
 
Leaders’ prototypical images of effective followers vs. 
followers’ actual behavioral repertoire: An exploratory 

mixed-methods field study using survey- and video-data  
 
 
 

 Author: Madelon Wind 
University of Twente 

P.O. Box 217, 7500AE Enschede 
The Netherlands 

 
 
 
 

ABSTRACT 
Based on the idea that followers represent a crucial component in creating effective organizational outcomes, this study examines the 
extent to which leaders’ prototypical images of an effective follower matches the actual behavioral repertoire of effective followers. A 
mixed-methods design is adopted which entailed 1) minutely coded, video-based data of followers’ behavioral repertoire in the field  
(n = 1492), and 2) leaders’ effectiveness ratings as well as their images of an effective follower, the latter gathered via an open survey 
question. As expected, a large mismatch was revealed between leaders’ prototypical images of an effective follower (n = 113) and their 
followers’ actual behavioral repertoire. Whereas leaders’ perceptions were predominantly relation-oriented in nature, effective 
followers showed most frequently task-oriented behaviors. Also, an even larger mismatch seemed to exist between these so-called 
LIFTs and the ineffective follower behavioral repertoire. The specific behavioral differences between the most and least effective 
followers pertained to: individualized consideration; transactional; counterproductive; and showing disinterest type of behaviors. In the 
discussion, the results of this study are reflected on and some practical implications and limitations are highlighted. Finally, areas for 
future research are sketched.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Although followers have been present (as passive influencers) in 
leadership research for several decades, only recently scholars 
focused on studying and understanding followership (e.g. 
Collinson, 2006; Sy, 2010; Carsten et al., 2010; Hoption et al., 
2012). However, followership research was already introduced 
in the leadership field without leading to further recognition in 
1955 in a study authored by Hollander and Webb about the 
relationship between leadership, followership and friendship. 
This study came to the conclusion that “the effective leader 
demands a follower equally effective, and therefore it may be 
considerably more realistic to consider characteristics of 
followership as one functional component of good leadership” 
(Hollander and Webb, 1955, p. 167). More recently, studies 
acknowledged this idea and addressed the urge to gain in-depth 
knowledge about followers and followership represented by 
constructs like follower characteristics and behaviors (e.g. Uhl-
Bien et al., 2014; Baker, 2007). Furthermore, the notion that 
followers represent a crucial component of the leadership 
equation in creating effective organizational outcomes within 
the general dynamic constitution of the workplace (e.g. Lappiere 
and Carsten, 2014; Shamir and Howell, 2000; Baker, 2007; 
Howell and Mendez, 2008; Lord, 2008), shows the definite need 
to become aware of ‘the effective follower’. Some scholars even 
argued that leadership is only able to emerge when followership 
is present, i.e. some individuals taking up the follower role (e.g. 
DeRue and Ashford, 2010; Shamir, 2007, 2012; Uhl-Bien and 
Ospina, 2012). However, the study of followership, and 
especially effective followership, has largely been missing in 
leadership literature (Baker, 2007; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014).  

Within the followership literature, a new line of research 
adopting an information processing view has emerged out of 
ILT research: Implicit Followership Theories (IFTs) 
(Epitropaki et al., 2013). Several studies within the social 
cognition field have found that information complexity is 
handled by the adoption of cognitive simplification schemas 
(i.e. implicit images) (e.g. Fiske and Taylor, 1991). These 
socio-cognitive mechanisms are also hypothesized in IFTs and 
thus organizational settings (Epitropaki et al., 2013; Sy, 2010). 
Besides, individuals can adopt different IFTs (Sy, 2010). For 
example, different IFTs seem to be adopted by transactional 
and transformational leaders or Theory X and Theory Y leaders 
(Goodwin et al., 2000; Wofford and Goodwin, 1994; 
McGregor, 1960). Also, individuals’ implicit schemas –often in 
an unconscious manner- influence judgments and respondents 
to followers (i.e. IFTs represent frames of references that result 
in “action tendencies”) (e.g. Epitropaki et al., 2013; Sy, 2011). 
Furthermore, a small amount of studies within an emerging 
area of research examined the link between (possible) 
consequences and/or work related outcomes and IFTs 
(Epitropaki et al., 2013; Junker and Van Dick, 2014). For 
example, performance expectations seem to be influenced by 
leaders’ IFTs (e.g. Eden, 1990; Whiteley et al., 2012; Johnson 
et al., 2008; Lord and Maher, 1993). However, until now only 
two studies have been empirically conducted on examining 
IFTs’ content (Sy, 2010; Carsten et al., 2010). This while Sy 
(2010, p. 1) stated that research on IFTs “address a major gap 
in the leadership literature on how leaders and followers 
perceive, decide, behave, and take action”. As can be 
concluded from the above, and especially from the influence of 
IFTs on work related outcomes and individuals’ action 
tendencies, gaining in-depth knowledge of IFTs is of high 
relevance.  
Strikingly, a study comparing those IFTs (of effective 
followers) with actual (effective) follower behavior is 
completely absent in the followership field. Calls for certain 

studies have been presented by Hoogeboom and Wilderom 
(2015). Such a comparison would provide insights in the 
similarities and difference between IFTs and the actual 
behavioral repertoire, and is of high relevance since it is argued 
that an individual may be more effective when he or she fits 
better with the existing prototype. In the Pygmalion theory 
(Eden, e.g. 1990, 1992) it is stated that implicit images may be 
leading to Pygmalion effects when leaders’ positive 
prototypical images are fulfilled by followers (Sy, 2010). Thus, 
leaders’ IFTs might eventually influence followers’ 
performance outcomes (Sy, 2010).  

Whereas very little research examined the content of IFTs and 
a comparison between IFTs and followers’ actual behavioral 
repertoire is missing, also very scant knowledge is present on 
the actual behavioral repertoire of (effective) followers. Within 
the followership literature, follower typologies are often used 
to get an impression of critical follower characteristics that can 
be used to distinguish among different types of followers (Oc 
en Bashur, 2013). However, whereas some of these typologies 
contain a ‘best exemplar’ (e.g. Kelley, 1992), they all show 
different follower schemas a follower might adopt. Multiple 
other studies focused on a certain follower behavior, like 
organizational citizenship, resistance or voice behavior (e.g. 
Smith et al., 1983; Tepper et al., 2001, 2006). On the basis of a 
literature review of this research body, Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) 
proposed 9 follower behaviors for the study of followership 
which are more active in nature as well as include “non-
following” behaviors. This latter study clearly highlights that 
more knowledge needs to be gained about effective follower 
behaviors by raising the question “What do patterns of leading 
and following look like in effective leadership and 
followership?” (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014, p. 99), and thus not only 
focusing on individual behaviors but also on the full behavioral 
repertoire. Besides, several studies within the leadership field 
called for a simultaneous examination and comparison of 
leadership, followership, and the associations existing between 
both (e.g. Van Gils et al., 2010). Therefore, this study uses 
Yukl’s behavioral taxonomy  (Yukl, 2012) as underlying 
categorization to enhance the future ability of examining 
leadership and followership in congruence.  

Furthermore, Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) indicated that there is scant 
knowledge about actual following and especially non-
following behaviors, due to a predominate focus on survey data 
capturing mere perceptions (e.g. Baumeister et al., 2007). This 
study therefore responds to the suggestion “to include a range 
of methodologies, and not just survey measures” (Uhl-Bien et 
al., 2014, p. 99) by adopting a mixed-methods approach of both 
surveys and a video-based observational method. Such an 
observational method provides a more objective insight in the 
behavioral repertoire of an effective follower (e.g. Fairhurst 
and Uhl-Bien, 2012; Hoogeboom and Wilderom, 2015). Due to 
this mixed-methods approach, strong theory can be built in 
order to advance followership theory.  
This study aims to contribute to the followership literature in 
several ways. First, this mixed-methods study offers the first 
(empirical) comparison of leaders’ prototypical images of an 
effective follower with the actual behavioral repertoire of 
followers. Thereby, Shondrick et al.’s (2010) notion that 
perceptions do not accurately reflect actual behavior is 
examined. Second, this study objectively examines the nature 
of the actual behavioral repertoire of effective and ineffective 
followers by the use of observational data, thereby adding to 
the scant literature on actual (effective) follower behaviors 
(Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). Third, also adding to the scant 
literature on followership, this study examines whether 
significant differences exist between the actual behavioral 



repertoire of effective and ineffective followers. Fourth, this 
study provides the first empirical examination of LIFTs below 
the superordinate level, thereby responding to calls from 
Epitropaki et al. (2013) to examine IFTs at different levels of 
analysis; thereby filling a major gap in the leadership literature 
(Sy, 2010). Lastly, this study adds to the followership theory in 
general by empirically exploring follower constructs and 
variables, and leaders’ implicit follower images that exist; 
therefore gaining a better understanding of followership (Uhl-
Bien et al., 2014).  

To conclude, the research question is: “To what extent do 
leaders’ prototypical images of an effective follower match the 
behavioral repertoire of their effective followers?” 

2. THEORY AND PROPOSITIONS 
2.1 A way to (Implicit) Followership 
2.1.1 The emergence of Followership 
As previously noted, an active field of followership research 
only emerged recently. According to Uhl-Bien et al. (2014, p. 
89, p. 96) studying followership “involves an investigation of 
the nature and impact of followers and following in the 
leadership process” and is defined as “the characteristics, 
behaviors and processes of individuals acting in relation to 
leaders and/or in contexts in which individuals identify 
themselves in follower positions or as having follower 
identities”. Within this study of followership, followers are 
adopted as primary focus (Carsten et al., 2010). Nowadays, it is 
generally acknowledged that leadership will not be entirely 
understood without examining how followers and followership 
contribute to (or detract from) the leadership process (Uhl-Bien 
et al., 2014). The study of followership enhances the 
understanding of leadership in various ways. First, it adds 
descriptions of follower styles and behaviors to the leadership 
field (Carsten et al., 2010). Secondly, it examines the complex 
ways in which the leadership equation is affected by follower 
identities (e.g. Collinson, 2006; Lord and Brown, 2003; Lord et 
al., 1999). Third, it explores followers’ active role in forming 
reciprocal relationships between followers and leaders, thereby 
ultimately shaping organizational outcomes and effectiveness 
(Shamir and Howell, 2000; Moore, 1976). Lastly, knowledge 
can be gained about followership as predictor of leadership and 
leadership effectiveness (e.g. Dvir and Shamir, 2005; Avolio et 
al., 2009). The above, and especially the link between 
followers and (leadership) effectiveness, highlights the urge of 
gaining an in-depth understanding of followers and 
followership.  

Within this field of followership, a distinction is made between 
the constructionist view and the role-based view (Uhl-Bien et 
al., 2014). According to the constructionist view, leadership 
and followership are co-constructed by a reciprocal and social 
influence process in the (relational) interactions and 
engagements between people in context (e.g. DeRue and 
Ashford, 2010; Fairhust and Uhl-Bien, 2012). On the other 
hand, the role-based view focuses on the leader as moderating 
or receiving follower influence in producing leadership and 
organizational outcomes (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). 

