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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 

 

An Exploratory Study on the Development of an Implicit Measure of Implicit 

Followership Theory Using the Implicit Association Test 

 

by 

 

Susanna Tram-Quon 

 

Doctor of Philosophy, Graduate Program in Psychology 

University of California, Riverside, August 2013 

Dr. Thomas Sy, Chairperson 

 

The purpose of this study was to develop and validate an implicit measure of 

implicit followership theory (IFT), and to investigate its behavioral outcomes. Validation 

of an implicit measure of IFT would complement the only existing explicit IFT measure 

(Sy, 2010). I developed an implicit measure of IFT using a variant of the Implicit 

Association Test (IAT; Greenwald, McGhee, & Swartz, 1998) called the Single-target 

IAT (Karpinski & Steinman, 2006). The Single-target IAT IFT measure was tested across 

three studies using student and employee samples. The pilot study assessed the content 

and criterion validity of the implicit measure. Study 1 assessed the construct (convergent 

and discriminant) validity of the implicit measure with student and employee samples. 

Study 2 assessed the predictive validity of the implicit measure in a simulated leader-

follower interaction task.  

 Results across three studies do not support validation of the Single-target IAT IFT 

measure. Overall, the recurring pattern of non-significant relationships across all three 
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studies indicates the measure in its current form is unsuitable as an implicit measure of 

IFT.  

 Despite these results, another implicit measure of IFT, the projective IFT (Sy, 

2013) provided preliminary evidence that a projective approach can be successfully used 

to capture individuals’ IFTs. Notably, the projective IFT was significantly correlated with 

various criterion and discriminant measures, including but not limited to: entity theory of 

followers, positive and negative affect, conscientiousness, job performance, and job 

satisfaction. The projective IFT was also significantly correlated with several behaviors 

such as frowning, competence, and hostility.   

 This study has two main contributions. First, this study provides valuable 

feedback about Single-target IATs and IATs, both of which are relatively young 

scientific methods. At a minimum, the results will lead to greater utility and design of the 

IAT or implicit measures. From a broader perspective, my hope is that these results will 

advance our theoretical understanding of implicit measures. Second, this study 

contributes to the field by demonstrating support for the projective IFT. Results from 

three independent samples indicate the projective IFT measure is a viable, implicit 

measure of IFT.  
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Purpose of the Study 

The organizational literature has historically focused on leadership (Meindl, 

1995); however, more research is beginning to focus on followership (Baker, 2007; 

Carsten & Uhl-Bien, 2012; Uhl-Bien & Pillai, 2007). In particular, the subarea of implicit 

followership theory is emerging as a fruitful area for research. Implicit followership 

theory (IFT) focuses on how individuals subjectively perceive followers (Sy, 2010), and 

the personal beliefs individual hold about the characteristics of followers (Carsten, Uhl-

Bien, West, Patera, & McGregor, 2010; Sy, 2010). Research suggests individuals may 

develop different implicit prototypes of followers (Shondrick & Lord, 2010). For 

example, Carsten et al.’s (2010) research focused on how employees in subordinate roles 

conceptualized effective or successful followership. They found employees in 

subordinate positions believed effective followers behave along a continuum of passive 

to active to proactive behaviors. Alternatively, Sy’s (2010) research focused on views 

individuals have about how followers “are,” or the common traits associated with 

followers. Sy found individuals generally believe followers possess both positive and 

negative traits or characteristics.  

The goal of this study is to develop an implicit measure that taps into individuals’ 

automatic responses to complement Sy’s (2010) IFT measure. Currently, only one 

validated measure captures individuals’ IFTs (Sy, 2010). Even though Sy’s (2010) IFT 

measure has been rigorously validated, it uses a self-report method. Self-reports are 

considered explicit measures because self-reports allow participants to reflect upon their 

responses. Alternatively, implicit measures are posited to capture implicit processes, 
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which reflect assumptions or attitudes that may be outside of one’s active awareness 

(Dweck, Hong, & Chiu, 1995a; Sternberg, 1985). Implicit processes operate at the 

perceptual, cognitive level and are based on associations that are grouped together by 

similarity of the stimulus cues (Strack & Deutsch, 2004). These associations strengthen 

over time and across many interactions (Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995a; Smith & 

DeCoster, 2000; Sternberg, 1985), and eventually become automatic in their processing 

time (De Houwer, 2006; Nosek, Hawkins, & Frazier, 2011; Smith & DeCoster, 2000). As 

such, implicit processes are posited to be more impulsive, uncontrollable, and outside of 

one’s active awareness (Fazio, Sanbonmatsu, Powell, & Kardes, 1986; Strack & Deutsch, 

2004). Whereas awareness implies knowing or perceiving information (Tulving, 1993), 

active awareness implies more focus and direction of one’s attention to relevant 

information. For example, individuals may be generally aware they are in a positive 

mood, but they may not be constantly thinking about their positive mood. However, by 

reflecting or actively paying attention to the information, individuals may become more 

aware of their present affective state.  

Explicit processes are posited to reflect individuals’ values or attitudes that are 

within one’s active awareness. Explicit measures capture individuals’ attitudes by 

directly asking individuals what they feel about or towards a particular object (Dweck, 

Chiu, & Hong, 1995a; Sternberg, 1985). Examples of explicit measures are self-report 

measures using Likert scale statements or semantic differential scales using bipolar 

dimensions. With explicit measures, individuals assess the probability and value of a 

particular action and then behave accordingly to the desired outcome (Fazio, 1990; Strack 
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& Deutsch, 2004). In particular, the 18-item measure developed by Sy (2010) asks 

individuals to rate how characteristic they believe followers possess a particular trait 

using a Likert scale. Unlike explicit measures, implicit measures do not provide subjects 

ample time to think about or introspect on their responses. This is because implicit 

measures indirectly infer individuals’ attitudes toward on an object based on responses on 

a task (e.g., reaction times or word completion; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998; 

Tiggemann, Hargreavasa, Polivyb, & McFarlane, 2004). 

In this paper, I use the terms implicit and explicit measures to refer to the method 

of measurement used to assess individuals’ IFT. Researchers argue the terms, “indirect” 

and “direct,” are more appropriate and less confusing than the terms implicit and explicit 

(De Houwer, Teige-Mocigemba, Spruyt, & Moors, 2009; Fazio & Olson, 2003; Payne & 

Gawronski, 2010). Specifically, they argue the terms indirect and direct should be used to 

describe characteristics of measurement procedures, whereas the terms implicit and 

explicit should be used to describe characteristics of the psychological constructs that are 

assessed using different measurement procedures (Payne & Gawronski, 2010). Despite 

this clarification, these same researchers acknowledge the difficulty of empirically 

resolving these terminological issues (see Payne & Gawronski, 2010). Because the terms 

implicit and explicit are more widely accepted and familiar to scholars and consumers of 

research in this area I retained these terms.  

Implicit and explicit measures may be tapping into different views of IFT due to 

the issue of social desirability (Banse, Seise, & Zerbes, 2001). Because self-reports allow 

time for deliberation, explicit measures may reflect views that are socially desirable. In 
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other words, social desirability and demand characteristics may be influencing how 

individuals’ respond to questions about others (Greenwald, Banaji, Rudman, Farnham, 

Nosek, & Mellot, 2002). For example, when leaders are asked what they think about 

followers, it is plausible that leaders may be concerned about impression management, 

which leads them to be more deliberate about expressing their view about followers 

(Greenwald, Poehlman, Uhlmann, & Banaji, 2009). As previously mentioned, Sy (2010) 

found individuals generally hold both positive and negative views toward followers. 

Individuals may be hesitant to strongly admit their negative associations with followers 

because they do not want to appear negatively biased. Indeed, research on negative 

attitudes suggests it may be difficult to tap into individuals’ negative responses accurately 

(Eisenberg & Witten, 1987; Glenn & Weaver, 1991). Thus, the existing IFT measure (Sy, 

2010) might not be capable of detecting subtler negative attitudes toward followers.  

Moreover, utilizing both implicit and explicit measures to study constructs is 

warranted (Nosek et al., 2011). Because implicit and explicit measures seem to tap into 

different psychological processes (Strack & Deutsch, 2004), implicit and explicit 

measures may be more predictive in different domains (Nosek et al, 2011). For example, 

implicit measures have been found to predict racial preferences (Dunton & Fazio, 1997; 

Greenwald et al., 1998) and stigmatized behavior such as smoking (Swanson, Rudman, & 

Greenwald, 2001), whereas explicit measures have been found to better predictors of 

consumer preferences (e.g., soda brands) and voting behavior (Karpinksi & Steinman, 

2006; Karpinski, Steinman, & Hilton, 2005). Thus, both implicit and explicit measures 

are useful and may provide unique insights (Nosek et al., 2011; Sy, 2010).  
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The primary goal of this study is to develop and validate an implicit measure of 

IFT based on a variation of the Implicit Association Test (IAT). The IAT is a task 

designed to measure and tap into individuals’ automatic associations between target-

concepts (e.g., follower and leader) and attributes (e.g., pleasant or unpleasant; 

Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; Greenwald et al., 1998). The IAT assesses associations 

between concepts by measuring how quickly individuals pair words together and the 

number of errors that are made. The ease or difficulty of pairing words together, as 

measured by response times, is suggested to indicate individuals’ preferences toward the 

category of objects. Hence, words with a stronger association should be easier to pair 

together (De Houwer et al., 2009; Fazio & Olson, 2003). Implicit measures have been 

prominently used in social and cognitive psychology.  However, the organizational field 

has been slow to employ implicit measures to examine organizational constructs 

(Johnson & Tan, 2009; Johnson & Saboe, 2011; Uhlmann et al., 2012; Wright & Meade, 

2011). To achieve this goal, I will examine the content, criterion, construct (convergent 

and discriminant validity), and predictive validity of an IAT-based measure of IFT. 

Background of the Study 

Dual Processing Modes  

According to social and cognitive researchers, individuals have two modes or 

systems that process information and control one’s behavior (Smith & DeCoster, 2000; 

Strack & Deutsch, 2004). The first processing mode, referred to as the impulsive system, 

is a slow-learning, but effortless system that is characterized by associative and activated 

links. The second processing mode, referred to as the reflective system, is a more 
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conscious, effortful system that is characterized by reasoning and intention (Strack & 

Deutsch, 2004). Both systems influence behavior, but in slightly different ways. In the 

impulsive system, perceptual inputs activate associated links and networks that have been 

formed over time, and stabilized through learning (McClelland, Koestner, & Weinberger, 

1989; Smith & DeCoster, 2000). The pattern structure that corresponds to the input then 

activates the appropriate behavioral schema. In turn, the behavioral schema will lead to 

the overt behavior (Smith & DeCoster, 2000; Strack & Deutsch, 2004). In the impulsive 

system, behaviors occur automatically when a stimulus is perceived because the link 

between the stimulus and the behavior has been repeated many times before and become 

habitual (Fazio et al., 1986; Strack & Deutsch, 2004; Wilson, Lindsey, & Schooler, 2000). 

For example, perceiving a cup is likely to automatically activate the act of drinking from 

that cup without requiring time to analyze the stimulus object (Strack & Deutsch, 2004). 

Conversely, in the reflective system, the perceptual inputs activate assessments about the 

probability and value of a particular action (Fazio, 1990). That is, if a behavior is 

assessed to be feasible and the outcome is desirable, the behavior is likely to be enacted 

(Strack & Deutsch, 2004). In the reflective system, individuals are consciously aware 

they have multiple behavioral options, which may be evaluated before they engage in a 

particular behavior.  

Notably, authors of the impulsive-reflective model acknowledge there are 

similarities between the model and implicit and explicit processes (Strack & Deutsch, 

2004). Despite a few differences, Strack and Deutsch (2004) “locate implicit processes in 

the impulsive system, whereas explicit processes are thought to take place in the 
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reflective system” (p. 239). The notion that the impulsive system operates effortlessly due 

to its prior learned associations (Smith & DeCoster, 2000) corresponds with the notion 

that implicit processes are automatic and unintentional, and can influence individuals’ 

spontaneous behaviors (Bargh, 1994; Bargh, Chaiken, Govender, & Pratto, 1992; 

Dijksterhuis & Bargh, 2001; Fazio et al., 1986; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). For example, 

Bargh, Chen and Burrows (1996) found participants primed with words related to the 

“elderly” stereotype were more likely to walk slowly after the stimulus. In another study 

by Greenwald, Draine, and Abrams (1996), participants were subliminally presented with 

words (e.g., a female or male name or a pleasant or unpleasant word) during a computer 

task. Participants did not report detecting the words at a conscious level; yet, participants’ 

evaluations of specific words were influenced by the subliminally primed words. 

Likewise, the notion that the reflective system operates with more effort and 

introspection (Strack & Deutsch, 2004) corresponds with the notion that explicit 

processes are within one’s active awareness and control (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; 

Wilson et al., 2000). For example, in a study by Dunton and Fazio (1997), they examined 

racial attitudes toward Black target persons using both implicit (i.e., an unobtrusive 

prime) and explicit measures (i.e., modern racism scale). They found individuals who had 

implicit, negative attitudes toward Blacks and were highly motivated to control 

prejudiced reactions, were more likely to have positive judgments towards Blacks 

(Dunton & Fazio, 1997). This suggests when given the opportunity to think about their 

responses, individuals may behave inconsistent to their implicit attitude (Fazio, 1990; 

Fazio & Olson, 2003). Altogether, these studies demonstrate that processes occurring at 
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the impulsive-implicit level can lead to automatic attitudes and behaviors (Chen & Bargh, 

1997), and that processes occurring at the reflective-explicit level can lead to more 

intentioned attitudes and behaviors (Strack & Deutsch, 2004). 

 Furthermore, researchers suggest the impulsive-implicit and reflective-explicit 

systems operate simultaneously and synergistically instead of sequentially (Strack & 

Deutsch, 2004). In a study that integrated ten different dual-process models, the 

researchers concluded dual-process systems are unlikely to operate sequentially such that 

one system ceases to operate when the other system takes control (Smith & DeCoster, 

2000). Rather, the two processes operate in tandem and bi-directionally influence each 

other (Strack & Deutsch, 2004; Wilson et al., 2000). Even though the reflective system 

may be engaged in deliberation about the plausibility and appeal of a particular action, 

the reflective system is still unconsciously influenced by the impulsive system. This is 

because the impulsive system can indirectly affect the contents or information that is 

accessed by the reflective system (Chen & Chaiken, 1999; Strack & Deutsch, 2004).  

The parallel operation of the impulsive-implicit and reflective-explicit systems 

implies individuals can have dual evaluations toward the same object (Greenwald & 

Banaji, 1995; Wilson et al., 2000). Several studies have demonstrated that individuals can 

hold both positive and negative evaluations toward an object (Bornstein, 1999; Cacioppo, 

Gardner, & Berntson, 1999; de Liver, van der Pligt, & Wigboldus, 2006; Lindsay & 

Johnson, 1989). For example, research has found individuals to differ with regard to their 

implicit and explicit attitudes toward race (Dovidio, Kawakami, & Beach, 2001; Dunton 

& Fazio, 1997), self-esteem, self-concept (Greenwald & Farnham, 2000), and smoking 
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(Swanson et al., 2001). Moreover, the correlations between implicit and explicit measures 

of numerous constructs have found to vary widely (Greenwald et al., 2009). For instance, 

across 56 domains (e.g., political orientation, racial attitudes, beverage choice, religion, 

U.S. states), correlations varied dramatically between r = .01 to r = .79, but all 

correlations were positively related (Nosek & Smyth, 2007). This research suggests 

implicit and explicit measures are related, but seem to be tapping into distinct constructs.  

Activation of Implicit and Explicit Attitudes Toward Followers 

Given that individuals can concurrently hold both implicit and explicit attitudes 

toward an object (Wilson et al., 2000), research suggests the accessibility of either the 

implicit or explicit attitude depends on how it is activated (Fazio & Williams, 1986). 

According to researchers (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982; Chaiken, 1980; Fazio, 1990; Wilson 

et al., 2000), when individuals first perceive an object, the attitude that is immediately 

activated is the individuals’ stored evaluation from long-term memory. Individuals’ 

implicit attitude as cultivated by repeat experience with the object (Epstein, 1991; 

Kirkpatrick & Epstein, 1992; Nosek, Greenwald, & Banaji, 2007), is the attitude that is 

immediately accessible (Fazio et al., 1986). However, the implicit attitude can be 

“overridden” by explicit attitudes through conscious and elaborative processing 

(Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2007; Wilson et al., 2000). Fazio (1990) argued explicit 

attitudes could be activated only if individuals have the motivation and opportunity (e.g., 

time or cognitive resources) to do so (Fazio, 1990; Fazio & Olson, 2003). If individuals 

do not have reason to believe their attitude is erroneous and lack the cognitive capacity to 

think about how they feel, individuals are less likely to deliberately process the 
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information (Fazio, 1990). For example, individuals may be aware their initial reactions 

or views toward African-Americans are negative. But, in an effort to be thoughtful and 

understanding, these individuals may try to override this negative attitude (Wilson et al., 

2000) by visualizing positive African-American role models such as Oprah, Colin Powell, 

or Michael Jordan (Dasgupta, McGhee, Greenwald, & Banaji, 2000). On the other hand, 

if individuals are not given the opportunity (i.e., time, information, etc) to analyze their 

thoughts, individuals’ implicit attitudes are likely to be more salient (Fazio, 1990; Wilson 

et al., 2000).  

 The notion that motivation and opportunity can be determinants for deliberative 

processing (Fazio, 1990; Johnson & Tan, 2009) is also supported by organizational 

research.  Konst and van Bruekelen (2005) suggest information can be processed either in 

a schema-based fashion or in a systematic, individuated manner. Individuation occurs 

only when perceivers: 1) are motivated to make the cognitive effort to integrate data into 

an accurate, detailed impression, and when 2) they have the cognitive capacity to do so. 

In the workplace, individuals may face competing demands for their time (e.g., project 

deadlines, customer requests), and face situations where their cognitive resources are 

depleted (e.g., complex tasks, or under stress). These demands can be even more 

challenging for leaders of organizations because leaders deal with more complex decision 

making issues and information. This decrease in cognitive capacity and motivation lends 

to more reliance on simplistic processing strategies (Fazio, 1990; Konst & van Breukelen, 

2005). For example, several studies found stress heightens the use of simplifying 

strategies (Friedland, Keinan, & Tytuin, 1999), and renders leaders less able to use their 
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intellectual abilities (Fiedler, 1986). Furthermore, research on cognitive capacity 

indicates individuals are more likely to make inferences consistent with their schemas 

when under high cognitive load (i.e., depleted of cognitive resources) (Schnotz & 

Kurschner, 2007; Wigboldus, Sherman, Franzese, & van Knippenberg, 2004). Leaders 

may be more likely to utilize their IFTs, rather than individuate their followers or treat 

their followers differently (Konst & van Breukelen, 2005; Sy, 2010). As such, it is 

appropriate to evaluate individuals’ IFTs using both implicit measures and explicit 

measures.  

Commonly Used Implicit Measures  

Implicit measures have a long history in the form of projective tests (McClelland, 

Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell, 1953) and judgment latencies (Rogers, Kuiper, & Kirker, 

1977). As such, many implicit measurement procedures have been developed such as the 

Word Fragment Completion Task (Warrington & Weiskrantz, 1970, 1974), the Go/No-

Go Association Task (Nosek & Banaji, 2001), the Affect Misattribution Procedure 

(Payne, Cheng, Govorun, & Stewart, 2005), and the Extrinsic Affective Simon Task (De 

Houwer, 2003) (see Nosek et al., 2011 and Uhlman et al., 2012 for a full review of all 

implicit measures to date). The two most commonly used implicit methods are affective 

priming tests (also called evaluative priming; Fazio et al., 1986; Fazio, Jackson, Dunton, 

& Williams, 1995) and the implicit association test (IAT; Greenwald et al., 1998). 

Affective Priming Tasks  

Affective priming tasks are activation-based measures that attempt to proximally 

access a particular construct. The notion underlying affective priming is presentation of 
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stimuli (i.e., prime) should automatically activate related concepts, which then facilitates 

responses related to the target object or word (De Houwer et al., 2009; Fazio, et al., 1986). 

For example, in an affective priming task measuring racial attitudes, participants viewed 

pictures of Black or White faces and then categorized these pictures with a positive or 

negative target word. Participants, who categorized Black faces with positive words at a 

faster speed relative to negative words, were posited to have positive attitudes toward 

Black persons, whereas participants, who categorized Black faces with negative words at 

a faster speed relative to positive words, were posited to have negative attitudes toward 

Black persons. In turn, these participants behaved in a congruent manner with their 

attitude (i.e., behaved more or less friendly with a Black target; Fazio et al., 1995). 

Another priming study found participants primed with photos of overweight or slender 

women were predictive of how far participants sat from an overweight woman (Bessenoff 

& Sherman, 2000).  

The Implicit Association Test 

First developed by Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz (1998), the IAT assesses 

the strength between a target concept and attribute dimensions. Because it measures 

latency response times at the millisecond level, it is posited to capture individuals’ 

automatic evaluative associations. Implicit Association Tests have been used to measure 

different constructs in a wide variety of areas including attitudes (Karpinski & Steinman, 

2006), stereotypes (Rudman, Greenwald, & McGhee, 2001), self-esteem (Fazio & Olson, 

2003; Greenwald & Farnham, 2000), shyness (Asendorpf, Banse, & Mucke, 2002), 

voting behavior (Friese, Bluemke, & Wanke, 2007), and health behavior such as sexual 
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risk-taking and condom usage (Czopp, Monteith, Zimmerman, & Lynam, 2004) and 

sociosexuality (Penke, Eichstaedt, & Asendorpf, 2006). Despite its relatively short 

history, the IAT has become a widely adopted method for implicit research.  

How does the IAT work? In the first IAT study Greenwald and his colleagues 

(1998) tested for associations to the category of words “flowers” and “insects” to the 

concepts “pleasant” and “unpleasant.” The full IAT sequence occurs in 5 steps on a 

computer, which times and records participants’ responses. In the first step, participants 

are asked to categorize words between two designated target categories. For example, in 

Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz’s (1998) first study, they contrasted between the 

categories “flower” and “insect.” Examples of words to represent “flower” were tulip, 

orchid, and iris, and examples of words to represent “insect” were spider, fly, and locust. 

Participants were instructed to click on a left button for the first category (flowers) or 

click on a right button for the second category (insects) when a word appeared on the 

computer screen. Every word that appeared could be fit into 1 of the 2 target categories 

(i.e. there were no neutral or category-irrelevant words). In the second step, participants 

are asked to categorize a different set of words, which are two attribute dimensions 

(pleasant or unpleasant). Examples of words to represent “pleasant” were lucky, happy, 

and pleasure, and examples of words to represent “unpleasant” words were grief, rotten, 

and hatred. Again, every word that appeared could be fit into 1 of the 2 attribute 

dimensions. In the third step, the target categories and attribute dimensions were 

combined to create 2 contrasting combinations. For example, when a word flashed on the 

screen, participants clicked on the left button if the word fit into the “flower” or “pleasant” 



 

14 

 

category (flower + pleasant category), or clicked on the right button if the word fit into 

the “insect” or “unpleasant” category (insect + unpleasant category). In the fourth step, 

participants were instructed to reverse the computer key assignments for the target 

categories; the left button was designated for “insect” words and the right button was 

designated for “flower” words. In the fifth step, the attribute dimensions were combined 

with the reversed-target categories (insect + pleasant and flower + unpleasant).  

Affective priming tasks and the IAT are closely related measures; however, the 

underlying mechanism driving each differs (Fazio & Olson, 2003). In affective priming 

procedures, the focus is on the prime (i.e., stimulus) and the behavior it automatically 

activates (Bargh et al., 1996; Fazio & Olson, 2003). The prime activates a select network 

of perceptual units and the associated behavioral schemas. Conversely, in an IAT the 

focus is on the compatibility between target categories and attributes. The IAT assesses 

stored long-term associations of the category and positivity (or negativity) as developed 

through socialization (Fazio & Olson, 2003).  

Characteristics and Advantages of Implicit Measures 

Unconscious vs. Automatic 

Researchers who use implicit measures can be described as advocating for one of 

two positions, which I call the unconscious camp and the automatic camp. Advocates of 

the traditional IAT commonly equate the term implicit with “unconscious” when 

describing the attitudes that are assessed using these measures (Greenwald & Banaji, 

1995, Greenwald et al., 2002; Greenwald et al., 1996). The basis for their theories is built 

on research in implicit memory (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995), which examines influences 
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of past experience on performance in the absence or presence of conscious awareness. 

However, another camp of researchers shuns the issue of consciousness, instead arguing 

implicit measures reflect automatic attitudes that have been learned (De Houwer, 2003; 

Fazio & Olson, 2003; Payne & Gawronski, 2010). These researchers focus on whether 

individuals can voluntarily control or “escape” from their automatic attitudes (Fazio & 

Olson, 2003; Fiedler, Messner, & Bluemke, 2006).  

Although researchers in the automatic camp prefer not to use the term 

unconscious, they have attempted to advance scientific knowledge by embracing and 

debating those in the unconscious camp, and have argued there are different aspects of 

consciousness or awareness (Gawronski, Hofmann, & Wilbur, 2006). Specifically, 

Gawronski and his colleagues (2006) posit there are three aspects of awareness. Source 

awareness is awareness about the causal origin of an attitude or belief. Content awareness 

is awareness about the actual attitude or belief. Impact awareness is awareness of whether 

or not the attitude or belief influences one’s perceptions or behavior (Gawronski et al., 

2006). Most research tends to equate implicit with lack of content awareness.  

Given these two opposing positions, I do not propose implicit measures assess 

unconscious constructs. Rather, I posit implicit measures represent automatic, 

spontaneous associations (Fiedler et al., 2006). With regard to IFTs, individuals may have 

content awareness of their attitudes and thoughts. However, I posit individuals tend to 

lack impact awareness of how their attitudes and thoughts affect their behavior (Lepore & 

Brown, 2002). In other words, individuals may be aware they hold a certain attitude 

about an object, but when interacting with others individuals may not be aware that their 
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attitudes impact how they behave towards others (Dijksterhuis & Bargh, 2001). Thus, 

leaders may be content aware of their own attitude toward followers, but they may not be 

impact aware of how their attitude has manifested in their behavior.  

Advantages of Using Implicit Measures   

There are several advantages to using implicit measures, including: 1) more 

resistance to demand characteristics and faking, 2) reducing common method bias, 3) 

minimization of order effects, and 4) ability to specify disqualification criteria (Stieger, 

Goritz, Hergovich, & Voracek, 2011; Uhlmann et al., 2012). The first advantage is 

implicit measures are more resistant to demand characteristics and faking than self-report 

measures (Banse et al., 2001). For example, in the IAT, subjects are instructed to respond 

quickly to the stimuli, with interval times ranging from 100 to 700 ms (Greenwald et al., 

1998). At this response speed, individuals do not have a large window of time to 

deliberate about how they should respond. That is, many cognitive resources would be 

needed to choose responses that are counter to individuals’ stored evaluations at the 

millisecond level. Furthermore, to test whether or not faking could occur on the IAT, 

several studies instructed subjects to fake self-report questionnaires and to fake the IAT 

measures (Fiedler & Bluemke, 2005; Greenwald et al., 2009). For example, in a study 

assessing homosexual-heterosexual attitudes, subjects were instructed to fake positive 

attitudes toward gay men (Banse et al., 2001). Subjects were able to successfully fake 

their self-report responses; however, they were not able to successfully fake their 

homosexual-heterosexual attitudes on an IAT measure. Attempts to fake IAT measures 

have also been tested with attitudes about shyness (Asendorf et al., 2002), and anxiety 
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(Egloff & Schmukle, 2002), but subjects were still unable to successfully fake their 

responses on the IAT measures. One successful strategy that has produced fake scores 

involves instructing participants to respond more slowly during certain IAT trials 

(Greenwald, et al., 2009). However, this strategy also produces more errors. When 

participants with many errors were omitted from the analyses, the faking effect was small 

and nonsignificant (Karpinski & Steinman, 2006).  

Another advantage to using implicit measures is it can reduce the threat of 

common method variance (Asendorf et al., 2002; Nosek & Smyth, 2007). Common 

method variance is the amount of “variance that is attributable to the measurement 

method rather than the constructs the measures represent” (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, 

& Podsakoff, 2003, pg. 879). Common method bias can occur from using common or the 

same methods to collect data (Doty & Glick, 1998). For instance, when self-reports 

measures obtained from the same sample are used, there is concern these self-reported 

variables are upwardly biased (Podsakoff & Todor, 1985) With implicit measures, 

common method bias is less of an issue because individuals do not directly answer 

questions about the content of interest. Instead, individuals’ implicit attitudes can be 

inferred or revealed based on individuals’ behavioral responses on a task (Edwards, 

2008). According to research, implicit measures do not require awareness of the relation 

between the measured content and response (Nosek et al., 2011), thus, the connection 

between implicit and explicit measures are less likely to be known.  

In addition, implicit measures are a flexible measurement tool that minimizes 

order effects (Nosek, Greenwald et al., 2007). According to a meta-analysis conducted by 
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Greenwald and his colleagues, (2009), whether the IAT measure was administered before 

or after explicit measures of a construct did not affect the predictive validity of the IAT. 

Initially, earlier published IAT studies found a few issues related to order effects such 

that when a compatible combination preceded an incompatible combination, the 

difference between target-concept increases (as opposed to the incompatible combination 

preceding the compatible combination). But, this issue has been resolved by reducing the 

number of combined trials (Greenwald et al., 1998). 

 The last advantage to using implicit measures is it allows for the specification of 

disqualification criteria, which helps to reduce noise (Greenwald et al., 1998; Greenwald, 

Nosek, & Banaji, 2003; Leavitt, Fong, & Greenwald, 2011). For example, with the IAT, 

researchers can specify the minimum percentage error rates they would like to exclude 

from the analyses before they administer the measure. In several IAT studies, subjects 

with error rates of 15% or more were dropped from the analyses of several studies 

(Greenwald et al., 1998; Penke et al., 2006).  

The Single-Target IAT, A Variation of the IAT 

One variation of the IAT that is relevant to IFTs is the Single-category IAT. 

Rather than present contrasting categories in the IAT (e.g., flowers and insects, with 

pleasant and unpleasant), the Single-category IAT consists of only 1 target (flower or 

insect), or 1 attribute (pleasant or unpleasant) category. In a Single-target IAT, there is 1 

target (e.g., flower), and 2 attributes (pleasant and unpleasant), whereas in a Single-

attribute IAT, there are 2 targets (e.g., flower and insects) and 1 attribute (pleasant). 

Research has shown the Single-target IAT and Single-attribute IAT can predict soda 
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brand preference, self-esteem, racial attitudes (Karpinski & Steinman, 2006), gambling 

attitudes (Brevers et al., 2013), political orientation (Bluemke & Friese, 2008), 

associations with social situations (Glashouwer, Vroling, de Jong, Lange, & de Keijser, 

2013), religious beliefs (Jong, Halberstadt, & Bluemke, 2012), and sociosexuality (Penke 

et al., 2006). 

The Single-target IAT is an apt method for assessing IFTs for two reasons. First, 

the Single-target IAT does not require a contrasting target category unlike the traditional 

IAT (Dotsch, Wigboldus, Langner, & van Knippenberg, 2008; Karpinski & Steinman, 

2006; Nosek & Banaji, 2001). A widely recognized limitation to the traditional IAT is the 

assessment of two contrasting target categories (Payne & Gawronski, 2010; Rothermund 

& Wentura, 2001). For example, in an IAT that assesses racial attitudes toward Whites 

and Blacks, it is unclear if an individual’s score is due to a strong preference toward only 

one race, an aversion to one race, or a combination of both the preference and aversion 

(Barnes-Holmes, Waldron, Barnes-Holmes, & Stewart, 2009; Steiger et al., 2011). With 

IFTs, the opposing target category for followership would be leadership. However, 

highlighting leadership as a target category is likely to confound the results. For instance, 

when leader and follower roles are simultaneously compared individuals tend to have a 

positive orientation toward leaders and a negative orientation toward followers 

(Vanderslice, 1988). In addition, research suggests the socially constructed meaning of 

leader and follower concepts are confounded with the tendency to romance the leader and 

become more subordinate as a follower (Meindl, 1995; Uhl-Bien & Pillai, 2007). 

Admittedly, the concept of followership will invoke some reference to being led; 
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however, by omitting leadership as a contrasting category this ought to prime individuals 

to think about the concept of followership first and de-emphasize leadership.  

Second, the Single-target IAT is more likely to be accepted and employed by 

organizations because it is a short measure that can be easily adjusted and is easy to 

administer. The Single-target IAT is shorter in length than the traditional IAT due to the 

lack of the contrasting category (Dotsch et al., 2008; Karpinski & Steinman, 2006). It can 

be completed in less than five minutes depending on the number of trials. In fact, studies 

using reduced trials in the IAT still demonstrated acceptable validity and positive 

implicit-explicit correlations (McPherson & Harris, 2013; Sriram & Greenwald, 2009). 

