader in a Negative Situation 

As you read the following scenario, think about a leader at the executive level in the 

Manufacturing industry. Their role involves organization wide decision-making. Use this 

context as you evaluate the described situation and complete the survey. 

The executive leader from the manufacturing industry is tasked with evaluating the 

organization’s safety reports. The organization has clear safety policies required at 

all manufacturing locations. Biannual safety audit reports from several of 
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the manufacturing locations in the executive’s company have shown significant increases in 

safety violations, inconsistencies in the use of protective gear as well as dismissive attitudes 

and poor communication about the extra safety protocols initiated several years ago to 

improve the organization’s safety culture and processes. This behavior enhances the risk of 

injuries to employees and visitors. 

The audits also suggest that some of the supervisors have intentionally undermined safety 

protocols to enhance efficiency. Safety is a core value of the organization, which has invested 

considerable effort to build a “safety-first” culture. These types of actions detract from the 

organization’s values and credibility, damage employee and public trust, and fail to abide by 

both organizational and federal manufacturing safety regulations. 

 

Condition 3: Situation reflecting a Healthcare Leader in a Positive Situation 

As you read the following scenario, think about a leader at the executive level in the 

Healthcare industry. Their role involves organization wide decision-making. Use this context 

as you evaluate the described situation and complete the survey. 

The executive leader from the healthcare industry is tasked with evaluating the organization’s 

safety reports. The organization has clear safety policies required at all healthcare locations. 

Biannual safety audit reports from several of the manufacturing locations in the executive’s 

company have shown significant decreases in safety violations, high levels of compliance in 

use of protective gear and ongoing proactive communication about the extra safety protocols 

initiated several years ago to improve the organization’s safety culture and processes. This 

behavior reduces the risk of injuries to employees and visitors. 

The audits also suggest that some of the supervisors have initiated safety recognition 

awards to enhance these behaviors. Safety is a core value of the organization, which has 

invested considerable effort to build a “safety-first” culture. These types of actions support the 

organization’s values and credibility, improve employee and public trust, and abide by both 

organizational and federal healthcare safety regulations. 

Condition 4: Situation reflecting a Healthcare Leader in a Negative Situation 
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As you read the following scenario, think about a leader at the executive level in the 

Healthcare industry. Their role involves organization wide decision-making. Use this context 

as you evaluate the described situation and complete the survey. 

The executive leader from the healthcare industry is tasked with evaluating the organization’s 

safety reports. The organization has clear safety policies required at all healthcare locations. 

Biannual safety audit reports from several of the manufacturing locations in the executive’s 

company have shown significant increases in safety violations, inconsistencies in the use of 

protective gear as well as dismissive attitudes and poor communication about the extra safety 

protocols initiated several years ago to improve the organization’s safety culture and 

processes. This behavior enhances the risk of injuries to employees and visitors. 

The audits also suggest that some of the supervisors have intentionally undermined safety 

protocols to enhance efficiency. Safety is a core value of the organization, which has invested 

considerable effort to build a “safety-first” culture. These types of actions detract from the 

organization’s values and credibility, damage employee and public trust, and fail to abide by 

both organizational and federal healthcare safety regulations. 
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Appendix D 

ITLE Measure (Sy & Van Knippenberg, 2021) 

Study 1 Instructions 

Please rate the extent to which it is characteristic of typical leaders to express each emotion term 
below (1=not characteristic at all; 4=neutral; 7=extremely characteristic). 

 

Studies 2 and 3 Instructions 

Please rate the extent to which it is characteristic of typical leaders in the described 
situation to express each emotion term below (1=not characteristic at all; 4=neutral; 
7=extremely characteristic). Be sure to consider the described context when making your 
judgment. 