To start with the constructionist view, DeRue and Ashford 
(2010) state that leadership and followership can only emerge 
when some individuals show leadership identity claims, and 
other individuals show follower identity claims or granting 
behaviors. Shamir (2007) proposed another constructionist 
view: ‘co-production’.  In this approach, leadership is an 
outcome of leaders’ and followers’ mutual attempt of co-
producing leadership outcomes by creating effective leadership 
relationships (Shamir, 2007).  The above reasoning clearly 

shows the importance of followership in the leadership 
equation and the need to gain a more in-depth understanding of 
the role of followers.   

Other scholars have used a role-based approach, in which the 
‘lens is reversed’ by viewing leader behaviors and 
characteristics as being dependent upon or being moderated by 
followership (Shamir, 2007). Issues as follower characteristics 
and style; followership role orientations; follower identities; 
how follower identities and behaviors shape leader attitudes, 
behaviors and effectiveness; and also IFTs are considered 
within this view (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). Again, if followers are 
considered to be causal agents in creating important leader 
outcomes, the role of followers needs to be studied.  

2.1.2 Followers in Leadership Research 
Before the emergence of followership, the recognition of 
followers’ role in the leadership process was long established 
(e.g. Parker Follett, 1949; Haythorn et al., 1956; Clifford and 
Cohn, 1964). According to Uhl-Bien et al. (2014, p. 88), “a 
clear progression has been made from leader-centric, to 
follower-centric, to relational views” within the leadership 
research. First, the leader-centric view approaches followers as 
being moderators or recipients of leader’s influence in outcome 
producing (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Crossman and Crossman, 
2011). Second, the follower-centric view focused more on 
followers’ shaping leadership and leaders (Uhl-Bien et al., 
2014). Third, the relation-centric view states that followers and 
leaders engage together in a reciprocal influence process (Uhl-
Bien et al., 2014).  

Starting with the leader-centric view, several studies accessed 
the role of followers as moderators of leaders’ influence (e.g. 
Shamir, 2007; Zhu et al., 2009; Pillai and Meindl, 1998).  For 
example, followers are within the contingency approach 
considered as a situational factor that moderates leaders’ 
influence in gaining specific and effective outcomes (e.g. 
Vroom and Jago, 1978; Kerr and Jermier, 1978; Barrow, 
1977).  

More recently, scholars accessed leadership as being 
constructed by followers. This follower-centric view is in line 
with Meindl et al. (1985), who described leadership in their 
evolutionary work as a social construction established by 
followers. Besides, within the field of Implicit Leadership 
Theories (ILTs), a follower-centric approach is adopted when 
implicit images of leaders are captured by followers’ naïve 
conceptions about the patterning of leadership variables (for 
example qualities and behaviors) (e.g. Eden and Leviatan, 
1975; Offerman et al., 1994; Keller, 2000). Another follower-
centric view, the social identity theory of leadership, formed a 
bridge to the relational view by arguing that leaders’ 
effectiveness is dependent on followers’ willingness to work 
together with the leader (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014).  

Lastly, Hollander early adopted a relational view by 
acknowledging leadership as relational process and addressing 
problems of neglecting “the process of leadership” (Hollander 
and Julian, 1969, p. 389). Another relational view is LMX, 
which is a process through which working relationships 
between supervisors and employees are negotiated over time 
through a series of interactions or exchanges between them 
(Dienesch and Liden, 1986; Gerstner and Day, 1997; Graen 
and Scandura, 1987; Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995).  

The progression towards relation-centric views shows an 
increasing focus in the leadership literature on followers and 
their role in the leadership equitation (i.e. followership). 
Consistent with this, the field of IFTs recently emerged, 
building on the insights from ILT research (e.g. Epitropaki et 



al., 2013; Whiteley et al., 2012). The study of “this exciting 
field” (Epitropaki et al., 2013, p. 1) together with the notion 
that followership in general “has remained an undervalued and 
underappreciated concept among management development 
practitioners and researchers” (Agho, 2009, p.159) shows the 
urge of studying IFTs. 

2.1.3 Implicit Followership Theories (IFTs) 
Sy (2010, p. 1) defined IFTs as “the cognitive structures and 
schemas (i.e. individuals’ personal assumptions) about the 
traits and behaviors that characterize followers”. Within this 
field of IFTs, both leaders’ perceptions (i.e. LIFTs) and 
followers’ perceptions (i.e. FIFTs) are explored, however with 
a mere focus on the former (e.g. Sy, 2010; Van Gils, 2010). 
Besides, the different levels of analysis available for assessing 
the implicit prototypical images need to be taken into account 
since IFTs may comprise of both universal dimensions and 
context specific dimensions (van Gils et al., 2010; Epitropaki et 
al., 2013; Sy, 2010). Sy (2010) proposed three hierarchical 
levels at which IFTs may be examined, based on Lord et al. 
(1982). According to Sy (2010), IFTs can be focused on the 
superordinate level (i.e. followers in general), the basic level 
(i.e. specific follower types, e.g. political or business), and the 
subordinate level (i.e. different types of followers within a 
particular context, e.g. automotive manufacturing or IT). 
Epitropaki et al. (2013) suggested that IFTs might be further 
described at three levels within the organizational context. 
They distinguished between the company, group and even 
individual level (Epitropaki et al., 2013). With the use of the 
above levels of analysis, contextual factors (e.g. organizational 
culture) likely to influence IFTs can be taken into account, and 
thus differences between IFTs resulting from context.   

As previously noted, research on IFTs address a major gap in 
the literature.  Since the first article on IFTs in The Leadership 
Quarterly in 2011, only 11 were written about implicit 
followership. This seems to be paradoxical considering 
previous notions that followership is a crucial part of 
leadership (e.g. Lappiere and Carsten, 2014). However, 
especially IFTs may provide a better understanding of 
leadership when comparing the outcomes with ILTs (Van Gils 
et al., 2010; Avolio et al., 2009). Furthermore, Junker and Van 
Dick (2014) provided, based on a literature review, a set of 
constructs that are (possibly) influenced by IFTs: (1) leader 
liking, (2) leader trust, (3) follower performance rating (e.g. 
Pygmalion effects [e.g. Eden, 1992]), (4) follower job 
satisfaction, (5) follower liking, (6) follower voice, (7) follower 
constructive resistance, (8) follower organizational citizenship 
behavior, and (9) LMX. Epitropaki et al. (2013) besides stated 
that IFTs are an element in determining leaders adopted 
leadership style. It thus can be concluded that implicit images 
of followers affect a broad range of variables, thereby 
emphasizing the need for understanding implicit follower 
images.  

Despite the above mentioned need for studying IFTs, only few 
scholars actually examined the implicit follower image. 
Carsten et al. (2010) offered the first empirical examination of 
IFTs content out of followers’ own perspective (i.e. FIFTs). 
This exploratory study using a qualitative approach described 
followers’ beliefs about their views and enactment of 
followership roles, and the contextual elements and individual 
qualities associated with (in)effective followership. Their 
results about followers’ prototypical image of personal 
qualities and behaviors included the following attributes: (1) 
team player, (2) positive attitude, (3) initiative/proactive 
behavior, (4) expressing opinions, (5) obedience/deference, (6) 
flexibility/openness, (7) communication skills, (8) 
loyalty/support, (9) responsible/dependable, (10) taking 

ownership, (11) mission conscience, and (12) integrity. 
Furthermore, Carsten et al. (2010) suggested that contextual 
factors may affect both followership constructions and 
behavior in the follower role.  

Sy (2010) did not only take followers’ views of followership 
into account in a study about the content, structure and 
consequences of IFTs, but also leaders’ views. Leaders were 
asked to report traits and behaviors characterizing followers. In 
the discussion, it is suggested that IFTs are best represented by 
a first-order six-factor structure including: (1) Industry (e.g. 
hardworking, productive, goes above and beyond), (2) 
Enthusiasm (e.g. excited, outgoing, happy), (3) Good Citizen 
(e.g. loyal, reliable, team player), (4) Conformity (e.g. easily 
influenced, follows trends, soft spoken), (5) Insubordination 
(e.g. arrogant, rude, bad tempered), and (6) Incompetence (e.g. 
uneducated, slow, inexperienced).  IFTs can also be accurately 
represented by a second-order two-factor structure: (1) 
Followership Prototype (Industry, Enthusiasm, Good Citizen), 
and (2) Followership Antiprototype (Conformity, 
Insubordination, Incompetence). Moreover, the study 
suggested that LIFTs are associated with the interpersonal 
outcomes relationship quality, trust, liking and satisfaction (Sy, 
2010). 

The previously noted goal-derived prototypes are also 
investigated within Implicit Performance Theories (IPTs), 
defined as followers’ performance expectations (Sy, 2010). For 
example, Engle and Lord (1997) included the following 
effective follower attributes: (1) interested in work, (2) 
conscientiousness, (3) gives suggestions, (4) hard-working, (5) 
honest, (6) thorough, (7) independent thinker, (8) takes 
suggestions, (9) qualified for job, (10) communicates 
effectively, (11) reliable, (12) punctual in meeting deadlines, 
(13) self-motivated, (14) follows through one tasks, (15) 
enthusiastic, (16) cooperative, and (17) competent. When 
assessing goal-derived prototypes and IPTs, it becomes clear 
that only effective expectations of followers (i.e. positive 
attributes) are reflected (Sy, 2010). This is in contrast with 
general IFTs, which consist not only of positive attributes and 
thus present a fuller follower representation (Sy, 2010). 

As stated above, general implicit follower prototypes (i.e. 
GIFTs) comprise both negative and positive characteristics (Sy, 
2010). For example, Goodwin et al. (2000) made a distinction 
between the perceptions of transformational and transactional 
leaders. Transformational leaders included follower attributes 
as: (1) self-reliance, (2) innovativeness, (3) initiative, (4) 
loyalty, (5) self-confidence, (6) trust, (7) overall purpose, (8) 
individual uniqueness, (9) intellectual capability, and (10) 
creativity. In contrast, transactional leaders included follower 
attributes as: (1) commitment to goals, (2) expectancy of goal 
attainment, (3) expectancy for rewards, (4) the need for role 
clarity, and (5) work assignment. This study supports the 
notion that IFTs are an element in determining leaders’ adopted 
leadership style (Epitropaki et al., 2013). 

As can be seen, only a few studies have investigated implicit 
follower prototypical images. Sy (2010) was the first to address 
not only the effective follower prototype, but also the 
ineffective image. Whereas the work of Goodwin et al. (2000) 
focused on the general implicit follower prototype, Sy’s (2010) 
Followership Prototype, and the studies of Carsten et al. (2010) 
and Engle and Lord (1997) comprise the implicit images 
individuals have about ideal follower prototypes (i.e. follower 
effectiveness). When taking these three latter studies into 
account, a remarkable difference appears. Whereas the current 
studies of Sy (2010) and Carsten et al. (2010) show a definite 
focus on relation-oriented attributes, the work of Engle and 



Lord (1997) show a predominate focus on task-oriented 
attributes. The results from the recent studies support an 
assumption made by Van Gils et al. (2010), arguing that IFTs 
not only consist of performance-or task-related characteristics. 
This assumption might also explain Engle and Lord’s (1997) 
focus on task-related attributes, since their work belongs to 
IPTs and therefore defined performance expectations for 
effective followers. The above definitely shows that the 
follower role is way broader than long expected (Carsten et al., 
2010). Concluding on the recent work of IFTs, the prototypical 
image of an effective follower mostly consists of relation-
oriented attributes, and the least of external-oriented attributes. 
Hence, it is important to examine if leaders’ implicit effective 
follower prototype consists of a broader range of traits or 
behaviors which can be categorized in relation-, task-, change-, 
or external-oriented traits or behaviors. This is important since 
such a categorization is able to explicitly show that leaders’ 
implicit image of an effective follower might be broader than 
being performance- (i.e. task) oriented. Furthermore, this 
categorization of task-, relation-, change- and external-oriented 
is very common in the leadership literature. Such a solid 
ground across both leadership and followership is a major 
requirement for enhancing the future ability of comparing 
followership and leadership, and thus IFTs and ILTs. 