As such, the Single-target IAT is more resistant to fatigue and carryover effects (Bluemke 

& Friese, 2008). Moreover, the Single-target IAT is easy to administer due to existing 

software packages. Individuals can complete the Single-target IAT using any computer 

with an Internet connection, or any computer with the software already loaded.  

It is worth mentioning two other implicit measures may be used to assess IFT, the 

Go/No-Go Association Task (Nosek & Banaji, 2001) and the Extrinsic Affective Simon 

Task (De Houwer, 2003). Based on signal detection theory, the Go/No-Go Association 

Task assesses automatic preferences for a category by measuring how quickly and 

accurately individuals can discriminate category items from distracter items. Similar to 

the Single-category IAT, there is only one target category (e.g., apples) and two attribute 

categories (e.g., good and bad). Alternatively, the Extrinsic Affective Simon Task pairs 

positive and negative valence to colored and non-colored words of a category. The 

implicit attitude is determined by comparing performance on different trials within the 
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same task (De Houwer, 2003) as opposed to comparing performance on trials in different 

tasks in the IAT. Because both of these measures tend to have low reliability (De Houwer, 

2003; Stieger et al., 2011), they were not selected as appropriate for this study.  

IFT and its Related Constructs 

Implicit followership theories are based on categorization theory, which specifies 

individuals cognitively represent attributes of a social category in the form of prototypes 

(Rosch, 1978). Prototypes are an abstract representation or a fuzzy set of features that 

determine category membership by helping to distinguish category members from non-

category members (Lord, 1977, 1985; Lord & Alliger, 1985; Lord, Foti, & DeVader, 

1984). Categorization theory posits that when making judgments about target individuals, 

schemas based on IFTs are activated, and characteristics of the target are matched against 

follower prototypes. In turn, these schemas generate further knowledge and assumptions 

about followers’ behaviors (Hogg, Hains, & Mason, 1998). For example, prototypical 

followers are represented by nine positive characteristics (e.g., hard working, outgoing, 

reliable), and nine negative characteristics (e.g., slowness, inexperience, rudeness) (Sy, 

2010).  

There are different levels of followership (Epitropaki, Sy, Martin, Topakas, & 

Tram, 2013). At the superordinate level, which is the most abstract and inclusive, the 

concept of followers is distinguished from the concept of leaders (Lord, Foti, & De Vader, 

1984; Shondrick & Lord, 2010). At the basic level, followers are categorized by domain 

or context. For example, followers in the military are likely to be categorized differently 

from followers in a business setting or in a religious setting. At the subordinate level, 
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which is the most concrete and exclusive, followers are further categorized into sub-

domains. For example, in a business setting subordinate level categories may be mid-

management followers and low-level followers, or followers in information technology 

and followers in manufacturing (Epitropaki et al., 2013; Shondrick & Lord, 2010).  

Hypotheses 

This study conceptualizes followers as a role occupied in a work environment (the 

basic level). The Single-target IAT as an implicit measure of IFT, hereafter called the 

Single-target IAT IFT measure, was situated in a work context by using terms such as 

worker, employee, and subordinate (see Appendix C). In addition, traits associated with 

followers found in Sy’s (2010) measure (e.g., hard-working, reliable, team player, 

inexperienced) were posited to further reinforce a work context. To examine the validity 

of the Single-target IAT IFT measure, I formulated hypotheses based on constructs 

related to IFTs. 

Criterion constructs. Individuals have affective attitudes and responses about all 

kinds of objects (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Similarly, individuals should have an affective 

attitude or response about followers. Perceptions about followers (and leaders) may have 

developed at a young age via multiple experiences and interactions (Matthews, Lord, & 

Walker as cited by Shondrick & Lord, 2010), or influenced by culture or society (House, 

Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman & Gupta, 2004; Meindl, Ehrlich, & Dukerich, 1985). For 

example, in Western societies leaders are viewed as influential change agents of 

organizational success (Chen & Meindl, 1991). This positive bias towards leaders has 

been recognized as the “romance of leadership and insubordination of followership”  
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(Meindl, 1995; Meindl et al., 1985; Uhl-Bien & Pillai, 2007). As such, the Single-target 

IAT IFT measure should be related to affective and attitudinal measures about followers.  

Hypothesis 1: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

feelings about followers. 

Hypothesis 2: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

semantic differentials of followers. 

Convergent constructs. The Single-target IAT IFT measure should be related to 

other constructs that assess followership such as implicit measures of IFT and explicit 

measures of IFT.  

Four constructs will serve to test convergent validity; these include entity theory of 

followers, another implicit measure of IFT, and two explicit measures of IFT.  

Entity theory posits individuals’ personalities are static, fixed traits, whereas 

incremental theory posits individuals’ personalities can be changed (Chiu, Hong, & 

Dweck, 1997; Dweck, Hong, & Chiu, 1993). Research has found that individuals who are 

entity theorists tend to judge themselves and others in terms of dispositional traits, and 

use traits to process information about behavior. Conversely, incremental theorists tend to 

judge themselves and others in terms of process and performance, and to take into 

account temporal states and situations in their judgments (Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995a, 

1995b; Dweck, Hong, & Chiu, 1993). As such, whether individuals view follower traits 

as stable or malleable should be related to individuals’ IFTs.  

Furthermore, the Single-target IAT IFT measure should be related to other 

implicit measures of IFT, such as a projective IFT measure (Sy, 2013). Based on a 
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projective method developed by Harms and Luthans (2012), the projective IFT measure 

asks individuals to construct stories about followers in neutral situations and then rate the 

fictitious followers on various traits (Sy, 2013). Similar to the Thematic Apperception 

Test (Morgan, 2002; Murray, 1943), interpretations of the story and characterization of 

followers are posited to reflect individual’s implicit views about followers.  

Moreover, assuming that implicit and explicit measures represent the same 

construct, the Single-target IAT IFT measure should be related to explicit measures of 

IFT. Little research has used the IAT to assess organizational constructs (Uhlmann et al., 

2012); however, notions of structural fit suggest the degree to which implicit and explicit 

measures involve similar concepts and stimuli should correspond to the magnitude of the 

relationship between measurement scores (Hofmann, Gawronski, Gschwendner, & 

Schmitt, 2005; Payne & Gawronski, 2010). Because stimuli in the Single-target IAT IFT 

measure will be based on traits found in the explicit, self-report IFT measure (Sy, 2010) 

the two measures should be related. I also constructed another explicit measure of IFT to 

test for convergent validity because IFT is a relatively new construct with only one 

explicit measure at this time (Sy, 2010). I created an explicit, behavioral IFT measure by 

adapting traits associated with followers (Sy, 2010) into behavioral statements. 

Hypothesis 3: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

entity theory of followers. 

Hypothesis 4: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

projective IFTs.  
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Hypothesis 5: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

explicit, self-reported IFTs. 

Hypothesis 6: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to an 

explicit, behavioral measure of IFT. 

Discriminant constructs. The Single-target IAT IFT measure should be 

unrelated or weakly related to constructs that assess mood, personality, and implicit 

theories of leadership and performance. Five constructs will serve to test discriminant 

validity; these include positive and negative mood, personality, implicit leadership theory, 

and implicit performance theory.  

Although individuals should have an affective response about followers, this 

should be distinct from one’s current moods or feelings. This is because followership 

should evoke notions about a group of people. Conversely, mood concerns the extent to 

which an individual is experiencing positive or negative emotions (Watson, Clark, & 

Tellegen, 1988). Furthermore, mood is a temporary state, whereas IFTs have been shown 

to be stable (Sy, 2010). It is possible that individuals’ moods as influenced by their 

disposition may be related to how one perceives followers (e.g., positively or negatively). 

However, the relationship between individuals’ moods and IFTs should be weak.  

Furthermore, IFTs are distinct from personality factors. The five-factor model of 

personality (often called the “Big Five”) consists of five dimensions: openness to 

experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism (Costa & 

McCrae, 1995; Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002). Personality factors are individual 

difference variables that appear to have a genetic basis (Jang, Livesley, & Vernon, 1996; 
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Judge, Higgins, Thoresen, & Barrick, 1999), whereas IFTs is a cognitive category used to 

make sense of one’s surroundings. As such, the relationship between IFTs and 

personality should be small. 

Moreover, individuals rely on implicit theories to process information and make 

judgments in social situations (Lord & Maher, 1991). The schema that is activated will 

differ depending on the role and context (Engle & Lord, 1997). Even though leadership 

and followership are intertwined concepts and related by definition, they are distinct 

concepts that evoke different traits. For example, implicit leadership theories (Epitropaki 

& Martin, 2004) include traits such as dynamic, clever, and masculine. As such, IFTs 

should be weakly related to implicit leadership theories. Similarly, implicit performance 

theories activate expectations about how followers should perform. Unlike IFTs, which 

pertain to the common or general traits associated with followers, implicit performance 

theories pertain to the qualities associated with effective or ineffective followers, such as 

being an independent thinker or communicating effectively (Engle & Lord, 1997). IFTs 

and implicit performance theories may be related, but they are distinct constructs.  

Hypothesis 7: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be weakly related to 

positive mood. 

Hypothesis 8: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be weakly related to 

negative mood. 

Hypothesis 9: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be weakly related to the 

Big Five personality factors.   
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Hypothesis 10: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be weakly related to 

implicit leadership theory. 

Hypothesis 11: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be weakly related to 

implicit performance theory. 

Workplace outcomes and the generalizability of the Single-Target IAT IFT measure  

It is important to establish the generalizability of the Single-target IAT IFT 

measure in an organizational context. One contribution to developing an implicit measure 

of IFT is the identification of individuals who may have a positive or negative bias 

toward followers. As previously mentioned, individuals may be reluctant to reveal 

negative biases or individuals may not even be aware they have an automatic negative 

bias of followers. Yet, these perceptions can bias individuals thinking and behavior. For 

example, research has shown that positive or negative expectations by leaders can create 

self-fulfilling prophecies and affect follower outcomes (Eden, 1992; Whiteley, Sy, & 

Johnson, 2012). Moreover, research has shown that the relationship quality between 

leaders and followers impacts employee job satisfaction (Wayne & Ferris, 1990) and 

organizational commitment (Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins, 1989). Consequently, the 

identification of leaders who have a negative view of followers may help to classify 

leaders who may need more behavioral leadership training. Once the initial step of 

identifying leaders with a positive or negative IFT has been accomplished, only then can 

researchers and scholars help train leaders to be more effective and develop better 

relationships with their followers.  
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Organizational criterion constructs. Prior research shows self-reported IFTs 

can predict workplace outcomes (Kruse & Sy, 2011; Sy, 2010; Whiteley et al., 2012). For 

example, a study found leaders’ IFTs linearly predicted performance expectations, 

relationship quality with their follower, liking, and their followers’ job performance 

(Whiteley et al., 2012). In another study, IFTs linearly predicted liking of a dyadic 

partner, experience of positive affect, higher engagement, and organizational 

commitment (Kruse, 2010). These studies suggest the Single-target IAT IFT measure 

should be aligned with organizational attitudes and variables that tap into how individuals 

enact their role within the organization. That is, individuals’ IFTs should be congruent to 

their behavior (Lord & Maher, 1993). For example, individuals with positive perceptions 

of followers should be more likely to engage in positive behaviors (such as performing 

tasks, meeting deadlines, being punctual, helping peers, etc). In turn, this should relate to 

perceptions of their job performance and job satisfaction. Furthermore, to the extent that 

individuals view followers as positive contributors to their organization (Carsten et al., 

2010), individuals may be more likely to exert additional effort and be committed to their 

organization. Research suggests individuals are more likely to engage in positive 

organizational citizenship behaviors when they view behaviors as part of the role (Coyle-

Shapiro, Kessler, & Purcell, 2004). As such, individuals with positive perceptions of 

followers may be more likely to engage in behaviors that benefit the organization (e.g., 

training others, working extra hours), and be committed to helping the organization 

succeed.  
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Hypothesis 12: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

job performance.  

Hypothesis 13: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 14: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

organizational citizenship behaviors. 

Hypothesis 15: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

organizational commitment. 

Hypothesis 16: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

extra-role behavior. 

Predictability of the Single-target IAT IFT measure 

All of the hypothesized constructs above reflect attitudinal constructs and ask 

individuals to self-report on their responses. It is also important to be able to predict 

behaviors associated with the Single-target IAT IFT measure. Across several studies, 

self-reported IFTs have consistently predicted leader-member relationship quality 

between dyads (Sy, 2010; Whiteley et al., 2012). This indicates one’s attitudes and 

perceptions can have behavioral manifestations (Bargh et al., 1996; Dijksterhuis, & 

Bargh, 2001). In particular, IFTs may be related to how leaders behave toward their 

followers as well as how one behaves when in a follower role. For example, leaders with 

positive IFTs may be more likely to engage in training with their followers, and followers 

with positive IFTs may be more receptive to directions given from their leaders.  
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Predictive validity. To assess the predictive validity of the Single-target IAT IFT 

measure, I examined the predictability of observable behaviors in a simulated leader-

follower laboratory task. First, I selected universal behaviors that occur in most 

workplace interactions (Haines & Sumner, 2013) such as smiling, frowning, making eye 

contact, and head nodding. Then, I selected behaviors that are closely linked to the leader 

or follower role. Because leaders evaluate their followers’ work, they are likely to praise 

their followers and make statements that can be negative or corrective. Alternatively, 

because followers rely on their leader for direction, followers are likely to ask questions 

and potentially interrupt their leader for clarification. In general, behaviors such as 

smiling, making eye contact, head nodding, giving praise, making positive statements, 

and asking questions are posited as showing engagement. As such, these behaviors 

should be positively related to IFTs. Conversely, behaviors such as frowning, making 

negative statements, and interrupting others are posited as unfavorable and 

unconstructive. As such, these behaviors should be negatively related to IFTs.  

Hypothesis 17: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

the frequency of smiling. 

Hypothesis 18: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be negatively related to 

the frequency of frowns. 

Hypothesis 19: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

the making eye contact. 

Hypothesis 20: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

the frequency of head nods. 
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Hypothesis 21: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

the frequency of questions asked. 

Hypothesis 22: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be negatively related to 

the frequency of interruptions made.  

Hypothesis 23: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

the frequency of praise given. 

Hypothesis 24: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

the frequency of positive toned statements. 

Hypothesis 25: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be negatively related to 

the frequency of negative toned statements. 

 In addition to examining observable behaviors, it is possible the Single-target IAT 

IFT measure may predict observable attributes or traits (Babad, Bernieri, & Rosenthal, 

1991; Steckler & Rosenthal, 1985). Individuals form impressions about the attributes and 

traits of others based on non-verbal and verbal cues (Park, 1996). In turn, these cues elicit 

specific implicit theories, which guide judgments with regard to how to respond and 

behave toward others (Lord & Maher, 1993). Research on non-verbal behavior suggests 

reliable judgments can be made about attributes in others (Steckler & Rosenthal, 1985). 

As such, rather than solely rely on self-reported attributes, I investigated whether the 

Single-target IAT IFT measure would predict multiple observer ratings on six attributes 

(Steckler & Rosenthal, 1985). 

Hypothesis 26: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

ratings of warmth.  
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Hypothesis 27: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be negatively related to 

ratings of hostility. 

Hypothesis 28: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

ratings of competence. 

Hypothesis 29: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

ratings of confidence. 

Hypothesis 30: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be negatively related to 

ratings of dominance. 

Hypothesis 31: The Single-target IAT IFT measure will be positively related to 

ratings of strength. 

Overview of Studies 

 A total of 3 studies were conducted. The pilot study served to test Hypotheses 1 to 

Hypotheses 11 and assess the criterion and construct validity (convergent and 

discriminant) of the Single-target IAT IFT measure. Study 1 served to replicate tests of 

Hypotheses 1 to Hypotheses 11 and assess the criterion and construct validity of the 

Single-target IAT IFT measure using a student sample (Study 1a) and an employee 

sample (Study 1b). In addition, the employee sample served to test Hypotheses 12 to 

Hypotheses 16 and to assess the temporal stability of the Single-target IAT IFT measure. 

Finally, Study 2 served to provide another opportunity for replication of Hypotheses 1 to 

Hypotheses 11. Study 2 also served to test Hypotheses 17 to Hypotheses 31 and assess 

the predictive validity of the Single-target IAT IFT measure in a simulated leader-

follower dyadic task.  
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Pilot Study  

Method 

Participants 

A total of 63 undergraduate students from the research pool at University of 

California, Riverside were recruited in exchange for course credit. Data was collected on 

two occasions, two weeks apart (hereafter called time 1 and time 2) in the fall quarter of 

2012. Of the 63 participants, 44 completed both time 1 and time 2 and 19 only completed 

time 1. Data for 7 participants was not included due to substantial missing data or 

incomplete surveys.  

The sample included 40 men (63.5%) and 23 women (36.5%). The ethnic 

composition of the sample was 25 Asian Americans (39.6%), 25 Hispanic/Latinos 

(39.6%), 5 multi-racial (7.9%), 5 Caucasians (7.9%), 1 African American (1.6%), and 2 

other (3.2%). Eighteen participants were currently working.  

Procedure 

The study was titled Improving workplace interactions. Before signing up for the 

study, participants were informed this was a two-part study. Research suggests having 

separate sessions should minimize the influence of the Single-target IAT IFT measure on 

the self-report IFT scale (Greenwald et al., 2009; Sy, 2010). In time 1, participants 

completed the Single-target IAT IFT measure and then completed an online survey with 

several explicit self-report measures, which included the feeling thermometer, semantic 

differentials, entity theory of followers, positive and negative affect scale, the Big Five 

Inventory, implicit leadership theory, and implicit performance theory. Even though 
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researchers argue intercorrelations are not affected by the order of presentation of implicit 

and explicit measures (Nosek, Greenwald et al., 2007), the Single-target IAT IFT 

measure was always presented before the explicit self-report measures to minimize the 

possibility of inflated correlations (Karpinski & Steinman, 2006). In time 2, participants 

were emailed a link to the online survey and allowed to complete the survey remotely. 

All measures in time 2 were explicit self-report measures, which included the projective 

IFT or the self-report IFT, behavioral IFT, and the positive and negative affect scale. The 

combined duration for time 1 and time 2 was approximately 45 minutes. 

For time 1, participants were tested in groups of 1 to 3 at a time. Participants came 

into a laboratory and were seated in front of a computer. Once seated, a research assistant 

read instructions to participants (see Appendix D). All tasks were presented on the 

computer and all participants completed the tasks in the same order. After completing the 

Single-target IAT IFT measure and the online survey, participants were given a consent 

form to read and sign (Appendix G). Then, participants were dismissed. Two weeks later, 

participants were sent a link to the online survey for time 2. If a participant did not 

complete the online survey for time 2 within three days, an email reminder was sent to 

the participant.  

Measures 

Complete lists of all items in each measure are shown in Appendix C. 

Single-target IAT IFT measure. Most IAT measures vary the target categories, 

but use the same stimulus words from Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz, (1998) for the 

attribute dimensions (i.e., pleasant and unpleasant) (see Appendix A). For the Single-
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target IAT IFT measure, I replaced the attribute dimensions (e.g., “positive” will 

substitute “pleasant”) and words (e.g., “productive” will substitute “freedom”) with the 

items from the self-report IFT scale because Sy (2010) has already developed and 

validated the positive and negative traits that individuals associate with followers (Fiedler 

et al., 2006). In addition, the positive and negative dimension found in the IFT construct 

(Sy, 2010) parallels the pleasant and unpleasant attribute dimensions in the IAT 

(Greenwald et al., 1998). Moreover, prior research on idiographic person-centered IATs, 

which used individualized stimulus words (Stieger, Goritz, & Burger, 2010), found 

varying the stimulus words did not affect category representation. Lastly, I did not use the 

stimulus words from Greenwald et al., (1998) and Karpinski and Steinman’s (2006) study 

for the Single-target IAT IFT measure because they lacked content validity for the 

follower target category (e.g., Greenwald et al. use words such as freedom, love, pollute, 

cancer). All of the stimulus words in the Single-target IAT IFT measure are shown in 

Appendix C.  

During the Single-target IAT IFT measure, instructions were presented before 

each trial. The appropriate categories constantly appeared on either the top-right right and 

top-left of the screen. The stimulus word appeared in the bottom center of the screen, one 

at a time, and remained on the screen until the participant responded. Incorrect responses 

were followed with a red X for 150 milliseconds; participants could not proceed until 

they pressed the correct key (Karpinski & Steinman, 2006).  

To gain familiarity with the software functions, and prior to beginning the Single-

target IAT IFT measure sequence, participants completed a brief tutorial using the 
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categories “Positive” and “Negative” (see Appendix B and Table 1) (Greenwald & 

Farnham, 2000). Participants were instructed to categorize the stimulus words as quickly 

as possible. Participants were instructed to press the left-key when stimulus words 

matched the attribute category “positive” (e.g., productive, happy, teamplayer) or press 

the right-key when stimulus words matched the attribute category “negative” (e.g., rude, 

inexperienced, slow).  

Following previous IAT measures (Karpinski & Steinman, 2006), the Single-

target IAT IFT measure comprises two stages. In the first stage, participants were 

instructed: (a) to press the left-key when stimulus words matched the attribute category 

“positive” (e.g., productive, happy, teamplayer) or (b) to press the left-key when stimulus 

words matched the target category “follower” (e.g., follower, subordinate, worker). In 

addition, participants were instructed (c) to press a right-key when stimulus words 

matched the attribute category “negative” (e.g., rude, inexperienced, slow) appear on the 

screen. In the second stage, participants were instructed: (a) to press a left-key when 

stimulus words matched the attribute category “positive” appear on the screen, or (b) to 

press a right-key when stimulus words matched the attribute category “negative” appear 

on the screen. In addition, participants were instructed to (c) to press the right-key when 

stimulus words matched the target category “follower” (e.g., follower, subordinate, 

worker). All of the stimulus words were drawn randomly from each category and did not 

follow a fixed sequence (Hofmann et al., 2005).  

Order effects were minimized by counterbalancing the stages and by including 

practice trials before each test trial in the Single-target IAT IFT (Gawronski & LeBel, 
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2008; Nosek, Greenwald, & Banaji, 2007; Nosek, Greenwald et al., 2007). Presentation 

of the target category “follower” was counterbalanced between the positive and negative 

stages. Half of the participants received the aforementioned sequence (left-key = positive 

+ follower; right-key = negative). The other half of participants received the following 

counterbalanced sequence (left-key = positive; right-key = negative + follower). 

Furthermore, within each stage, participants completed a short, practice block with 24 

trials before proceeding to the full test block with 72 trials. Inclusion of practice trials has 

been shown to reduce order effects (Nosek, Greenwald et al., 2007; Nosek, Smyth et al., 

2007).  

The proposed sequence and number of trials in the Single-target IAT has 

previously been tested and validated (Karpinski & Steinman, 2006; Penke et al., 2006). 

The procedural sequence can also be found in Table 1, and sample screenshots with a 

step-by-step explanation of the Single-target IAT IFT measure are shown in Appendix A. 

The attribute words for the “positive” category are: hardworking, productive, above and 

beyond, excited, outgoing, happy, loyal, reliable, and team player. The attribute words for 

the “negative” category are: easily influenced, follows trends, soft spoken, arrogant, rude, 

bad-tempered, uneducated, slow, and inexperienced. The target words for the “follower” 

category are: subordinate, worker, employee, associate, member, staff, workforce, laborer, 

and follower (also shown in Appendix B). Synonyms that represented the word follower 

in a work setting were chosen from the website www.thesaurus.com. The number of 

stimulus words for each category was kept consistent at nine items. In addition, 
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presentation of the stimulus words did not follow a fixed order (i.e., words were 

randomly presented) within each category. 

Feeling thermometer. Adapted from Greenwald et al., (1998), participants rated 

how they felt about followers in general using a feeling thermometer with a range from 0 

to 99 (100-point scale) with 10 degree intervals. Word anchors were specified at 0 

(unfavorable), 50 (neutral), and 99 (favorable).  

Semantic differential measures. Consistent with previous IAT studies, I 

included semantic differential measures for each category (Dunton & Fazio, 1997; 

Greenwald et al., 1998; Karpinski & Steinman, 2006; Nosek & Smyth, 2007; Osgood, 

Suci, & Tannebaum, 1957). Semantic differential measures assess attitudes toward a 

category using polar opposite adjective pairs. Participants rated the follower category on 

a 7-point scale ranging from -3 (negative) to +3 (positive). The pairs were: good-bad, 

pleasant-unpleasant, honest-dishonest, nice-awful, and foolish-wise. A sample item was: 

“For this question, please think about the category: Follower. Using this scale of Good - 

to - Bad, rate the category: Follower.” The five scores were averaged to obtain the 

semantic differential of followership. Cronbach’s alpha was .79. 

Participants also used polar-opposite adjective pairs to also rate both the positive 

and negative category on a 7-point scale ranging from -3 (negative) to +3 (positive). The 

pairs were: good-bad, pleasant-unpleasant, honest-dishonest, nice-awful, and foolish-wise. 

The scores were averaged to obtain the semantic differential of positive and negative, 

respectively. Cronbach’s alpha was .78 for the positive category, and .82 for the negative 

category. 



 

39 

 

Entity theory of followers scale. Adapted from Chiu, Hong, and Dweck (1997), 

this 8-item measure assesses how much individuals believe followers have the ability to 

change. Participants were used a 6-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly 

agree) to respond to the statements. Participants were instructed to “avoid pondering any 

particular statement as the first response that occurs to you is usually the most accurate.” 

Sample items from the scale include “The kind of follower someone is, is something 

basic about them, and it can’t be changed very much” and “Followers can substantially 

change the kind of person they are.” Cronbach’s alpha was .85. 

Self-report IFT scale. The self-report IFT scale is an 18-item measure that asks 

individuals to rate how characteristic each item is for followers ranging from 0 (not at all 

characteristic) to 9 (extremely characteristic) (Sy, 2010). The Prototype factor was 

formed with nine items: hard-working, productive, goes above and beyond, excited, 

outgoing, happy, loyal, reliable, and team player. Cronbach’s alpha was .93. The 

Antiprototype factor was formed with nine items: easily influenced, follows trends, soft-

spoken, arrogant, rude, bad-tempered, uneducated, slow, and inexperienced. Cronbach’s 

alpha was .86. 

Projective IFT scale. This implicit measure of IFT (Sy, 2013) uses a projective 

method developed by Harms & Luthans (2012). Participants were asked to create and 

write short stories about a “typical employee” in three different scenarios. Participants 

were instructed to spend about 2 to 4 minutes on each story. The three stories were: 

Group member talks to supervisor, Group member moves to a new department, Group 

member attends job evaluation meeting. After completing the stories, participants used a 
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7-point Likert scale from 1 (very inaccurate) to 7 (very accurate) to rate the degree to 

which 9 positive and 9 negative items accurately described the employee in the stories. 

These 18-items are the same items found in the self-report IFT scale (Sy, 2010). 

Cronbach’s alpha was .96 for the Prototype factor. Cronbach’s alpha was .89 for the 

Antiprototype factor.  

Behavioral IFT scale. Because the Single-target IAT implicit followership 

measure used the same items from Sy’s (2010) scale, I converted the 18 traits from Sy’s 

(2010) scale into behavioral statements. Participants rated how much their degree of 

agreement with each statement using a 10-point Likert scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 

10 (strongly agree). Sample items include “Followers continue to work hard until their 

work is done” and “Followers engage in additional work that is not expected from them.” 

Cronbach’s alpha was .94 for the Prototype factor, and .67 for the Antiprototype factor. 

Because Cronbach’s alpha for the Antiprototype factor was low, I also obtained internal 

consistency estimates for the second-order, three-factor dimensions which showed 

acceptable reliability: conformity ( = .70), insubordination ( = .70), and incompetence 

( = .81). 

Positive and negative affect scale. This 20-item scale assesses individuals’ 

current feelings and emotions (Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988). Participants completed 

this 20-item measure on two occasions, two weeks apart. Participants were asked to 

indicate to “what extent you generally felt this way over the last week.” Sample items 

that represent the positive dimension include “active” and “at rest.” Sample items that 

represent the negative dimension include “distressed” and “drowsy.” Cronbach’s alpha 
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was .86 for positive affect, and .77 for negative affect at time 1. Cronbach’s alpha 

was .78 for positive affect, and .83 for negative affect at time 2. 

Big Five Inventory scale. This 44-item scale measures five personality 

dimensions of openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, 

and neuroticism (John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991). Participants were instructed to “Use 

the starting sentence below, please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the 

phrases on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). I see MYSELF as 

someone who….” Sample items include “is inventive,” “tends to be lazy,” “is talkative,” 

“tends to find fault with others,” and “is emotionally stable, not easily upset.” Cronbach’s 

alpha was .73 for openness to experience, .81 for conscientiousness, .82 for 

extraversion, .68 for agreeableness, and .77 for neuroticism. 

Implicit leadership theory scale. This 21-item scale measures prototypic traits 

associated with leaders (Epitropaki & Martin, 2004). Participants used a 10-point Likert 

scale from 0 (extremely uncharacteristic) to 9 (extremely characteristic) to rate how 

characteristic the following traits are of leaders in general. Sample items include “helpful” 

and “understanding.” Cronbach’s alpha was .73. 

Implicit performance theory scale. This 17-item scale measures performance 

expectations for followers (Engle & Lord, 1997; Wernimont, 1971). Participants were 

instructed “thinking about workers and behaviors expected of subordinates by their 

supervisors” and then to rate workers on the dimensions using the 5-point Likert scale of 

1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Sample items include “interested in work” 

and “gives suggestions.” Cronbach’s alpha was .95. 
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Analyses 

Calculation of the Single-target IAT IFT score. Before calculating the Single-

target IAT IFT scores, Greenwald et al., (2003) recommend dealing with errors and 

response latencies. High error rates suggest participants may not have understood the 

instructions, may have been responding randomly, or may not have been paying close 

attention (Greenwald & Farnham, 2000; Penke et al., 2006). As such, trials with latencies 

> 10,000 milliseconds (ms) are deleted, and participants who have more than 10% of 

trials with latencies < 300 milliseconds (ms) are also deleted (Greenwald et al., 2003). 

None of the participants showed high error rates or high latencies so all participants were 

included in the analyses. 

To calculate the Single-target IAT IFT score, I used the D-score algorithm 

proposed by Greenwald et al., (2003), which has been validated across 6 studies and 

almost 12,000 participants. The steps below follow the newer D-score algorithm (D1 in 

Greenwald et al., 2003).  

Step 1. Compute the mean for the correct latencies in milliseconds for each block 

(Block 1, Block 2, Block 3, and Block 4).  

Step 2. Compute the standard deviation for the practice block (Block 1 + Block 3) 

and the standard deviation for the test block (Block 2 + Block 4). 

Step 3. Replace each error latency with the block mean + 600 ms. 

Step 4. Average the values for each of the four blocks. 

Step 5. Compute two differences: Block 3 – Block 1 and Block 4 – Block 2. 

Step 6. Divide each difference by the corresponding standard deviation. 
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Step 7. Average the two numbers in Step 6.  

 A positive numerical D-score indicates more positive attitudes toward followers 

and a negative numerical D-score indicates more negative attitudes toward followers. The 

absolute value cut-off scores to indicate a weak, moderate, or strong attitude were .15, .35, 

and .65, respectively (Devine, Forscher, Austin, & Cox, 2012). In addition, the D-score is 

conceptually similar to Cohen’s d effect size measure (Nosek, 2005).  

Pilot Study Results 

All analyses were conducted using SPSS v18.0. Correlational analyses show the 

Single-target IAT IFT measure was not significantly correlated with most of the criterion, 

construct, or discriminant measures. The intercorrelations, means, and standard 

deviations are shown in Table 2 and Table 3. The Single-target IAT IFT measure was 

significantly correlated with feelings of followers (r = -.26, p < .05) and with positive 

affect at time 2 (r = .30, p < .05). The correlation between the Single-target IAT IFT 

measure and extraversion reached marginal significance (r = .24, p < .10). Even though 

the Single-target IAT IFT measure was significantly correlated with feelings of followers, 

the relationship was in the opposite predicted direction. As such, Hypothesis 1 was not 

supported. Hypothesis 7 was supported for time 2 only. The remaining hypotheses were 

not supported.  

Pilot Study Discussion 

Most measures were not significantly correlated with the Single-target IAT IFT 

measure. However, because the sample size was small, it would be premature to reject or 

accept the Single-target IAT IFT measure. In addition, because of the similarity in items 
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between the self-report IFT and the projective IFT, participants only received one of the 

two measures. As such analyses for the self-report IFT (n = 24) and projective IFT (n = 

20) were based on very small samples. Even though the results were not ideal, the issue 

of validity could only be resolved with a larger sample so I decided to proceed with Study 

1.  