 

Afraid 
Aggravated 

Anger 

At Ease 

Cheer 

Disgust 

Enthusiasm 

Excitement 

Fear 

Guilt 

Nervous 

Pride 

Proud 

Regret 

Relaxed 

Scared 

Serene 

Shame 

Upset 

Anger: Anger, Upset, Disgust, Aggravated 

Calm: At Ease, Relaxed, Serene 

Cheer: Cheerful, Excitement, Enthusiasm 

Fear: Afraid, Scared, Fear, Nervous 

Pride: Pride, Proud 

Remorse: Regret, Shame, Guilt 

Qualitative Questions 

1. Please describe the reason why you selected the emotions as characteristic of a typical 
leader in the described scenario. 
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Covariate Measures 

Follower Emotions – PANAS-T (Watson & Clark, 1984; Watson, 1988) 
This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions. Read each 
item and then mark the appropriate response next to that word (1=very slightly/not at all; 
5=extremely).  

On a regular basis, to what extent did you feel… 

Angry Excited 

Anxious Fatigued 

Ashamed Frustrated 

At Ease Guilty 

Bored Happy 

Calm Irritated 

Cheer Nervous 

Disappointed Proud 

Discouraged Relaxed 

Enthusiastic Scared 
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Demographics 

1. Age 

a. Fill in the blank 

2. Gender 

a. Male 

b. Female 

c. Non-binary / Third gender 

d. Prefer not to say 

3. Race/Ethnicity 

a. Asian 

b. Black or African American 

c. Hispanic or Latino/a/x 

d. Native American or Alaska Native 

e. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

f. Other 

i. Fill in the blank 

g. Prefer not to say 

4. Country 

a. Drop down of countries 

5. Years of Work Experience 

a. Fill in the blank 

6. Highest Level of Education 

a. Less than high school 

b. High school diploma or GED 

c. Some college 

d. Associate’s degree 

e. Bachelor’s degree 

f. Graduate or Professional degree 

7. Is English your first language? 

a. Yes 

b. No 
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Work Experience Questionnaire 

1. Employment Status 
a. Employed full-time 
b. Employed part-time 
c. Unemployed and looking for work 
d. Unemployed and not looking for work 
e. Student 
f. Retired 
g. Other 

i. Fill in the blank 
2. Please select the industry that best represents the most recent job you’ve held: 

a. Administrative and Support Services 
b. Construction 
c. Education 
d. Food Service 
e. Healthcare 
f. Manufacturing 
g. Military 
h. Retail 
i. Technology 
j. Other 

i. If ‘Other’ please state the industry you worked in: 
1. Fill in the blank 

3. How many years have you held, or did you hold, your most recent job? 
a. Fill in the blank 

4. On average, how many hours do (did) you work per week in your current (or most recent) 
job: 

a. 0-10 hours per week 
b. 11-24 hours per week 
c. 25-40 hours per week 
d. 40+ hours per week 

5. On average, how often do (did) you interact with your immediate supervisor? 
a. Never 
b. Once when hired 
c. Quarterly 
d. Monthly 
e. Weekly 
f. Every shift 

6. On average, how often do (did) you interact with your supervisor’s boss? 
a. Never 
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b. Once when hired 
c. Quarterly 
d. Monthly 
e. Weekly 
f. Every shift 

7. Have you ever held a leadership position at work? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
c. If ‘Yes’ please select the level that is most appropriate 

i. Frontline Supervisor 
ii. Middle Manager 

iii. Upper Manager 
iv. Executive 

 

Manipulation Checks 

1. Situational Valence (Studies 2 and 3) 

a. Q2: Please rate each of the following items based on the valence of the situation 
you just read: 

i. Q2a: I would describe the situation as positive. 
ii. Q2b: I would describe the situation as negative. (reverse coded) 

iii. Q2c: Overall, the situation seemed good for the organization. 
iv. Q2d: Overall, the situation seemed bad for the organization. (reverse 

coded) 
 

2. Leader Gender (Study 2) 
a. When rating the emotions, did you consider a male or female leader? 

 
3. Leader Industry (Study 3)  

a. When rating the emotions, did you consider a particular industry? 
i. If so, what was the industry? 