2.2 Dimensions/Current categorizations of 
follower behavior 
Various follower typologies have been developed in order to 
categorize the behaviors exhibited by followers, and highlight 
that followers can adopt different schemas (e.g. Carsten et al., 
2010; Kellerman, 2008; Chaleff, 2003; Howell and Mendez, 
2008; Kelley, 1992; Collinson, 2006; Lipman-Blumen, 2005; 
Zaleznik, 1965; Steger et al., 1982; Potter and Rosenbach; 
2006; Jaussi et al., 2008).  Beneath, a short overview of the 
typologies of Zaleznik (1965), Kelley (1992), Kellerman 
(2008), and Chaleff (2003) is given.  
Zaleznik was among the first researchers arguing that followers 
are important, that there were distinctions among them and that 
those distinctions were theoretically and practically of high 
relevance (Kellerman, 2008). Zaleznik’s typology consists of 
two dimensions: (1) dominance-submission, and (2) activity-
passivity. While the former dimension measures the extent to 
which a person wishes to be in control, the latter measures the 
extent to which an individual wishes to initiate action. Along 
these dimensions, four types of followers emerge: Compulsive, 
Impulsive, Masochistic, and Withdrawn. Compulsive followers 
try to control individuals, however in a passive manner. Those 
Compulsive followers are often indecisive and deny 
responsibilities for their actions. Impulsive followers like to 
challenge authority, sometimes acting courageously or 
spontaneously. Masochistic followers are deferent and 
obedient. Lastly, Withdrawn followers are inward focused and 
do not participate actively in the work or organization. Since 
interest and trust are lacking, being influenced by leaders may 
be difficult.  
Kelley (1992) also categorized followers along two 
dimensions: (1) independent/critical thinking, and (2) 
engagement. The typology consists of five types of followers: 
Alienated, Conformist, Exemplary, Passive, and Pragmatist. 
Alienated followers score high on independent/critical thinking 
and low on engagement, whereas Conformist followers score 
low on independent/critical thinking and high on engagement. 
In Kelley’s model (1992), Exemplary followers are the ideal 
type, scoring high on both independent/critical thinking and 
engagement. They are believed to be competent independent 
thinkers who are willing to challenge leaders when needed, 

even in the face of challenges. Passive followers score low on 
both independent/critical thinking and engagement. Lastly, 
Pragmatist followers score in the middle of both dimensions.  

Unlike the above two mentioned typologies, Kellerman’s 
typology (2008) only consists of one dimension: engagement. 
Five types of followers are distinguished:  Activist, Bystander, 
Diehard, Isolate and Participant. An Activist is highly engaged 
and viewed as eager, hard working, and energetic. By being 
deeply devoted, an Activist can either go above and beyond to 
support his/her leader, or oppose his/her leader. The Bystander 
is not very engaged and consciously chooses to stand by and 
watch. The Diehard is characterized by his dedication: totally 
engaged. Being a Diehard is all-consuming. This type of 
follower is highly engaged in his leader, or in contrast, ready to 
remove the leader from positions of power, authority and 
influence by every means necessary. The Isolate is in contrast 
an individual that is completely detached. Isolates are very 
disaffected and show low levels of enthusiasm. Lastly, the 
Participant is fairly engaged, however this engagement is not 
always positive.  

Lastly, Chaleff (2003) proposed a follower typology along two 
dimensions: (1) challenge, and (2) support. Four types of 
followers emerge: Implementer, Individualist, Partner and 
Resource. An Implementer shows high support, but scores low 
on challenge. Implementers might be characterized as team 
focused, respectful of authority, trustworthy, and compliant.  
Contradictory, the Individualist shows high challenge and low 
support. Furthermore, a Partner shows both high challenge and 
support. Sometimes, Partners are characterized as risk taking 
and mission conscious. Concluding, Resources are followers 
who display low support and low challenge. According to 
Chaleff (2003), a Partner can still improve by demonstrating 
the five behaviors considered as critical for a ‘Courageous 
Follower’: (1) the Courage to Serve,  (2) the Courage to 
Participate in Transformation (3) the Courage to Challenge, (4) 
the Courage to Assume Responsibility, and (5) the Courage to 
Take Moral Action.  
As can be concluded from the typologies, some followers adopt 
a more proactive schema in their role construction (i.e. co-
constructing and actively contributing), while others adopt a 
more passive schema (i.e. deferent and obedient) (Hoogeboom 
and Wilderom, 2016; Carsten et al., 2010). This conclusion is 
supported by the 9 Followership Behaviors incorporated in the 
“Theoretical constructs and variables for the study of 
followership”, as proposed by Uhl-Bien et al. (2014, p. 97). 
However, they focus only slightly on the more passive role a 
follower can adopt. Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) conclude that the 
more classic view on follower behavior, which is associated 
with deference and obedience, is not in line with the current 
dynamic constitution of organizations and the shift to 
knowledge economies. Besides, Lord (2008) argued that 
followers, and particularly specialists and highly skilled 
knowledge workers (Howell and Mendez, 2008), are 
increasingly supposed to adopt more independent roles. Those 
changes demand different followership behaviors like 
proactivity, empowering, accountability, resistance and -
sometimes- even behaviors classically associated with 
leadership (e.g. Grant and Ashford, 2008; Tepper et al., 2001, 
2006; Shamir, 2007; Day, 2002, 2004; Owens et al., 2011).  
This is reflected in the followership behaviors included by Uhl-
Bien et al. (2014): (1) proactive behavior, (2) initiative taking, 
(3) obedience, (4) resistance, (5) upward influence, (6) voice, 
(7) dissent, (8) feedback seeking, and (9) advising. These 9 
behaviors could be further complemented with behaviors found 
to be adopted by followers, for example organizational 
citizenship behavior  (Smith et al., 1983). With defining and 



identifying the theoretical constructs proposed in the first 
formal theory about followership, Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) have 
definitely advanced followership research.  

Also, instead of using the division of proactive versus passive, 
the previously mentioned categorization of task-, relation-, 
change-, and external-oriented might be adopted. Within task-
oriented actual behaviors of followers, a further distinction can 
be made on the basis of Bass and Avolio’s transactional 
behavior (2004) and Fleishman and colleagues’ (e.g. 1953, 
1955) initiating structure. First, transactional behavior is 
associated with two core attributes: ‘constructive’ (i.e. 
contingent reward) and ‘corrective’ (i.e. management-by-
exception, active and passive) transactions (Bass and Avolio, 
2004). According to the transactional style, 
expectations/performance objectives are defined and 
performance is promoted to achieve certain goals/levels of 
outcomes (Bass and Avolio, 2004). For example, monitoring of 
operations (i.e. task monitoring) can be seen as key 
transactional behavior (Bass, 1990). Second, initiating structure 
reflects “the extent to which group interactions are defined or 
facilitated towards goal attainment” (Fleishman, 1953, p. 2), 
and include behaviors like structuring the conversation and task 
delegation. Although these categories have not yet been used in 
followership studies, followership theory acknowledges that 
followers and leaders might show similarity in behaviors, and 
thus followers engaging in behaviors classically seen as 
belonging to leaders (e.g. Carsten et al., 2010; Uhl-Bien et al., 
2014). Carsten et al (2010) found that proactive followers 
expressed the desire to take initiative and accountability. 
Besides, theories about shared leadership and self-management 
also support this view by examining similarities between role 
constructions of followers and leaders, and the performance of 
leadership behaviors by multiple members of the team (e.g. 
Carson et al., 2007; Nicolaides et al., 2014; House and Aditya, 
1997; Millikin et al., 2010; Manz and Sims, 1980). 
Additionally, Larsson and Lundholm (2013) argued that 
followers engage in leader behaviors and vice versa. Several 
studies state that followers might show “leading behaviors” 
like goal setting, directing and regulating (Hollander, 1992; 
Kerr and Jermier, 1978). Dvir and Shamir (2003) found that 
relational-oriented behaviors might also be expressed by 
followers, next to the task-oriented behaviors. Also, Shamir 
and Howell (2000) suggested that followers might actively 
affect and empower leaders.  

Lastly, the categorization of task-, relation- (or “person”), 
change-, and external-oriented has not only been used to 
classify behaviors. Several studies adopted this categorization 
to classify traits, especially in the field of gender studies (e.g. 
Sczezny et al., 2004; Korabik and Ayman, 1989; Powell and 
Greenhaus, 2010; Bosak and Sczezny, 2011). As previously 
noted, followership and leadership (and thus IFTs and ILTs) 
could be compared more easily when a common ground is 
present. 

2.3 Capturing perceptions of followers 
The results of studies examining implicit followership images 
showed that the prototypical image mostly consists of relation-
oriented attributes. However, a well-defined taxonomy might 
be needed to capture leaders’ full prototypical image of an 
effective follower. Yukl (2012, p.68) proposed a revised 
hierarchical taxonomy of his 2002 work (Yukl, 2002) that 
describes the “behaviors used to influence the performance of a 
team, work unit, or organization”. This taxonomy consists of 
the four meta-categories ‘task-oriented’, ‘relation-oriented’, 
‘change-oriented’ and ‘external’. Moreover, all four meta-
categories have their own primary objective involving 

determinants of performance (Yukl, 2012). On the basis of the 
above reasoning that not only behaviors can be captured within 
those four categories and that also followers might show leader 
behaviors, Yukl’s four meta-categories might be used to 
capture the implicit image of an effective follower.  

Starting with task-oriented, the primary objective is “to 
accomplish work in an efficient and reliable way” (Yukl, 2012, 
p. 69). The behaviors in this category include: (1) clarifying, 
(2) planning, (3) monitoring operations, and (4) problem 
solving. Clarifying includes for example setting performance 
standards and the communication of objectives, priorities and 
deadlines. The existence of high quality goals generally 
improves group performance (Locke and Latham, 1990). 
Planning includes among others decision making about 
priorities and objectives, whereas monitoring is used to 
examine progress and the quality of delivered work. Problem 
solving is used to identify and determine how problems can be 
avoided and how to minimize the effects when problems have 
occurred. In addition, the objective of “accomplishing work in 
an efficient and reliable way” might also be reflected in the 
follower trait ‘goal orientation’ (Uhl-Bien et al. 2014), or the 
follower attributes of hardworking, productive (Sy, 2010) and 
mission consciousness (Carsten et al., 2010) since all focus on 
striving towards goal achievement.  