Study 1 

Data was collected using a student sample (Study 1a) and an employee sample 

(Study 1b). The method and results sections are presented separately; however, the 

discussion section was combined because the results were similar.  

Study 1a Method 

Participants  

The student sample consisted of 401 undergraduate students recruited from the 

psychology research pool at the University of California, Riverside in the winter quarter 

of 2013. Of the 401 students, 374 students completed both time 1 and time 2, and 27 

students only completed time 1. The student sample included 245 females (61.1%) and 

156 males (38.9%). The ethnic composition was diverse: 176 (43.9%) were Asian 

American, 118 (29.4%) were Hispanic or Latino, 52 (13.0%) were Caucasian American, 

32 (8.0%) were “other,” 22 (5.5%) were African American, and 1 (0.2%) were Native 

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander. On average, participants were 19.22 (SD = 1.27) years old. 

One hundred and thirty eight students (34.4%) were currently working and working an 

average of 15.30 (SD = 7.95) hours per week.  

Procedures 
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To encourage students to complete both parts of the study, students were given a 

candy bar and credit in exchange for their participation. The procedure for Study 1a 

followed the same order as in the pilot study. Students came into the laboratory in groups 

of 1 to 8 at a time and were seated in front of the computer. A research assistant read the 

instructions to participants, and then participants proceeded to complete the Single-target 

IAT IFT measure and explicit self-report measures in time 1 (see Appendix D). Two 

weeks later, participants were sent an online survey link and asked to complete the 

explicit self-report measures in time 2. The explicit self-report measures in Study 1a 

included the same measures reported in the pilot study, except for one difference. 

Students who were currently working were asked to also complete measures of job 

performance, job satisfaction, organizational citizenship behaviors, organizational 

commitment, and extra-role behavior.  

Measures 

A portion of the same measures from the pilot study was used in Study 1a. For 

those measures I did not include sample items. However, complete lists of all items in 

each measure are shown in Appendix C. 

Single-target IAT IFT measure.
1
 Participants from Study 1a used a web-based 

version of the Single-target IAT IFT measure, instead of locally hosted software version 

of the Single-target IAT IFT measure. This web version was created by Inquisit and 

hosted on an external website (www.millisecond.com). Participants were assigned a 

subject ID number, which was used to randomly counterbalance the conditions. The web-

based version of the Single-target IAT IFT measure takes the subject ID number and 
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divides it by the number of conditions. The remainder (i.e., subject id number/number of 

conditions) determines the order of stages the participant receives 

(www.millisecond.com).  

To estimate the reliability of the Single-target IAT IFT measure, each trial block 

were divided into three consecutive parts of equal length (24 trials). The three parts were 

then used to compute the D-score for each participant. (Gawronski & Strack, 2004; 

Karpinski & Steinman, 2006). Cronbach’s alpha was .98. The Inquisit software is 

designed to automatically calculate the D-score as running score, which explains the high 

internal consistency. As such, I also calculated the correlation between the independent 

D-scores on the practice block and the test block, r = .69, p < .01.  

Feeling thermometer. Adapted from Greenwald et al., (1998), participants rated 

how they felt about followers in general using a feeling thermometer with a range from 0 

to 99 (100-point scale) with 10 degree intervals. Word anchors were specified at 0 

(unfavorable), 50 (neutral), and 99 (favorable).  

Semantic differential measures. Semantic differential measures were included 

for each category (Dunton & Fazio, 1997; Greenwald et al., 1998; Karpinski & Steinman, 

2006; Nosek & Smyth, 2007; Osgood et al., 1957). Semantic differential measures assess 

attitudes toward a category using polar opposite adjective pairs. Participants rated the 

follower category on a 7-point scale ranging from -3 (negative) to +3 (positive). The pairs 

were: good-bad, pleasant-unpleasant, honest-dishonest, nice-awful, and foolish-wise. The 

five scores were averaged to obtain the semantic differential of followership. Cronbach’s 

alpha was .79. 
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Participants also used polar-opposite adjective pairs to also rate both the positive 

and negative category on a 7-point scale ranging from -3 (negative) to +3 (positive). The 

pairs were: good-bad, pleasant-unpleasant, honest-dishonest, nice-awful, and foolish-wise. 

The scores were averaged to obtain the semantic differential of positive and negative, 

respectively. Cronbach’s alpha was .78 for the positive category, and .84 for the negative 

category.  

Entity theory of followers scale. Adapted from Chiu, Hong, and Dweck (1997), 

this 8-item measure assesses how much individuals believe followers have the ability to 

change. Participants were used a 6-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly 

agree) to respond to the statements. Participants were instructed to “avoid pondering any 

particular statement as the first response that occurs to you is usually the most accurate.” 

Cronbach’s alpha was .81 

Self-report IFT scale. The self-report IFT scale is an 18-item measure that asks 

individuals to rate how characteristic each item is for followers ranging from 0 (not at all 

characteristic) to 9 (extremely characteristic) (Sy, 2010). The Prototype factor was 

formed with nine items: hard-working, productive, goes above and beyond, excited, 

outgoing, happy, loyal, reliable, and team player. Cronbach’s alpha was .95 for the 

student sample. The Antiprototype factor was formed with nine items: easily influenced, 

follows trends, soft-spoken, arrogant, rude, bad-tempered, uneducated, slow, and 

inexperienced. Cronbach’s alpha was .88. 

Projective IFT scale. This implicit measure of IFT (Sy, 2013) uses a projective 

method developed by Harms and Luthans (2012). Participants were asked to create and 
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write short stories about a “typical employee” in three different scenarios. Participants 

were instructed to spend about 2 to 4 minutes on each story. The three stories were: 

Group member talks to supervisor, Group member moves to a new department, Group 

member attends job evaluation meeting. After completing the stories, participants used a 

7-point Likert scale from 1 (very inaccurate) to 7 (very accurate) to rate the degree to 

which 9 positive and 9 negative items accurately described the employee in the stories. 

Cronbach’s alpha was .92 for the Prototype factor and .85 for the Antiprototype factor. 

Behavioral IFT scale. This 18-item scale, adapted from Sy (2010) assesses the 

prototypic behaviors associated with followers. Participants rated how much their degree 

of agreement with each statement using a 10-point Likert scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 

10 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha was .84 for the Prototype factor, and .75 for the 

Antiprototype factor. 

Positive and negative affect scale. This 20-item scale assesses individuals’ 

current feelings and emotions (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). Participants completed 

this 20-item measure on two separate occasions, two weeks apart. Participants were asked 

to indicate to “what extent you generally felt this way over the last week.” Cronbach’s 

alpha was .80 for positive affect and .79 for negative affect at time 1, and .86 for positive 

affect and .83 for negative affect at time 2.  

Big Five Inventory scale. This 44-item scale measures five personality 

dimensions of openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, 

and neuroticism (John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991). Participants were instructed to “Use 

the starting sentence below, please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the 
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phrases on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). I see MYSELF as 

someone who….” Cronbach’s alpha was .77 for openness to experience, .80 for 

conscientiousness, .86 for extraversion, .73 for agreeableness, and .80 for neuroticism.  

Implicit leadership theory scale. This 21-item scale measures prototypic traits 

associated with leaders (Epitropaki & Martin, 2004). Participants used a 10-point Likert 

scale from 0 (extremely uncharacteristic) to 9 (extremely characteristic) to rate how 

characteristic the following traits are of leaders in general. Cronbach’s alpha was .78. 

Implicit performance theory scale. This 17-item scale measures performance 

expectations for followers (Engle & Lord, 1997; Wernimont, 1971). Participants were 

instructed to “think about workers and behaviors expected of subordinates by their 

supervisors” and then rate workers on the dimensions using the 5-point Likert scale of 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha was .94. 

Job performance scale. This 3-item scale measures worker’s self-rated job 

performance (Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997). Participants used a 10-point Likert scale 

from 0 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree) to evaluate and rate their own job 

performance. Sample items include “In my estimation, I get my work done very 

effectively” and “I am competent in my job.” Cronbach’s alpha was .74. 

Job satisfaction scale. This 4-item scale measures how satisfied an individual 

feels about their current job (Quinn & Shephard, 1974). Participants used a 7-point Likert 

scale from 0 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) to rate how satisfied they were in 

their job. Sample items include “If a good friend of mine told me that he/she was 

interested in working in a job like mine I would strongly recommend it” and “All in all, I 
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am very satisfied with my current job.” Cronbach’s alpha was .92. 

Organizational citizenship behavior scale. This 4-item scale assesses whether 

individuals engage in organizationally beneficial behaviors that are outside of one’s role 

or contractual obligation (Cardona, Lawrence, & Bentler, 2004). Participants were asked 

to think about their workplace or organization and then use a 5-point Likert scale from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) to rate their level of agreement. Sample items 

include “When the workload is most intense I work extra hours, by shortening the usual 

breaks or staying at work later than usual” and “I frequently suggest new ideas to 

improve my department.” Cronbach’s alpha was .60. 

Organizational commitment scale. This 5-item scale measures individuals’ leve 

of commitment to their organization (Kidwell, Mossholder, & Bennett, 1997). 

Participants were asked to think about organization and then use a 7-point Likert scale 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) to rate their level of agreement. Sample 

items include “I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career in this organization” 

and “I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own.” Cronbach’s alpha 

was .75. 

Extra role behavior scale. This 10-item scale assesses proactive behaviors 

individuals engage in outside of their role (Pearce & Gregersen, 1991). Participants were 

asked to think about their workplace or organization and then use a 7-point Likert scale 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) to rate their level of agreement. Sample 

items include “I attend non-required training or educational sessions on my own time” 

and “I make especially helpful suggestions to improve the organization.” Cronbach’s 
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alpha was .91. 

Study 1a Results 

Because there are two counterbalanced sequences in the Single-target IAT IFT 

measure, I assessed for order effects. As previously mentioned, in the first sequence, 

participants complete the follower + positive block trials, and then complete the follower 

+ negative block trials. In the second sequence, participants complete the follower + 

negative block trials and then complete the follower + positive block trials. I conducted 

an independent samples t-test between participants who completed the first sequence, and 

participants who completed the second sequence (Steiger, 2013). Participants who 

completed the first sequence had a higher mean score (M = .21, SD = .25) on the Single-

target IAT IFT than participants who completed the second sequence (M = .14, SD = .29), 

t(381) = 2.60, p < .01. Given this, I split the file into the two corresponding groups. 

However, correlational analyses revealed that the pattern of significant and non-

significant relationships did not differ between the two groups. As such, I re-collapsed 

the two groups and present the results for the entire student sample. 

Correlational analyses show the Single-target IAT IFT measure was not 

significantly correlated with any of the criterion, construct, or discriminant measures. The 

intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations are shown in Table 4, Table 5, and 

Table 6. Correlations between the Single-target IAT IFT measure and three other 

measures reached marginal significance: the behavioral IFT, conformity dimension (r 

= .10, p < .10), positive affect at time 1 (r = -.09, p < .10), and positive affect at time 2 (r 

= -.10, p < .10). None of the hypotheses were supported 
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Post Hoc Analyses and Results 

Because the goal of this study is to develop an implicit measure of IFT, I also 

analyzed the bivariate correlations between the projective IFT measure, and discriminant 

and organizational criterion variables. The intercorrelations, means, and standard 

deviations are shown in Table 7 and Table 8. Correlational analyses show the projective, 

Prototype factor is significantly correlated with semantic differential of followers (r = .15, 

p < .05), behavioral Prototype factor (r = .29, p < .01), positive affect at time 1 (r = .15, p 

< .05), positive affect at time 2 (r = .22, p < .01), conscientiousness, (r = .21, p < .01), 

extraversion (r = .17, p < .05), agreeableness (r = .23, p < .05), implicit leadership theory 

(r = .16, p < .05), implicit performance theory (r = .25, p < .01), organizational 

citizenship behavior (r = .28, p < .05), and extra-role behavior (r = .35, p < .01). The 

projective, Antiprototype factor is significantly correlated with behavioral Antiprototype 

factor (r = .23, p < .05), negative affect at time 1 (r = .27, p < .01), negative affect at time 

2 (r = .39, p < .01), conscientiousness (r = -.21, p < .01), agreeableness (r = -.27, p < .01), 

neuroticism, (r = .20, p < .01), and implicit performance theory (r = -.20, p < .01). 

Study 1b 

Method 

Participants 

The employee sample consisted of 187 working individuals recruited from 

Amazon Mechanical Turk, an online website that compensates qualified individuals 

small amounts (e.g., $.05, $.50) to work on specified tasks. To qualify for the study, 

individuals had to meet the following requirements: 1) have a computer with internet 
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access, 2) be at least 18 years old, 3) speak fluent English, 4) be currently employed, 5) 

have at least 4 years of work experience, and 6) reside in the United States. Amazon 

Mechanical Turk participants were compensated $1.50 for completion of the study at 

time 1 and $1.50 for completion of the study at time 2. 

The employee sample included 105 females (56.1%) and 79 males (42.2%), 3 

(1.6%) individuals did not indicate their gender. The ethnic composition was diverse: 121 

(64.7%) were Caucasian American, 41 (21.9%) were Asian American, 15 (8.0%) were 

African American, 5 (2.7%) were “other,” 1 (0.5%) were Hispanic or Latino, and 1 

(0.5%) were Middle Eastern. On average, participants were 35.15 (SD = 11.48) years old. 

Participants had diverse levels of educational attainment, including: 31 (16.6%) with a 

high school diploma, 20 (10.7%) with an associates degree, 38 (20.3%) with a bachelors 

degree, 10 (5.3%) with a masters degree, and 1 (0.5%) with a professional degree (e.g., 

law, medical, doctorate, etc); 87 (46.5%) participants did not indicate their educational 

attainment. 

Participants had been with their current companies for an average of 5.10 (SD = 

4.37) years and were working an average of 39.91 (SD = 9.57) hours per week. 

Participants came from a variety of industries, including: 30 (16.0%) healthcare and 

social assistance, 25 (13.4%) other, 16 (8.6%) retail and wholesale trade, 15 (8.0%) 

finance and insurance, 12 (6.4%) educational services, 12 (6.4%) information technology, 

11 (5.9%) accommodation and food services, 10 (5.3%) arts, entertainment, and 

recreation, 10 (5.3%) construction and manufacturing, 10 (5.3%) government and 

military, 10 (5.3%) professional, scientific, and technical services, 7 (3.7%) utilities and 
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communication, and 1 (0.5%) real estate and leasing; 18 (9.6%) of participants did not 

indicate their work industry.  

Procedures 

Rather than come into a laboratory, the employee sample completed the study 

online using their personal computer. Participants completed the study at a time 

convenient to them (see Appendix F for the listing ad posted on Amazon Mechanical 

Turk’s website). Before beginning the study, participants were required to download the 

IAT software program. After the software was downloaded, participants were 

immediately taken to the Single-target IAT IFT measure. Once completed, participants 

were taken to the online survey for time 1. Participants who completed all measures in 

time 1 were compensated for their time and work. Then, two to four weeks later, 

participants were emailed the link to the second online survey. Participants who 

completed all measures in time 2 were compensated a second time for their time and 

work.  

Measures  

The explicit self-report measures at time 1 and time 2 were identical for Study 1a 

and Study 1b, except for one difference. All participants in Study 1b completed the 

projective IFT measure (Sy, 2013) and were not given the self-report IFT measure (Sy, 

2010). Past experience with employee samples indicates working individuals prefer 

shorter surveys. In addition, concerns about attrition and sample size with the employee 

sample led to the decision to only use the projective IFT measure to assess individuals 

IFTs. Complete lists of all items in each measure are shown in Appendix C. 
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Single-target IAT IFT measure. Participants from Study 1b also used the web-

based version of the Single-target IAT IFT measure described above. Participants were 

asked to create their own unique 6-digit subject ID number. Similar to Study 1a, the 

subject ID number randomly determined the order of stages on the Single-target IAT IFT. 

Data for 13 participants were deleted due to high percentages (between 10-85%) of trials 

with latencies < 300 milliseconds.  

To estimate the reliability of the Single-target IAT IFT measure, each trial block 

were divided into three consecutive parts of equal length (24 trials). The three parts were 

then used to compute the D-score for each participant. (Gawronski & Strack, 2004). 

Cronbach’s alpha was .98. The correlation between the independent D-scores on the 

practice block and the test block is r = .75, p < .01. 

Feeling thermometer. Adapted from Greenwald et al., (1998), participants rated 

how they felt about followers in general using a feeling thermometer with a range from 0 

to 99 (100-point scale) with 10 degree intervals. Word anchors were specified at 0 

(unfavorable), 50 (neutral), and 99 (favorable).  

Semantic differential measures. Semantic differential measures were included 

for each category (Dunton & Fazio, 1997; Greenwald et al., 1998; Karpinski & Steinman, 

2006; Nosek & Smyth, 2007; Osgood et al., 1957). Semantic differential measures assess 

attitudes toward a category using polar opposite adjective pairs. Participants rated the 

follower category on a 7-point scale ranging from -3 (negative) to +3 (positive). The pairs 

were: good-bad, pleasant-unpleasant, honest-dishonest, nice-awful, and foolish-wise. The 

five scores were averaged to obtain the semantic differential of followership. Cronbach’s 
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alpha was .88. 

Participants also used polar-opposite adjective pairs to also rate both the positive 

and negative category on a 7-point scale ranging from -3 (negative) to +3 (positive). The 

pairs were: good-bad, pleasant-unpleasant, honest-dishonest, nice-awful, and foolish-wise. 

The scores were averaged to obtain the semantic differential of positive and negative, 

respectively. Cronbach’s alpha was .87 for the positive category, and .83 for the negative 

category. 

Entity theory of followers scale. Adapted from Chiu, Hong, and Dweck (1997), 

this 8-item measure assesses how much individuals believe followers have the ability to 

change. Participants were used a 6-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly 

agree) to respond to the statements. Participants were instructed to “avoid pondering any 

particular statement as the first response that occurs to you is usually the most accurate.” 

Cronbach’s alpha was.92. 

Projective IFT scale. This implicit measure of IFT (Sy, 2013) uses a projective 

method developed by Harms and Luthans (2012). Participants were asked to create and 

write short stories about a “typical employee” in three different scenarios. Participants 

were instructed to spend about 2 to 4 minutes on each story. The three stories were: 

Group member talks to supervisor, Group member moves to a new department, Group 

member attends job evaluation meeting. After completing the stories, participants used a 

7-point Likert scale from 1 (very inaccurate) to 7 (very accurate) to rate the degree to 

which 9 positive and 9 negative items accurately described the employee in the stories. 

Cronbach’s alpha was .89 for the Prototype factor, and .89 for the Antiprototype factor. 
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Behavioral IFT scale. This 18-item scale, adapted from Sy (2010) assesses the 

prototypic behaviors associated with followers. Participants rated how much their degree 

of agreement with each statement using a 10-point Likert scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 

10 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha was .89 for the Prototype factor, and .68 for the 

Antiprototype factor. Because Cronbach’s alpha for the Antiprototype factor was low, I 

also obtained internal consistency estimates for the second-order, three-factor dimensions, 

which showed acceptable reliability: conformity ( = .79), insubordination ( = .73), and 

incompetence ( = .81).  

Positive and negative affect scale. This 20-item scale assesses individuals’ 

current feelings and emotions (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). Participants completed 

this 20-item measure on two separate occasions, two weeks apart. Participants were asked 

to indicate to “what extent you generally felt this way over the last week.” Cronbach’s 

alpha was .80 for positive affect and .90 for negative affect at time 1, and .82 for positive 

affect and .92 for negative affect at time 2. 

Big Five Inventory scale. This 44-item scale measures five personality 

dimensions of openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, 

and neuroticism (John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991). Participants were instructed to “Use 

the starting sentence below, please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the 

phrases on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). I see MYSELF as 

someone who….” Cronbach’s alpha was .86 for openness to experience, .87 for 

conscientiousness, .88 for extraversion, .83 for agreeableness, and .88 for neuroticism. 
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Implicit leadership theory scale. This 21-item scale measures prototypic traits 

associated with leaders (Epitropaki & Martin, 2004). Participants used a 10-point Likert 

scale from 0 (extremely uncharacteristic) to 9 (extremely characteristic) to rate how 

characteristic the following traits are of leaders in general. Cronbach’s alpha was .81. 

Implicit performance theory scale. This 17-item scale measures performance 

expectations for followers (Engle & Lord, 1997; Wernimont, 1971). Participants were 

instructed to “think about workers and behaviors expected of subordinates by their 

supervisors” and then rate workers on the dimensions using the 5-point Likert scale of 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha was .94. 

Job performance scale. This 3-item scale measures worker’s self-rated job 

performance (Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997). Participants used a 10-point Likert scale 

from 0 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree) to evaluate and rate their own job 

performance. Cronbach’s alpha was .87. 

Job satisfaction scale. This 4-item scale measures how satisfied an individual 

feels about their current job (Quinn & Shephard, 1974). Participants used a 7-point Likert 

scale from 0 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) to rate how satisfied they were in 

their job. Cronbach’s alpha was .94. 

Organizational citizenship behavior scale. This 4-item scale assesses whether 

individuals engage in organizationally beneficial behaviors that are outside of one’s role 

or contractual obligation (Cardona, Lawrence, & Bentler, 2004). Participants were asked 

to think about their workplace or organization and then use a 5-point Likert scale from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) to rate their level of agreement. Cronbach’s 
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alpha was .61. 

Organizational commitment scale. This 5-item scale measures individuals’ level 

of commitment to their organization (Kidwell, Mossholder, & Bennett, 1997). 

Participants were asked to think about organization and then use a 7-point Likert scale 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) to rate their level of agreement. 

Cronbach’s alpha was .91. 

Extra role behavior scale. This 10-item scale assesses proactive behaviors 

individuals engage in outside of their role (Pearce & Gregersen, 1991). Participants were 

asked to think about their workplace or organization and then use a 7-point Likert scale 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) to rate their level of agreement. 

Cronbach’s alpha was .85. 

Study 1b Results 

Similar to the student sample, I assessed for order effects in the Single-target IAT 

IFT measure. There were no significant differences between participants who completed 

the first sequence (M = .20, SD = .28) and participants who completed the second 

sequence (M = .18, SD = .28), t(182) = .92, p = .66. As such, results are presented for the 

entire employee sample. 

Correlational analyses show the Single-target IAT IFT measure was only 

significantly correlated with the projective, Antiprototype factor (r = .20, p < .05). The 

intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations are shown in Table 9, Table 10, and 

Table 11. Correlations between the Single-target IAT IFT measure and four other 

measures reached marginal significance: entity theory of followers (r = .14, p < .10), 
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projective Antiprototype, insubordination dimension (r = .19, p < .10), behavioral 

Prototype, enthusiasm dimension (r = .16, p < .10), and positive affect at time 1 (r = .13, 

p < .10). Only Hypothesis 4 was supported.  

Test-retest reliability. A subset of the employee sample, 69 participants, 

completed the Single-target IAT IFT measure on two occasions four weeks apart. The 

Single-target IAT IFT comprised 24 practice trials (i.e., practice block) and 72 test trials 

(i.e., test block) for both stages. To estimate the test-retest reliability of the Single-target 

IAT IFT, I calculated the Pearson correlation (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 2007) for the 

practice block, the trial block, and the combined practice and trial block. The test-retest 

reliability was significant for all three blocks: practice block, r = .31, p = .01, trial block, 

r = .28, p = .02, and combined practice and trial block, r = .25, p =. 04. These results are 

similar to other Single-target IATs which have demonstrated low to medium stability in 

the range of r = .21 to .46 (Bluemke & Friese, 2008).  

Post Hoc Analyses and Results 

I also analyzed the bivariate correlations between the projective IFT measure, 

discriminant, and organizational criterion variables. The intercorrelations, means, and 

standard deviations are shown in Table 12 and Table 13. Correlational analyses show the 

projective, Prototype factor is significantly correlated with entity theory of followers (r 

= .25, p < .01), behavioral, Prototype factor (r = .51, p < .01), projective, Antiprototype 

factor (r = -.21, p < .05), positive affect at time 1 (r = .20, p < .05), negative affect at time 

1 (r = -.24, p < .05), negative affect at time 2 (r = -.25, p < .05), conscientiousness (r 

= .26, p < .01), agreeableness (r = .27, p < .01), neuroticism (r = -.27, p < .01), implicit 
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leadership theory (r = .20, p < .05), implicit performance theory (r = .24, p < .05), job 

performance (r = .24, p < .05), job satisfaction (r = .27, p < .01), organizational 

citizenship behavior (r = .25, p < .01), and organizational commitment (r = .32, p < .01). 

The projective, Antiprototye factor is significantly correlated with behavioral, 

Antiprototype factor (r = .32, p < .01), implicit performance theory (r = -.20, p < .05), 

and job satisfaction (r = -.20, p < .05). 

The projective, Prototype factor demonstrated marginal significance with 

behavioral, Prototype factor (r = -.17, p < .10), agreeableness (r = -.18, p < .10), and 

organizational citizenship behaviors (r = -.17, p < .10).  

Study 1 Discussion 

Overall, the results in Study 1 do not support criterion or convergent validity of 

the Single-target IAT IFT measure. The results were similar for both the student and 

employee sample. The total number of participants was 588, which provides strong 

evidence that the Single-target IAT IFT measure is not a suitable as an implicit measure 

of IFT. However, the Single-target IAT IFT measure demonstrated test-retest reliability, 

which suggests there is consistency among individuals on the measure.  

Even though order effects were found for the student sample, this did not affect 

the pattern of significant correlations. Whereas some studies have found differences in 

order effects (Klauer & Mierke, 2005), other studies found this was not an issue (Amodio 

& Devine, 2006). My results suggest order effects were not problematic with the Single-

target IAT IFT measure.  
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A positive finding that emerged from Study 1 is the projective IFT measure is 

significantly correlated with several discriminant and organizational criterion measures. 

The pattern of results show the projective IFT measure is weakly correlated with positive 

and negative affect, personality, implicit leadership theory and implicit performance 

theory (all r < .30). The pattern of results also shows the projective IFT measure is 

weakly to moderated correlated with semantic differential of followers, entity theory of 

followers, job performance, job satisfaction, organizational citizenship behaviors, 

organizational commitment (range of r = .15 to .35).  

Study 2 

The goal of Study 2 was to assess the predictive validity of the Single-target IAT 

IFT measure on several behavioral measures.  

Method 

Participants 

A total of 190 undergraduate students from University of California, Riverside 

participated in this study in exchange for a candy bar and course credit. The sample 

consisted of 118 females (62.1%) and 72 males (37.9%). With regard to gender 

composition of the dyads, there were 37 female leader and female follower dyads, 14 

male leader and male follower dyads, 24 female leader and male follower dyads, and 20 

male leader and female follower dyads. The ethnic composition of the sample was 

diverse: 84 (44.2%) were Asian American or Pacific Islander, 60 (31.6%) were Hispanic 

or Latino, 17 (8.9%) were Caucasian, 15 (7.9%) were other, 13 (6.8%) were Black or 
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African American, and 1 (3.1%) was multi-racial. The average age of participants was 

19.19 (SD = 1.73). Of the 190 participants, 46 (24.2%) were currently working.  

Procedures 

Four female undergraduate students served as research assistants in this study. To 

minimize possible priming effects, female research assistants were chosen because of the 

tendency to attribute leadership to men (Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Offermann, Kennedy, 

& Wirtz, 2004). All research assistants received 1 hour of instructional training, 

participated in two active training sessions, and attended weekly meetings. One of the 

four research assistants received additional one-on-one training from me over a one week 

period in order to begin the data collection.  During the instructional training, research 

assistants were given instructions about the study including how to properly read the 

scripts, operate the camera, prepare the origami task, and manage participants. In addition, 

research assistants were made aware of experimenter bias effects. During the active 

training session, three research assistants shadowed the experienced research assistant in 

one-on-one sessions. Once the three research assistants felt comfortable with the study, 

each research assistant ran one study session under the supervision of the experienced 

research assistant. All research assistants participated in weekly meetings, in which any 

issues or questions were addressed.    

Participants came into a laboratory in groups of two and sat next to each other 

with a computer in front of each participant. Participants were told the purpose of the 

study was to improve workplace interactions, and then given instructions by a research 

assistant. Participants first completed the Single-target IAT IFT measure, followed by an 
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online survey consisting of explicit self-report measures in time 1. After both participants 

finished the online survey, the research assistant informed them they would work on the 

next task together, called the origami task (see Appendix E). The research assistant 

instructed both participants to move into a room where the task would be videotaped.  

An origami task was chosen to simulate a simple training task in the workplace 

(e.g., a manufacturing environment). The entire task was videotaped inside a small room 

in the laboratory. As participants entered the room, they saw a table with a few blank 

sheets of paper and the origami instructions taped to the table (covered by a sheet a 

paper). Participants were randomly assigned to be the leader or the follower by having 

one participant roll a dice. If the participant rolled an even number, they were assigned 

the follower role; if the participant rolled an odd number, they were assigned the leader 

role. A wireless microphone to record sound was initially used for a few videos. However, 

the microphone did not greatly increase sound quality (i.e., the sound quality on the video 

camera was sufficient). As such, subsequent videos did not include use of a microphone.   

The research assistant instructed leaders to follow the visual directions on the 

paper and give verbal instructions to their follower. The follower’s task was to create the 

origami shape (a goldfish) with a sheet of paper by listening to the directions of his or her 

leader. The leader was allowed to point at the paper, but leaders could not touch or grab 

the follower’s paper. After working on the origami task for approximately 15 minutes, 

the research assistant stopped the participants and stated the origami task was done. The 

research assistant indicated there was another short unrelated task and asked each 

participant if they would be willing to stay for a few more minutes and assist with the 
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next task (see Appendix E). The research assistant waited for both participants to respond, 

and then revealed there would not be another task and the study was finished. Participants 

were given informed consent forms to read and sign, and finally dismissed (see Appendix 

I). Two weeks later participants were emailed a link to a second online survey. The 

explicit, self-report measures for time 1 and time 2 were identical to Study 1a.  

Measures 

Single-target IAT IFT measure. Participants used the web-based version of the 

Single-target IAT IFT measure. To estimate the reliability of the Single-target IAT IFT 

measure, each trial block were divided into three consecutive parts of equal length (24 

trials). The three parts were then used to compute the D-score for each participant. 

(Gawronski & Strack, 2004). Cronbach’s alpha was .98. The correlation between the 

independent D-scores on the practice block and the test block is r = .72, p < .01. 

Feeling thermometer. Adapted from Greenwald et al., (1998), participants rated 

how they felt about followers in general using a feeling thermometer with a range from 0 

to 99 (100-point scale) with 10 degree intervals. Word anchors were specified at 0 

(unfavorable), 50 (neutral), and 99 (favorable).  

Semantic differential measures. Semantic differential measures were included 

for each category (Dunton & Fazio, 1997; Greenwald et al., 1998; Karpinski & Steinman, 

2006; Nosek & Smyth, 2007; Osgood et al., 1957). Semantic differential measures assess 

attitudes toward a category using polar opposite adjective pairs. Participants rated the 

follower category on a 7-point scale ranging from -3 (negative) to +3 (positive). The pairs 

were: good-bad, pleasant-unpleasant, honest-dishonest, nice-awful, and foolish-wise. The 
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five scores were averaged to obtain the semantic differential of followership. Cronbach’s 

alpha was .79. 

Participants also used polar-opposite adjective pairs to also rate both the positive 

and negative category on a 7-point scale ranging from -3 (negative) to +3 (positive). The 

pairs were: good-bad, pleasant-unpleasant, honest-dishonest, nice-awful, and foolish-wise. 

The scores were averaged to obtain the semantic differential of positive and negative, 

respectively. Cronbach’s alpha was .78 for the positive category, and .84 for the negative 

category. 

Entity theory of followers scale. Adapted from Chiu, Hong, and Dweck (1997), 

this 8-item measure assesses how much individuals believe followers have the ability to 

change. Participants were used a 6-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly 

agree) to respond to the statements. Participants were instructed to “avoid pondering any 

particular statement as the first response that occurs to you is usually the most accurate.” 

Cronbach’s alpha was .76 

Self-report IFT scale. The self-report IFT scale is an 18-item measure that asks 

individuals to rate how characteristic each item is for followers ranging from 0 (not at all 

characteristic) to 9 (extremely characteristic) (Sy, 2010). The factor Prototype was 

formed with nine items: hard-working, productive, goes above and beyond, excited, 

outgoing, happy, loyal, reliable, and team player. Cronbach’s alpha was .94. The factor 

Antiprototype was formed with nine items: easily influenced, follows trends, soft-spoken, 

arrogant, rude, bad-tempered, uneducated, slow, and inexperienced. Cronbach’s alpha 

was .88.  
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Projective IFT scale. This implicit measure of IFT (Sy, 2013) uses a projective 

method developed by Harms and Luthans (2012). Participants were asked to create and 

write short stories about a “typical employee” in three different scenarios. Participants 

were instructed to spend about 2 to 4 minutes on each story. The three stories were: 

Group member talks to supervisor, Group member moves to a new department, Group 

member attends job evaluation meeting. After completing the stories, participants used a 

7-point Likert scale from 1 (very inaccurate) to 7 (very accurate) to rate the degree to 

which 9 positive and 9 negative items accurately described the employee in the stories. 