Secondly, the primary objective of relation-oriented is defined 
by Yukl (2012, p. 68) as “increasing the quality of human 
resources and relations”. Relation-oriented included 
components are: (1) supporting, (2) developing, (3) 
recognizing, and (4) empowering. Supporting is for example 
used to build mutual relationships or show positive attention. 
Supporting also appears in Carsten et al. (2010) together with 
‘loyalty’, whereas ‘loyalty’ is also reflected in Sy (2010). 
Besides, Carsten et al. (2010, p. 549) define a follower with a 
positive attitude as “being inclined to support, help or 
approve”. Sy (2010) builds on this positive attitude by 
including the follower attribute Enthusiasm (e.g. excited, 
outgoing, happy). Continuing with developing, this behavior 
can be among others used to increase self-efficacy and abilities. 
Furthermore, examples of the use of recognizing are giving 
compliments for high quality (i.e. effective) performance or 
contributions to the team.  Lastly, empowering is used to 
transfer work related influence and autonomy. When taking the 
above into account, the included follower attribute team player 
by Carsten et al. (2010) and Sy (2010) might also be 
categorized as relation-oriented since this attribute focuses on 
one’s willingness of working in cooperation (i.e. relation) with 
others, thereby emphasizing collective effort (Carsten et al., 
2010). 

Moving to change-oriented, its primary objectives are “to 
increase innovation, collective learning and adaption to the 
external environment” (Yukl et al., 2012, p. 68). The 
components comprise of: (1) advocating change, (2) 
envisioning change, (3) encouraging innovation, and (4) 
facilitating collective learning. Advocating change is about 
explaining the urgent need of change, whereas envisioning 
change is about clearly expressing the positive consequences of 
the change. Encouraging innovation is about creating an 
environment in which creative ideas and innovations are given 
the full opportunity to develop. Along with this, also proactive 
follower behavior or initiative taking might be categorized as 
change-oriented, since Griffin et al. (2007) define a proactive 
individual as one who initiates change, is future directed, and 
self-starting. Furthermore, facilitating collective learning can 
be assured in many different ways, for example by exploitation 
or exploration. With regard to the above, also follower voice 
behavior or followers’ expression of opinions might be 



categorized as change-oriented, by constructively challenging 
initiatives, ideas, decisions and current ways of working and 
providing information to improve organizational functioning 
(e.g. Carsten et al., 2010; Detert and Burris, 2007).  

Lastly, the primary objectives of external are “to acquire 
necessary information and resources, and to promote and 
defend the interests of the team or organization” (Yukl, 2012, 
p. 68). Included behaviors are: (1) networking, (2) 
environmental monitoring, and (3) representing. By the use of 
networking, positive relationships with superiors, external 
individuals and peers can be build and maintained. In this way, 
for example resources, information and allies can be provided 
(e.g. Ibarra and Hunter, 2007; Kaplan, 1984). Environmental 
monitoring includes scanning the external environment to 
identify threats and opportunities. Lastly, representing includes 
for example defending and promoting the team and/or 
organization and its reputation. 

2.4 Actual behavior versus perceptions 
The above mentioned typologies, work of several scholars, and 
especially the work of Uhl-Bien et al. (2014) are a solid 
starting point in examining actual follower behavior, thereby 
enabling comparisons between actual follower behaviors and 
perceptions about effective follower images.  

However, within the current and scant followership literature, a 
mere focus is on perceptions of follower behavior than on 
empirically capturing actually exhibited behavior (e.g. Uhl-
Bien et al., 2014). This is the consequence of the fact that most 
studies adopt survey methods, which is common in 
organization-behavioral research (Hoogeboom and Wilderom, 
2016; Hoogeboom and Wilderom, 2015). Implicit images 
represent people’s ‘naïve’ perceptions (Rosenberg and Jones, 
1972), in contrast to (explicit) scientific theories approaching 
to display objective reality (Sternberg, 1985). Those implicit 
images tend to form quickly after socialization, and gain more 
depth in time by the influence of contextual, organization- and 
individual-influenced, and task-related elements (e.g. Hunt et 
al., 1990; Lord and Maher, 1993; Epitropaki et al., 2013; Foti 
et al., 2008). The frames of references that result out of the 
developing of implicit images influence information 
interpretation, and observations and judgments about other 
people, with individuals acting in accordance with the 
outcomes of this comparison (e.g. Duck, 1982; Lord et al., 
1984; Shondrick and Lord, 2010). Besides, Epitropaki et al. 
(2013, p. 860) state that “individuals tend to lack “impact 
awareness”, which represents the consciousness of the impact 
of implicit schemas on action tendencies”. Prototypes, defined 
as an abstract set of features commonly associated with 
members of a certain group or the person which is seen as most 
representative of a certain category (e.g. Rosch, 1978; Ebbesen 
and Allen, 1979), are central to such implicit images (Sy, 
2010). The above reasoning clearly emphasizes the importance 
of comparing actual follower behavior and leaders’ perceptions 
of effective follower behavior.  
According to earlier studies, implicit images and hence 
prototypes are biased by several factors like context, 
experiences, personality characteristics, racism, (cultural) 
background, or affective events (e.g. Moore and Lee, 1974; 
Lord and Maher, 1993; Lord et al., 2001; Hoogeboom and 
Wilderom, 2015). Shondrick et al. (2010) consequently 
conclude that actual behaviors are not accurately reflected by 
perception. Therefore, a more objective method of capturing 
actual follower behavior is needed in order to get a full picture 
of actual follower behavior in organizational settings. 
Afterwards, actual behaviors and perceptual images can be 
compared in order to gain deeper insights in the differences. In 

this way, perceptual biases can be taken into account when 
scholars theorize about actual follower behaviors (Hoogeboom 
and Wilderom, 2015). Moreover, as can be concluded from the 
above, in-depth knowledge might be gained about the action 
tendencies resulting from individuals’ comparison of their 
prototypical images with the actual shown behaviors of 
followers.   

2.5 Propositions 
Based on the aforementioned literature review, the following 
propositions are defined: 
1.   Leaders’ prototypical images of an effective follower  
      mostly consist of relation-oriented attributes (1a), and the  
      least of external-oriented attributes (1b). 
2.   The actual behavioral repertoire of an effective follower  
      mostly consists of task-oriented behaviors (2a), and the  
      least of external-oriented behaviors (2b).  
3a. Leaders’ prototypical images of an effective follower do  
      not match the actual behavioral repertoire of their own  
      effective followers.  
3b. The behavioral repertoire of an ineffective follower shows  
      an even greater mismatch with their leaders’ prototypical    
      images of an effective follower.  

3. METHODS 
3.1 Design of study 
In this mixed-method study design, different sources of data 
were used: (1) a systematic and minutely video-coded 
monitoring of followers’ behavioral repertoire during regularly 
held staff-meetings, (2) a survey administered directly after 
each videotaped team meeting measured leaders’ rating of the 
effectiveness of his/her own individual followers during the 
meeting, (3) a survey measured experts’ rating of team 
effectiveness, and (4) a survey qualitatively measured leaders’ 
perception of an effective follower. A stratified random sample 
of teams was drawn from one large Dutch public sector 
organization.  

3.2 Participants  
The observational and survey data were collected from 113 
teams out of this one large Dutch public sector organization, 
and consisted of in total 113 team leaders and 1492 followers.  

The leaders’ demographics were: 74,3% males; an average age 
of 51,16 years (S.D. = 7,44); an average job tenure of 24,36 
years (S.D. = 13,48); and an average team tenure of 2,53 years 
(S.D. = 3,54); 40,7% had attained a Master’s degree while 
43,6% had a Bachelor’s degree and 15,7% was educated at a 
lower level. 

In addition, followers’ demographics were: 64,3% males; an 
average age of 49,11 years (S.D. = 10,70); an average job 
tenure of 24,07 years (S.D. = 13,77); and an average team 
tenure of 3,92 years (S.D. = 5,16); 18,2% had attained a 
Master’s degree while 31,9% had a Bachelor’s degree and 
49,9% was educated at a lower level.  

3.3 Procedures  
3.3.1 Qualitative analysis of perceptions  
To code the qualitative answers given by the leaders, a coding 
scheme able to capture the full range of answers needed to be 
developed (Carsten et al., 2010).  



A priori to the coding process, a set of concept codes based on 
the theory underpinning the research project was developed 
(Popping, 2015). Those theoretically based categories are fine-
tuned, extended and revised during the coding process by a 
method commonly referred to as ‘inductive analysis’ (e.g. 
Goetz and LeCompte, 1981; Lee, 1999; Popping, 2015; Patton, 
2002). This type of analysis has earlier been used in 
followership studies (Carsten et al., 2010) With this method, 
major categories are identified “through an analyst’s 
interactions with the data” (Patton, 2002, p. 453). Those 
interactions enable the continually creating and refining of a 
list of categories in order to build theory able to explain a 
certain phenomenon (Katz, 1983). A grounded theory is 
generated by the categorization of themes emerging from 
systematically collecting and analysing of data pertaining to a 
phenomenon, and therefore capturing the essence of the 
meaning of the data (Bowen, 2006; Morse et al., 1995; Strauss 
et al., 1990). Therefore, inductive analysis does not lead to a 
phenomena extensively being explained, however it is a solid 
generative starting point for building theory and formulating 
hypotheses regarding the found categories and possible 
correlations existing with those categories. 
Regular meetings during the coding process took place in order 
to (1) review assessed data, (2) identify categories that did not 
fit the existing codes, (3) reassess established categories and 
their added value, (4) and to examine the mutually 
exclusiveness of the categories (adopted from Goetz and 
LeCompte, 1981). The “analytic induction” strategy of Goetz 
and LeCompte (1981) has been adopted in several ways. First, 
the process of Goetz and LeCompte does not start with a set of 
concept codes. Second, this study assessed the overlap between 
categories instead of examining possible relationships among 
categories. Third and resulting from the latter, no hypotheses 
were defined on the basis of possible relationships between the 
codes. 

With the use of the preset codes and the codes that emerged 
from the data, categories were assigned to the answers given by 
the leaders. According to Lee (1999, p. 48) “the researchers 
create as many categories as needed to organize, explain, and 
assign empirical data to these categories in a coherent fashion” 
during the initial coding. Each coder read the answers given in 
the dataset and assigned (preliminary) codes. For example, 
answers as “enthusiastic”, “interested” and  “proud” were 
labeled as ‘positive affect’. This approach was repeated until 
all answers were provided with a code (Miles et al., 1994). 
Then, coding frequencies were computed to assess the degree 
of support for all individual codes (Lee et al., 1999), and a 
thorough assessment of the mutual exclusiveness of the codes 
was executed. Infrequently mentioned answers were only 
retained as separate code when they did not fit the existing 
codes or existing codes could not be revised in a correct 
manner. Moreover, two independent coders coded the answers 
given, after which the codes assigned were discussed and 
revised when needed. The obtained inter-rater reliability was 
very high. In this way, 23 mutually exclusive codes emerged.  

The 23 codes were afterwards categorized based on Yukl’s 
(2012) hierarchical taxonomy consisting of task-oriented, 
relation-oriented, change-oriented, and external. Examples of 
codes within the task-oriented category are Managing by 
Exception Active (MBEA), engaged and goal oriented since a 
clear focus on the task and its correct achievement is present. 
This is in line with Yukl’s (2012, p. 68) previously noted 
definition of task-oriented: “accomplishing work in an efficient 
and reliable way”. Codes within the relation-oriented category 
are, among others, individual focused transformational, social 
and team player. Those categories are consistent with the 

objective of “increasing the quality of relations and human 
resources” (Yukl, 2012, p. 68). Open to change, proactive 
behavior and voice behavior are included within the change-
oriented category, with a focus on innovation (Yukl, 2012). 
Lastly, external consists of the codes customer-oriented, 
environmental monitoring and networker.  This fits with the 
primary objective of external: “acquiring necessary information 
and resources, and promoting and defending the interests of the 
team or organization” (Yukl, 2012, p. 68). Table 1 shows an 
overview of the categorized codes, including definitions and 
some examples.  

Insert table 1 around here 

3.3.2 Video observation of actual behaviors 
Regularly held staff meetings chaired by the team leaders were 
video recorded in order to examine actual follower behaviors. 
The length of the video-recorded meetings ranged from 49 to 
212 minutes, with in total 9678 minutes of meeting time 
recorded. Regularly held staff meetings were selected since a 
hierarchical context in which a clear identification between 
leaders and followers is present (Hoogeboom and Wilderom, 
2016). Besides, Baren et al. (2012) found that behaviors inside 
meetings are associated with behaviors shown outside 
meetings. Prior to each meeting, three video cameras were 
stationed at fixed positions; no human observers or video-
technicians were present during the meeting. In this way, 
obtrusiveness was minimized. Besides, it has been argued that 
individuals forget the presence of video cameras shortly after 
the beginning of a meeting, with videotaping therefore 
resulting in indifferences in follower behavior (Erickson, 1992; 
Mead, 1995; Kent and Foster, 1997). Reactivity was checked 
by a survey directly administered after the meeting, which 
asked followers to rate the meeting’s representativeness in 
comparison to similar non-videotaped meetings (on a scale 
from 1 [not representative] to 7 [highly representative]). The 
results showed that the recorded meetings were viewed as 
adequately representative.   

After recording, the videos were systematically and minutely 
analyzed by two independent coders with use of a pre-
developed codebook consisting of 19 mutually exclusive 
behaviors and specialized video-observation software (Noldus 
Information Technologies, “The Observer XT”) (Noldus et al., 
2000; Spiers, 2004; Zimmerman et al., 2009).  Before 
participating in the coding process, the coders conducted an 
extensive training on how to use “The Observer XT” software 
and the coding scheme (Van der Weide, 2007). In this way, 
punctual and accurate coding tends to be improved (Psathas, 
1961). After the coding, the two independent coders discussed 
their results using the inter-rater reliability outputs generated 
by “The Observer XT”, and a confusion error matrix. In this 
way, subjectivity bias was avoided. When significant 
differences were found, the video fragment was analyzed 
again. The obtained inter-rater reliability after coding all 
videos, using a 2 seconds time interval for agreement, was 
81,33%. 

Furthermore, the 19 behaviors were also grouped according to 
Yukl’s (2012) hierarchical taxonomy. Within the task-oriented 
category, a further distinction was made between transactional 
and initiating structure. Besides, a counterproductive category 
was included to capture the counterproductive behaviors shown 
by the followers. Also, no external category was included since 
the preset coding scheme did not include external-oriented 
behaviors. Behaviors within the transactional category are 
directing/correcting, verifying and providing negative feedback 
since those types of behaviors are in line with corrective and 
constructive transactions and defining of 



expectations/performance objectives (Bass and Avolio, 2004). 
Furthermore, examples within the counterproductive category 
are showing disinterest and directing/interrupting. Besides, for 
example structuring the conversation and directing/delegating 
are included within the initiating structure category since those 
behaviors fit with defining or facilitating group interactions 
towards goal attainment (Fleishman, 1953). Furthermore, 
change-oriented behaviors are visioning: long term and 
visioning: own opinion on organization mission, which are in 
line with visioning about the work unit or organization (Yukl, 
2012). Lastly, codes within the relation-oriented category are, 
among others, intellectual stimulation and individualized 
consideration. Those categories are consistent with the 
objective of “increasing the quality of relations and human 
resources” (Yukl, 2012, p. 68). Table 2 shows an overview of 
the categorized behaviors, including definitions and some 
examples.  

Insert table 2 around here 

3.4 Measures 
Leaders’ perceptions of an effective follower A direct 
approach requesting the 113 leaders to report a subjective 
assessment of effective follower attributes (i.e. prototype based 
trait list) was adopted via the open question “Could you please 
indicate what are, in your opinion, characteristics of an 
effective follower within this firm” (Epitropaki et al., 2013). 
Open-ended questions can yield useful information, especially 
when complex issues are explored that do not have a finite or 
predetermined set of responses (Todres, 2005; Carey et al., 
1996; Popping, 2015). Furthermore, open-ended questions 
enable a view into an individuals’ way of thinking (Roberts et 
al., 2014; Geer, 1988). From the 113 leaders asked to give 
answer to the question, 99 filled out the question. The obtained 
response rate was therefore 87,61%.  

Followers’ actual behavioral repertoire In order to gauge the 
behavioral repertoire, the videotaped behaviors shown during 
the regularly held staff meetings were analyzed. The preset 
coding scheme was developed on theoretical 
conceptualizations of small group interactions (Bales, 1950; 
Borgatta, 1964; Feyerherm, 1994). The codebook containing of 
19 mutually exclusive behaviors included detailed indications 
for coding; thereby ensuring reliable and systematic coding 
(Luff & Heath, 2012; Van der Weide, 2007). The behaviors 
were coded on the basis of frequency of the observed 
behaviors. Due to differences in the length of each meeting, 
frequencies were converted to percentages.  

Follower effectiveness The effectiveness of followers was 
measured with the 4 items from Gibson et al. (2009). In order 
to assess each follower’s effectiveness individually, the items’ 
wording was revised (e.g. “This follower produces high quality 
work”). The team leaders were asked to rate her or his 
followers on a Likert scale, ranging from 1 (very inaccurate) to 
10 (very accurate). All followers wore a number on a nametag 
in the meetings, which were later on used for coding the 
behaviors and matching followers to their own job evaluation. 
A print screen of the follower group was included in the team 
leader’s survey for assessing the effectiveness of the followers. 
By including numbers within the dataset, instead of names, an 
anonymous data handling process was ensured. Similar 
matching procedures were adopted by Hoogboom and 
Wilderom (2016), Hu and Shi (2015) and Moon et al. (2008).  
Team effectiveness Expert raters were asked to rate the team’s 
effectiveness. Four effectiveness indicators were used 
(retrieved from: Gibson et al., 2009; Zellmer-Bruhn and 
Gibson, 2006), and assessed on a Likert scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 10 (strongly agree). A sample item was: 
“This team delivers work of high quality”.  

4. RESULTS 
4.1 Data analysis 
First, on the basis of both team effectiveness and mean 
follower effectiveness within a team, the most effective teams 
(n = 10) and the least effective teams (n = 10) were selected to 
assess the most effective and least effective followers’ 
behavioral repertoire.  

In order to examine (possible) significant differences between 
the behavioral repertoire of these most effective and least 
effective teams, an independent sample t-test was conducted on 
the five categories task-oriented, initiating structure, 
transactional, relation-oriented, and change-oriented. Before 
this t-test was performed, normality was tested to access the 
distribution of the 5 categories. On the basis of the outcomes of 
this test of normality, a log 10 transformation was performed 
on counterproductive, change-oriented, and relation-oriented 
(Osborne, 2010). Besides, a Mann-Whitney U-test was 
conducted to test whether significant differences existed on the 
level of the 19 individual behaviors. The Mann-Whitney U-test 
was adopted since most of the behaviors appeared to be not 
normally distributed after a log 10 transformation (e.g. Fay and 
Proschan, 2010).  
Furthermore, to compare leaders’ implicit images with the 
actual behavioral repertoire, both results were transformed to 
100% on the basis of the categories task-oriented, relation-
oriented and change-oriented. This transformation was needed 
since the behavioral coding scheme did not include external 
behaviors, and on the other hand no counterproductive 
attributes were mentioned as characteristics of an effective 
follower. However, it should be emphasized that 
counterproductive behavior stays a part of the behavioral 
repertoire of an effective follower, and external a part of 
leaders’ perception of an effective follower.  
Lastly, a one sample t-test was performed in order to examine 
the differences between leaders’ perceptions and the actual 
behavioral repertoire. Moreover, a qualitative analysis was 
conducted to examine whether the behavioral repertoire of the 
least effective followers showed larger discrepancies with 
leaders’ perceptions than the actual behavioral repertoire of the 
most effective followers. A qualitative analysis was adopted 
since the significance (on the basis of the found p-value) for 
the test between leaders’ perceptions and the effective follower 
behavioral repertoire was smaller than 0,001.  

4.2 Leaders’ implicit images of an effective 
follower 

Insert table 3 around here 

Table 3 shows leaders’ implicit image of an effective follower 
as drawn by the 99 leaders who filled out the survey item. As 
can be concluded from the table, leaders’ perception of an 
effective follower was predominantly relation-oriented in 
nature (40,27%). This finding supports proposition 1a, which 
stated that leaders’ prototypical images of an effective follower 
mostly consist of relation-oriented attributes. Within this 
category of relation-oriented, the most frequently mentioned 
attribute ‘team player’ (14,58%) was captured. Other often 
mentioned characteristics of effective followers were 
‘cognitive job capability’ (12,15%, task-oriented), ‘open to 
change’ (12,15%, change-oriented), and ‘goal oriented’ 
(10,76%, task-oriented). In contrast, table 3 also shows the 
characteristics which were least frequently mentioned. Four 
attributes accounted for less than 1% of the total answers 



given: ‘individual focused transformational style’ (0,69%, 
relation-oriented), ‘managing by exception active’ (0,35%, 
task-oriented), ‘voice behavior’ (0,35%, change-oriented), and 
‘networking’ (0,35%, external). Besides, the category external 
constituted 6,60% of the answers given, whereas task-oriented 
accounted for 34,37% and change-oriented for 18,75%. The 
above results support proposition 1b, stating that leaders’ 
implicit images of an effective follower consist the least of 
external-oriented attributes.  

4.3 Actual follower behaviors 
Insert table 4 around here 

Table 4 shows an overview of the video-filmed and video-
coded behavioral repertoire shown during the regularly held 
staff meetings of the most effective teams (n = 10) and the least 
effective teams (n = 10).  