The items were taken from the IFT scale (Sy, 2010). Cronbach’s alpha was .93 for the 

Prototype factor and .84 for the Antiprototype factor. 

Behavioral IFT scale. This 18-item scale, adapted from Sy (2010) assesses the 

prototypic behaviors associated with followers. Participants rated how much their degree 

of agreement with each statement using a 10-point Likert scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 

10 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha was .92 for the factor Prototype, and .77 for the 

factor Antiprototype. 

Positive and negative affect scale. This 20-item scale assesses individuals’ 

current feelings and emotions (Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988). Participants completed 

this 20-item measure on two separate occasions, two weeks apart. Participants were asked 

to indicate to “what extent you generally felt this way over the last week.” Cronbach’s 

alpha was .80 for positive affect and .82 for negative affect at time 1, and .81 for positive 

affect and .84 for negative affect at time 2.  
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Big Five Inventory scale. This 44-item scale measures five personality 

dimensions of Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and 

Neuroticism (John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991). Participants were instructed to “Use the 

starting sentence below, please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the phrases 

on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). I see MYSELF as someone 

who….” Cronbach’s alpha was .71 for openness to experience, .78 for 

conscientiousness, .86 for extraversion, .77 for agreeableness, and .84 for neuroticism.  

Implicit leadership theory scale. This 21-item scale measures prototypic traits 

associated with leaders (Epitropaki & Martin, 2004). Participants used a 10-point Likert 

scale from 0 (extremely uncharacteristic) to 9 (extremely characteristic) to rate how 

characteristic the following traits are of leaders in general. Cronbach’s alpha was .79. 

Implicit performance theory scale. This 17-item scale measures performance 

expectations for followers (Engle & Lord, 1997; Wernimont, 1971). Participants were 

instructed “thinking about workers and behaviors expected of subordinates by their 

supervisors” and then rate workers on the dimensions using the 5-point Likert scale of 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha was .94. 

Independent Judgment Ratings  

I collected 95 videotaped dyadic interactions. However, 3 videos were not useable 

because the audio did not record properly. As such, only 92 videos have judgments from 

independent raters.  

Twelve UCR undergraduate students served as independent raters; 6 raters were 

men and 6 raters were women. Research indicates using a group of undergraduate 
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students as raters (e.g., more than 2) is comparable to using experts as judges (Li, 

Rosenthal, & Rubin, 1996). In addition, the use of multiple raters for each target has been 

shown to reduce observer bias (Hoyt & Kerns, 1999). Raters were grouped into teams of 

four, for a total of three teams. Each independent rater completed two tasks. In the first 

task, raters watched three 1-minute intervals in each video and rated each participant on 

six attributes. Each rater watched approximately 20 to 30 videos. In the second task, 

raters watched three 1-minute intervals in each video and counted how often a behavior 

occurred. Depending on the complexity of the coding, each rater was assigned between 2 

to 6 behaviors. The frequency of 6 behaviors was counted for the participants in the 

follower role and the frequency of 8 behaviors was counted for participants in the leader 

role.  

All raters participated in a 1-hour training session, and a subsequent 1-hour 

informational meeting. During the training, raters were given definitions for each 

behavior and instructions on how to properly watch and code the videos. In addition, I 

emphasized the importance of participant confidentiality and privacy. Two weeks after 

the training, all raters attended another informational meeting. During this meeting, raters 

asked clarifying questions and met with their teams to discuss differing interpretations. 

Then, within a week, raters met for a third time with their team to finalize their ratings.  

Behavior counts for the Follower role. For participants assigned to the follower 

role, raters counted the number of: 1) smiles, 2) frowns, 3) attempts to make eye contact, 

and 4) head nods. Raters also evaluated and counted the number of: 5) questions asked, 

and 6) interruptions when the leader was talking.  
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Behavior counts for the Leader role. For participants assigned to the leader role, 

raters counted the number of: 1) smiles, 2) frowns, 3) attempts to make eye contact, and 

4) head nods. Raters also evaluated and counted the number of: 5) praise statements (e.g., 

“that’s right,” “you are correct,” “good job”), 6) positive-toned statements (e.g., “that is 

close, but it is not correct), and 7) negative-toned statements such as “no, you did that 

wrong”).  

Additional post hoc ratings. While checking the video quality, it became 

apparent that there was little to no variance for the positive-toned and negative-toned 

statements. In other words, most of the leaders’ instructions tended to be neutral in 

expression (e.g. fold the paper this way). According to Rosenthal (personal 

communication, March 15, 2012), global ratings may be better predictors than frequency 

counts. As such, raters were also asked to make global assessments about the leaders’ 

positive and negative tone during the 1-minute video interval. For the positive global 

assessment, raters were instructed to use a scale of 1 (not at all positive) to 9 (very 

positive) to rate the leader overall (or in general) on how positive his/her tone was when 

speaking with the follower. Similarly, for the negative global assessment, raters were 

instructed to use a scale of 1 (not at all negative) to 9 (very negative) to rate the leader 

overall (or in general) on how negative his/her tone was when speaking with the follower.  

Attribute ratings measure. Raters were instructed to rate both the follower and 

leader on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 9 (very) on six questions (Steckler & Rosenthal, 

1985). Raters were told to write down their “immediate answer, as that tends to be the 

most accurate.” The six questions were: How warm is the person? How strong is the 
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person? How competent is the person? How dominant is the person? How confident is 

the person? How hostile is the person? Each participant received four independent ratings 

on these six attributes. The effective reliabilities of the raters, or the reliability of the total 

set of raters (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 2007) are shown in Table 14.  

Interrater agreement. For each video, four raters watched three 1-minute video 

intervals (2:00-3:00 minute, 5:00-6:00 minute, and 8:00-9:00 minute), and counted the 

frequency of a behavior. To reduce large discrepancies between the raters, each team met 

on two separate occasions to discuss and adjust their ratings if necessary. Initially each 

team comprised four raters; however, because of scheduling and performance issues with 

two raters, one rater was dropped from each team. All reliability analyses are based on 

the ratings of three judges. Intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC) for both the single-

rater reliability (ICC, 1) and the mean reliability of the raters (ICC, 2) and 95% 

confidence intervals are shown in Table 15 (LeBreton & Senter, 2008; Shrout & Fleiss, 

1979).  

Study 2 Results 

First, I assessed if there were order effects for the Single-target IAT IFT measure. 

There were no significant differences between participants who completed the first 

sequence (M = .22, SD = .27) and participants who completed the second sequence (M 

= .16, SD = .31), t(169) = 1.44, p = .15. As such, results are presented for the entire 

sample. 

Correlational analyses show the Single-target IAT IFT measure was significantly 

correlated with entity theory of followers (r = -.16, p < .05), behavioral, Prototype factor 
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(r = .19, p < .05), attempts at eye contact by the leader at interval 2 (r = .25, p < .05), the 

number of negative statements made by the leader at interval 3 (r = .25, p < .05), the 

overall negative tone of the leader at interval 3 (r = .29, p < .01), leaders’ display of 

hostility at interval 1 (r = .30, p < .01), leaders’ display of hostility at interval 2 (r = .25, p 

< .05), leaders’ display of hostility at interval 3 (r = .39, p < .05). The intercorrelations, 

means, and standard deviations are shown in Table 16 to Table 21. Only Hypothesis 3, 

Hypothesis 19, Hypothesis 25, and Hypothesis 27 were supported.  

The Single-target IAT IFT measure demonstrated marginal significance with 

openness to experience (r = -.13, p < .10), the number of smiles by the leader at interval 

(r = -.18, p < .10), the number of frowns by the leader at interval (r = .19, p < .10), and 

the number of head nods by the leader at interval (r = -.19, p < 1.0). 

Post Hoc Analyses and Results 

Correlational analyses show the projective, Prototype factor was significantly 

correlated with projective, Antiprototype factor (r = -.54, p < .05), positive affect at time 

1 (r = .39, p < .01), positive affect at time 2 (r = .33, p < .01), negative affect at time 1 (r 

= -.27, p < .05), negative affect at time 2 (r = -.40, p < .01), agreeableness (r = .22, p 

< .05), the number of smiles by the follower at interval 1 (r = .29, p < .05), the number of 

frowns by the follower at interval 3 (r = -.39, p < .01), followers’ display of hostility at 

interval 1 (r = -.42, p < .01), followers’ display of hostility at interval 2 (r = -.32, p < .05), 

the number of head nods by the leader at interval 3 (r = -.36, p < .05), leaders’ display of 

competence at interval 1 (r = -.36, p < .05), leaders’ display of confidence at interval 1 (r 

= -.38, p < .05), and leaders’ display of strength at interval 2 (r = -.35, p < .05). The 
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intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations are shown in Table 22 to Table 26. 

The projective, Prototype factor demonstrated marginal significance with 

followers’ display of warmth at interval 2 (r = .28, p < .10), followers’ display of hostility 

at interval 3 (r = -.25, p < 1.0), leaders’ display of strength at interval 1 (r = -.30, p < .10). 

Lastly, the projective, Antiprototype factor demonstrated marginal significance with 

negative affect at time 2 (r = -.20, p < .10), the number of positive statements made by 

the leader at interval 1 (r = -.28, p < .10), and the number of negative statements made by 

the leader at interval 1(r = .31, p < .10), leaders’ display of competence at interval 1 (r 

= .32, p < .10), leaders’ display of confidence at interval 1 (r = .32, p < .10), leaders’ 

display of dominance at interval 1 (r = .29, p < .10), leaders’ display of strength at 

interval 1 (r = .29, p < .10), and leaders’ display of strength at interval 3 (r = .32, p < .10). 

Structural Equation Modeling 

Even though most of the relationships for the Single-target IAT IFT were not 

significant, measurement error may be masking some of the relationships (Cunningham, 

Preacher, & Banaji, 2001). In addition, I tested the latent structure of the projective IFT 

measure because the results suggest this is a viable measure. First, I assessed for 

convergent validity by building the measurement model with the explicit, self-report 

measures of followership. Convergent validity was assessed using confirmatory factor 

analysis and examining whether factor loadings were significant for the underlying 

construct. Once the measurement model was built, I proceeded to test the structural 

model. Then, I assessed predictive validity of the Single-target IAT IFT measure by 

constructing path analysis models (Anderson & Gerbing, 1998).  
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Interpretation of each goodness of fit index was based on cut-off values presented 

in Raykov and Marcoulides (2006) and in Hu and Bentler (1999). I used the following 

values to indicate plausibility of a model: Non-significant chi-square values and p-values, 

comparative fit index (CFI) values between .95 to 1.00, root mean square of 

approximation (RMSEA) values less than .05, with a RMSEA 90% confidence interval of 

less than .05 at the left endpoint and less than .08 at the right endpoint, and standardized 

root mean square residual (SRMR) values less than .10. For model comparison, the 

model with the lowest Aikake’s Information Criteria (AIC) is the best model fit to the 

data.   

First, I formed the latent Prototype factor and the latent Antiprototype factor with 

the explicit, self report IFT measures (Figure 1). The data did not fit the model well: 

χ²(26, N = 190) = 126.81, p < .001; CFI = .70; RMSEA = .14, 90% [.12, .17]; SRMR 

= .13; AIC = 4306.01. Examination of the factor loadings shows the self-report IFT items 

were significant, but the feeling thermometer, semantic differential of followers, and 

entity theory of followers did not significantly load onto the latent Prototype factor. In 

another test (figure not shown), I loaded the feeling thermometer, semantic differential of 

followers, and entity theory of followers onto the latent Antiprototype factor, but these 

loadings were also not significant. As such, I retained the self-report IFT items and 

dropped the feeling thermometer, semantic differential of followers, and entity theory of 

followers items. Then, I added the projective IFT items onto the latent factors. The data 

fit the model well: χ²(17, N = 176) = 19.40, p = .31; CFI = .99; RMSEA = .03, 90% 

[.00, .08]; SRMR = .31; AIC = 3406.10. All of the self-report IFT items and projective 
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IFT items significantly loaded onto the latent factors (Figure 2). Continuing with the 

build and test of the model, I added the behavioral IFT items as separate latent factors 

(Figure 3). The data did not fit the model well, even though all of the latent factor 

loadings for the behavioral IFT items were significant: χ²(117, N = 176) = 1008.81, p 

< .001; CFI = .89; RMSEA = .08, 90% [.06, .09]; SRMR = .21; AIC = 7099.33.  

Based on the goodness of fit indices, the model with the self-report IFT and 

projective IFT items is the best measurement model (Figure 2). Using this measurement 

model, I correlated the self-report IFT and projective IFT items with Single-target IAT 

IFT scores (Figure 4). The goodness of fit statistics remained the same. Single-target IAT 

IFT scores was not significantly correlated with the Prototype latent factor (r = .006, p 

> .05) or the Antiprototype latent factor (r = -.008, p > .05).  

Because the results for the measurement model indicated the IFT items were not 

significantly correlated with the Single-target IAT IFT measure, I decided to test the 

predictability of the Single-target IAT IFT using path analysis models with only observed 

variables. I examined the predictability of the Single-target IAT IFT with the behavioral 

counts and attribute ratings for both followers and leaders. I regressed followers’ Single-

target IAT IFT scores onto each behavior for the three 1-minute video intervals (Figure 5). 

None of the relationships were significant and the model fit was not acceptable: χ²(150, N 

= 95) = 463.92, p < .001; CFI = .10; RMSEA = .15, 90% [.13, .16]; SRMR = .17; AIC = 

4228.12. In the next model, I regressed followers’ Single-target IAT IFT scores onto each 

attribute rating for the three 1-minute video intervals (Figure 6). None of the relationships 

were significant and the model fit was not acceptable: χ²(168, N = 95) = 1665.98, p 
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< .001; CFI = .02; RMSEA = .31, 90% [.29, .32]; SRMR = .40; AIC = 5226.24. Then, I 

regressed leaders’ Single-target IAT IFT scores onto each behavior for the three 1-minute 

video intervals (Figure 7). The Single-target IAT IFT predicted the number of negative 

statements at interval 3 (β = .25, p < .05) and overall negative tone of the leader at 

interval 3 (β = .30, p < .01). None of the other relationships were significant. The model 

fit was not acceptable: χ²(363, N = 95) = 1353.28, p < .001; CFI = .20; RMSEA = .17, 

90% [.16, .18]; SRMR = .22; AIC = 6233.75. Lastly, I regressed leaders’ Single-target 

IAT IFT scores onto each attribute rating for the three 1-minute video intervals (Figure 8). 

None of the relationships were significant and the model fit was not acceptable: χ²(168, N 

= 95) = 1827.79, p < .001; CFI = .007; RMSEA = .32, 90% [.31, .34]; SRMR = .42; AIC 

= 5161.09. 

Study 2 Discussion 

In general, the results from Study 2 do not support the criterion, convergent, or 

predictive validity of the Single-target IAT IFT measure. The Single-target IAT IFT 

measure was significantly correlated with a few observable behaviors and attribute 

ratings. Specifically, the measure was significantly correlated with negative behaviors 

such as hostility, the number of negative statements, and overall negative tone. However, 

this pattern was more prevalent in the last video interval (i.e., the 8:00-9:00 video 

interval), which coincides with the task’s progression and conclusion. Notably, a large 

majority of dyads did not complete the origami task. Considering this, it is unclear if the 

Single-target IAT IFT is detecting negative responses, or if progression of the task 

engendered more negative affect (e.g., frustration, annoyance, etc). Furthermore, the 
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Single-target IAT IFT measure was solely correlated with ratings of leaders’ behaviors 

and attributes. This suggests the Single-target IAT IFT may be better at detecting how 

leaders behave toward followers rather than behaviors that individuals engage in the 

follower role. However, this is confounded with the fact that most communication in the 

task was downward (from leader to follower). Overall, the number of significant 

relationships was too few to draw any conclusions about the validity of the measure. 

Study 2 provided further evidence that the projective IFT measure (Sy, 2013) can 

complement the self-report IFT measure. The projective IFT was significantly correlated 

to ratings of both follower and leader behaviors and attributes. Specifically, the projective 

IFT was significantly correlated with followers’ frequency of smiles, frowns and hostility 

ratings and with leaders’ frequency of head nods, and ratings of confidence, competence, 

and strength. In addition, results from the confirmatory factor analyses demonstrate that 

the latent structure of the projective IFT parallels the latent structure of the self-report 

IFT (Sy, 2010). This structure is likely to be robust given that the goodness of fit values 

was very high with a small sample (N < 200). Consistent with past research on positive 

IFTs (Whiteley et al., 2012), the results also indicate the projective Prototype factor may 

be a better predictor than the projective Antiprototype factor.  

General Discussion 

The overarching purpose of this research was to assess and validate an implicit 

measure of implicit followership theory (IFT) based on the Single-target Implicit 

Association Test (IAT). I conducted a pilot study and collected data using three 

independent samples. Results across all studies generally did not support validation of the 
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Single target IAT IFT measure. With the exception of a few significant relationships, the 

Single target IAT IFT measure did not demonstrate criterion, construct, or predictive 

validity. However, evidence supports the temporal reliability of the Single-target IAT IFT 

measure. Interestingly, scores on the Single-target IAT IFT measure showed most 

participants have a positive attitude toward followers (shown in Table 27).  

Although my results do not support the Single-target IAT IFT as a valid implicit 

measure, results from the three studies provide preliminary support for the projective IFT 

(Sy, 2013) as a viable, implicit measure of IFT. Projective IFT was significantly related 

to several criterion and discriminant measures, and demonstrated convergent validity.  

The explosion of implicit measures in the last decade belies some unresolved 

issues with using the IAT. In fact, several of these unresolved issues might help explain 

the lack of statistical findings in my study. Although the Single-target IAT IFT is less 

susceptible to some of the issues and flaws that plague the traditional IAT, there are ways 

this implicit measure could be improved. In the next sections, I discuss methodological 

explanations for my findings and the theoretical implications of my study. 

Methodological Explanations and Insights 

The first possible explanation for my results is the methodological construction of 

the Single-target IAT IFT measure. Because the IAT relies on the processing speed at 

which individuals classify categories (Blanton, Jaccard, Gonzales, & Christie, 2006), it 

may be that the Single-target IAT IFT works best at the simplest category level, or the 

superordinate level. The Single-target IAT IFT examined followers at the basic level. At 

this level, the content (i.e., stimulus words) may have been too complex and required 
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additional cognitive processing. For example, compared to words in the traditional IAT 

such as “sunrise” and “laughter,” phrases in the Single-target IAT IFT such as “team 

player” and “goes above and beyond” are abstract and more difficult to grasp, and may 

have less valence. Indeed, a meta-analysis on the relationships between IAT and explicit 

measures found that correlations were significantly higher in IATs that used nouns 

instead of adjective or thematic words (Hofmann et al., 2005). Researchers speculate that 

adjectives and thematic words may introduce cross-category associations that weaken 

psychometric properties of the measure (Fiedler & Bluemke, 2006; Hofmann et al., 2005). 

Furthermore, certain stimulus words or phrases may have opposing valences for different 

individuals (Fiedler et al., 2006). For example, individuals with different cultural 

backgrounds (e.g., Japanese) or differing personalities (e.g., agreeableness) may perceive 

being “soft spoken” as a positive trait. Similarly, individuals who are introverted may 

perceive being “outgoing” as a negative trait. Indeed, researchers recently cautioned, “the 

choice of items can affect the construct validity of the measure” when constructing 

implicit measures (Haines & Sumner, 2013, pg. 238). 

Related to this issue is the lack of standards with regard to the construction of an 

IAT. Researchers have criticized the lack of specific rules in constructing IATs (Fiedler 

et al., 2006). Even though I followed recommendations to use stimulus words that are 

representative and context-specific to the categories, the literature is silent on whether 

stimulus words that is extreme, prototypical (i.e., moderate), or ambiguous are better 

predictors (Blanton et al., 2006). Extreme or prototypical items that clearly represent the 

categories is posited to evoke more valence and discriminate between people high and 
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low on an attitude; however, it is also possible that ambiguous items could also engender 

more variance and discrimination because of the lack of contextual cues (Fiedler et al., 

2006). Furthermore, a close examination of the stimulus words used to represent 

categories in the IAT reveals researchers selectively include or omit certain words 

(Amodio & Devine, 2006; Karpinski & Steinman, 2006). For example, Amodio and 

Devine (2006) examined implicit stereotyping and prejudice and used the following 

words to represent their categories: pleasant words included honor, lucky, diamond, 

loyal, freedom, rainbow, love, honest, peace, and heaven. Unpleasant words included 

evil, cancer, sickness, disaster, poverty, vomit, bomb, rotten, abuse, and murder. As a 

comparison, Karpinski and Steinman, (2006) examined soda brand preferences and used 

the following words: pleasant words included brilliant, diamond, joy, truth, and sunrise. 

Unpleasant words included awkward, hate, failure, slum, and stink. The fact that both 

studies found significant results with very different constructs highlights the strength and 

weakness of the IAT. The IAT is flexible and can be adjusted according to the context, 

yet it is unclear if these adjustments create differences that should lead to different 

interpretations about the constructs they are purportedly measuring. Unfortunately, 

without any systematic guidelines or evidence about appropriate stimuli in the IAT 

(Fiedler et al., 2006), interpretations about constructs that the IAT is measuring may not 

be clear-cut. 

It is also possible that the scoring method for the Single-target IAT IFT is 

problematic. Even though I used the improved D-score algorithm (Greenwald et al., 

2003), which is currently the most widely used algorithm in the IAT literature, 
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researchers note psychometric flaws with the D-score (Blanton et al., 2006; Blanton, 

Jaccard, Christie, & Gonzales, 2007; Fiedler et al., 2006). Specifically, Blanton and his 

colleagues point out “The D  score is the algebraic equivalent of subtracting the 

standardized compatible score from the standardized incompatible score. It is 

mathematically equivalent to a difference score.” (pg. 407), despite opposing arguments 

that the “D score is conceptually similar to a Cohen’s d effect size measure indicating the 

direction and strength of associations between the concepts and evaluations” (Nosek, 

2005, pg. 570).  

An improvement to the scoring method could be to eliminate the use of one score 

(i.e., the D-score) and instead use two scores from simple association tests (SAT; Blanton 

et al., 2006; Houben & Weirs, 2008). To illustrate, take the D-score in the Single-target 

IAT IFT, which is the difference between the response latencies in follower + positive 

block trial and response latencies in the follower + negative block trial. Given this, D-

scores suffer from the same critiques as difference scores. Difference scores discard 

information and lack conceptual clarity. Most importantly, difference scores assume the 

contribution between two components is equal and masks the relative contributions from 

each of the component scores, thereby confounding the effects of the component 

variables (Edwards, 1994; Kristoff, 1996). An alternative is to separate and treat the 

follower + positive and follower + negative block trials as independent, which 

conceptually parallels the first-order two-factor structure of IFTs (i.e., prototypic and 

antiprototypic) (Sy, 2010). The response latencies from the follower + positive block trial 

would be one simple association score, and the response latencies from the follower + 
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negative block trial would be the second simple association score. Additionally, the use 

of simple association tests allows for control categories (e.g., furniture) to be introduced 

between the block trials, which could reduce task-switching costs and reset individuals’ 

mental states to be more neutral (Blanton et al., 2006; Fiedler et al., 2006).   

Theoretical Considerations  

Overall, these findings raise an important and larger, philosophical issue. Do 

implicit and explicit measures represent one construct? Or are implicit and explicit 

measures independent? (Blanton et al., 2006; Fiedler et al., 2006; Nosek & Sriram, 2006). 

If implicit and explicit measures represent one construct, then the Single-target IAT IFT 

measure failed as a viable implicit measure of IFT. However, if implicit and explicit 

measures are independent, then the Single-target IAT IFT measure may still be a feasible 

measure (with modifications). Researchers have suggested the lack of significant 

correlations can be viewed as a sign that two constructs are independent and encouraged 

others to give up the notion that measures must correlate (Banaji (2001; Nosek & Smyth, 

2007). Assuming this could be true, what did the Single-target IAT IFT measure? This is 

a difficult question to answer.  

One possibility is the Single-target IAT IFT measured representations created 

during the sorting task (Fiedler & Bluemke, 2006). In explicit measures individuals have 

the opportunity to read the entire measure before responding to the questions. In instances 

when the instructions or outcome is unclear, respondents can search for cues for clarity. 

Alternatively, in the Single-target IAT IFT individuals are asked to react as quickly as 

possible with little time for reflection. Its possible that the conceptual boundaries of the 



 

83 

 

categories are being formed as individuals complete the task. That is, the mental 

representation of a prototypical follower was being created as individuals completed the 

measure. Research suggests scores on the IAT are malleable (DeSteno, Dasgupta, Bartlett, 

& Cajdric, 2004; Payne & Gawronski, 2010). For example, research on implicit racial 

bias found individuals’ negative attitudes of African Americans as measured with IATs 

changed if individuals are shown pictures of respected African Americans (e.g., Martin 

Luther King, Jr.) and pictures of hated White Americans (e.g., Jeffrey Dahmer) 

(Dasgupta & Greenwald, 2001). According to the Single-target IAT IFT measure, most 

participants in this study had a favorable view of followers (Table 27). This finding is 

inconsistent with research on leadership, which indicates individuals are positively biased 

towards leaders and negatively biased toward followers (Meindl et al., 1985; Uhl-Bien & 

Pillai, 2007; Vanderslice, 1988). As such, it is possible that the Single-target IAT IFT 

may have been shaping individuals’ view of followers. 

Another possibility is the Single-target IAT IFT may be measuring cognitive and 

motor flexibility on a sorting task (Fiedler et al., 2006). The ability to sort information 

quickly is a central and unique psychometric feature of the IAT. As such, the issue of 

cognitive and strategic processing is confounded with interpretations of what the IAT 

measures. If the Single-target IAT IFT is a measure of cognitive flexibility, this suggests 

individuals may have different cognitive strategies for accomplishing the task. For 

instance, participants may have unconsciously adopted a reference strategy that imagined 

the self or others in the follower category (Fiedler et al., 2006). Individuals could have 

sorted the task according to characteristics they associated with themselves as a follower 
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(e.g., I am a good follower who is hard-working and reliable). Conversely, individuals 

could have sorted the task according to characteristics they associate with others (e.g., 

My team is hard-working and reliable). Another possible sorting strategy is to use 

exemplars of good and bad followers to accomplish the task (e.g., Dan is a productive 

superstar; Larry was always late and rude to others) (Fiedler et al., 2006). Furthermore, 

the notion of cognitive flexibility also relates to faking strategies. Although the IAT 

appears to be more resistant to faking compared to explicit measures, some research 

suggests the Single-target IAT is easier to fake compared to the traditional IAT (Stieger 

et al., 2011). Because the Single-target IAT has fewer blocks and categories, the logic 

behind the Single-target IAT is more transparent, which could evoke strategies for faking.  

It is important to mention that despite the explosion of research using the IAT, 

some studies have shown the IAT to be uncorrelated with explicit and other implicit 

measures (Fazio et al., 1995; Greenwald et al., 1998; Rudman & Kilianski, 2000; Steiger, 

2013). Of important note is the seminal study by Greenwald et al., (1998). The 

introduction of the IAT inadvertently overshadowed the fact that only 2 of the 16 

implicit-explicit correlations reached significance. Regarding the Single-target IAT, 

various studies show non-significant correlations between the implicit measure and self-

reported attitudes (Bluemke, Friedrich, & Zumbach, 2010; Bosson, Swann, & 

Pennebaker, 2000; Houben & Weirs, 2008; Steiger, 2013; Yi & Kanetkar, 2010). For 

example, Bosson et al. (2000) examined various implicit and explicit measures of self-

esteem and found non-significant implicit-implicit measure correlations and weak 

implicit-explicit measure correlations. Additionally, a recent meta-analysis examined the 
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predictive validity of the IAT and explicit measures in the domain of bias and 

discrimination and found IATs were poor predictors of racial bias and performed worse 

than explicit measures for predictions in certain areas (Oswald, Mitchell, Blanton, 

Jaccard, & Tetlock, 2013). This meta-analytic review is disconcerting given that the IAT 

was predicated on methodological superiority in areas susceptible to social desirability 

concerns. 

Additional Study Limitations 

With regard to the predictability of the Single-target IAT IFT, the content of the 

measure may have been too general to be linked to a specific behavior (Haines & Sumner, 

2013). In other words, the behaviors that I examined may have been incorrectly chosen. 

If the Single-target IAT IFT does measure cognitive flexibility, then measures of 

creativity, cognitive processing, reference strategies, or memory would be more fitting 

(Fiedler et al., 2006).  

 In hindsight, the origami task used in Study 2 was limiting and perhaps too 

artificial. The origami task was conceptually straightforward and simple. Consequently, 

there was very little variance for some behaviors (e.g., frequency of interruptions or 

number of questions asked). Rather, a complicated or ambiguous task could have elicited 

more dynamic and varied interactions between the leader and follower. This issue was 

compounded by the short amount of time spent on the task, which may have further 

restricted the range of behavioral responses. Moreover, the laboratory set-up and forced 

pairing may have been too artificial. The leader and follower had little opportunity to 

establish a relationship. For most dyads, students met each other for the first time during 
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the study (a few students had taken courses together, but did not know each other well). 

In real-world workplaces, it is likely that individuals have had some interactions each 

other and formed impression of others’ work style or personality.  

Future Directions 

Given the results, it appears the Single-target IAT may not be a suitable implicit 

measure of IFT. However, before completely writing off the IAT methodology it may be 

that both the leader and follower categories are necessary. The Single-target IAT IFT was 

constructed as an absolute measure of followership, unlike the traditional IAT that is a 

relative measure because of the inclusion of a comparison category (Hofmann et al., 

2005). It is plausible an explicit role comparison is needed to tap into work-related 

associations (Bluemke et al., 2010). Unlike leadership, which tends to evoke personal and 

strong reactions, followership as a unitary concept is more likely to evoke moderate or 

ambiguous reactions. As such, the overt comparison between the leader and follower 

category would make the follower category more salient, which could allow for better 

detection of attitudes. Indeed, under certain circumstances IATs have been found to be 

better predictors than Single-target IATs (Bluemke et al., 2010; Houben & Weirs). 

Interestingly, a study found preference reversals to occur depending on whether the 

object was evaluated against another object (i.e., jointly), or evaluated separately (Hsee, 

Loewenstein, Blount, & Bazerman, 1999).  

One question that needs to be addressed with implicit measures of IFT is how 

much does IFTs reflect a collective attitude, rather than a personal attitude (Blanton et al., 

2006; Karpinski & Hilton, 2001; Nosek, 2007; Olson & Fazio, 2004). A noted 
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disadvantage is implicit measures can reflect societal or organizational norms, rather than 

the attitude the individuals’ endorses (Karpinski & Hilton, 2001; Fazio & Olson, 2003). 

For instance, researchers have argued implicit measures that examined racial attitudes 

toward African-Americans may be reflecting historical and societal negative attitudes 

toward African-Americans, and not an individuals’ personal attitudes (Fazio & Olson, 

2003). Similarly, it is plausible that implicit measures of IFT may reflect society’s view 

toward followers. A potential way to examine this is to explore cultural and generational 

views of IFTs. Compared to Eastern cultures, Western cultures tend to romanticize and 

idealize leaders (Meindl et al., 1985). This suggests the difference in affective responses 

towards leaders and followers may be more pronounced in Western cultures than Eastern 

cultures. In addition, followers has been historically viewed in a negative light (Baker, 

2007); however, recent work suggests perceptions of followers are becoming more 

positive (Chaleff, 2003). Changes in technology and communication have led to shifts 

about how followers en masse can solve problems and make important contributors to 

society and organizations (Baker, 2007).  

Study Contribution 

This study contributes to the field by raising and advancing questions about the 

Single-target IAT as a feasible, implicit measure. The results suggest that the Single-

target IAT IFT is not appropriate as an implicit measure of IFT in its current form. 

Modifications and improvements to this implicit measure could render it viable, 

especially as methodological advances are made in this nascent field (Bosson, Swann, & 

Pennebaker, 2000). However, these results point to larger, theoretical questions about the 
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psychometrics of the IAT and how it relates to psychological constructs. For example, 

what is the underlying mechanism that bridges response latencies and attitudes? Under 

what conditions should implicit and explicit measures be correlated? If zero correlations 

provide evidence of discriminant validity as some researchers argue (Banaji, 2001), how 

can this be empirically tested? Attempts have been made to answer these questions, but 

inconsistencies in the literature indicate these issues are not completely resolved. Take 

the second question as an example, research suggests implicit measures are better at 

detecting sensitive attitudes (e.g., racial bias) compared to explicit measures (Greenwald 

et al., 1998; Greenwald, Poehlmann, Uhlmann, & Banaji, 2009); however, meta-analyses 

found implicit measures to be poor predictors of prejudice, and also found explicit 

measures to outperform implicit measures in areas of policy discrimination and racial 

micro-aggressions (Hofmann et al., 2005; Oswald et al., 2013). On the surface, the IAT is 

alluring because of its simple logic. This notion, coupled with the rapid growth of IAT 

studies has indirectly created an impression that IATs may perform better than other 

implicit measures. However, with regard to IFTs, my results indicate another implicit 

measure may be better at capturing individuals’ IFTs.  