As can be concluded from the table, task-oriented behaviors 
occurred most frequently within the effective sample (75,63%). 
With this, proposition 2a, stating that the actual behavioral 
repertoire of an effective follower mostly consists of task-
oriented behaviors, is supported. Especially ‘initiating 
structure’ behavior is showed often (58,01%), with ‘informing’ 
comprising 28,50% in frequency and ‘visioning: own opinion’ 
27,43%. Another behavior that occurred often in the effective 
sample was ‘verifying’ (14,10%). In contrast, change-oriented 
behaviors were shown the least often and accumulated to 
0,97% of the behavioral repertoire of the 10 most effective 
teams.  Furthermore, several behaviors accounted for less than 
1% of the behavioral repertoire of the effective sample in 
frequency: ‘directing/correcting’ (0,2858%), 
‘directing/delegating’ (0,26%), ‘intellectual stimulation’ 
(0,41%), ‘providing positive feedback’ (0,50%), ‘visioning: 
long term’ (0,73%), ‘visioning: own opinion on mission’ 
(0,24%), and ‘showing disinterest’ (0,32%). Moreover, 
relation-oriented behaviors constituted 17,95% of the 
behavioral repertoire in frequency, and counterproductive 
behavior 5,45%. Since the behavioral coding scheme as 
previously noted did not include external-oriented behaviors, 
proposition 2b could not be tested.  

Proceeding, the shown behavioral repertoire within the least 
effective teams also consisted mostly of task-oriented 
behaviors (77,25%), and the least of change-oriented behaviors 
(0,18%). Seven behaviors comprised less than 1% of the 
behavioral repertoire in frequency: ‘directing/correcting’ 
(0,09%), ‘directing/delegating’ (0,33%), ‘intellectual 
stimulation’ (0,40%), ‘providing positive feedback’ (0,70%), 
‘personally informing’ (0,20%), ‘visioning: long term’ 
(0,14%), and ‘visioning: own opinion on mission’ (0,04%). 
Furthermore, relation-oriented behaviors comprised 13,17% of 
the ten least effective teams’ behavioral repertoire in 
frequency, and counterproductive 9,40%.  

Insert table 5 around here 

Table 5 shows the results of the performed independent 
samples t-test. As can be seen, significant differences between 
the categories grouped on the basis of effectiveness were found 
for counterproductive behavior (t (18) = -2,69, p < 0,05) and 
transactional behavior (t (18) = -0,74, p < 0,05). Thus, the 
effective followers’ behavioral repertoire consists significantly 
more of transactional behavior and significantly less of 
counterproductive behavior. 

Insert table 6 around here 

Lastly, table 6 shows the results of the Mann-Whitney U-test. 
Two significant differences were found: ‘showing disinterest’ 
(U = 22,00, p < 0,05), and ‘individualized consideration’ (U = 
18,50, p < 0,05). Thus, it can be concluded that the effective 

sample showed significantly less disinterest in frequency, and 
significantly more individualized consideration.  

4.4 Leaders’ perceptions vs. actual follower 
behaviors  

Insert table 7 around here 

Table 7 contrasts the behavioral repertoire of the ten most 
effective teams on the basis of the video-coded meetings with 
their leaders’ implicit images of an effective follower. As 
previously noted, the video-based assessed behavioral 
repertoire was task-oriented in nature. However, the means in 
table 7 show that leaders’ implicit image did not match the 
actual behavioral repertoire of an effective follower: both 
relation-oriented and change-oriented were overestimated and 
task-oriented underestimated. 

Insert table 8 around here 

The outcomes of the performed one sample t-test can be found 
in table 8. It can be concluded that leaders have a tendency to 
think that an effective follower is significantly more relation-
oriented than they actually are (t (9) = -14,13, p < 0,001). 
Furthermore, also leaders’ implicit images of an effective 
follower were significantly more change-oriented than they 
actually are (t (9) = -25, 45, p < 0,001). In contrast, leaders’ 
IFTs of an effective follower with regard to task-orientation 
were significantly underestimated (t (9) = 21,07, p < 0,001). 
All in all, table 7 shows a mismatch between leaders’ 
perceptions and the actual follower behavioral repertoire. 
Therefore, proposition 3a, stating that leaders' prototypical 
images of an effective follower do not match the actual 
behavioral repertoire of an effective follower, is supported.  

Lastly, larger discrepancies between leaders’ perceptions and 
the effective and ineffective behavioral repertoire were found 
for all three categories: task-oriented (effective 79,99% and 
ineffective 85,27% against 36,8% on the basis of perception), 
relation-oriented (effective 18,99% and ineffective 14,54% 
against 43,12% on the basis of perception), and change-
oriented (effective 1,02% and ineffective 0,19% against 
20,08% on the basis of perception). Whether these differences 
are significant, cannot be assessed on the basis of this data. 
Therefore, although proposition 3b, stating that an even greater 
mismatch is present for the ineffective followers, seems to be 
supported, no firm conclusions can be drawn.  

5. DISCUSSION 
This study examined leaders’ perceptions of effective follower 
characteristics; the actual behavioral repertoire of effective and 
ineffective followers and the differences that exist between 
both groups; and the match or mismatch between leaders’ 
perceptions and the actual follower behavioral repertoire of 
their followers. For this purpose, both video-based and -coded 
data and survey data were used. As proposed, leaders’ IFTs of 
effective followers were predominantly relation-oriented in 
nature. In contrast, the actual behavioral repertoire of their 
effective followers consisted, as proposed, mostly of task-
oriented behaviors. Thus, leaders’ implicit images of effective 
followers did not match the actual behavioral repertoire shown 
by their effective followers, with even larger differences 
seeming to exist between those implicit images and the actual 
behavioral repertoire of their ineffective followers.  

One of the most interesting findings of this exploratory 
empirical field study, and therefore a contribution of this 
research, pertains to the fact that leaders’ implicit images of an 
effective follower do not match the behavioral repertoire of 
their effective followers. The results of this study thus support 
the notion that perceptions are biased and do not correctly 



reflect actual behaviors (e.g. Shondrick et al., 2010; Lord and 
Maher, 1993; Hoogeboom and Wilderom, 2015). Whereas 
leaders overestimated the relation-oriented and change-oriented 
categories, the task-oriented category was underestimated. 
Furthermore, the results support the view that individuals use 
their prototypical images as frames of references when 
mentioning characteristics of effective followers (e.g. Duck, 
1982), with leaders’ implicit image of an effective follower 
hardly reflecting the behavioral repertoire of their effective 
followers. While the behavioral repertoire of an effective 
follower is to a large extent composed of task-oriented 
behaviors, the leaders’ prototypical image shows a predominate 
relation-oriented focus. Within the task-oriented category of 
actual follower behavior, especially initiating structure 
behaviors were shown very frequently, with high percentages 
devoted to informing and visioning of the own opinion. This 
expression of own opinions is also reflected by Uhl-Bien et 
al.’s (2014) proposed behaviors for the study of followership. 
However, the percentage of informing might be influenced by 
the videotaped setting since ‘informing’ is regarded as one of 
the main aims of organizational meetings (e.g. Romano and 
Nunamaker, 2001). Also, work teams are tasked focused (e.g. 
Sundstrom et al., 1990), and therefore followers might show 
more task-oriented behaviors. This might have been a factor in 
the high task-oriented percentage found in frequency for the 
followers. Furthermore, the result that leaders’ IFTs of 
effective followers are mostly relation-oriented in nature is 
supported by the two other empirical examinations of IFTs’ 
content (Sy, 2010; Carsten et al., 2010). This high percentage 
devoted to relation-oriented attributes might result from the 
fact that these attributes are quite consciously experienced and 
therefore become a vaster part of the activated implicit image 
(Hoogeboom and Wilderom, 2015). Consequently, this kind of 
attributes may be more frequently mentioned and therefore 
might explain the found difference. Besides, the found 
difference for change-oriented might result from the changing 
dynamic of the public organization, perhaps leading to leaders 
more often mentioning change-oriented (and thus “being open 
to change”) attributes as important characteristic of effective 
followers (Epitropaki et al., 2013). Though, the percentage of 
the actual behavioral repertoire devoted to change-oriented 
behaviors was very small. This might result from the fact that 
work teams’ purpose is normally on ‘business as usual’ (i.e. 
existing processes and operational strategy) (e.g. Sundstrom et 
al., 1990), and therefore change-oriented behaviors might be 
shown infrequently. Furthermore, whereas a large mismatch 
was found between leaders’ IFTs of effective followers and the 
actual behavioral repertoire, an even larger mismatch seemed 
to exist when comparing leaders’ perceptions of effective 
followers with their ineffective followers’ behavioral 
repertoire. This might suggest that higher congruence between 
leaders’ positive IFTs and the shown follower behavioral 
repertoire may lead to higher follower performance outcomes 
(Sy, 2010). 

Another striking finding of the comparison between leaders’ 
perceptions and the actual behavioral repertoire of their 
effective followers is that no counterproductive characteristics 
were mentioned as attributes of effective followers. On the 
other hand, the results of the video-based observation showed 
that around 5,5% of the behavioral repertoire of an effective 
follower in frequency comprises of counterproductive 
behaviors. This finding is in line with studies on implicit 
images, stating that most often positive attributes are 
mentioned when one is asked to express his or hers perception 
(e.g. Schyns and Schilling, 2011).  

Also, whereas the leaders practically did not mention 
characteristics of effective followers which classically belong 
to leaders, the video-coded behavioral repertoire showed that 
followers engage in this kind of ‘non-following’ behaviors (e.g. 
individualized consideration).  This is an interesting difference 
found in this research, and shows that the follower role is more 
multifaceted than (long) expected (Carsten et al., 2010).  

In addition, four differences have been found from the 
comparison of the actual behavioral repertoire of the effective 
sample and the ineffective sample. Firstly, a difference 
between the effective and ineffective sample was found for the 
task-oriented category ‘transactional’, thereby showing the 
importance of this behavioral style. This is in line with 
Hoogeboom and Wilderom’s (2016) finding that transactional 
follower behavior is associated with follower effectiveness. 
Besides, it was found that effective followers actual behavioral 
repertoire consisted more of the behavioral category 
‘individualized consideration’, and less of the categories 
‘counterproductive’ and the behavior ‘showing disinterest’ 
which was grouped within the counterproductive category. 
This found importance of followers showing individualized 
consideration again highlights that the follower role, and 
especially the effective follower role, is way broader than long 
expected. The found difference on the counterproductive 
category, including ‘showing disinterest’, supports the many 
studies about the negative aspects and influence on 
(organizational) outcomes of counterproductive work 
behaviors (e.g. Schyns, 2013; Sacket, 2002; Penney and 
Spector, 2005).  

Moreover, it was remarkable that a certain tendency seemed to 
appear in the behavioral repertoire shown by both effective and 
ineffective followers. Both groups’ behavioral repertoire highly 
consisted of task-oriented behaviors, and while some behaviors 
occurred very often, others were hardly shown. This finding 
might suggest that there is something like a ‘more general 
follower behavioral repertoire’ in which also behaviors 
classically associated with leaders are shown. Hence, this study 
adds to the very scant literature on actual follower behavior, 
with thereby examining non-following behaviors (Uhl-Bien et 
al., 2014).  

Lastly, whereas this research showed that around 19% of 
leaders’ implicit images of an effective follower were change-
oriented in nature, Sy (2010) did not include change-oriented 
attributes in the Followership Prototype. As previously noted, 
the changing dynamic of the adopted organization might have 
influenced leaders’ implicit images of an effective follower 
with regard to change-oriented attributes. This found difference 
might therefore support the notion that IFTs partly consist of 
dimensions that are context specific (van Gils et al., 2010; 
Epitropaki et al., 2013; Sy, 2010). Hence, IFTs found at other 
levels of analysis and even on the superordinate level might not 
be applicable in different contexts.  

5.1 Practical implications 
The results from this study show that leaders’ perceptions of 
effective followers do not accurately reflect the actual 
behavioral repertoire of effective followers. Besides, this study 
examined based on more objective video data the actual 
behavioral differences between effective and ineffective 
followers, and showed that significant differences exist 
between both. Furthermore, this study shows the importance of 
followers showing individualized consideration, thereby 
highlighting that the follower role is way more multifaceted 
than long expected (Carsten et al., 2010). Therefore, several 
practical implications can be drawn from this study in order to 
achieve follower and organizational effectiveness.   



First, the found differences between the behavioral repertoire 
of effective and ineffective followers can be used for the 
development of followership competencies, identification of 
more and less effective followership behaviors, as a behavioral 
baseline for followers, and behavioral follower training  (Uhl-
Bien et al., 2014). Due to the findings of this study highlighting 
that the behavioral repertoire is way broader than long 
expected and showing the particular importance of followers 
engaging in individualized consideration behavior, follower 
training is essential. Besides, the found difference on 
counterproductive behavior, and on the individual behavior 
level ‘showing disinterest’, highlights the fact that these kinds 
of behaviors should be avoided when striving towards 
maximum effectiveness. The video-observation method, which 
allows followers to watch their own behavior, would be 
particularly interesting in this case (e.g. Fukkink et al., 2011; 
Decker, 1983; Roter et al., 2004; Rapee and Hayman, 1996). 
Furthermore, the results of this study show that transactional 
follower behavior might lead to higher effectiveness. This 
conclusion is important for the development of behavioral 
training, especially since IFTs are predominantly relation-
oriented and therefore might unconsciously bias the focus of 
behavioral training. 
Second, it is very important that individuals become more 
aware of the implicit images they posses, the large mismatch of 
those implicit images with actual behavior, and the 
consequences of IFTs. This is especially of high relevance 
since this study found that perceptions largely differ from the 
actual behavioral repertoire. Furthermore, several studies found 
that IFTs unconsciously result in action tendencies, and that 
individuals tend to lack impact awareness (i.e. individuals’ 
awareness of the influence of IFTs on those action tendencies), 
while IFTs are linked to several variables associated with 
effectiveness (e.g. Duck, 1982; Epitropaki et al., 2013; Junker 
and Van Dick, 2014). Workshops/ training could be used in 
order to built such awareness. In such a workshop, it is of high 
relevance that individuals’ recognition is developed about the 
importance of understanding IFTs and its consequences since 
motivation is seen as precondition of adopting more explicit 
processing (e.g. Gawronski and Payne, 2010). For example, 
individuals could experience the large mismatch their selves by 
first listing their IFTs after which the results of this study 
regarding the actual behavioral repertoire is shown. When IFTs 
and its consequences are better understood, a more conscious 
(i.e. objective) method might be adopted when needed and 
followers might be understood in more detail. Though, it 
should be noted that an individuals’ cognitive capacity might 
be a constraint in building this awareness (Fazio and Olson, 
2003).  

5.2 Strengths, limitations, and future 
research directions 
The biggest strength of this research is the adopted mixed-
method approach, using both subjective and more objective 
methods and data sources. In this way, this study responded to 
Uhl-Bien et al.’s recommendation (2014, p. 99) to “include a 
range of methodologies beyond survey measures” in order to 
advance the followership field. Furthermore, observational 
methods are still rarely employed in organizational studies, 
however they allow to respond to calls for examining actual 
follower behaviors (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). With classifying 
both traits and behaviors according to Yukl’s taxonomy (2012), 
options for future research emerge, like responding to calls to 
simultaneously address leadership and followership (e.g. Van 
Gils et al., 2010). Despite the strengths of the study, there are 
also limitations.  

First, all data was obtained from one large Dutch public sector 
organization. Some studies stated that there is a difference in 
behavior between the public and the private sector (e.g. Brugha 
and Zwi, 1998; Bellante and Link, 1981; Perry and Wise, 
1990). Besides the sector, also cultural influences might have 
influenced the shown behavioral repertoire and what is seen as 
important or effective (e.g. Hofstede, 1991). This limited 
‘context’ from which the data has been drawn, might thus also 
have influenced leaders’ expressed implicit images (Sy, 2010; 
Foti et al., 2008; Hanges et al., 2000), especially since the 
survey-item explicitly asked for the characteristics of an 
effective follower within the examined firm. Due to the above, 
the findings may not be generalizable to other companies, for 
example in other cultures or the private sector. Even though 
this public sector organization was selected for its size and 
three different organizational units were included in the 
research, different results may be found within different 
contexts or cultures. Therefore, when a more generic (i.e. IFTs 
on the superordinate level) is to be derived, future research 
should include a wide variety of companies across different 
sectors, cultures, and other contextual factors.  

Second, whereas common source bias was reduced by adopting 
a mixed-methods approach, it may have emerged due to the 
fact that the open-ended question about leaders’ effective 
implicit images was asked at the end of a questionnaire 
consisting of related variables (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 
However, many IFTs outside the survey constructs were 
mentioned, showing that leaders have their own perceptions of 
an effective follower. In addition, it may be quite difficult for 
participants to start a survey with such an open-ended question 
or “out of the blue” define their implicit images of an effective 
follower. Besides, although not resulting in common source 
bias, it should be noted that followers’ performance ratings 
were derived from their own leaders’ perceptions, and that such 
ratings correlate with LMX (Gerstner and Day, 1997). 
However, this is partly offset by also taking team effectiveness 
into account. Out of the above, two recommendations for 
future research emerge:  future research is recommended to (1) 
indicate perceptions with use of multiple methods including 
both direct and indirect measures, and (2) include objective 
performance measures and colleagues’ expert ratings.  
Third, whereas the behavioral repertoire was examined in 
regularly held staff meetings, the survey-item regarding 
leaders’ implicit images asked for the general effective image 
of a follower. Whereas some studies found that behaviors 
shown within a meeting are associated with behaviors shown 
outside meetings (Baren et al., 2012), other studies state that 
meetings are more task-focused and therefore more task-
oriented behaviors might be shown (Miller, 1994; Romano and 
Nunamaker, 2001). An option that emerges for future research 
would be explicitly asking for leaders’ implicit images of a 
(effective) follower within a meeting, however, it would be 
particularly interesting to further assess the full behavioral 
repertoire of an effective follower outside regularly staff 
meetings. In this way, more information can be gained about 
the full behavioral repertoire, and this also allows effective 
followers to show their most effective behaviors in the settings 
they excel at.  

Fourth, the survey and observational data were collected at one 
point in time, which might have influenced the results of the 
study. However, several studies stated that implicit images tend 
to stay (relatively) stable over time, and therefore it can be 
assumed that the found results correctly display the leaders’ 
implicit image of an effective follower (e.g. Sy, 2010; 
Epitropaki et al., 2013; Jellinek et al., 1983). In contrast, one 
video-taped meeting per follower seems to be insufficient when 



one is interested in the more comprehensive behavioral 
repertoire (Van Dun et al., 2016). On the basis of the above, it 
would be recommended to adopt a longitudinal study design 
for at least the gathering of the observational data, instead of a 
cross-sectional study design. Then, also differences over time 
can be assessed.  
Fifth, the used survey-item to assess leaders’ implicit images 
gave the opportunity to include multiple answers, without 
adopting a q-sort rank-order method. As a consequence, this 
study was not able to discriminate between the answers given. 
Therefore, it is recommended that future research adopts a q-
sort rank-order to enable this distinction between the answers 
given instead of taking all answers together.  

Sixth, the implicit image survey-item asked for the 
characteristics of an effective follower. Since IFTs consist of 
both behaviors and traits (e.g. Shondrick et al., 2010; Sy, 
2010), often traits were mentioned. This resulted in the fact that 
this study could not compare leaders’ implicit images with the 
actual behavioral repertoire on individual codes, but only on 
the level of task-, relation- and change-oriented. However, also 
traits were found to be easily categorized as task-, relation- or 
change-oriented. Besides, around 70% of the IFTs was based 
on traits, thereby emphasizing the importance of considering 
traits when theorizing on IFTs. Thus, this study recommends 
future studies to also classify traits according to Yukl’s 
categorization (2012). A possibility for future research is to 
include sub-categories within those four categories of Yukl 
(2012), thereby enabling more in-depth comparison.  
Seventh, the samples of both leaders and followers consisted of 
a high percentage of males, and mostly middle-aged. This 
might have influenced the results found in this study. For 
example, the shown behavioral repertoire might be influenced 
by followers’ age (e.g. Rhodes, 1983). Thus, future studies 
should carefully consider the individuals adopted in the sample 
and prevent oversampling of certain groups of individuals.   

Eight, this study was not able to assess external-oriented 
behaviors since no external-oriented codes were included in the 
behavioral coding scheme. Although this study adopted a pre-
developed and validated codebook on basis of small-group 
theoretical interactions, it would be interesting to include 
external codes in future research in order to examine whether 
significant differences exist between perception and actuality. 
Ninth, only leaders were asked to mention characteristics of an 
effective follower. However, those mentioned characteristics 
might differ from characteristics mentioned by followers 
themselves. Whereas this study found that leaders practically 
did not mention ‘non-following’ behaviors as characteristics of 
effective followers, Carsten et al.’ (2010) work on FIFTs found 
that proactive followers adopt follower roles viewing followers 
as “quiet leaders”. Future research is therefore recommended to 
adopt both views, and assess possible differences between 
both.  
Tenth, whereas the implicit image was based on a survey-item 
asking for the image of an effective follower, only the ten most 
effective teams were assessed in the behavioral analysis. 
Besides, the behavioral repertoire of effective and ineffective 
followers was based on a sample of teams selected on mean 
follower effectiveness within a team and team effectiveness. 
However, differences in results might appear between team 
level or individual level of analysis. Therefore, an exploratory 
analysis on the basis of most effective followers (effectiveness 
score > 7) and least ineffective followers (effectiveness score ≤ 
7), together with an elaboration on both analyses, has been 
added as Appendix 9.9.  

Lastly, this study only contained follower behavior and IFTs. 
Several studies highlighted that such one-sided-perspectives 
might be too limited (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Van Gils et al., 
2010). Thus, it is recommended that this first exploratory study 
will be continued within a multilevel view.  