This study also contributes to the literature by providing preliminary evidence for 

the projective IFT measure as an implicit measure of IFT (Sy, 2013). The broad goal of 

this study was to develop an implicit measure to complement the only existing explicit 

IFT measure (Sy, 2010). From this perspective, this study succeeded in demonstrating 

that another implicit measure can be used to assess individuals’ IFTs. Future research will 
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need to delineate how the projective IFT differs from the self-report IFT; however, this 

measure is a welcome addition to an area that has few measurement options.  

Closing Statement 

Robert Allen stated, “There is no failure. Only feedback.” Although the results for 

the Single-target IAT IFT measure were disappointing, they were illuminating. Combined 

with the positive findings of the projective IFT, I believe it is a worthwhile pursuit to try 

to develop another valid, implicit measure of followership because this can have real-

world implications for organizations. Leaders may be more prone to relying on their IFTs 

since they are more likely to face competing demands and complex problems. As such, 

whether leaders’ implicit followership attitudes are positive or negative may guide how 

leaders behave towards and interact with their followers. In turn, this can have broad 

implications for employee satisfaction and organizational productivity.  
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Footnote 
1  

I used two different software packages to run the Single-target IAT IFT measure. 

In the Pilot study, I collected data using the software package called DirectRT created by 

the company Empirisoft. In both Study 1 and Study 2, I collected data using the software 

package called Inquisit created by the company Millisecond. All procedures and 

instructions were the same for both packages. However the two software packages 

differed in web capability. After consulting Empirisoft, our lab discovered DirectRT 

could not host data collection over the Internet. It wasn’t feasible (due to time and costs) 

to bring working individuals into the lab at UCR to complete the Single-target IAT IFT 

measure. As such, I made the decision to switch to Inquisit in order to collect data from 

working individuals over the Internet.  
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Table 1 

Stages of the Single-target IAT Implicit followership measure 

Block Trials Function Left-key Response Right-key Response 

0 

(Tutorial) 

24 Practice Positive words  Negative words 

1 24 Practice Positive words + 

Follower words 

Negative words 

2 72 Test Positive words + 

Follower words 

Negative words 

3 24 Practice Positive words  Negative words + 

Follower words 

4 72 Test Positive words  Negative words + 

Follower words 

Note: Blocks 1 and 2, and Blocks 3 and 4 were counterbalanced using the participants’ subject ID number.  

 



 

 

 

1
1
6
 

 

Table 2 

Pilot Study: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target IAT IFT, criterion, 

and convergent measures 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. ST IAT IFT           

2. Thermo -.26*          

3. Semantic -.16 .62**         

4. Entity -.003 .18 .19        

5. P.Prot -.07 .13 .26 -.19       

6. P.Aprot .13 -.22 -.44* -.07 -.69**      

7. B.Prot .14 -.18 .12 .08 .38 -.42
†
     

8. B.Aprot -.14 -.01 -.19 -.14 -.11 .22 -.34*    

9. SR.Prot .20 -.39* -.30 .05 - - .69** -.08   

10. SR.Aprot .06 .03 .11 -.04 - - -.36
†
 .23 -.63**  

N 64 66 66 66 20 20 47 47 27 27 

M -0.37 50.00 -0.09 4.09 4.94 2.83 5.80 4.30 6.72 3.82 

SD 0.29 17.54 0.90 0.89 1.04 1.07 1.76 1.06 1.44 1.39 
Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, Thermo = Follower thermometer, Semantic = Semantic differential of followers, Entity 

= Entity theory of followers, P.Prot = Projective Prototype, P.Aprot = Projective Antiprototype, B.Prot = Behavioral Prototype, 

B.Aprot = Behavioral Antiprototype, SR.Prot = Self-report Prototype, SR.Aprot = Self-report Antiprototype.  
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 3 

Pilot Study: Intercorrelations, means,and  standard deviations between the Single-target IAT IFT and discriminant 

measures 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. ST IAT IFT             

2. PA Time 1 .10            

3. NA Time 1 -.03 -.28*           

4. PA Time 2 .30* .48** -.05          

5. NA Time 2 .11 .004 .46** -.26
†
         

6. Openness .11 .14 -.13 .04 .00        

7. Conscient -.05 -.05 -.22
†
 -.10 -.26

†
 -.04       

8. Extraversion .24
†
 .15 -.35** .15 -.15 .32** .22

†
      

9. Agreeableness -.11 -.17 -.09 -.01 -.49** -.06 .24
†
 .10     

10. Neuroticism .09 -.22
†
 .62** -.28

†
 .46** -.02 -.44** -.33** -.21

†
    

11. ILT -.04 .14 -.10 .17 .08 -.02 .01 -.16 -.03 -.19   

12. IPT .16 .14 .03 .09 -.07 .19 -.03 -.002 -.01 .06 -.27*  

N 64 65 65 47 47 66 66 66 66 66 65 66 

M -0.37 3.28 2.79 3.38 2.83 3.57 3.60 3.31 3.75 2.69 6.63 4.10 

SD 0.29 0.68 0.66 0.58 0.70 0.56 0.61 0.63 0.55 0.64 0.78 0.67 
Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, PA = Positive affect, NA = Negative affect, Conscient = Conscientiousness, ILT = Implicit leadership 

theories, IPT = Implicit performance theories. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 4  

Study 1a: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target 

IAT IFT, criterion, and convergent measures 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9    10 
1. ST IAT IFT           

2. Thermo .03          

3. Semantic .05 .66**         

4. Entity -.04 -.09† -.09†        

5. P.Prot -.01 -.003 .15* -.07       

6. P.Indu -.02 .02 .14† -.03 .91**      

7. P.Enth -.04 -.03 .11 -.11 .88** .68**     

8. P.Good .03 -.004 .15* -.04 .92** .78** .71**    

9. P.Aprot .05 .02 -.05 -.03 -.34** -.34** -.21** -.36**   

10. P.Conf .04 -.02 -.07 .03 -.40** -.42** -.26** -.39** .86**  

11. P.Inco .05 .12 .12 -.12 -.03 -.07 .008 -.03 .73** .49** 

12. P.Insu .03 -.04 -.16* -.001 -.37** -.32** -.25** -.42** .81** .59** 

13. B.Prot .02 .10* .19** -.04 .29** .20** .22** .20** -.03 -.05 

14. B.Indu .02 .09† .18** -.05 .13† .14† .13† .09 -.03 -.06 

15. B.Enth .01 .11* .16** -.01 .20** .14† .20** .21** -.09 -.12 

16. B.Good .04 .07 .14** -.04 .21** .19* .20** .19** .03 .04 

17. B.Aprot .03 -.09† -.14** -.03 -0.06 -.04 -.05 -.07 .23** .14† 

18. B.Conf .10† -.09† -.14** -.03 -.10 -.06 -.13† -.08 .12† .08 

19. B.Inco -.02 -.07 -.15** .03 -.02 -.01 .02 -.06 .22** .14† 

20. B.Insu -.03 -.04 -.006 -.03 .003 -.007 .02 .00 .16* .08 

21. SR.Prot .08 .15* .17* -.07 - - - - - - 

22. SR.Indu .06 .17* .16* -.10  - - - - - 

23. SR.Enth .05 .07 .09 -.005 - - - - - - 

24. SR.Good .11 .17* .20** -.08 - - - - - - 

25. SR.Aprot -.03 .06 .02 -.04 - - - - - - 

26. SR.Conf -.01 .03 .02 .03 - - - - - - 

27. SR.Inco .03 .05 .06 -.13† - - - - - - 

28. SR.Insu -.07 .04 -.03 -.001 - - - - - - 

N 383 401 401 401 184 184 184 184 184 184 

M 0.17 49.72 0.00 3.40 4.92 5.19 4.59 4.97 2.95 2.70 

SD 0.28 17.40 1.04 0.31 1.13 1.30 1.18 1.28 1.00 1.17 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, Thermo = Follower thermometer, Semantic = Semantic differential of 

followers, Entity = Entity theory of followers, P.Prot = Projective Prototype, P.Indu = Projective industry, P.Enth = 

Projective enthusiasm, P.Good = Projective good citizen, P.Aprot = Projective Antiprototype, P.Conf = Projective 

conformity, P.Inco = Projective incompetence, P.Insu = Projective insubordination, B.Prot = Behavioral Prototype, 

B.Indu = Behavioral industry, B.Enth = Behavioral enthusiasm, B.Good = Behavioral good citizen, B.Aprot = 

Behavioral Antiprototype, B.Conf = Behavioral conformity, B.Inco = Behavioral incompetence, B.Insu = 

Behavioral insubordination, SR.Prot = Self-report Prototype, SR.Indu = Self-report industry, SR.Enth = Self-report 

enthusiasm, SR.Good = Self-report good citizen, SR.Aproto = Self-report Antiprototype, SR.Conf = Self-report 

conformity, SR.Inco = Self-report incompetence, SR.Insu = Self-report insubordination. 
†p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 4 

Study 1a: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target 

IAT IFT, criterion, and convergent measures (continued) 

Variables 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
1. ST IAT IFT           

2. Thermo           

3. Semantic           

4. Entity           

5. P.Prot           

6. P.Indu           

7. P.Enth           

8. P.Good           

9. P.Aprot           

10. P.Conf           

11. P.Inco           

12. P.Insu .30**          

13. B.Prot .13† -.14†         

14. B.Indu .15* -.14† .84**        

15. B.Enth .09 -.18* .85** .59**       

16. B.Good .09 -.05 .85** .54** .59**      

17. B.Aprot .15* .26** -.09† -.12* -.04 -.05     

18. B.Conf -.005 .21** -.09† -.20** -.06 .02 .69**    

19. B.Inco .13† .24** -.15** -.12* -.12* -.13* .82** .37**   

20. B.Insu .21** .10 .06 .07 .11* -.01 .66** .08 .42**  

21. SR.Prot - - .63** .55** .59** .53** .08 .04 -.02 .19* 

22. SR.Indu - - .57** .55** .47** .50** .06 .005 -.03 .15* 

23. SR.Enth - - .50** .42** .56** .35** .13† .01 .05 .22** 

24. SR.Good - - .59** .48** .52** .56** .02 .10 -.10 .05 

25. SR.Aprot - - -.24** -.19** -.23** -.23** .26** .10 .28** .18* 

26. SR.Conf - - -.22** -.17* -.20** -.22** .24** .03 .33** .19* 

27. SR.Inco - - -.16* -.18* -.14† -.09 .11 .22** 0.04 -.04 

28. SR.Insu - - -.19** -.11 -.20** -.22** .25** .005 .28** .27** 

N 184 184 372 372 372 372 372 372 372 372 

M 3.52 2.63 6.03 5.82 5.82 6.46 4.67 6.41 3.92 3.68 

SD 1.20 1.39 1.42 1.66 1.55 1.82 1.16 1.70 1.58 1.51 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, Thermo = Follower thermometer, Semantic = Semantic 

differential of followers, Entity = Entity theory of followers, P.Prot = Projective Prototype, P.Indu = 

Projective industry, P.Enth = Projective enthusiasm, P.Good = Projective good citizen, P.Aprot = 

Projective Antiprototype, P.Conf = Projective conformity, P.Inco = Projective incompetence, P.Insu = 

Projective insubordination, B.Prot = Behavioral Prototype, B.Indu = Behavioral industry, B.Enth = 

Behavioral enthusiasm, B.Good = Behavioral good citizen, B.Aprot = Behavioral Antiprototype, B.Conf 

= Behavioral conformity, B.Inco = Behavioral incompetence, B.Insu = Behavioral insubordination, 

SR.Prot = Self-report Prototype, SR.Indu = Self-report industry, SR.Enth = Self-report enthusiasm, 

SR.Good = Self-report good citizen, SR.Aproto = Self-report Antiprototype, SR.Conf = Self-report 

conformity, SR.Inco = Self-report incompetence, SR.Insu = Self-report insubordination. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 4  

Study 1a: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target 

IAT IFT, criterion, and convergent measures (continued) 

Variables 21 22 23 24 25 26 27   28 

1. ST IAT IFT         

2. Thermo         

3. Semantic         

4. Entity         

5. P.Prot         

6. P.Indu         

7. P.Enth         

8. P.Good         

9. P.Aprot         

10. P.Conf         

11. P.Inco         

12. P.Insu         

13. B.Prot         

14. B.Indu         

15. B.Enth         

16. B.Good         

17. B.Aprot         

18. B.Conf         

19. B.Inco         

20. B.Insu         

21. SR.Prot         

22. SR.Indu .89**        

23. SR.Enth .83** .57**       

24. SR.Good .89** .80** .57**      

25. SR.Aprot -.42** -.42** -.29** -.42**     

26. SR.Conf -.38** -.38** -.26** -.37** .86**    

27. SR.Inco -.29** -.29** -.23** -.24** .69** .40**   

28. SR.Insu -.33** -.31** -.20** -.37** .82** .64** .28**  

N 190 190 190 190 190 190 190 190 

M 6.67 6.98 5.92 7.11 3.94 3.32 5.44 3.06 

SD 1.40 1.57 1.78 1.49 1.53 1.93 1.83 2.04 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, Thermo = Follower thermometer, Semantic = Semantic differential of 

followers, Entity = Entity theory of followers, P.Prot = Projective Prototype, P.Indu = Projective industry, P.Enth = 

Projective enthusiasm, P.Good = Projective good citizen, P.Aprot = Projective Antiprototype, P.Conf = Projective 

conformity, P.Inco = Projective incompetence, P.Insu = Projective insubordination, B.Prot = Behavioral Prototype, 

B.Indu = Behavioral industry, B.Enth = Behavioral enthusiasm, B.Good = Behavioral good citizen, B.Aprot = 

Behavioral Antiprototype, B.Conf = Behavioral conformity, B.Inco = Behavioral incompetence, B.Insu = Behavioral 

insubordination, SR.Prot = Self-report Prototype, SR.Indu = Self-report industry, SR.Enth = Self-report enthusiasm, 

SR.Good = Self-report good citizen, SR.Aproto = Self-report Antiprototype, SR.Conf = Self-report conformity, 

SR.Inco = Self-report incompetence, SR.Insu = Self-report insubordination. 
†p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 5 

Study 1a: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target IAT IFT and discriminant 

measures 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. ST IAT IFT             

2. PA Time 1 -.09
†
            

3. NA Time 1 .02 -.37**           

4. PA Time 2 -.10
†
 .51** -.32**          

5. NA Time 2 .07 -.17** .51** -.38**         

6. Openness .02 .26** -.08
†
 .12* .03        

7. Conscient -.03 .25** -.25** .24** -.24** .19**       

8. Extraversion -.06 .36** -.31** .28** -.21** .41** .27**      

9. Agreeableness -.04 .24** -.23** .15** -.20** .11* .48** .08
†
     

10. Neuroticism -.01 -.48** .50** -.42** .38** -.20** -.30** -.47** -.24**    

11. ILT -.004 .17** -.14** .17** -.11* .17** .14** .11* .13** -.12*   

12. IPT .03 .16** -.17** 0.08 -0.01 .17** .21** .12* .22** -.11* .05  

N 383 401 401 372 372 401 401 401 401 401 401 401 

M 0.17 3.35 2.70 3.28 2.83 3.54 3.59 3.24 3.83 2.87 6.37 4.03 

SD 0.28 0.55 0.63 0.65 0.70 0.54 0.58 0.71 0.52 0.67 0.86 0.60 
Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, PA = Positive affect, NA = Negative affect, Conscient = Conscientiousness, ILT = Implicit 

leadership theories, IPT = Implicit performance theories. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 6 

Study 1a: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the 

Single-target IAT IFT and organizational criterion measures 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. ST IAT IFT       

2. JP .03      

3. JS -.05 .19*     

4. OCB -.07 .32** .26**    

5. OC -.07 .21* .53** .47**   

6. Extra-role -.14 .18* .42** .65** .66**  

N 383 126 126 126 126 126 

M 0.17 8.23 5.36 3.64 4.23 4.56 

SD 0.28 0.81 1.44 0.66 1.25 1.16 
Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, JP = Job performance, JS = Job satisfaction, 

OCB = Organizational citizenship behavior, OC = Organizational commitment.   
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 7 

Study 1a: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and discriminant measures 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. P.Prot           

2. P.Indu .91**          

3. P.Enth .88** .68**         

4. P.Good .92** .78** .71**        

5. P.Aprot -.34** -.34** -.21** -.36**       

6. P.Conf -.40** -.42** -.26** -.39** .86**      

7. P.Inco -.03 -.07 .01 -.03 .73** .49**     

8. P.Insu -.37** -.32** -.25** -.42** .81** .59** .30**    

9. PA Time 1 .15* .09 .16* .16* -.07 -.07 -.04 -.07   

10. NA Time 1 -.11 -.12† -.07 -.12 .27** .23** .26** .19* -.37**  

11. PA Time 2 .22** .15* .26** .20** -.07 -.04 -.05 -.07 .51** -.32** 

12. NA Time 2 -.13† -.11 -.11 -.14† .39** .36** .33** .27** -.17** .51** 

13. Openness .14† .12 .11 .15* -.07 -.11 .05 -.10 .27** -.08† 

14. Conscient .21** .17* .18* .21** -.21** -.18* -.18* -.15* .25** -.25** 

15. Extraversion .17* .06 .20** .20** -.08 -.10 -.05 -.05 .36** -.31** 

16. Agreeableness .23** .21** .13† .27** -.27** -.24** -.12† -.27** .24** -.23** 

17. Neuroticism -.12 -.06 -.11 -.15* .20** .16* .21** .11 -.48** .50** 

18. ILT .16* .15* .17* .12 -.02 -.02 -.04 .003 .17** -.14** 

19. IPT .25** .25** .19* .23** -.20** -.26** -.04 -.17* .16** -.17** 

Note. P.Prot = Projective Prototype, P.Indu = Projective industry, P.Enth = Projective enthusiasm, P.Good = 

Projective good citizen, P.Aprot = Projective Antiprototype, P.Conf = Projective conformity, P.Inco = 

Projective incompetence, P.Insu = Projective insubordination. PA = Positive affect, NA = Negative affect, 

Conscient = Conscientiousness, ILT = Implicit leadership theories, IPT = Implicit performance theories. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 7 

Study 1a: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and discriminant measures 

(continued) 

Variables 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1. P.Prot          

2. P.Indu          

3. P.Enth          

4. P.Good          

5. P.Aprot          

6. P.Conf          

7. P.Inco          

8. P.Insu          

9. PA Time 1          

10. NA Time 1          

11. PA Time 2          

12. NA Time 2 -.38**         

13. Openness .12* .03        

14. Conscient .24** -.23** .19**       

15. Extraversion .28** -.21** .41** .27**      

16. Agreeableness .15** -.21** .11* .48** .08
†
     

17. Neuroticism -.42** .38** -.19** -.30** -.47** -.24**    

18. ILT .17** -.11* .17** .14** .11* .14** -.12*   

19. IPT .08 -.01 .17** .21** .12* .22** -.11* .05  
Note. P.Prot = Projective Prototype, P.Indu = Projective industry, P.Enth = Projective enthusiasm, 

P.Good = Projective good citizen, P.Aprot = Projective Antiprototype, P.Conf = Projective conformity, 

P.Inco = Projective incompetence, P.Insu = Projective insubordination. PA = Positive affect, NA = 

Negative affect, Conscient = Conscientiousness, ILT = Implicit leadership theories, IPT = Implicit 

performance theories. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 8 

Study 1a: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and organizational criterion measures 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. P.Prot              

2. P.Indu .91**             

3. P.Enth .88** .68**            

4. P.Good .92** .78** .71**           

5. P.Aprot -.34** -.34** -.21** -.36**          

6. P.Conf -.40** -.42** -.26** -.39** .86**         

7. P.Inco -.03 -.07 .01 -.03 .73** .49**        

8. P.Insu -.37** -.32** -.25** -.42** .81** .59** .30**       

9. JP .14 .12 .07 .20 -.13 -.08 -.09 -.13      

10. JS .10 .12 .05 .11 .08 .14 .12 -.05 .19*     

11. OCB .28* .21
†
 .28* .30* .06 .02 .09 .04 .32** .26**    

12. OC .07 .07 .06 .07 .12 .05 .004 .21
†
 .21* .53** .47**   

13. Extra role .35** .31* .34** .34** .02 -.19 .12 .10 .18* .42** .65** .66**  

Note. P.Prot = Projective Prototype, P.Indu = Projective industry, P.Enth = Projective enthusiasm, P.Good = Projective good citizen, 

P.Aprot = Projective Antiprototype, P.Conf = Projective conformity, P.Inco = Projective incompetence, P.Insu = Projective 

insubordination. JP = Job performance, JS = Job satisfaction, OCB = Organizational citizenship behavior, OC = Organizational 

commitment. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 9 

Study 1b: Intercorrelations means, and standard deviations between the Single-target 

IAT IFT, criterion, and convergent measures 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. ST IAT IFT           

2. Thermo .04          

3. Semantic .03 .82**         

4. Entity .14† -.08 -.01        

5. P.Proto .06 .13 .08 .25**       

6. P.Indus .07 .14 .06 .24* .91**      

7. P.Enthu .14 .15 .09 .24* .72** .50**     

8. P.Good -.02 .06 -.04 .18† .90** .79** .44**    

9. P.Aproto .20* .04 .04 -.13 -.21* -.24* -.06 -.22*   

10. P.Confo .15 .003 .01 .02 .08 .05 -.001 .15 .79**  

11. P.Incom .16 .07 .04 -.15 -.23* -.28** -.07 -.23* .87** .56** 

12. P.Insub .19† .04 .06 -.18† -.37** -.36** -.08 -.45** .81** .39** 

13. B.Proto .10 .10 .08 .09 .51** .41** .36** .51** -.17† .05 

14. B.Indus .04 .18† .15 .04 .49** .38** .35** .51** -.14 .05 

15. B.Enthu .16† .004 -.001 .12 .39** .29** .36** .36** -.13 .02 

16. B.Good .08 .05 .05 .09 .46** .42** .25** .48** -.18† .05 

17. B.Aproto -.01 -.17† -.21* -.02 -.08 -.13 .06 -.10 .32** .23* 

18. B.Confo -.09 -.01 -.009 -.005 .09 .11 .05 .07 .003 .12 

19. B.Incom -.01 -.19† -.21* -.04 -.18† -.23* -.08 -.14 .37** .20* 

20. B.Insub .09 -.13 -.19† .0001 -.06 -.13 .16† -.13 .25** .12 

N 184 186 186 186 108 108 108 108 108 108 

M 0.21 51.91 0.28 3.78 5.66 6.00 5.12 5.87 3.47 4.62 

SD 0.29 20.89 1.13 1.03 1.14 1.39 1.12 1.47 1.41 1.75 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, Thermo = Follower thermometer, Semantic = Semantic 

differential of followers, Entity = Entity theory of followers, P.Prot = Projective prototype, P.Indu = 

Projective industry, P.Enth = Projective enthusiasm, P.Good = Projective good citizen, P.Aprot = 

Projective antiprototype, P.Conf = Projective conformity, P.Inco = Projective incompetence, P.Insu = 

Projective insubordination, B.Prot = Behavioral prototype, B.Indu = Behavioral industry, B.Enth = 

Behavioral enthusiasm, B.Good = Behavioral good citizen, B.Aprot = Behavioral antiprototype, 

B.Conf = Behavioral conformity, P.Inco = Behavioral incompetence, P.Insu = Behavioral 

insubordination.  
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 9 

Study 1b: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target 

IAT IFT, criterion, and convergent measures (continued) 

Variables 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1. ST IAT IFT           

2. Thermo           

3. Semantic           

4. Entity           

5. P.Proto           

6. P.Indus           

7. P.Enthu           

8. P.Good           

9. P.Aproto           

10. P.Confo           

11. P.Incom           

12. P.Insub .61**          

13. B.Proto -.23* -.23*         

14. B.Indus -.17
†
 -.23* .91**        

15. B.Enthu -.21* -.14 .84** .63**       

16. B.GoodC -.25** -.24* .91** .77** .64**      

17. B.Aproto .25** .32** -.06 -.06 -.02 -.08     

18. B.Confo -.10 -.01 .04 -.02 .02 .13 .54**    

19. B.Incom .40** .31** -.20* -.16† -.15 -.23* .80** .19
†
   

20. B.Insub .17
†
 .32** .06 .09 .11 -.05 .55** -.20* .31**  

N 108 108 108 108 108 108 108 108 108 108 

M 3.01 2.77 5.94 5.67 5.84 6.33 4.62 6.69 3.90 3.27 

SD 1.63 1.77 1.30 1.62 1.33 1.42 1.04 1.67 1.72 1.51 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, Thermo = Follower thermometer, Semantic = Semantic 

differential of followers, Entity = Entity theory of followers, P.Prot = Projective prototype, P.Indu = 

Projective industry, P.Enth = Projective enthusiasm, P.Good = Projective good citizen, P.Aprot = 

Projective antiprototype, P.Conf = Projective conformity, P.Inco = Projective incompetence, P.Insu = 

Projective insubordination, B.Prot = Behavioral prototype, B.Indu = Behavioral industry, B.Enth = 

Behavioral enthusiasm, B.Good = Behavioral good citizen, B.Aprot = Behavioral antiprototype, B.Conf = 

Behavioral conformity, P.Inco = Behavioral incompetence, P.Insu = Behavioral insubordination.  
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 10 

Study 1b: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target IAT IFT and discriminant 

measures 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. ST IAT IFT             

2. PA Time 1 .13
†
            

3. NA Time 1 -.11 -.31**           

4. PA Time 2 .06 .68** -.34**          

5. NA Time 2 -.09 -.28** .69** -.36**         

6. Openness .001 .16* -.07 .20* -.07        

7. Conscient .03 .30** -.54** .27** -.39** .17*       

8. Extraversion .11 .40** -.32** .25** -.31** .27** .38**      

9. Agreeableness .02 .25** -.44** .20* -.36** .09 .47** .13
†
     

10. Neuroticism -.06 -.48** .61** -.47** .60** -.09 -.51** -.42** -.43**    

11. ILT -.03 .11 -.06 .09 .04 .23** .15* .02 .11 -.08   

12. IPT .08 .16* -.33** .05 -.06 .14
†
 .35** .14* .41** -.15* .16*  

N 184 185 185 108 108 185 185 185 185 185 185 186 

M 0.21 3.30 2.21 3.19 2.07 3.77 3.94 3.06 3.86 2.61 6.46 4.02 

SD 0.29 0.61 0.84 0.63 0.89 0.70 0.70 0.85 0.66 0.90 0.92 0.59 
Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, PA = Positive affect, NA = Negative affect, Conscient = Conscientiousness, ILT = Implicit 

leadership theories, IPT = Implicit performance theories. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 11 

Study 1b: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the 

Single-target IAT and organizational criterion measures 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. ST IAT IFT       

2. JP .02      

3. JS -.02 .19
†
     

4. OCB .01 .26** .51**    

5. OC .05 .16 .82** .51**   

6. Extra-role .04 .49* .42** .69** .50**  

N 184 107 107 107 107 107 

M 0.21 8.09 5.00 3.69 4.18 4.83 

SD 0.29 0.84 1.49 0.66 1.51 0.93 
Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, JP = Job performance, JS = Job satisfaction, 

OCB = Organizational citizenship behavior, OC = Organizational commitment.   
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 12 

Study 1b: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and discriminant measures 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. P.Prot           

2. P.Indu .91**          

3. P.Enth .72** .50**         

4. P.Good .90** .79** .44**        

5. P.Aprot -.21* -.24* -0.06 -.22*       

6. P.Conf .08 .05 -.001 .15 .79**      

7. P.Inco -.24* -.28** -.07 -.23* .87** .56**     

8. P.Insu -.37** -.36** -.08 -.46** .81** .39** .61**    

9. PA Time 1 .20* .11 .16 .24* -.04 -.05 -.01 -.03   

10. NA Time 1 -.24* -.19† -.17† -.25** .11 .07 .05 .14 -.31**  

11. PA Time 2 .18† .12 .10 .23* .04 .09 .02 -.02 .68** -.34** 

12. NA Time 2 -.25* -.22* -.18† -.23* .05 .04 .03 .06 -.28** .69** 

13. Openness .03 .05 .09 -.03 .02 -.04 -.004 .10 .16* -.07 

14. Conscient .26** .22* .15 .27** -.08 -.02 -.01 -.17† .30** -.54** 

15. Extraversion .07 -.01 .14 .07 -.15 -.17 -.11 -.09 .40** -.32** 

16. Agreeableness .27** .21* .23* .26** -.18† -.13 -.19* -.13 .25** -.44** 

17. Neuroticism -.27** -.20* -.17† -.30** .13 .05 .16† .12 -.49** .61** 

18. ILT .20* .17† .18† .16† .06 .06 -.002 .08 .11 -.06 

19. IPT .24* .20* .23* .20* -.20* -.14 -.18† -.17† .16* -.33** 

Note. P.Prot = Projective Prototype, P.Indu = Projective industry, P.Enth = Projective enthusiasm, P.Good 

= Projective good citizen, P.Aprot = Projective Antiprototype, P.Conf = Projective conformity, P.Inco = 

Projective incompetence, P.Insu = Projective insubordination. PA = Positive affect, NA = Negative affect, 

Conscient = Conscientiousness, ILT = Implicit leadership theories, IPT = Implicit performance theories. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 12 

Study 1b: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and discriminant measures 

(continued) 

Variables 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1. P.Prot          

2. P.Indu          

3. P.Enth          

4. P.Good          

5. P.Aprot          

6. P.Conf          

7. P.Inco          

8. P.Insu          

9. PA Time 1          

10. NA Time 1          

11. PA Time 2          

12. NA Time 2 -.36**         

13. Openness .21* -.07        

14. Conscient .27** -.39** .17*       

15. Extraversion .25** -.31** .27** .38**      

16. Agreeableness .20* -.36** .09 .47** .13
†
     

17. Neuroticism -.47** .60** -.09 -.51** -.42** -.43**    

18. ILT .09 .04 .23** .15* .02 .11 -.08   

19. IPT .05 -.06 0.14 .35** .15* .41** -.15* .16*  

Note. P.Prot = Projective Prototype, P.Indu = Projective industry, P.Enth = Projective enthusiasm, 

P.Good = Projective good citizen, P.Aprot = Projective Antiprototype, P.Conf = Projective conformity, 

P.Inco = Projective incompetence, P.Insu = Projective insubordination. PA = Positive affect, NA = 

Negative affect, Conscient = Conscientiousness, ILT = Implicit leadership theories, IPT = Implicit 

performance theories. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 13 

Study 1b: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and organizational criterion measures 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. P.Prot              

2. P.Indu .91**             

3. P.Enth .72** .50**            

4. P.Good .90** .79** .44**           

5. P.Aprot -.21* -.24* -.06 -.22*          

6. P.Conf .08 .05 -.001 .15 .79**         

7. P.Inco -.23* -.28** -.07 -.23* .87** .56**        

8. P.Insu -.37** -.36** -.08 -.46** .81** .39** .61**       

9. JP .24* .22* .15 .25* -.10 .05 -.20* -.10      

10. JS .27** .12 .27** .32** -.20* -.06 -.18
†
 -.24* .19

†
     

11. OCB .25** .16
†
 .30** .20* -.17

†
 -.16 -.18

†
 -.08 .26** .51**    

12. OC .32** .16
†
 .33** .34** -.16 -.05 -.12 -.21* .16

†
 .82** .51**   

13. Extra role .16 .06 .28** .09 -.12 -.09 -.15 -.05 .24* .42** .69** .50**  
Note. P.Prot = Projective Prototype, P.Indu = Projective industry, P.Enth = Projective enthusiasm, P.Good = Projective good citizen, 

P.Aprot = Projective Antiprototype, P.Conf = Projective conformity, P.Inco = Projective incompetence, P.Insu = Projective 

insubordination. JP = Job performance, JS = Job satisfaction, OCB = Organizational citizenship behavior, OC = Organizational 

commitment. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 14 

Study 2: Effective reliability of video raters across six attribute ratings 

 Video Interval Time 

2:00 - 3:00 5:00 - 6:00 8:00 - 9:00 

Team 1  .82 .75 .81 

Team 2  .83 .76 .80 

Team 3 .82 .77 .73 
Note. Four independent raters comprised each team. 
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Table 15 

Study 2: Intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC) and 95% confidence intervals of 

video raters across 11 behaviors 

Behavior ICC Video Interval Time 

2:00 - 3:00 5:00 - 6:00 8:00 - 9:00 

Smiles ICC,1 .74 [.68, .79] .67 [.60, .73] .79 [.74, .84] 

Frowns ICC,1 .60 [.52, .67] .61 [.54, .68] .47 [.38, .56] 

Eye contact ICC,1 .68 [.62, .74] .33 [.24, .42] .38 [.29, .48] 

Head nods ICC,1 .61 [.53, .68] .45 [.37, .54] .63 [.55, .70] 

Questions
a
 ICC,1 .73 [.65, .81] .82 [.75, .87] .82 [.76, .88] 

Interruptions
a
 ICC,1 .47 [.34, .59] .32 [.19, .46] .30 [.17, .45] 

Praise
b
 ICC,1 .51 [.39, .63] .43 [.30, .59] .59 [.48, .70] 

Positive statements
b
 ICC,1 .71 [.62, .79] .66 [.56, .75] .67 [.59, .77] 

Negative statements
b
 ICC,1 .41 [.28, .54] .45 [.32, .58] .14 [.009, .28] 

Overall positive tone
b
  ICC,1 .67 [.57, .76] .63 [.52, .72] .54 [.41, .65] 

Overall negative tone
b
  ICC,1 .34 [.21, .47] .37 [.24, .50] .17 [.04, .32] 

Smiles ICC,2 .89 [.86, .92] .86 [.82, .89] .92 [.90, .94] 

Frowns ICC,2 .82 [.77, .86] .83 [.78, .87] .73 [.65, .79] 

Eye contact ICC,2 .87 [.83, .90] .60 [.48, .69] .65 [.55, .73] 

Head nods ICC,2 .82 [.77, .86] .71 [.64, .78] .83 [.79, .87] 

Questions
a
 ICC,2 .89 [.85, .93] .93 [.90, .95] .93 [.90, .95] 

Interruptions
a
 ICC,2 .72 [.61, .81] .59 [.42, .72] .57 [.38, .71] 

Praise
b
 ICC,2 .76 [.65, .83] .70 [.57, .79] .82 [.73, .88] 

Positive statements
b 

ICC,2 .88 [.83, .92] .85 [.79, .90] .89 [.81, .91] 

Negative statements
b
  ICC,2 .67 [.54, .78] .71 [.59, .80] .32 [.03, .54] 

Overall positive tone
b
  ICC,2 .86 [.80, .90] .84 [.77, .89] .78 [.68, .85] 

Overall negative tone
b
  ICC,2 .61 [.44, .73] .64 [.49, .75] .39 [.12, .58] 

Note. 
a 
= Ratings for followers only, 

b  
= Ratings for leaders only. 

 ICC(1) = Single-rater reliability, ICC(2) = Mean reliability.
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Table 16 

Study 2: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target 

IAT IFT, criterion, and convergent measures 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. ST IAT IFT           

2. Thermo .05          

3. Semantic .05 .61**         

4. Entity -.16* .05 -.08        

5. P.Proto -.02 -.06 -.003 -.10       

6. P.Indus -.05 -.11 -.01 -.05 .86**      

7. P.Enthu .07 .01 -.003 -.08 .84** .52**     

8. P.GoodC -.08 -.05 .01 -.13 .92** .71** .70**    

9. P.Aproto .08 -.07 -.20† -.05 -.54** -.52** -.38** -.52**   

10. P.Confo .02 .07 .04 -.12 -.22* -.22* -.16 -.20† .67**  

11. P.Incom .12 -.10 -.27* .001 -.50** -.47** -.35** -.47** .80** .24* 

12. P.Insub .04 -.13 -.24* .00 -.53** -.51** -.36** -.52** .84** .31** 

13. B.Proto .19* .15† .15* -.08 .18† .06 .27* .17 -.01 .10 

14. B.Indus .15* .11 .11 -.08 .12 .02 .21 .09 .004 .10 

15. B.Enthu .17* .17* .18* -.05 .14 -.01 .26* .12 .14 .14 

16. B.GoodC .18* .11 .12 -.07 .23* .15 .23* .22* -.17 .01 

17. B.Aproto .01 .05 -.02 .03 -.09 -.19† .11 -.12 .26* .06 

18. B.Confo -.05 -.07 -.05 .06 .08 .12 .09 -.001 -.09 -.05 

19. B.Incom -.02 .08 -.05 .08 -.16 -.27* .04 -.16 .24* -.08 

20. B.Insub .10 .12 .07 -.08 -.10 -.25* .10 -.09 .41** .30** 

21. SR.Proto .10 .06 .02 -.05 - - - - - - 

22. SR.Indus .08 .06 -.001 -.06 - - - - - - 

23. SR.Enthu .06 .12 .10 .02 - - - - - - 

24. SR.GoodC .13 -.03 -.07 -.11 - - - - - - 

25. SR.Aproto -.08 .21* .22* -.004 - - - - - - 

26. SR.Confo .07 .26* .28** -.01 - - - - - - 

27. SR.Incom -.14 .17 .19† .01 - - - - - - 

28. SR.Insub -.12 .08 .08 -.002 - - - - - - 

N 187 190 190 190 84 84 84 84 84 84 

M 0.17 48.89 -0.03 3.47 4.93 5.05 4.72 5.00 3.02 3.75 

SD 0.28 17.42 0.83 0.44 1.05 1.28 1.15 1.17 0.90 1.16 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, Thermo = Follower thermometer, Semantic = Semantic differential of 

followers, Entity = Entity theory of followers, P.Prot = Projective Prototype, P.Indu = Projective industry, P.Enth = 

Projective enthusiasm, P.Good = Projective good citizen, P.Aprot = Projective Antiprototype, P.Conf = Projective 

conformity, P.Inco = Projective incompetence, P.Insu = Projective insubordination, B.Prot = Behavioral Prototype, 

B.Indu = Behavioral industry, B.Enth = Behavioral enthusiasm, B.Good = Behavioral good citizen, B.Aprot = 

Behavioral Antiprototype, B.Conf = Behavioral conformity, B.Inco = Behavioral incompetence, B.Insu = 

Behavioral insubordination, SR.Prot = Self-report Prototype, SR.Indu = Self-report industry, SR.Enth = Self-report 

enthusiasm, SR.Good = Self-report good citizen, SR.Aproto = Self-report Antiprototype, SR.Conf = Self-report 

conformity, SR.Inco = Self-report incompetence, SR.Insu = Self-report insubordination. 
†p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 16 

Study 2: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target IAT 

IFT, criterion, and convergent measures (continued) 

Variables 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
1. ST IAT IFT           

2. Thermo           

3. Semantic           

4. Entity           

5. P.Proto           

6. P.Indus           

7. P.Enthu           

8. P.GoodC           

9. P.Aproto           

10. P.Confo           

11. P.Incom           

12. P.Insub .61**          

13. B.Proto -.06 -.05         

14. B.Indus -.05 -.04 .89**        

15. B.Enthu .13 .05 .90** .70**       

16. B.GoodC -.24* -.16 .89** .66** .71**      

17. B.Aproto .26* .27* .12 .08 .14
†
 .09     

18. B.Confo -.10 -.05 .05 -.03 .03 .15
†
 .69**    

19. B.Incom .28* .34** -.03 -.03 .002 -.05 .81** .31**   

20. B.Insub .37** .27* .26** .28** .31** .12 .65** .10 .39**  

21. SR.Proto - - .52** .50** .50** .43** .10 .08 -.02 .20
†
 

22. SR.Indus - - .48** .51** .44** .37** .10 .06 .02 .17 

23. SR.Enthu - - .48** .47** .49** .34** .09 .01 -.03 .25* 

24. SR.GoodC - - .47** .38** .43** .47** .09 .15 -.06 .11 

25. SR.Aproto - - -.15 -.14 -.14 -.14 .41** .25* .31** .38** 

26. SR.Confo - - -.03 -.05 -.07 .02 .22* .25* .05 .19
†
 

27. SR.Incom - - -.20
†
 -.16 -.20 -.18

†
 .36** .22* .34** .24* 

28. SR.Insub - - -.14 -.12 -.08 -.19
†
 .42** .13 .38** .48** 

N 84 84 175 175 175 175 175 175 175 175 

M 2.79 2.52 5.99 5.96 5.70 6.31 4.52 6.36 3.73 3.47 

SD 1.12 1.23 1.44 1.63 1.64 1.57 1.22 1.81 1.81 1.49 
Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, Thermo = Follower thermometer, Semantic = Semantic differential of 

followers, Entity = Entity theory of followers, P.Prot = Projective Prototype, P.Indu = Projective industry, P.Enth = 

Projective enthusiasm, P.Good = Projective good citizen, P.Aprot = Projective Antiprototype, P.Conf = Projective 

conformity, P.Inco = Projective incompetence, P.Insu = Projective insubordination, B.Prot = Behavioral Prototype, 

B.Indu = Behavioral industry, B.Enth = Behavioral enthusiasm, B.Good = Behavioral good citizen, B.Aprot = 

Behavioral Antiprototype, B.Conf = Behavioral conformity, B.Inco = Behavioral incompetence, B.Insu = Behavioral 

insubordination, SR.Prot = Self-report Prototype, SR.Indu = Self-report industry, SR.Enth = Self-report enthusiasm, 

SR.Good = Self-report good citizen, SR.Aproto = Self-report Antiprototype, SR.Conf = Self-report conformity, 

SR.Inco = Self-report incompetence, SR.Insu = Self-report insubordination. 
†p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 16 

Study 2: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-

target IAT IFT, criterion, and convergent measures (continued) 

Variables 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
1. ST IAT IFT        

2. Thermo        

3. Semantic        

4. Entity        

5. P.Proto        

6. P.Indus        

7. P.Enthu        

8. P.GoodC        

9. P.Aproto        

10. P.Confo        

11. P.Incom        

12. P.Insub        

13. B.Proto        

14. B.Indus        

15. B.Enthu        

16. B.GoodC        

17. B.Aproto        

18. B.Confo        

19. B.Incom        

20. B.Insub        

21. SR.Proto        

22. SR.Indus .92**       

23. SR.Enthu .91** .74**      

24. SR.GoodC .89** .75** .71**     

25. SR.Aproto -.39** -.40** -.32** -.33**    

26. SR.Confo -.24* -.31** -.22* -.11 .77**   

27. SR.Incom -.40** -.39** -.32** -.40** .84** .47**   

28. SR.Insub -.30** -.28** -.25* -.30** .82** .40** .60**  

N 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 

M 6.79 7.04 6.06 7.26 3.78 5.13 3.29 2.91 

SD 1.46 1.64 1.79 1.41 1.54 1.93 1.85 1.92 
Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, Thermo = Follower thermometer, Semantic = Semantic 

differential of followers, Entity = Entity theory of followers, P.Prot = Projective Prototype, P.Indu = 

Projective industry, P.Enth = Projective enthusiasm, P.Good = Projective good citizen, P.Aprot = 

Projective Antiprototype, P.Conf = Projective conformity, P.Inco = Projective incompetence, P.Insu = 

Projective insubordination, B.Prot = Behavioral Prototype, B.Indu = Behavioral industry, B.Enth = 

Behavioral enthusiasm, B.Good = Behavioral good citizen, B.Aprot = Behavioral Antiprototype, B.Conf = 

Behavioral conformity, B.Inco = Behavioral incompetence, B.Insu = Behavioral insubordination, SR.Prot 

= Self-report Prototype, SR.Indu = Self-report industry, SR.Enth = Self-report enthusiasm, SR.Good = 

Self-report good citizen, SR.Aproto = Self-report Antiprototype, SR.Conf = Self-report conformity, 

SR.Inco = Self-report incompetence, SR.Insu = Self-report insubordination. 
†p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 17 

Study 2: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target IAT IFT and discriminant 

measures 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. ST IAT IFT             

2. PA Time 1 -.05            

3. NA Time 1 -.02 -.37**           

4. PA Time 2 -.04 .48** -.29**          

5. NA Time 2 -.01 -.18* .56** -.28**         

6. Openness -.13
†
 .16* -.04 .10 -.18*        

7. Conscientious -.09 .11 -.29** .11 -.18* .24**       

8. Extraversion -.03 .26** -.24** .13
†
 -.21** .33** .21**      

9. Agreeableness .04 .21** -.39** .14
†
 -.24** .15* .31** .25**     

10. Neuroticism .03 -.42** .61** -.25** .37** -.13
†
 -.32** -.35** -.42**    

11. ILT -.07 .16* -.11 .18* -.02 .16* .13† .17* .14
†
 -.16*   

12. IPT .02 .10 -.09 .17* -.02 .21** .24** .17* .29** -.18* .08  

N 187 190 190 176 176 190 190 190 190 190 190 190 

M 0.17 3.37 2.83 3.33 2.88 3.63 3.51 3.27 3.81 2.91 6.42 4.03 

SD 0.28 0.55 0.69 0.56 0.72 0.48 0.55 0.70 0.54 0.71 0.85 0.59 
Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, PA = Positive affect, NA = Negative affect, Conscient = Conscientiousness, ILT = Implicit 

leadership theories, IPT = Implicit performance theories. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 18 

Study 2: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target 

IAT IFT and frequency of behaviors at each interval for Followers  

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. ST IAT IFT           

2. Smiles I1 .02          

3. Frowns I1 -.11 -.13         

4. EyeC I1 .12 .02 -.02        

5. HeadN I1 -.04 .32** -.18
†
 -.01       

6. Quest I1 -.06 .15 -.08 -.002 .19
†
      

7. Interr I1 -.02 .28** -.13 -.07 .43** .36**     

8. Smiles I2 .03 .70** -.19
†
 -.10 .12 .04 .23*    

9. Frowns I2 .02 -.12 .60** .06 -.13 -.05 -.10 -.29**   

10. EyeC I2 .10 .08 .20
†
 .17 -.04 .03 .004 -.02 .20

†
  

11. Head I2 -.01 .13 -.14 .05 .32** .07
†
 .29** .08 -.10 -.04 

12. Quest I2 .11 .12 -.15 -.08 .24* .40** .25* .13 -.02 -.04 

13. Interr I2 .07 .08 -.18
†
 -.11 .13 .01 .26* .17 -.25* -.10 

14. Smiles I3 .04 .47** -.18
†
 -.04 .04 .04 .21* .60** -.23* -.004 

15. Frowns I3 .04 -.33** .53** -.02 -.04 .003 -.13 -.46** .59*

* 
.22* 

16. EyeC I3 -.01 -.15 .02 .35** .04 .18
†
 .02 -.21* .05 .25* 

17. HeadN I3 .04 .19
†
 -.03 .16 .22* -.03 .20

†
 .20

†
 -.04 .10 

18. Quest I3 .10 -.08 .02 .02 -.07 .21
†
 .19

†
 .03 .06 .22* 

19. Interr I3 .01 -.02 -.02 .01 .09 .16 .10 -.07 .02 .12 

N 93 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 

M 0.18 2.82 0.62 0.86 0.32 2.18 0.64 2.28 0.37 0.35 

SD 0.32 1.97 0.95 1.17 0.63 1.74 0.81 1.38 0.68 0.53 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, EyeC = Eye contact, HeadN = Head nods, Quest 

= Questions, Interr = Interruptions.  
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 18 

Study 2: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target IAT 

IFT and frequency of behaviors at each interval for Followers (continued) 

Variables 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1. ST IAT IFT          

2. Smiles I1          

3. Frowns I1          

4. EyeC I1          

5. HeadN I1          

6. Quest I1          

7. Interr I1          

8. Smiles I2          

9. Frowns I2          

10. EyeC I2          

11. Head I2          

12. Quest I2 .06         

13. Interr I2 .31** .18
†
        

14. Smiles I3 .11 .09 .10       

15. Frowns I3 .07 -.01 -.08 -.38**      

16. EyeC I3 .26* .07 .04 -.04 .24*     

17. HeadN I3 .57** .03 .18
†
 .07 -.02 .19

†
    

18. Quest I3 -.001 .23* .01 -.02 .14 .18
†
 .18   

19. Interr I3 .16 .10 .12 .05 .04 .04 .14 .50**  

N 92 91 91 92 92 90 90 86 86 

M 0.23 2.16 0.36 1.76 0.43 0.36 0.20 1.91 0.27 

SD 0.44 1.54 0.49 1.53 0.60 0.60 0.48 1.65 0.42 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, EyeC = Eye contact, HeadN = Head nods, Quest = 

Questions, Interr = Interruptions.  
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 19 

Study 2: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-

target IAT IFT and frequency of behaviors at each interval for Leaders 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. ST IAT IFT           

2. Smiles I1 -.18†          

3. Frowns I1 .19† -.22*         

4. EyeC I1 .10 .04 .16        

5. HeadN I1 -.19† .03 .09 .12       

6. Praise I1 -.04 .05 -.04 .10 .55**      

7. PosSta I1 -.03 .64** -.06 .09 .18† .20†     

8. NegSta I1 .09 -.18† .02 .09 .16 .06 -.18†    

9. PosTo I1 .01 .65** -.11 .12 .07 .14 .91** -.17†   

10. NegTo I1 .14 -.34** .02 .01 .10 -.03 -.36** .79** -.35**  

11. Smiles I2 -.13 .64** -.13 .05 -.16 -.09 .44** -.25* .48** -.38** 

12. Frowns I2 .01 -.20 .31** .01 .05 .16 -.04 .18† -.08 .17 

13. EyeC I2 .25* .11 .14 .36** -.06 -.08 .04 .14 .12 .05 

14. HeadN I2 .16 -.04 .09 .21* .18† -.06 .01 .10 .07 .08 

15. Praise I2 .05 -.03 .19† -.03 .21* .13 .14 .04 .08 .07 

16. PosSta I2 -.03 .44** -.12 .04 .02 .03 .55** -.18† .57** -.24* 

17. NegSta I2 .08 -.29** .01 .14 -.03 .02 -.23* .27** -.3† .32** 

18. PosTo I2 -.12 .52** -.14 .03 -.05 -.05 .56** -.22* .63** -.32** 

19. NegTo I2 .07 -.27* .01 .16 .03 .04 -.22* .29** -.24* .40** 

20. Smiles I3 -.11 .44** -.24* -.08 -.24* -.08 .28** -.22* .34** -.33** 

21. Frowns I3 .08 -.16 .31** .06 -.11 -.09 -.09 .15 -.03 .23* 

22. EyeC I3 .12 .11 .04 .19† -.06 -.08 .05 -.14 .07 -.05 

23. HeadN I3 .04 -.05 -.001 .15 .18† .17 -.08 .07 -.04 .05 

24. Praise I3 .14 -.08 .03 .16 .24* .36** .02 .08 -.01 .08 

25. PosSta I3 -.09 .28** -.15 -.11 .01 -.03 .37** -.18 .35** -.20 

26. NegSta I3 .25* -.17 .10 -.004 .02 -.06 -.13 .37** -.12 .39** 

27. PosTo I3 -.10 .34** -.19† -.15 .04 .01 .45** -0.18 .44** -.20† 

28. NegTo I3 .29** -.32** .22* .04 .10 -.05 -.24* .35** -.24* .44** 

N 94 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 

M 0.17 3.38 0.20 0.34 0.54 1.28 1.52 0.48 3.40 1.25 

SD 0.25 2.06 0.41 0.53 0.68 1.06 1.28 0.71 2.39 1.22 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, EyeC = Eye contact, HeadN = Head 

nods, PosSta = Positive statements, NegSta = Negative statements, PosTo = Overall positive 

tone, NegTo = Overall negative tone.  
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 19 

Study 2: Intercorrelations, means,and standard deviations between the Single-target 

IAT IFT and frequency of behaviors at each interval for Leaders (continued) 

Variables 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1. ST IAT IFT           

2. Smiles I1           

3. Frowns I1           

4. EyeC I1           

5. HeadN I1           

6. Praise I1           

7. PosSta I1           

8. NegSta I1           

9. PosTo I1           

10. NegTo I1           

11. Smiles I2           

12. Frowns I2 -.31**          

13. EyeC I2 .25* .04         

14. HeadN I2 -.09 -.001 .09        

15. Praise I2 -.16 .18† -.05 .34**       

16. PosSta I2 .52** -.16 .12 .27** .22*      

17. NegSta I2 -.21* .26* .03 -.01 -.06 -.30**     

18. PosTo I2 .63** -.23* .17 .17 .12 .90** -.32**    

19. NegTo I2 -.30** .22* .07 -.002 -.02 -.33** .87** -.36**   

20. Smiles I3 .50** -.25* .01 -.07 -.08 .36** -.23* .45** -.28**  

21. Frowns I3 -.16 .36** .19† .12 .06 -.14 .28** -.15 .18 -.24* 

22. EyeC I3 .10 -.06 .09 .01 -.01 -.04 -.03 -.10 -.02 .03 

23. HeadN I3 .01 -.07 -.01 .29** -.07 .16 -.02 .11 -.04 .08 

24. Praise I3 -.08 .04 .08 .19† .02 .15 .09 .02 .09 -.18† 

25. PosSta I3 .31** -.17 .00 .10 .10 .60** -.15 .52** -.24* .44** 

26. NegSta I3 -.15 .09 .14 -.01 -.004 -.17 .20† -.15 .20 -.21† 

27. PosTo I3 .35** -.12 -.01 .10 .17 .65** -0.13 .59** -.22* .49** 

28. NegTo I3 -.31** .17 .10 .00 -.01 -.37** .30** -.35** .36** -.42** 

N 92 92 92 92 91 91 91 91 91 92 

M 2.78 0.15 0.26 0.57 1.02 1.30 0.42 2.78 1.09 2.62 

SD 1.28 0.35 0.46 0.77 0.93 1.12 0.64 2.07 0.98 1.41 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, EyeC = Eye contact, HeadN = Head nods, 

PosSta = Positive statements, NegSta = Negative statements, PosTo = Overall positive tone, NegTo = 

Overall negative tone.  
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 19 

Study 2: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target 

IAT IFT and frequency of behaviors at each interval for Leaders (continued) 

Variables 21 22 23 24 25 26 

-.214* 

.81** 

27 

0.52 

0.62 

28 

1. ST IAT IFT         

2. Smiles I1         

3. Frowns I1         

4. EyeC I1         

5. HeadN I1         

6. Praise I1         

7. PosSta I1         

8. NegSta I1         

9. PosTo I1         

10. NegTo I1         

11. Smiles I2         

12. Frowns I2         

13. EyeC I2         

14. HeadN I2         

15. Praise I2         

16. PosSta I2         

17. NegSta I2         

18. PosTo I2         

19. NegTo I2         

20. Smiles I3         

21. Frowns I3         

22. EyeC I3 -.12        

23. HeadN I3 -.12 -.02       

24. Praise I3 -.16 .13 .45**      

25. PosSta I3 -.04 .06 .003 .01     

26. NegSta I3 .16 .07 .06 .04 -.14    

27. PosTo I3 -.12 -.01 .01 .03 .91** -.21*   

28. NegTo I3 .25* .13 -.04 .08 -.34** .81** -.39**  

N 92 90 90 86 86 86 86 86 

M 0.22 0.21 0.43 1.03 1.02 0.52 2.25 1.38 

SD 0.46 0.45 0.74 1.12 1.01 0.62 1.76 1.03 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, EyeC = Eye contact, HeadN = Head nods, 

PosSta = Positive statements, NegSta = Negative statements, PosTo = Overall positive tone, NegTo = 

Overall negative tone.  
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 20 

Study 2: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target 

IAT IFT and attribute ratings at each interval for Followers  

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. ST IAT IFT           

2. Warm I1 -.14          

3. Hostile I1 .08 -.52**         

4. Compet I1 -.07 .43** -.07        

5. Confid I1 .06 .33** .01 .73**       

6. Domin I1 -.15 .45** .11 .63** .60**      

7. Strong I1 -.09 .33** .28* .63** .71** .82**     

8. Warm I2 -.12 .77** -.45** .49** .46** .56** .44**    

9. Hostile I2 .10 -.53** .77** -.07 -.03 -.01 .08 -.50**   

10. Compet I2 -.12 .33** -.09 .43** .29** .44** .31** .59** -.23*  

11. Confid I2 -.10 .32** -.02 .48** .43** .47** .39** .52** -.07 .78** 

12. Domin I2 -.12 .44** .01 .50** .40** .79** .62** .60** -.05 .64** 

13. Strong I2 -.13 .34** .11 .55** .44** .71** .63** .59** .02 .71** 

14. Warm I3 -.05 .65** -.42** .49** .38** .38** .32** .72** -.49** .49** 

15. Hostile I3 .07 -.28** .59** -.02 .05 .15 .13 -.29** .64** -.07 

16. Compet I3 -.05 .34** -.12 .55** .50** .48** .44** .43** -.19† .40** 

17. Confid I3 -.05 .30** -.07 .49** .47** .47** .41** .47** -.18† .46** 

18. Domin I3 -.05 .36** .03 .44** .47** .67** .56** .47** -.12 .35** 

19. Strong I3 -.14 .28** .03 .48** .48** .64** .52** .48** -.10 .41** 

N 93 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 

M 0.18 4.26 1.44 5.21 4.42 3.43 4.14 4.00 1.58 4.84 

SD 0.32 1.52 0.71 0.99 0.95 1.42 1.08 1.38 0.74 1.08 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, Compet = Competent, Confid = Confident, 

Domin = Dominant 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 20 

Study 2: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target 

IAT IFT and attribute ratings at each interval for Followers (continued) 

Variables 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1. ST IAT IFT          

2. Warm I1          

3. Hostile I1          

4. Compet I1          

5. Confid I1          

6. Domin I1          

7. Strong I1          

8. Warm I2          

9. Hostile I2          

10. Compet I2          

11. Confid I2          

12. Domin I2 .67**         

13. Strong I2 .71** .83**        

14. Warm I3 .45** .42** .44**       

15. Hostile I3 .05 .09 .05 -.48**      

16. Compet I3 .50** .47** .53** .55** -.08     

17. Confid I3 .47** .50** .56** .56** -.21* .81**    

18. Domin I3 .40** .65** .56** .47** -.06 .63** .76**   

19. Strong I3 .41** .58** .58** .50** .002 .78** .75** .84**  

N 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 

M 4.10 3.40 4.12 3.79 1.54 4.91 4.36 3.32 4.02 

SD 1.13 1.46 1.16 1.33 0.66 1.45 1.45 1.49 1.24 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, Compet = Competent, Confid = Confident, 

Domin = Dominant 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 21 

Study 2: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target 

IAT IFT and attribute ratings at each interval for Leaders 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. ST IAT IFT           

2. Warm I1 -.03          

3. Hostile I1 .30** -.36**         

4. Compet I1 .07 .43** -.04        

5. Confid I1 .09 .41** .05 .90**       

6. Domin I1 .06 .39** .03 .83** .87**      

7. Strong I1 .06 .39** .08 .83** .85** .87**     

8. Warm I2 -.04 .68** -.19† .42** .46** .46** .41**    

9. Hostile I2 .25* -.19† .61** .10 .17† .11 .16 -.16   

10. Compet I2 -.01 .33** .00 .64** .63** .64** .59** .52** .13  

11. Confid I2 .01 .25* .07 .55** .58** .58** .50** .40** .22* .90** 

12. Domin I2 -.03 .30** .04 .60** .57** .62** .55** .45** .17† .88** 

13. Strong I2 .04 .33** .14 .66** .66** .64** .66** .50** .20† .89** 

14. Warm I3 -.08 .47** -.14 .40** .43** .44** .33** .69** -.01 .55** 

15. Hostile I3 .39** -.15 .38** .28** .25* .22* .27* -.13 .39** .16 

16. Compet I3 .03 .22* .003 .56** .52** .55** .44** .31** .20† .57** 

17. Confid I3 -.05 .22* -.06 .59** .58** .61** .51** .32** .14 .60** 

18. Domin I3 .07 .21* .00 .56** .51** .56** .47** .31** .23* .60** 

19. Strong I3 -.04 .16 .02 .59** .57** .58** .55** .24* .17 .53** 

N 94 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 

M 0.17 4.75 1.31 5.08 4.79 4.95 4.63 4.70 1.36 4.90 

SD 0.25 1.40 0.43 1.33 1.40 1.41 1.25 1.24 0.52 1.36 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, Compet = Competent, Confid = Confident, 

Domin = Dominant 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 21 

Study 2: Intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations between the Single-target 

IAT IFT and attribute ratings at each interval for Leaders (continued) 

Variables 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1. ST IAT IFT          

2. Warm I1          

3. Hostile I1          

4. Compet I1          

5. Confid I1          

6. Domin I1          

7. Strong I1          

8. Warm I2          

9. Hostile I2          

10. Compet I2          

11. Confid I2          

12. Domin I2 .83**         

13. Strong I2 .83** .86**        

14. Warm I3 .47** .48** .47**       

15. Hostile I3 .16 .16 .29** -.17      

16. Compet I3 .54** .59** .49** .51** .17     

17. Confid I3 .55** .62** .49** .56** .11 .85**    

18. Domin I3 .60** .67** .57** .40** .29** .85** .76**   

19. Strong I3 .44** .56** .52** .39** .24* .79** .85** .73**  

N 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 

M 4.65 4.82 4.72 4.48 1.31 4.90 4.77 4.75 4.47 

SD 1.42 1.37 1.20 1.20 0.49 1.46 1.36 1.50 1.34 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, Compet = Competent, Confid = Confident, 

Domin = Dominant 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 22 

Study 2: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and discriminant measures 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. P.Prot           

2. P.Indu .86**          

3. P.Enth .84** .52**         

4. P.Good .92** .71** .70**        

5. P.Aprot -.54** -.52** -.38** -.52**       

6. P.Conf -.22* -.22* -.16 -.20† .67**      

7. P.Inco -.50** -.47** -.35** -.47** .80** .24*     

8. P.Insu -.53** -.51** -.36** -.52** .84** .31** .61**    

9. PA Time 1 .39** .39** .29** .34** .06 .19† -.10 .03   

10. NA Time 1 -.27* -.18† -.31** -.22* .02 .12 -.01 -.07 -.37**  

11. PA Time 2 .33** .31** .21† .32** .06 .20† -.04 -.02 .47** -.26** 

12. NA Time 2 -.40** -.26* -.47** -.34** .20† .22* .09 .15 -.18* .56** 

13. Openness .10 .09 .16 -.001 -.03 .01 -.12 .03 .16* -.04 

14. Conscientious -.01 -.04 -.03 .03 -.03 -.08 .01 .00 .11 -.29** 

15. Extraversion -.01 .05 .03 -.12 .14 .002 .26* .06 .26** -.24** 

16. Agreeableness .22* .11 .25* .22* .02 .11 -.07 .002 .21** -.39** 

17. Neuroticism -.16 -.12 -.24* -.06 -.14 .00 -.12 -.20† -.42** .61** 

18. ILT -.05 -.07 .07 -.11 .15 -.09 .14 .29** .16* -.11 

19. IPT -.03 -.02 -.02 -.05 .18 .11 .17 .13 .10 -.09 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, Compet = Competent, Confid = Confident, 

Domin = Dominant 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 22 

Study 2: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and discriminant measures 

(continued) Variables 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1. P.Prot          

2. P.Indu          

3. P.Enth          

4. P.Good          

5. P.Aprot          

6. P.Conf          

7. P.Inco          

8. P.Insu          

9. PA Time 1          

10. NA Time 1          

11. PA Time 2          

12. NA Time 2 -.28**         

13. Openness .10 -.18*        

14. Conscientious .11 -.18* .24**       

15. Extraversion .13
†
 -.21** .33** .21**      

16. Agreeableness .14
†
 -.24** .15* .31** .25**     

17. Neuroticism -.25** .37** -.13
†
 -.32** -.35** -.42**    

18. ILT .18* -.02 .16* .13† .18* .14
†
 -.16*   

19. IPT .17* -.02 .21** .24** .17* .29** -.18* .08  

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, Compet = Competent, Confid = Confident, 

Domin = Dominant 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 23 

Study 2: Intercorrelations between the projective IAT IFT and frequency of 

behaviors at each interval for Followers 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. P.Prot           

2. P.Indu .89**          

3. P.Enth .88** .61**         

4. P.Good .95** .81** .78**        

5. P.Aprot -.52** -.54** -.36* -.50**       

6. P.Conf -.28† -.37** -.14 -.25† .66**      

7. P.Inco -.46** -.42** -.38** -.44** .84** .24     

8. P.Insu -.48** -.49** -.34* -.50** .87** .29* .75**    

9. Smiles I1 .29* .29† .26† .25† -.22 .06 -.23 -.35*   

10. Frowns I1 -.14 -.17 -.01 -.19 -.06 -.01 -.10 -.03 -.13  

11. EyeC I1 .09 .18 -.04 .09 .04 .07 .02 .01 .02 -.02 

12. HeadN I1 -.04 .03 -.12 -.03 -.11 -.11 -.04 -.11 .32** -.18† 

13. Quest I1 .15 .14 .11 .16 -.08 -.01 -.09 -.08 .15 -.08 

14. Interr I1 .07 -.01 .09 .12 -.08 .05 -.11 -.13 .28** -.13 

15. Smiles I2 .25 .18 .27† .22 -.21 -.02 -.13 -.35* .70** -.19† 

16. Frowns I2 -.23 -.12 -.20 -.30* .08 .02 .07 .09 -.12 .60** 

17. EyeC I2 -.01 -.10 .07 .02 .08 .12 .04 .03 .08 .20† 

18. HeadN I2 .02 -.07 .11 .02 .01 -.02 -.004 .06 .13 -.14 

19. Quest I2 .12 .17 .13 .01 -.07 -.003 -.06 -.10 .12 -.15 

20. Interr I2 -.02 -.08 .03 .01 -.10 .11 -.10 -.26† .08 -.18† 

21. Smiles I3 .23 .25† .18 .20 -.19 -.09 -.09 -.27† .47** -.18† 

22. Frowns I3 -.39** -.27† -.41** -.39** -.05 -.21 .05 .05 -.33** .53** 

23. EyeC I3 -.09 -.14 -.03 -.07 -.17 -.23 -.12 -.05 -.15 .02 

24. HeadN I3 .05 -.02 .07 .09 -.16 -.04 -.16 -.19 .19† -.03 

25. Quest I3 .11 .08 .09 .12 .01 -.01 .12 -.07 -.08 .02 

26. Interr I3 .03 .13 -.11 .04 -.08 -.05 -.04 -.08 -.02 -.02 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, EyeC = Eye contact, HeadN = Head nods, 

PosSta = Positive statements, NegSta = Negative statements, PosTo = Overall positive tone, NegTo = 

Overall negative tone.  
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 23 

Study 2: Intercorrelations between the projective IAT IFT and frequency of behaviors at 

each interval for Followers (continued) 

Variables 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1. P.Prot           

2. P.Indu           

3. P.Enth           

4. P.Good           

5. P.Aprot           

6. P.Conf           

7. P.Inco           

8. P.Insu           

9. Smiles I1           

10. Frowns I1           

11. EyeC I1           

12. HeadN I1 -.01          

13. Quest I1 -.002 .19
†
         

14. Interr I1 -.07 .43** .36**        

15. Smiles I2 -.10 .12 .04 .23*       

16. Frowns I2 .06 -.13 -.05 -.10 -.29**      

17. EyeC I2 .17
†
 -.04 .03 .004 -.02 .12

†
     

18. HeadN I2 .05 .32** .07 .29*

* 
.08 -.10 -.04    

19. Quest I2 -.08 .24* .40** .25* .13 -.02 -.04 .06   

20. Interr I2 -.11 .13 .01 .26* .17 -.25* -.10 .31** .18
†
  

21. Smiles I3 -.04 .04 .04 .21* .60** -.23* -.004 .11 .09 .10 

22. Frowns I3 -.02 -.04 .003 -.13 -.46** .59** .22* .07 -.01 -.08 

23. EyeC I3 .35** .04 .18
†
 .02 -.21* .05 .25* .26* .07 .04 

24. HeadN I3 .16 .22* -.03 .20
†
 .20

†
 -.04 .10 .57** .03 .18

†
 

25. Quest I3 .02 -.07 .21 .19
†
 .03 .06 .22* -.001 .23* .01 

26. Interr I3 .01 .09 .16 .10 -.07 .02 .12 .16 .10 .12 
Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, EyeC = Eye contact, HeadN = Head nods, PosSta = Positive 

statements, NegSta = Negative statements, PosTo = Overall positive tone, NegTo = Overall negative tone.  
†p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 23 

Study 2: Intercorrelations between the projective IAT IFT and 

frequency of behaviors at each interval for Followers (continued) 

Variables 21 22 23 24 25 26 

1. P.Prot       

2. P.Indu       

3. P.Enth       

4. P.Good       

5. P.Aprot       

6. P.Conf       

7. P.Inco       

8. P.Insu       

9. Smiles I1       

10. Frowns I1       

11. EyeC I1       

12. HeadN I1       

13. Quest I1       

14. Interr I1       

15. Smiles I2       

16. Frowns I2       

17. EyeC I2       

18. HeadN I2       

19. Quest I2       

20. Interr I2       

21. Smiles I3       

22. Frowns I3 -.38**      

23. EyeC I3 -.04 .24*     

24. HeadN I3 .07 -.02 .19
†
    

25. Quest I3 -.02 .14 .18
†
 .18   

26. Interr I3 .05 .04 .04 .14 .50**  

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, EyeC = Eye contact, HeadN 

= Head nods, PosSta = Positive statements, NegSta = Negative statements, PosTo = 

Overall positive tone, NegTo = Overall negative tone.  
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 24 

Study 2: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and frequency of behaviors at each 

interval for Leaders 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. P.Prot             

2. P.Indu .81**            

3. P.Enth .74** .34*           

4. P.Good .87** .55** .54**          

5. P.Aprot -.60** -.47** -.42* -.56**         

6. P.Conf -.09 .12 -.25 -.12 .71**        

7. P.Inco -.60** -.58** -.28† -.55** .70** .25       

8. P.Insu -.63** -.55** -.40* -.55** .81** .38* .36*      

9. Smiles I1 .08 .20 -.19 .11 -.18 -.01 -.33† -.08     

10. Frowns I1 .03 .05 -.03 .04 -.14 -.05 .04 -.26 -.22*    

11. EyeC I1 -.05 .26 -.19 -.23 -.09 .08 -.21 -.06 .04 .16   

12. HeadN I1 -.03 .33† -.26 -.21 .01 .14 -.002 -.10 .03 .09 .12  

13. Praise I1 .08 .37* -.13 -.10 -.13 .04 -.20 -.12 .05 -.04 .10 .55** 

14. PosSta I1 -.01 .18 -.20 -.05 -.21 -.10 -.27 -.11 .64** -.06 .09 .18† 

15. NegSta I1 -.20 .08 -.29† -.32† .23 .26 .09 .17 -.18† .02 .09 .16 

16. PosTo I1 -.04 .08 -.11 -.09 -.28† -.24 -.23 -.18 .65** -.11 .12 .07 

17. NegTo I1 -.22 .02 -.32† -.27 .31† .38* .25 .09 -.34** .02 .01 .10 

18. Smiles I2 .03 .05 -.02 .04 -.25 -.34* -.22 -.03 .64** -.13 .05 -.16 

19. Frowns I2 .02 .14 -.12 -.02 -.09 -.02 .01 -.16 -.20† .31** .01 .05 

20. EyeC I2 .10 .13 .17 -.04 -.15 -.22 -.04 -.09 .11 .14 .36** -.06 

21. HeadN I2 -.27 -.22 -.33† -.13 .14 .06 .04 .20 -.04 .09 .21* .18† 

22. Praise I2 -.05 .22 -.28† -.12 .03 .28† .03 -.18 -.03 .19† -.03 .21* 

23. PosSta I2 -.16 .03 -.26 -.19 .004 -.04 -.001 .04 .44** -.12 .04 .02 

24. NegSta I2 -.07 -.02 -.03 -.12 -.06 -.17 .15 -.11 -.29** .01 .14 -.03 

25. PosTo I2 -.16 -.11 -.09 -.18 .02 -.08 .03 .07 .52** -.14 .03 -.05 

26. NegTo I2 -.05 .02 -.07 -.09 -.10 -.14 .10 -.17 -.27* .01 .16 .03 

27. Smiles I3 -.09 -.12 -.11 .002 .08 -.001 .08 .09 .44** -.24* -.08 -.24* 

28. Frowns I3 .11 -.01 .16 .15 -.21 -.12 -.06 -.26 -.16 .31** .06 -.11 

29. EyeC I3 -.03 .19 -.18 -.11 -.06 -.08 -.01 -.05 .11 .04 .19† -.06 

30. HeadN I3 -.36* -.20 -.35* -.37* -.01 -.19 .08 .08 -.05 -.001 .15 .18† 

31. Praise I3 -.16 .06 -.35* -.16 .19 .12 .20 .11 -.08 .03 .16 .24* 

32. PosSta I3 -.001 .02 -.05 .02 .10 .08 .22 -.05 .28** -.15 -.11 .01 

33. NegSta I3 -.14 -.12 -.04 -.17 .12 .06 .29† -.06 -.17 .10 -.004 .02 

34. PosTo I3 -.21 -.20 -.15 -.24† -.06 .04 -.09 -.08 .34** -.19† -.15 .04 

35. NegTo I3 -.14 -.14 -.20 -.04 .03 .01 .05 .001 -.32** .22* .04 .10 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, EyeC = Eye contact, HeadN = Head nods, PosSta 

= Positive statements, NegSta = Negative statements, PosTo = Overall positive tone, NegTo = Overall 

negative tone.  
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 24 

Study 2: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and frequency of behaviors at each 

interval for Leaders (continued) 

Variables 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

1. P.Prot             

2. P.Indu             

3. P.Enth             

4. P.Good             

5. P.Aprot             

6. P.Conf             

7. P.Inco             

8. P.Insu             

9. Smiles I1             

10. Frowns I1             

11. EyeC I1             

12. HeadN I1             

13. Praise I1             

14. PosSta I1 .20†            

15. NegSta I1 .06 -.18†           

16. PosTo I1 .14 .91** -.17†          

17. NegTo I1 -.03 -.36** .79** -.35**         

18. Smiles I2 -.09 .44** -.25* .48** -.38**        

19. Frowns I2 .16 -.04 .18† -.08 .17 -.31**       

20. EyeC I2 -.08 .04 .14 .12 .05 .25* .04      

21. HeadN I2 -.06 .01 .10 .07 .08 -.09 -.001 .09     

22. Praise I2 .13 .14 .04 .08 .07 -.16 .18† -.05 .34**    

23. PosSta I2 .03 .55** -.18† .57** -.24* .52** -.16 .12 .27** .22*   

24. NegSta I2 .02 -.23* .27** -.18† .32** -.21* .26* .03 -.01 -.06 -.30**  

25. PosTo I2 -.05 .56** -.22* .63** -.32** .63** -.23* .17 .17 .12 .90** -.32** 

26. NegTo I2 .04 -.22* .29** -.21* .40** -.30** .22* .07 -.002 -.02 -.33** .87** 

27. Smiles I3 -.08 .28** -.22* .34** -.33** .50** -.25* .01 -.07 -.08 .36** -.23* 

28. Frowns I3 -.09 -.09 .15 -.03 .23* -.16 .36** .19† .12 .06 -.14 .28** 

29. EyeC I3 -.08 .05 -.14 .07 -.05 .10 -.06 .09 .01 -.01 -.04 -.03 

30. HeadN I3 .17 -.08 .07 -.04 .05 .01 -.07 -.01 .29** -.07 .16 -.02 

31. Praise I3 .36** .02 .08 -.01 .08 -.08 .04 .08 .19† .02 .15 .09 

32. PosSta I3 -.03 .37** -.18 .35** -.20† .31** -.17 .001 .10 .10 .60** -.15 

33. NegSta I3 -.06 -.13 .37** -.12 .39** -.15 .09 .14 -.01 -.004 -.17 .20† 

34. PosTo I3 .01 .45** -.18 .44** -.20† .35** -.12 -.01 .10 .17 .65** -.13 

35. NegTo I3 -.05 -.24* .35** -.24* .44** -.31** .17 .10 .00 -.01 -.37** .30** 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, EyeC = Eye contact, HeadN = Head nods, PosSta 

= Positive statements, NegSta = Negative statements, PosTo = Overall positive tone, NegTo = Overall 

negative tone.  
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 24 

Study 2: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and frequency of behaviors at 

each interval for Leaders (continued) 

Variables 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 

1. P.Prot            

2. P.Indu            

3. P.Enth            

4. P.Good            

5. P.Aprot            

6. P.Conf            

7. P.Inco            

8. P.Insu            

9. Smiles I1            

10. Frowns I1            

11. EyeC I1            

12. HeadN I1            

13. Praise I1            

14. PosSta I1            

15. NegSta I1            

16. PosTo I1            

17. NegTo I1            

18. Smiles I2            

19. Frowns I2            

20. EyeC I2            

21. HeadN I2            

22. Praise I2            

23. PosSta I2            

24. NegSta I2            

25. PosTo I2            

26. NegTo I2 -.36**           

27. Smiles I3 .45** -.28**          

28. Frowns I3 -.15 .18† -.24*         

29. EyeC I3 -.10 -.02 .03 -.12        

30. HeadN I3 .11 -.04 .08 -.12 -.02       

31. Praise I3 .02 .09 -.18† -.16 .13 .45**      

32. PosSta I3 .52** -.24* .44** -.04 .06 .003 .01     

33. NegSta I3 -.15 .20† -.21† .16 .07 .06 .04 -.14    

34. PosTo I3 .59** -.22* .49** -.12 -.01 .008 .03 .91** -.21*   

35. NegTo I3 -.35** .36** -.42** .25* .13 -.04 .08 -.34** .81** -.39**  

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, EyeC = Eye contact, HeadN = Head nods, 

PosSta = Positive statements, NegSta = Negative statements, PosTo = Overall positive tone, NegTo = 

Overall negative tone.  
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 25 

Study 2: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and attribute ratings at each 

interval for Followers 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. P.Prot           

2. P.Indu .89**          

3. P.Enth .88** .61**         

4. P.Good .95** .81** .78**        

5. P.Aprot -.52** -.54** -.36* -.50**       

6. P.Conf -.28† -.37** -.14 -.25† .66**      

7. P.Inco -.46** -.42** -.38** -.44** .84** .24†     

8. P.Insu -.48** -.49** -.34* -.50** .87** .29* .75**    

9. Warm I1 .24 .14 .26† .25† -.18 -.05 -.23 -.17   

10. Hostile I1 -.42** -.29† -.42** -.44** .11 .01 .14 .13 -.52**  

11. Compet I1 -.08 -.08 -.09 -.04 -.06 -.08 -.05 .004 .43** -.07 

12. Confid I1 -.15 -.20 -.02 -.19 -.01 -.002 -.05 .02 .33** .01 

13. Domin I1 -.08 -.08 -.06 -.09 -.02 .07 -.13 .01 .45** .11 

14. Strong I1 -.23 -.20 -.18 -.24 -.03 -.03 -.10 .04 .33** .22* 

15. Warm I2 .28† .20 .33* .23 -.16 -.01 -.23 -.16 .77** -.45** 

16. Hostile I2 -.32* -.22 -.36* -.30* .13 -.06 .18 .20 -.53** .77** 

17. Compet I2 .02 -.01 .10 -.04 .01 .12 -.12 .01 .33** -.09 

18. Confid I2 -0.11 -.08 -.06 -.16 -.09 .08 -.22 -.08 .32** -.02 

19. Domin I2 -.001 .02 .04 -.06 -.03 .04 -.14 .01 .44** .01 

20. Strong I2 -.11 -.13 -.02 -.14 -.02 .11 -.17 -.01 .34** .11 

21. Warm I3 .14 .11 .15 .11 -.05 .04 -.09 -.09 .65** -.42** 

22. Hostile I3 -.25† -.17 -.31* -.22 -.08 -.11 -.09 .002 -.28** .59** 

23. Compet I3 -.02 -.07 .05 -.04 -.06 .11 -.14 -.13 .34** -.12 

24. Confid I3 -.08 -.10 .002 -.10 .06 .17 .03 -.06 .30** -.07 

25. Domin I3 -.04 -.04 .02 -.10 -.04 .04 -.04 -.10 .36** .03 

26. Strong I3 .06 .07 .12 -.03 -.17 -.02 -.19 -.19 .28** .03 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, Compet = Competent, Confid = Confident, 

Domin = Dominant. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 25 

Study 2: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and attribute ratings at each 

interval for Followers (continued) 

Variables 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1. P.Prot           

2. P.Indu           

3. P.Enth           

4. P.Good           

5. P.Aprot           

6. P.Conf           

7. P.Inco           

8. P.Insu           

9. Warm I1           

10. Hostile I1           

11. Compet I1           

12. Confid I1 .73**          

13. Domin I1 .63** .60**         

14. Strong I1 .63** .71** .82**        

15. Warm I2 .49** .46** .56** .44**       

16. Hostile I2 -.07 -.03 -.01 .08 -.50**      

17. Compet I2 .43** .29** .44** .31** .59** -.23*     

18. Confid I2 .48** .43** .47** .39** .52** -.07 .78**    

19. Domin I2 .50** .40** .79** .62** .60** -.05 .64** .67**   

20. Strong I2 .55** .44** .71** .63** .59** .02 .71** .71** .83**  

21. Warm I3 .49** .38** .38** .32** .72** -.49** .49** .45** .42** .44** 

22. Hostile I3 -.02 .05 .15 .13 -.29** .64** -.07 .05 .09 .05 

23. Compet I3 .55** .50** .48** .44** .43** -.19 .40** .50** .47** .53** 

24. Confid I3 .49** .47** .47** .41** .47** -.18† .46** .47** .50** .56** 

25. Domin I3 .44** .47** .67** .56** .47** -.12 .35** .40** .65** .56** 

26. Strong I3 .48** .48** .64** .52** .48** -.10 .41** .41** .58** .58** 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, Compet = Competent, Confid = Confident, 

Domin = Dominant. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 25 

Study 2: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and 

attribute ratings at each interval for Followers (continued) 

Variables 21 22 23 24 25 26 

1. P.Prot       

2. P.Indu       

3. P.Enth       

4. P.Good       

5. P.Aprot       

6. P.Conf       

7. P.Inco       

8. P.Insu       

9. Warm I1       

10. Hostile I1       

11. Compet I1       

12. Confid I1       

13. Domin I1       

14. Strong I1       

15. Warm I2       

16. Hostile I2       

17. Compet I2       

18. Confid I2       

19. Domin I2       

20. Strong I2       

21. Warm I3       

22. Hostile I3 -.48**      

23. Compet I3 .55** -.08     

24. Confid I3 .56** -.21* .81**    

25. Domin I3 .47** -.06 .63** .76**   

26. Strong I3 .50** .002 .78** .75** .84**  

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, Compet = 

Competent, Confid = Confident, Domin = Dominant. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 

 

  



 

159 

 

 

Table 26 

Study 2: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and attribute ratings at each 

interval for Leaders 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. P.Prot           

2. P.Indu .81**          

3. P.Enth .74** .34*         

4. P.Good .87** .55** .54**        

5. P.Aprot -.60** -.47** -.42* -.56**       

6. P.Conf -.09 .12 -.25 -.12 .71**      

7. P.Inco -.60** -.58** -.28† -.55** .70** .25     

8. P.Insu -.63** -.55** -.40* -.55** .81** .38* .36*    

9. Warm I1 -.17 -.11 -.11 -.17 -.06 -.11 .07 -.09   

10. Hostile I1 .04 .06 .08 -.04 -.01 .03 -.11 .04 -.36**  

11. Compet I1 -.36* -.11 -.28† -.49** .32† .34* .19 .19 .43** -.04 

12. Confid I1 -.38* -.16 -.29† -.48** .32† .28 .14 .28† .41** .05 

13. Domin I1 -.27 -.01 -.23 -.42* .29† .35* .18 .14 .39** .03 

14. Strong I1 -.30† -.05 -.22 -.45** .29† .33† .15 .18 .39** .08 

15. Warm I2 -.04 .04 -.14 -.03 -.05 .11 -.05 -.13 .68** -.19† 

16. Hostile I2 .18 .14 .17 .13 -.10 .06 -.26 -.03 -.19† .61** 

17. Compet I2 -.20 -.02 -.27 -.22 .10 .31† .06 -.09 .33** .00 

18. Confid I2 -.14 .00 -.22 -.14 .14 .34* .09 -.08 .25* .07 

19. Domin I2 -.21 -.06 -.24 -.23 .21 .30† .10 .09 .30** .04 

20. Strong I2 -.35* -.21 -.32† -.33† .25 .35* .12 .10 .33** .14 

21. Warm I3 -.004 .02 -.02 -.02 -.10 -.05 .06 -.19 .47** -.14 

22. Hostile I3 -.20 -.14 -.01 -.29† .22 .12 .06 .28 -.15 .38** 

23. Compet I3 -.04 -.09 .19 -.14 .10 -.03 .17 .07 .22* .003 

24. Confid I3 -.13 -.08 -.02 -.22 .18 .16 .18 .09 .23* -.06 

25. Domin I3 -.14 -.10 .01 -.22 .28 .25 .19 .18 .21* .00 

26. Strong I3 -.14 -.14 .05 -.22 .32† .20 .28 .23 .16 .02 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, Compet = Competent, Confid = Confident, 

Domin = Dominant. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 26 

Study 2: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and attribute ratings at each 

interval for Leaders (continued) 

Variables 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1. P.Prot           

2. P.Indu           

3. P.Enth           

4. P.Good           

5. P.Aprot           

6. P.Conf           

7. P.Inco           

8. P.Insu           

9. Warm I1           

10. Hostile I1           

11. Compet I1           

12. Confid I1 .90**          

13. Domin I1 .84** .87**         

14. Strong I1 .83** .85** .87**        

15. Warm I2 .42** .46** .46** .41**       

16. Hostile I2 .10 .17
†
 .11 .16 -.16      

17. Compet I2 .64** .63** .64** .59** .52** .13     

18. Confid I2 .55** .58** .58** .51** .40** .22* .90**    

19. Domin I2 .60** .57** .62** .55** .45** .17
†
 .89** .83**   

20. Strong I2 .66** .66** .64** .66** .50** .20
†
 .89** .83** .86**  

21. Warm I3 .40** .43** .44** .34** .69** -.01 .55** .47** .48** .47** 

22. Hostile I3 .28** .25* .22* .27* -.13 .39** .16 .16 .16 .29** 

23. Compet I3 .56** .53** .55** .44** .31** .20
†
 .57** .54** .59** .49** 

24. Confid I3 .59** .58** .61** .52** .33** .14 .60** .55** .62** .49** 

25. Domin I3 .56** .51** .56** .47** .31** .23* .60** .60** .67** .58** 

26. Strong I3 .59** .57** .58** .55** .24* .17 .53** .45** .56** .52** 

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, Compet = Competent, Confid = Confident, 

Domin = Dominant. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 26 

Study 2: Intercorrelations between the projective IFT and attribute ratings at each 

interval for Leaders (continued) 

Variables 21 22 23 24 25 26 

1. P.Prot       

2. P.Indu       

3. P.Enth       

4. P.Good       

5. P.Aprot       

6. P.Conf       

7. P.Inco       

8. P.Insu       

9. Warm I1       

10. Hostile I1       

11. Compet I1       

12. Confid I1       

13. Domin I1       

14. Strong I1       

15. Warm I2       

16. Hostile I2       

17. Compet I2       

18. Confid I2       

19. Domin I2       

20. Strong I2       

21. Warm I3       

22. Hostile I3 -.17      

23. Compet I3 .51** .17     

24. Confid I3 .56** .11 .86**    

25. Domin I3 .40** .29** .85** .76**   

26. Strong I3 .39** .24* .79** .85** .73**  

Note. ST IAT IFT = Single-target IAT IFT, I = Interval, Compet = Competent, Confid = Confident, 

Domin = Dominant. 
†
p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 27 

Breakdown of D-scores on the Single-target IAT IFT measure across all studies 

 Pilot study Study 1a Study 1b Study 2 

Positive D-score 9 (14.3%) 282 (73.6%) 136 (73.9%) 134 (71.7%) 

Negative D-score 54 (85.7%) 101 (26.4%) 48 (26.1%) 53 (28.3%) 

Missing D-score 0 18 3 3 

Total 63 401 187 190 
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Figure 1. Study 2 confirmatory factor analysis for explicit, self-report measures of 

followership. Model results: χ²(26, N = 190) = 126.81, p < .001; CFI = .70; RMSEA 

= .14, 90% [.12, .17]; SRMR = .13; AIC = 4306.01. Proto = Prototype, Aproto = 

Antiprototype, SR = Self-report, Indu = Industry, Enth = Enthusiasm, Good = Good 

citizen, P = Projective, Conf = Conformity, Inco = Incompetence, Insu = Insubordination. 

Bold lines indicate a significant coefficient at p < .05; dashed lines indicate a coefficient 

was not significant at p < .05.  
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Figure 2. Study 2 confirmatory factor analysis for self-report IFT and projective IFT 

items. Model results: χ²(17, N = 176) = 19.40, p = .31; CFI = .99; RMSEA = .03, 90% 

[.00, .08]; SRMR = .31; AIC = 3406.10. Proto = Prototype, Aproto = Antiprototype, SR 

= Self-report, Indu = Industry, Enth = Enthusiasm, Good = Good citizen, P = Projective, 

Conf = Conformity, Inco = Incompetence, Insu = Insubordination. Bold lines indicate a 

significant coefficient at p < .05; dashed lines indicate a coefficient was not significant at 

p < .05. 
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Figure 3. Study 2 confirmatory factor analysis for self-report IFT, projective IFT, and 

behavioral IFT items. Model results: χ²(117, N = 176) = 1008.81, p < .001; CFI = .89; 

RMSEA = .08, 90% [.06, .09]; SRMR = .21; AIC = 7099.33. Proto = Prototype, Aproto = 

Antiprototype, Beh = Behavioral, SR = Self-report, Indu = Industry, Enth = Enthusiasm, 

Good = Good citizen, P = Projective, Conf = Conformity, Inco = Incompetence, Insu = 

Insubordination. Bold lines indicate a significant coefficient at p < .05; dashed lines 

indicate a coefficient was not significant at p < .05. 
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Figure 4. Study 2 structural model for the self-report IFT, projective IFT, and Single-

target IAT IFT scores. Model results: χ²(17, N = 176) = 19.40, p = .31; CFI = .99; 

RMSEA = .03, 90% [.00, .08]; SRMR = .31; AIC = 3406.10. Proto = Prototype, Aproto = 

Antiprototype, SR = Self-report, Indu = Industry, Enth = Enthusiasm, Good = Good 

citizen, P = Projective, Conf = Conformity, Inco = Incompetence, Insu = Insubordination, 

IAT = Implicit association test, IFT = implicit followership theory. Bold lines indicate a 

significant coefficient at p < .05; dashed lines indicate a coefficient was not significant at 

p < .05. 
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Figure 5. Study 2 path analysis model for followers’ Single-target IAT IFT scores and 

each behavioral count in three video intervals. Model results: χ²(150, N = 95) = 463.92, p 

< .001; CFI = .10; RMSEA = .15, 90% [.13, .16]; SRMR = .17; AIC = 4228.12. IAT = 

Implicit association test, IFT = implicit followership theory, EyeC = Eye contact, HeadN 

= Head nods, Quest = Questions, Interr = Interruptions. Bold lines indicate a significant 

coefficient at p < .05; dashed lines indicate a coefficient was not significant at p < .05.   
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Figure 6. Study 2 path analysis model for followers’ Single-target IAT IFT scores and 

attribute ratings in three video intervals. Model results: χ²(168, N = 95) = 1665.98, p 

< .001; CFI = .02; RMSEA = .31, 90% [.29, .32]; SRMR = .40; AIC = 5226.24. IAT = 

Implicit association test, IFT = implicit followership theory, Confid = Confident, Compet 

= Competent, Domin = Dominant. Bold lines indicate a significant coefficient at p < .05; 

dashed lines indicate a coefficient was not significant at p < .05.  
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Figure 7. Study 2 path analysis model for leaders’ Single-target IAT IFT scores and each 

behavioral count in three video intervals. Model results:  χ²(363, N = 95) = 1353.28, p 

< .001; CFI = .20; RMSEA = .17, 90% [.16, .18]; SRMR = .22; AIC = 6233.75. IAT = 

Implicit association test, IFT = implicit followership theory, EyeC = Eye contact, HeadN 

= Head nods, Pos Sta = Positive statements, Neg Sta = Negative statements, Pos Tone = 

Overall positive tone, Neg Tone = Overall negative tone. Bold lines indicate a significant 

coefficient at p < .05; dashed lines indicate a coefficient was not significant at p < .05.  
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Figure 8. Study 2 path analysis model for leaders’ Single-target IAT IFT scores and 

attribute ratings in three video intervals. Model results: χ²(168, N = 95) = 1827.79, p 

< .001; CFI = .007; RMSEA = .32, 90% [.31, .34]; SRMR = .42; AIC = 5161.09. IAT = 

Implicit association test, IFT = implicit followership theory, Confid = Confident, Compet 

= Competent, Domin = Dominant. Bold lines indicate a significant coefficient at p < .05; 

dashed lines indicate a coefficient was not significant at p < .05. 
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Appendix A 

Stimulus Words Used in Other IAT Studies 

IAT stimulus words in Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz (1998) 

Attribute Dimension, Positive words: caress, freedom, health, love, peace, cheer, 

friend, heaven, loyal, pleasure, diamond, gentle, honest, lucky, rainbow, diploma, gift, 

honor, miracle, sunrise, family, happy, laughter, paradise, vacation 

Attribute Dimension: Negative words, abuse, crash, filth, murder, sickness, 

accident, death, grief, poison, stink, assault, disaster, hatred, pollute, tragedy, bomb, 

divorce, jail, poverty, ugly, cancer, evil, kill, rotten, vomit, agony, prison 

IAT stimulus words in Karpinksi and Steinman (2006) 

Attribute Dimension, Pleasant words: beautiful, celebrating, cheerful, excitement, 

fabulous, friendly, glad, glee, happy, laughing, likable, loving, marvelous, paradise, 

pleasure, smiling, splendid, superb, triumph, and wonderful 

Attribute Dimension, Unpleasant words: Negative words include angry, brutal, 

destroy, dirty, disaster, disgusting, dislike, evil, gross, horrible, humiliate, nasty, noxious, 

painful, revolting, sickening, terrible, tragic, ugly, unpleasant, and yucky  
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Appendix B 

Step-by-Step Explanation and Sample Screenshots of the Single-target IAT IFT 

 Below is the full sequence of the Single-target IAT IFT, including the instructions 

that participants were given. 

1. Target category: Follower 

2. Attribute category: Positive 

3. Attribute category: Negative 

Screenshot #1 (below). The first screen of the Single-target IAT IFT measure will give 

participants task instructions. In the top header of the screen, two contrasting categories 

appear in green letters. Participants are asked to place a finger from their left hand on the 

“E” key of their keyboard, and a finger from their right hand on the “I” key of their 

keyboard. When the task begins, a word will appear in the bottom center of the screen 

(see Screenshot #2). Participants are asked to categorize each word as either a “Positive” 

or “Negative” word by pressing on either the left or right key. Participants are asked to do 

this task as quickly as possible. If a participant makes an error, an “X” will appear to 

notify the participant s/he has made an error (see Screenshot #2). The participant must 

press the correct key to continue. Correct responses will not have an alert, participants 

simply continue to the next stimulus word. Throughout each block trial, all contrasting 

categories will remain in the top header in full view. Only the stimulus word in the 

bottom center of the screen will change. 

 



 

173 

 

 

 

Screenshot #2. This block is a tutorial to help familiarize participants with the task 

(named Block 0 in Table 1). Results will not be recorded for this block. In this tutorial, 

participants will see two contrasting categories (Positive and Negative) in the top header, 

and one word in the bottom center of the screen (Hardworking). In this example, the 

correct response is to press the right key.  
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Screenshot #3. Once participants have finished the tutorial, they proceed to the first two 

blocks of the Single-target IAT (named Block 1 and Block 2 in Table 1). Block 1 and 

Block 2 are the same except Block 1 is a practice block and Block 2 is the actual test 

block. The instructions and administration of the stimulus words are the same as in the 

tutorial, (i.e., The participants task is to categorize each stimulus word as either a 

“Positive” or “Negative” word by pressing on either the left or right key). However, a 

third category named “Follower” has been added at the top left of the screen underneath 

the “Positive” category. Participants are instructed to also press the left key when a word 

that fits the “Follower” category appears.  
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Screenshot #4. This is an example of Block 1 and Block 2 in Table 1. Similar to the 

tutorial, participants will see two, contrasting categories (Positive and Negative) in the 

top header, and one word in the bottom center of the screen (Worker). However, in this 

block, a third category (Follower) has been added to the left key function. In this example, 

the correct response would be to press the left key. 

 

Screenshot #5. Next, participants will proceed to the last two blocks, named Block 3 and 

Block 4 in Table 1. Block 3 and Block 4 are the same except Block 3 is a practice block 

and Block 4 is the actual test block. In this block, the “Follower” category now appears in 

right side of the screen, underneath the “Negative” category. Participants are instructed to 

press the left key for words that fit the category “Positive,” and press the right key for 

words that either fit the category “Bad” or words that fit the category “Follower.” 
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Screenshot #6. This is an example of Block 3 and Block 4 in Table 1. Participants will 

see two, contrasting categories (Positive and Negative) in the top header, and one word in 

the bottom, center of the screen (Subordinate). However, in this block, a third category 

(Follower) has been added to the right key function. In this example, the correct response 

would be to press the right key. 
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Screenshot #7. The last screenshot of the Single-target IAT IFT measure. Participants are 

given their Single-target IAT IFT score (i.e., a D-score). A positive numerical D-score 

indicates implicit, positive attitudes toward followers and a negative numerical D-score 

indicates implicit, negative attitudes toward followers. 
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Appendix C 

 

Complete List of Measures  

 

Single-target IAT IFT stimulus words 

 

Target Category, Follower words: subordinate, worker, employee, associate, 

member, staff, workforce, laborer, and follower 

Attribute Dimension, Positive words from Sy (2010): hardworking, productive, 

goes above and beyond, excited, outgoing, happy, loyal, reliable, and team player 

Attribute Dimension, Negative words from Sy (2010): easily influenced, follows 

trends, soft spoken, arrogant, rude, bad-tempered, uneducated, slow, and inexperienced 

 

Feeling thermometer adapted from Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz (1998)  

 

Please rate how you feel about followers in general using a feeling thermometer with a 

range from 0 to 99 (100-point scale) with 10-degree intervals.  

0-------------------------------------------50-------------------------------------------99 

Unfavorable    Neutral    Favorable 

 

Semantic differential measure adapted from Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz 

(1998) 

 

Please rate each of the following pairs on a 7-point scale ranging from -3 to +3 for all 

three categories below. 

 

-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

   Neutral    

 

Category: Followers 

good-bad 

pleasant-unpleasant  

honest-dishonest  

nice-awful 

foolish-wise  

Category: Pleasant; Positive 

good-bad 

pleasant-unpleasant  

honest-dishonest  

nice-awful 

foolish-wise  

Category: Unpleasant; Negative 

good-bad 
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pleasant-unpleasant  

honest-dishonest  

nice-awful 

foolish-wise  

 

Entity theory of ability of followers to change (Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, 1997) 

 

Using the following 6-point scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree, please 

respond to the following statements as honestly as you can. Avoid pondering any 

particular statement, as the first response that occurs to you is usually the most accurate.    

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Strongly 

Disagree 

    Strongly 

Agree 

 

1. The kind of follower someone is, is something basic about them, and it can’t be 

changed very much. (reverse scored) 

2. Followers can substantially change the kind of person they are. 

3. Followers can do things differently, but the important parts of who they are 

can’t really be changed. (reverse scored) 

4. Followers, no matter who they are, can substantially change their basic 

characteristics. 

5. Followers are a certain kind of people, and there is not much they can really 

change about that. (reverse scored) 

6. No matter what type of person followers are, they can always change very 

much. 

7. As much as I hate to admit it, you can’t teach an old dog new tricks. Followers 

can’t change their deepest attributes. (reverse scored) 

8. Followers can change even their most basic qualities. 

 

Implicit followership theory (IFT) scale (Sy, 2010)  

 

Please indicate how characteristic each of the following items are for followers on a 10-

point scale from 1 (not at all characteristic) to 10 (extremely characteristic). 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Not at all 

characteristic 

        Extremely 

characteristic 

 

Hardworking  

Productive 

Above and Beyond 

Excited 
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Outgoing  

Happy  

Loyal 

Reliable 

Team Player 

Easily Influenced 

Follows Trends 

Soft Spoken 

Arrogant 

Rude 

Bad-Tempered 

Uneducated 

Slow 

Inexperienced 

 

Projective, implicit followership theory (IFT) scale (Sy, 2013) 

 

This next task requires some concentration and thought. If possible, please turn off any 

music, television, chat, or other distractions for the next 10 minutes. 

 

In the following you will see three statements describing a story. Imagine the typical 

members/followers in your workgroup in these stories. Your task is to invent stories for 

the typical members/followers in your workgroup. Please write a short story in the space 

provided. Then answer the survey questions below using your own thoughts about the 

stories involving the typical members/followers of your workgroup. Please follow these 

instructions: 

 

1. Imagine the typical members/followers in your workgroup. 

2. In the boxes below, write a short story about these members/followers based on the 

statements above the boxes. 

a. Think about what led to this event, what is happening now, and the outcomes at 

the end. 

b. Think about what the people in the story are thinking and feeling. 

3. There are no right or wrong stories. Imagine whatever kind of story you like. 

4. Plan to spend around 2-4 minutes per story. 

 

Story 1: GROUP MEMBER TALKS TO SUPERVISOR 

Story 2: GROUP MEMBER MOVES TO A NEW DEPARTMENT 

Story 3: GROUP MEMBER ATTENDS JOB EVALUATION MEETING 

 

Please respond to the following items using your own thoughts about the story and the 

employee. Using the following scale, rate the degree to which each trait accurately 

describes the employee in the stories. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very 

inaccurate 

  Neutral   Very 

accurate 

 

Hardworking  

Productive 

Above and Beyond 

Excited 

Outgoing  

Happy  

Loyal 

Reliable 

Team Player 

Easily Influenced 

Follows Trends 

Soft Spoken 

Arrogant 

Rude 

Bad-Tempered 

Uneducated 

Slow 

Inexperienced 

 

Behavioral, implicit followership theory (IFT) scale adapted from Sy (2010)  

 

Using the following 7-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), please 

respond to the following statements. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

 

1. Followers continue to work hard until their work is done. (hard-working) 

2. Followers get all of their work done. (productive) 

3. Followers engage in additional work that is not expected from them. (goes 

above and beyond) 

4. Followers show a lot of excitement. (excited) 

5. Followers socialize and are friendly with others. (outgoing) 

6. Followers smile, and express positive spirits. (happy) 

7. Followers show support for their organizations. (loyal) 

8. Followers consistently get their work down on time. (reliable) 

9. Followers collaborate well with others. (team player) 

10. Followers can easily be swayed. (easily influenced) 
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11. Followers go along with the group. (follows trends) 

12. Followers do not have strong opinions. (soft spoken) 

13. Followers express overconfidence. (arrogant) 

14. Followers are impolite or disrespectful. (rude) 

15. Followers disagree with others. (bad tempered) 

16. Followers do not seek knowledge about their work. (uneducated) 

17. Followers are slow to figure things out. (slow) 

18. Followers do not seek additional training or experience. (inexperienced) 

 

Positive and negative affect scale (PANAS) (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988)  
 

This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions. 

Using a 5-point rating scale, please will be indicate to what extent you generally felt this 

way over the last week. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

   Extremely 

 

Positive affect items: 

Active  

At Rest  

Calm  

Elated  

Enthusiastic  

Excited  

Peppy  

Placid  

Relaxed  

Strong  

Negative affect items: 

Distressed  

Drowsy  

Dull  

Fearful  

Hostile  

Jittery  

Nervous  

Scornful  

Sleep  

Sluggish  
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Big Five Inventory scale (John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991)  

 

Using the starting sentence below, please indicate how much you agree or disagree with 

the phrases on a scale of 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly agree). I see MYSELF as 

someone who ... 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

Disagree 

   Strongly 

Agree 

 

is talkative  

tends to be lazy (reverse scored)  

tends to find fault with others (reverse scored) 

is emotionally stable, not easily upset  (reverse scored) 

does a thorough job  

is inventive  

is depressed, blue 

has an assertive personality  

is original, comes up with new ideas  

can be cold and aloof  

is reserved (reverse scored) 

perseveres until the task is finished  

is helpful and unselfish with others  

can be moody  

can be somewhat careless  

values artistic, aesthetic experiences  

is relaxed, handles stress well (reverse scored) 

is sometimes shy, inhibited (reverse scored)  

is curious about many different things  

is considerate and kind to almost everyone  

is full of energy  

does things efficiently  

starts quarrels with others (reverse scored)  

remains calm in tense situations (reverse scored)  

is a reliable worker  

prefers work that is routine (reverse scored)  

can be tense  

is outgoing, sociable  

is ingenious, a deep thinker  

is sometimes rude to others (reverse scored)   

generates a lot of enthusiasm 

makes plans and follows through with them 

has a forgiving nature  

gets nervous easily 
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tends to be disorganized (reverse scored)  

likes to reflect, play with ideas  

worries a lot 

has few artistic interests (reverse scored) 

has an active imagination 

tends to be quiet (reverse scored) 

is generally trusting  

likes to cooperate with others 

is easily distracted (reverse scored) 

is sophisticated 

 

Implicit leadership theory scale (Epitropaki & Martin, 2004)  

 

Please rate on a 10-point scale how characteristic or not characteristic the following traits 

are of leaders. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Strongly 

Disagree 

        Strongly 

Agree 

 

Helpful 

Understanding 

Sincere 

Intelligence 

Educated 

Clever 

Knowledgeable 

Dedicated 

Motivated 

Hardworking 

Energetic 

Strong 

Dynamic 

Domineering 

Pushy 

Manipulative 

Loud 

Conceited 

Selfish 

Male 

Masculine 
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Implicit performance theory scale (Engle & Lord, 1997; Wernimont, 1971) 

 

Thinking about "workers" and behaviors expected of subordinates by their supervisors, 

please rate "workers" on these dimensions below using the 5-point scale of 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

Disagree 

   Strongly 

Agree 

 

Interested in work 

Conscientious 

Gives suggestions 

Hard-working 

Honest 

Thorough 

Independent thinker 

Takes suggestions 

Qualified for the job 

Communicates effectively 

Reliable 

Punctual in meeting deadlines 

Self-motivated 

Follows through with tasks 

Enthusiastic 

Cooperative 

Competent 

 

Job performance scale (Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997) 

 

On a scale of 0 to 9, please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following 

statements about your own job performance. 

 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Strongly 

Disagree 

        Strongly 

Agree 

 

1. In my estimation, I get my work done very effectively.  

2. I am competent in my job.  

3. I perform my job well.  

 

Job satisfaction scale (Quinn & Shephard, 1974)  

 

Please respond by using the following 7-point scale to rate how much you disagree or 
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agree with each statement. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

 

1. If a good friend of mine told me that he/she was interested in working in a job 

like mine I would strongly recommend it.  

2. All in all, I am very satisfied with my current job.  

3. In general, my job measures up to the sort of job I wanted when I took it.  

4. Knowing what I know now, if I had to decide all over again whether to take my 

job, I would.  

 

Organizational citizenship behaviors scale (Cardona, Lawrence, & Bentler, 2004) 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements 

on a scale of 1-5. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 

Disagree 

   Strongly 

Agree 

 

1. When the workload is most intense I work extra hours, by shortening the usual 

breaks or staying at work later than usual. 

2. I frequently suggest new ideas to improve my department. 

3. I only have to do the job I am paid to do. (reverse scored) 

4. Even when it is not required, I try to guide the new members of my department. 

 

Organizational commitment scale (Kidwell, Mossholder, & Bennett, 1997) 

 

Please respond by using the following 7-point scale to rate how much you disagree or 

agree with each statement about your organization. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

 

1. I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career in this organization.  

2. I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own.  

3. I do not feel like "part of the family" at my organization. (reverse-scored) 

4. I do not feel "emotionally attached" to this organization. (reverse-scored) 

5. This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.  

Extra-role behavior scale (Pearce & Gregersen, 1991) 
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Using the following 7-point scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree, please 

respond to the following statements. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

 

1. I attend non-required training or educational sessions on own time. 

2. I make especially helpful suggestions to improve the organization. 

3. I work before or after regular working hours in order to finish a task. 

4. My standards of work quality are higher than the stated standards. 

5. I actively and constructively seek to get my suggestions adopted by the 

organization. 

6. I orient new people even though it is not required. 

7. I make special attempts to gain more knowledge about job-related techniques 

and skills. 

8. I attend functions that are not required, but that help this organization. 

9. I go out of my way to help others with job-related problems. 

10. I look for additional responsibilities and/or tasks despite the fact that it 

increases my work load. 

 

Attribute ratings measure (Steckler & Rosenthal, 1985) 

 

Rate both the follower and leader on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 9 (very) on six questions. 

Write down your immediate answer, as that tends to be the most accurate.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Not at all        Very 

 

How warm is the person?  

How strong is the person?  

How competent is the person? 

How dominant is the person?  

How confident is the person?  

How hostile is the person?  
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Appendix D 

Script for the Pilot Study and Study 1a 

“Thank you for coming. We are conducting a study on improving workplace interactions. 

Before beginning, we need you to sign-in first. On the index card, please write down 7 

pieces of information. Please write:  

1) your first and last name 

2) your email address  

3) your SID #  

4) today’s date  

5) the study timeslot 

6) the laptop number in front of you 

7) your Subject ID that I will now give to each of you” 

a. {RAs: Give each participant their Subject ID # - Follow your Participant 

Log} 

“I will collect your index card at the end. This study has 2 separate parts. In today’s part 1, 

you will complete a word-pairing task and an online survey. The word-pairing task is 

simple, and will take less than 5 minutes. You will be given detailed instructions on the 

computer screen.  

{RAs: speak this next sentence w/ more emphasis and at a slower pace}…Even though 

the word-pairing task is simple, it requires your FULL CONCENTRATION. Please 

carefully read the instructions and FOCUS on the task in front of you. 
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When you are done with the word-pairing task, please wait a moment. You will 

automatically be taken directly to the online survey. The online survey will ask you 

general questions about yourself, and your workplace if you are currently working. This 

survey will take about 20 minutes. Then, 2 weeks from today, you will be emailed a 

survey link to complete Part 2, which is another online survey that will take about 15 

minutes. You must complete Part 1 and Part 2 to receive research credit, so make sure to 

complete the second survey. We will send you an email with the survey link, so be 

careful not to delete the email and check your spam folder just in case. 

Once you are done with both tasks, raise your hand. I will double-check your 

index card and give you a form. This form will tell you more about the study and how 

your participation is important for future research. Please read it and sign it if you agree 

to give us permission to use your responses. After that, I will let you know if you are 

dismissed. Please note you have the option of not answering any questions that make you 

feel uncomfortable. You can withdraw from this study at any time without penalty. Any 

questions?  

To begin the word-pairing task, flip open the laptop in front of you. Once you 

click “Start,” a window will pop up and ask you for your 6-digit Subject ID number. 

Please enter your Subject ID and the task will start. Good luck.” 
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Appendix E 

Scripts for Study 2 

Script #1 - Introduction 

“Thank you for coming. We are conducting a study on improving workplace interactions. 

Before beginning, do you two know each other? 

{RA: If participants have taken a class together, or seen each other, but have never 

spoken to each other, then continue with the study. But if they know each other well, they 

need to re-schedule into different timeslots. Apologize and say that knowing each other 

would ruin the results.}  

Ok now we need your information. On the index card, write: 

8) your first and last name 

9) your email address  

10) your SID #  

11) today’s date  

12) the study timeslot 

13) the laptop number in front of you 

14) your Subject ID that I will now give to each of you” 

b. {RAs: Give each participant their Subject ID # - Follow your Participant 

Log.} 

“I will collect your index card at the end. This study has 2 separate parts. In 

today’s part 1, you will work on 2 tasks. The first task is a word-pairing task and an 

online survey. The second task is a dyadic task, which will be videotaped. Today’s part 1 
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will take about 1 hour. Then in part 2, 2 weeks from now, we want you to complete 

another online survey. We will email you a link to online survey, so please check your 

email. This survey will take about 30 minutes. To receive your research credits, you 

MUST complete both parts. Now I will talk about the 2 tasks we need you to complete 

today. The word-pairing task is simple, and will take 5 minutes. Instructions will be on 

the computer screen.  

{RAs: speak this next sentence w/ more emphasis and at a slower pace}…Even though 

the word-pairing task is simple, it requires your FULL CONCENTRATION. Please 

carefully read the instructions and FOCUS on the task in front of you. 

When you are done with the word-pairing task, wait a moment. You will automatically be 

taken directly to the online survey. The survey will take about 20 minutes, and will ask 

general questions about yourself, and your workplace if you are currently working.  

When you are finished, raise your hand and I will check your index card. Then, please sit 

quietly while we wait for others in the group to finish their tasks. Please note you can 

withdraw from this study at any time without penalty. Any questions? 

To begin the word-pairing task, flip open the laptop in front of you. Once you 

click “Start,” a window will pop up and ask you for your 6-digit Subject ID number. 

Enter your Subject ID and the task will start. Good luck.” 

 

Script #2 – Paired Interaction Task 
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For today’s second task, both of you will work together on an origami task. However, one 

of you will be randomly assigned to be the leader, and the other person will be assigned 

to be the follower.  

The task will be videotaped and audiorecorded. We will take careful and 

important measures to protect your privacy and confidentiality. At the end of the study, 

you will be asked to give your consent for the researchers to view the videotapes and 

listen to the audiorecordings.  Let’s move into the other room. Bring your index card with 

you. 

{RA: Give one person the dice and ask them to roll it.} 

Roll the die, if you roll an even number you will be the follower, if you roll an odd 

number you will be the leader.  

{RA: Move them into the appropriate chair set-up: Follower on outside, Leader on the 

inside.} 

Write down your leader or follower status on your index card.  

As the leader, you will give verbal instructions to your follower on how to create 

an origami shape. Instructions for the origami shape are on your right side, but do not 

move the piece of paper until I tell you.  

As the follower, you will try to create the origami shape based on the verbal 

instructions from your leader. Do the best that you can. The leader CANNOT touch your 

follower’s origami paper, but you can point to something if needed. Any questions before 

we begin?  
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So you become a little bit more comfortable with the camera, I will turn it on and ask you 

a few questions while it records.  

{RA: Start recording. Check for the red light.} 

{RA: Next, hold up the sign with their Dyad ID# to the camera. The Dyad ID # is your 

first and last name initials, followed by a #. For ex, mine would be ST1, ST2, etc. Follow 

your RA set-up log for the number sequence.}  

RA: What is your first and last name?  

RA: Did you have any trouble finding this lab?  

RA: Please state whether you are the follower or the leader in this task. 

RA: Ok, we will now begin. Leader, you can now move the piece of paper. 

 

Script #3 – End of task 

{RA}: If they FINISH BEFORE the 15 minutes, say: “Ok, that is good. Thank you for 

your participation. We are now done with today’s study.” OR 

If they GO PAST the 15 minutes, stop them, and say: “Ok, that is good so far. You do not 

need to continue with this origami task. Thank you for your participation. We are now 

done with today’s study.”   

{RA: For both situations, THEN SAY}: 

 “However, there is another short, but unrelated task that we are pilot testing. Would you 

mind staying to help us with this other short task?”    

{RA: IMPORTANT: Look, and ask the FOLLOWER FIRST if he/she will stay. Then 

ask the leader.} 
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 “Ok, great. Please wait here while I set up the task in the other room.”  

{RA: Go to the other room (where the metal cabinets are) with your clipboard, and record 

in the [Official Notes] section that both participants were willing to stay (just write 

“Stay”). Wait about 30 seconds. Go back and say: 

“Actually I just checked and we have enough participants for the pilot study, so you don’t 

need to stay.“ OR “No problem. We appreciate your help today.”  

 

Script #4 – Conclusion of Study 

{RA: Video camera should still be recording.} 

Thank you for your participation today. Remember there is one more part for you to 

finish. About 2 weeks from now, you will be emailed a survey link to complete Part 2. To 

receive your research credit, you must also complete that survey. Please do not discuss 

this study with other students since that could ruin our results.  

Do you consent to allow the researchers to view this videotape and audiorecordings?  

{RA: Wait for both of them to respond.} 

Ok great. Here is a written consent form. This form will tell you about the study 

and how your participation is important for future research. Read it and sign it if you 

agree to give us permission to use your responses. After that, you are free to go.  

{RA: Stop camera recording.} 

 

 



 

195 

 

Appendix F 

Listing Ad on Amazon Mechanical Turk’s Website for Study 1b 

Improving Workplace Interactions Study - Part 1 

STUDY REQUIREMENTS 

 If you participated in a previously posted study/HIT called "Leadership & 

Workplaces Study," please do NOT participate in this study. You will not be 

compensated for participation in this study due to the similar nature of these 

studies. 

 You MUST have at LEAST 4 years of WORK experience. 

 You MUST be currently employed or working.  

 Only Windows OS users can participate (we apologize to Mac OSX users). You 

will download a JAVA-based web application for the tasks. 

THE STUDY 

Today's Part 1 pays $1.50 for 30 minutes of work. Two to four weeks later, we will post 

another HIT for Part 2 for you to complete. Part 2 pays $1.50 for 30 minutes of work. 

The risks involved are minimal and are equivalent to working on a word search puzzle.   

In both Part 1 and Part 2, you will complete a simple task and then take an online survey. 

The task is a 5-minute word-pairing task. The online survey will take about 25 minutes. 

For the word-pairing task, you will download a JAVA web application to your computer, 

called "Inquisit" for the word-pairing task. Inquisit is used to run the Implicit Association 

Test (aka IAT) word-pairing task, which is a safe, JAVA-based web application, and has 

been taken by thousands of participants worldwide. You can find out more about Inquisit 
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and the IAT in scientific research at http://www.millisecond.com/about/publications.aspx, 

or at http://med.stanford.edu/diversity/FAQ_REDE.html.  

PLEASE HELP US by completing Part 2 of the study, which is vital to our research. We 

will contact/email you when the HIT for Part 2 is posted.  

This HIT is periodically re-posted. Please do not complete it a second time if you have 

already completed this HIT. You will not be compensated a second time. 

TO BEGIN PART 1... 

Step 1: Create a unique 5-digit Subject ID# for yourself (avoid simple ID's such as 12345 

or 00000).  We will use your Subject ID# and your mTurk ID to link and verify your 

work. Enter your unique 5-digit Subject ID# below: 

   

Step 2: Copy and paste the link below in a NEW WINDOW or TAB. Then, click on 

"Start," which will begin the download for the Inquisit JAVA-based web application. 

After the download, the task will begin. 

NOTE: After the word-pairing task, wait a moment. You will be taken DIRECTLY to the 

online survey. The survey will ask you questions about leaders, followers, workplaces, 

and yourself. At the end of the survey, you will be given the study completion code.  

Link:  http://research.millisecond.com 

Step 3: Enter the study completion code here: 
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Improving Workplace Interactions Study - Part 2 

STUDY REQUIREMENTS 

 You MUST have completed Part 1 of this study to qualify for Part 2. 

 You MUST be currently employed or working.  

 Only Windows OS users can participate. 

THE STUDY 

Part 2 pays $1.50 for 30 minutes of work. The work for Part 2 is very similar to Part 1.  

Today, you will complete a simple 5-minute word-pairing task and then take an online 

survey.  The online survey will take about 25 minutes. For the word-pairing task, you will 

download a JAVA web application to your computer, called "Inquisit" for the word-

pairing task. Inquisit is used to run the Implicit Association Test (aka IAT) word-pairing 

task, which is a safe, JAVA-based web application, and has been taken by thousands of 

participants worldwide. You can find out more about Inquisit and the IAT in scientific 

research at http://www.millisecond.com/about/publications.aspx, or at 

http://med.stanford.edu/diversity/FAQ_REDE.htm  

This HIT is periodically re-posted. Please do not complete it a second time if you have 

already completed this HIT. You will not be compensated a second time. 

TO BEGIN PART 2... 

Step 1: Enter the unique 5-digit Subject ID# you created in Part 1. You can also find this 

information in the message that was sent to you.  My 5-digit Subject ID# is: 
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Step 2: Copy and paste the link below in a NEW WINDOW or TAB. Then, click on 

"Start," which will begin the download for the Inquisit JAVA-based web application. 

After the download, the task will begin. 

NOTE: After the word-pairing task, wait a moment. You will be taken DIRECTLY to the 

online survey. The survey will ask you questions about leaders, followers, workplaces, 

and yourself. At the end of the survey, you will be given the study completion code.  

Link:  http://research.millisecond.com 

Step 3: Enter the study completion code here: 
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Appendix G 

Informed Consent Statement and Debrief for Pilot Study and Study 1a (Written & 

Electronic Consent)  

Improving Workplace Interactions Study 

Written Consent 

DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH: You have been invited to participate in a 

research study on how individuals view and think of followers. This study asked you to 

complete a simple, word-pairing task, and then an online survey. The online survey asked 

you general questions about yourself and your workplace. Two weeks from today, you 

will be sent a survey link to complete another online survey that will take less than 5 

minutes. 

RISKS AND BENEFITS: In this study you were asked to categorize and pair words 

together, and then complete some measures. During the study, you may have experienced 

some positive or negative affect, or emotions. However, this should be temporary, and is 

unlikely to differ from emotions you experience on a regular, daily basis. Overall, the 

risks involved in this study were minimal and are equivalent to taking online personality 

questionnaires or working on a word search puzzle. 

The results from this study can illuminate assumptions in the workplace and 

provide insights on how to improve future leaders-follower relationships. In the 

workplace, the quality of the relationship between a leader and his or her followers is 

extremely important (Howell & Hall-Merenda, 1999). Leaders possess positions of 

authority and status, thus have the potential to influence their relationships with their 
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followers and follower-related outcomes. Thus, the information from this research may 

be used to improve the quality of leader-follower interactions, employee attitudes and 

well-being, and to make predictions regarding supervisor-employee relationships. Overall, 

the insights gained from this study have the potential to increase employee well-being 

and productivity. 

DATA STORAGE TO PROTECT CONFIDENTIALITY: Confidentiality of participants 

will be maintained by password-protecting information, and separating identifying 

information from participants’ responses. Informed consent forms and survey responses 

will be stored in a password-protected server for a 5-year period. After the 5-year period, 

the data will then be deleted from the server. 

HOW WILL RESULTS BE USED: This research has been conducted by Susanna Tram. 

The results of the study will be used for a dissertation. 

By signing below, you are allowing the researcher to use your responses in this study. 

Signature: __________________________________    

Print Name: _________________________________

 Date:_____________________ 

Electronic Consent 

Thank you for participating in this survey! Your responses will help us understand 

how individuals interact in the workplace. This study should help us devise better 

workplace interventions to improve the general satisfaction and the followership and 

leadership skills of modern workers. Given the general discontent that many American 

workers feel with their work lives, we feel this research (and therefore, your contribution) 
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is useful to society. Someday in your own job you may see the fruit of this research either 

in your supervisor or as a manager yourself. If you are interested in receiving the 

complete manuscript at the end of the research program, please email the primary 

investigator (see below) so that they can share with you the final product. 

We very much appreciate your participation. Inclusion of your responses in 

analysis is entirely voluntary, though. If you consent to have your data included in this 

study, please sign and date below. 

As stated before, all identifying information will be deleted 1 month after the end 

of the study and no one other than the researchers will have access in the mean time. If 

you have any questions, please feel free to contact the primary researcher, Susanna Tram, 

at stram001@email.ucr.edu, or at 626-862- 1285. 

If you have any comments or questions regarding the conduct of this research or 

your rights as a research subject, please contact the Office of Research Integrity by phone 

(951-827-4811 / 4810 / 6332), by email (irb@ucr.edu), or at University Office Building, 

#200, Riverside, CA, 92521. 

Consent to Participate 

Please indicate below whether you consent to participate and have your responses 

included in the final research project. You need to enter your first and last name below, 

but we do not keep these records connected to the responses. Your first and last name 

will be separated from your responses. 

We strongly appreciate if you agree to include your responses in the research 

project. Your contributions to this project are helping to advance our knowledge on 
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workplace interactions. In particular, you are helping to advance knowledge about the 

workplace and how to make it more prosperous and fair. 

By typing your first and last name below, you are allowing the researcher to use your 

responses in this study. 

Please enter your student ID number.  

Today's Date  

Do you agree to include your responses in our study? All of your responses are 

confidential and including may greatly help our understanding of the workplace.  

Yes/No 
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Appendix H 

Informed Consent Statement and Debrief for Study 1b (Electronic Consent)  

Improving Workplace Interactions Study 

This study should help us devise better workplace interventions to improve the 

general satisfaction and the followership and leadership skills of modern workers. Given 

the general discontent that many American workers feel with their work lives, we feel 

this research (and therefore, your contribution) is useful to society. 

We very much appreciate your participation. Inclusion of your responses in 

analysis is entirely voluntary, though. If you consent to have your data included in this 

study, please sign and date below. 

As stated before, all identifying information will be deleted 1 month after the end 

of the study and no one other than the researchers will have access in the mean time. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact the primary researcher, 

Susanna Tram, at stram001@email.ucr.edu, or at 626-862-1285. If you have any 

comments or questions regarding the conduct of this research or your rights as a research 

subject, please contact the Office of Research Integrity by phone (951-827-4811 / 4810 / 

6332), by email (irb@ucr.edu), or at University Office Building, #200, Riverside, CA, 

92521. 

Consent to Participate 

Please indicate below whether you consent to participate and have your responses 

included in the final research project. You need to enter your first and last name below, 

but we do not keep these records connected to the responses. Your first and last name 
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will be separated from your responses. 

We strongly appreciate if you agree to include your responses in the research 

project. Your contributions to this project are helping to advance our knowledge on 

workplace interactions. In particular, you are helping to advance knowledge about the 

workplace and how to make it more prosperous and fair. 

Do you agree to include your responses in our study? All of your responses are 

confidential and including may greatly help our understanding of the workplace.  

Yes/No 

By typing your Amazon mTurk ID, you are confirming permission for the researcher to 

use your responses in this study. 

Today's Date  
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Appendix I 

Informed Consent Statement and Debrief for Study 2 (Written & Electronic 

Consent)  

Workplace Interactions – Dyad Study 

Written Consent 

DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH: You have been invited to participate in a 

research study on how individuals view and think of followers. This study asked you to 

come into the laboratory and complete 2 tasks. In the first task, you completed a simple, 

word-pairing task, and then an online survey. In the second task, you were paired with 

another person to work on a group task, which was videotaped and recorded.  

RISKS AND BENEFITS: In this study you were asked to categorize and pair words 

together, complete some measures, and work on a group task. During the study, you may 

have experienced some positive or negative affect, or emotions. However, this should be 

temporary, and is unlikely to differ from emotions you experience on a regular, daily 

basis. Overall, the risks involved in this study were minimal and are equivalent to taking 

online personality questionnaires, working on a word search puzzle, or working on a task 

in a team environment. 

The results from this study can illuminate assumptions in the workplace and 

provide insights on how to improve future leaders-follower relationships. In the 

workplace, the quality of the relationship between a leader and his or her followers is 

extremely important (Howell & Hall-Merenda, 1999). Leaders possess positions of 

authority and status, thus have the potential to influence their relationships with their 
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followers and follower-related outcomes. Thus, the information from this research may 

be used to improve the quality of leader-follower interactions, employee attitudes and 

well-being, and to make predictions regarding supervisor-employee relationships. Overall, 

the insights gained from this study have the potential to increase employee well-being 

and productivity. 

DATA STORAGE TO PROTECT CONFIDENTIALITY: Confidentiality of participants 

will be maintained by password-protecting information, and separating identifying 

information from participants’ responses. Informed consent forms and survey responses 

will be stored in a password-protected server for a 5-year period. After the 5-year period, 

the data will then be deleted from the server. Videotapes will be stored in a locked 

cabinet, located in a locked, key-access only room. After the 5-year period, the 

videotapes wil be destroyed. 

HOW WILL RESULTS BE USED: This research has been conducted by Susanna Tram. 

The results of the study will be used for a dissertation. 

By signing below, you are allowing the researcher to use your responses and view the 

videotapes in this study. 

Signature: __________________________________    

Print Name: _________________________________

 Date:_____________________ 

Electronic Consent 

Thank you for participating in this survey! Your responses will help us understand 

how individuals interact in the workplace. This study should help us devise better 
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workplace interventions to improve the general satisfaction and the followership and 

leadership skills of modern workers. Given the general discontent that many American 

workers feel with their work lives, we feel this research (and therefore, your contribution) 

is useful to society. Someday in your own job you may see the fruit of this research either 

in your supervisor or as a manager yourself. If you are interested in receiving the 

complete manuscript at the end of the research program, please email the primary 

investigator (see below) so that they can share with you the final product. 

We very much appreciate your participation. Inclusion of your responses in 

analysis is entirely voluntary, though. If you consent to have your data included in this 

study, please sign and date below. 

As stated before, all identifying information will be deleted 1 month after the end 

of the study and no one other than the researchers will have access in the mean time. If 

you have any questions, please feel free to contact the primary researcher, Susanna Tram, 

at stram001@email.ucr.edu, or at 626-862- 1285.  

If you have any comments or questions regarding the conduct of this research or 

your rights as a research subject, please contact the Office of Research Integrity by phone 

(951-827-4811 / 4810 / 6332), by email (irb@ucr.edu), or at University Office Building, 

#200, Riverside, CA, 92521. 

Consent to Participate 

Please indicate below whether you consent to participate and have your responses 

included in the final research project. You need to enter your first and last name below, 

but we do not keep these records connected to the responses. Your first and last name 
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will be separated from your responses. 

We strongly appreciate if you agree to include your responses in the research 

project. Your contributions to this project are helping to advance our knowledge on 

workplace interactions. In particular, you are helping to advance knowledge about the 

workplace and how to make it more prosperous and fair. 

By typing your first and last name below, you are allowing the researcher to use your 

responses in this study. 

Please enter your student ID number.  

Today's Date  

Do you agree to include your responses in our study? All of your responses are 

confidential and including may greatly help our understanding of the workplace.  

Yes/No 

 