On the basis of the above limitations of the current study, and 
given not only the results of this research but also recent calls 
from the followership field, several areas of future research are 
stated below.  
Firstly, as this study found a large mismatch between leaders’ 
perceptions and the actual behavioral repertoire, it would be 
very interesting to expand this line of research. It is 
recommended to replicate this study across a wide variety of 
sectors, cultures and other (contextual) factors, thereby 
adopting a well-balanced sample of individuals. In this 
research, also traits should be incorporated in the implicit 
images since the results of this study show that they comprise a 
vast part of IFTs. As this study has shown, the adoption of 
Yukl’s taxonomy (2012), for both implicit images and the 
actual behavioral repertoire, enables comparison between both. 
In addition to including external oriented codes to the 
behavioral coding scheme, also sub-categories could be added 
to Yukl’s categorization in order to compare the implicit 
images and the actual behavioral repertoire in more detail. 
Besides, it is advised to adopt a longitudinal study design for at 
least the behavioral repertoire, preferably also including 
‘video-shadowing’ data of behaviors at other (less formal) 
work settings (e.g. Czarniawska, 2007; Vie, 2010; McDonald, 
2005). When behavioral data is gathered on both regularly held 
staff meetings and video-shadowing, a study could also be 
examined whether behaviors within those meetings are 
representative for behaviors shown outside these meetings. On 
the other hand, implicit images are advised to be captured via 
both direct and indirect measures (Epitropaki et al., 2013), with 
IFTs including both LIFTs and FIFTs. Moreover, an even 
larger mismatch seemed to appear between comparing 
perceptions of an effective follower and the ineffective 
follower behavioral repertoire. Therefore, further research is 
needed to examine in more detail whether the actual follower 
effective (follower) behavioral repertoire fits better with the 
existing positive implicit images. Also, the adopted line of 
research could be extended by including (work related) 
outcomes that result from the found differences between the 
implicit images and the actual behavioral repertoire. In 
contrast, also mediating and moderating factors and their 
influence in producing perceptual biases of leaders and 
followers should be studied. In this way, knowledge can be 
contributed to “a novel and emerging area of research” 
(Epitropaki et al., 2013, p. 868). Lastly, it is recommended to 
continue the line of this first exploratory research by adopting a 
multilevel view, and thus examining both leadership and 
followership at the same time (e.g. Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). A 
particular area for future research is elaborated on in Appendix 
9.15.  

Secondly, the results regarding the actual follower behavioral 
repertoire, and especially the actual effective follower 
behavioral repertoire, can be considered as a source for a novel 
line of research. This study has highlighted the importance of 
adopting a full behavioral range when examining followers’ 
behavioral repertoire. Therefore, future research is needed to 
gain more in-depth knowledge about the full behavioral 
repertoire of followers. Such future research could examine 
both the behaviors shown by effective and less effective 
followers across a wide range of settings and participants, 
thereby studying the factors influencing the behavioral 
repertoire. Also, more and less effective follower behaviors 



(Uhl-Bien et al., 2014) and their associations with follower, 
leader, team and organizational effectiveness should be 
examined. Lastly, as this study found that followers engage in 
leading behaviors, further research is needed to gain in-depth 
knowledge about these “non-following” behaviors (Uhl-Bien et 
al., 2014). This is especially but not exclusively needed for so-
called self-steering teams, and how these follower behaviors 
may relate to follower and team effectiveness.  

Lastly, the results of this study support notions that IFTs partly 
consist of context specific dimensions. Therefore, future 
research should be examined on IFTs at different levels of 
analysis, and comparing the outcomes found. In this way, more 
knowledge can be gained about the ways in which perceptions 
are shaped (Duck, 1982). Besides, on the basis of the 
differences between the results from this study on LIFTs and 
Carsten et al.’s (2010) results on FIFTs, (possible) differences 
between LIFTs and FIFTs should be examined. This 
comparison is not at least important for the examination of self-
other rating congruence and the possible consequences of 
differences in the implicit images of effective followers. Lastly, 
IFTs should be compared with ILT, as this may provide a 
better understanding of both followership and leadership (Van 
Gils et al., 2010; Avolio et al., 2009).  

6. CONCLUSION 
This study answered to recent calls for advancing the 
followership literature in various ways. Firstly, this study 
provided (to the best of our knowledge) the first empirical 
comparison of leaders’ implicit images of effective followers 
and the actual behavior shown by their own followers. The 
results supported earlier findings that IFTs are mostly relation-
oriented in nature, while the actual behavioral repertoire of 
both effective and ineffective followers was predominantly 
task-oriented in nature. Thus, the results showed a large 
mismatch between the actual behavioral repertoire and leaders’ 
IFTs. Therefore, leaders’ implicit images are not representative 
for the precise follower behavioral repertoire; neither for the 
most effective nor the least effective followers. Secondly, 
whereas prior followership research adopted typologies to 
assess follower role constructions, this study adopted a more 
objective video-method to examine the actual behavioral 
repertoire of variously effective followers. Knowledge about 
actual follower behaviors of both effective and ineffective is 
extremely scant, and therefore this study addressed a major gap 
in the emerging followership literature. Thirdly, the results 
showed that effective followers engaged more than their 
ineffective peers in transactional and individualized 
consideration behavior, and less in counterproductive (showing 
disinterest) behavior. Lastly, the results of this research 
contributed to the scant knowledge “on how leaders and 
followers perceive, decide, behave, and take action” (Sy, 2010, 
p. 1). 

Furthermore, this study pointed to the importance of gaining 
more knowledge about actual follower behaviors (including 
both effective and less effective behaviors, and also so-called 
“non-following behaviors”), perceptual biases, and 
consequences of these perceptual biases. Large scale 
longitudinal multilevel field studies, preferably adopting 
mixed-methods designs including a broad range of participants 
and settings, and dividing individual followers into most 
effective and least ineffective, are recommended. Along these 
lines, in depth-knowledge can be developed about the influence 
of the extent of congruence between implicit images and the 
actual behavioral repertoire. In this way, both the followership 
and leadership field can be developed with strong theory and 
also effectiveness in organizational settings might be advanced. 

As several studies have shown that both follower and leader 
effectiveness are crucial components when striving for 
(maximum) organizational effectiveness (e.g. Agho, 2009; 
Baker, 2007), such knowledge is of enormous relevance.  
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9. APPENDIX 
 

9.1 Table 1: Perception coding scheme 
Category Code Definition Examples 

Task-oriented Cognitive job 
capability 

The ability to perform his/her job, residing 
from one’s knowledge, skills and 
competencies.  

“Knowledge” 
“Expertise” 
“Competent” 

 Goal oriented  The extent to which an individual emphasizes 
performance goals, and helps to facilitate 
decision making, problem solving, and 
intragroup coordination that maintain the 
emphasis on the goals (Gong et al., 2013; 
Seijts et al., 2004; Van de Walle, 1997).  

“Results-oriented” 
“Targeted” 
“Problem solving” 

 Engaged The positive, fulfilling, work-related state of 
mind that is characterized by vigor, 
dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli et al., 
2002).  

“Vigor” 
“Motivation” 
“Perseverance” 

 Responsible Capable of being depended on; worthy of 
trust; reliable (Carsten et al., 2010); the extent 
to which an individual does a faire share of 
the work.  

“Responsible” 
“Dutiful” 
“Keeping appointments” 

 Empowered The intrinsic motivation manifested in four 
cognitions (meaning, competence, impact and 
self-determination) reflecting an individual’s 
orientation to his/her work role (Spreitzer, 
1995).  

“Confident” 
 

 Managing by 
exception active 

Monitoring task execution for any problems 
that might arise and correcting those 
problems to maintain current performance 
levels (Avolio et al., 1999). 

“Monitoring” 

Relation-oriented Team player Willingness to work in cooperation with 
others. Emphasizing collective effort and 
cooperation (Carsten et al., 2010).  

“Collaborating” 
“Team focused” 
“Team player” 

 Integrity Adherence to moral and ethical principles; 
soundness of moral character; honesty 
(Carsten et al., 2010). 

“Integrity” 
“Honesty” 
“Transparent” 

 Good communicator Able to exchange ideas and thoughts. 
Understanding audience and framing 
arguments accordingly (Carsten et al., 2010).  

“Good communicator” 
“Communication skills” 
“Communicative” 

 Job involved The cognitive or belief state of psychological 
identification with the present job (Kanungo, 
1982).  

“Involved” 
 

 Positive affect The extent to which an individual feels 
enthusiastic, active and alert (Watson et al., 
1988).  

“Enthusiasm” 
“Active” 
“Alert” 

 Loyal Faithful adherence and support  (Carsten et 
al., 2010). 

“Loyal” 

 Group focused 
transformational 
style 

Influencing the group as a whole by creating 
shared values and seeking a common ground 
(Wu et al., 2010; Tse and Chiu, 2011).  

“Stimulant” 
“Motivating” 
 

 Social Liking to interact with other people, to be in 
companionship. 

“Social” 

 Emphatic The ability to comprehend another’s feelings 
and to re-experience them oneself (Salovey 

“Empathy” 
 



and Mayer, 1990). 
 Conservative  Being averse to change or innovation and 

holding traditional values (e.g. obedience and 
respect).  

“Traditional” 
“Respectful” 
 

 Individual focused 
transformational 
style 

Affecting individual employees by 
considering his/her uniqueness (Wu et al., 
2010; Tse and Chiu, 2011).  

“Seeing someone’s 
individual opportunities” 

Change-oriented Open to change Willingness to adapt to and be malleable; 
open to new ideas or experiences (Carsten et 
al., 2010).   

“Openness to change” 
“Flexible” 
“Creative’ 

 Pro-active behavior Self-directed and future-focused action 
whereby employees aim to bring about 
change (Carsten et al., 2010). 

“Initiative taking” 
“Continuous improver” 
“Suggesting improvements” 

 Voice behavior The extent to which an individual speaks up 
(i.e. communication of ideas, suggestions, 
concerns or opinions) and offers constructive 
suggestions for change, thereby 
constructively challenging the status quo with 
the intent of improving the situation rather 
than merely criticizing it  (VanDyne and 
LePine, 1998, 2001; Morrison et al., 2011). 

“Expresses thoughts” 
 

External Customer-oriented Having customers and their needs as primary 
focus of action; developing and sustaining 
productive customer relations. 

“Customer-oriented” 
“Customizable” 

 Environmental 
monitoring 

Scanning and understanding of the internal 
and external environment to identify 
opportunities and threats.   (Yukl, 2012; 
Antonakis and House, 2013). 

“Aware of the environment” 

“Monitoring the outside 
world” 
 

 Networker Building and maintaining relationships with 
other people (e.g. superiors or outsiders) 
(Yukl, 2012). 

“Networking” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



9.2 Table 2: Behavioral coding scheme 
Category Behavior 

 
Definition Examples 

Task-oriented    
Transactional 1. Providing negative feedback Criticizing “I do not like that…” 

“But we came to the 
agreement that…” 

 2. Directing/correcting Correcting “That is not right’ 
 3. Verifying Getting back to previously made 

agreements/visions/norms 
“We came to the agreement 
that” 

Initiating structure 4. Structuring the conversation Providing structure by informing 
about the agenda, start/end time 
etc. 

“The meeting will end at…” 

“We are going to have a 
break now” 

 5. Directing/delegating Telling others what (not) to do, 
dividing tasks 

 “Paul, I want you to” 
 

 6. Informing Giving factual information “The final result is…” 
 7. Visioning: own opinion Giving own opinion “I think that…” 
Relation-oriented 8. Agreeing Saying someone is right, liking an 

idea, showing compliant behavior 
“You are right” 
“That is a good idea” 

 9. Intellectual stimulation Asking for ideas, inviting people to 
think along or come up with own 
ideas, brainstorming 

“What do you think is the 
best way to…?” 
“What is your opinion 
about…?” 

 10. Individualized 
consideration 

Encouraging, being friendly, 
showing empathy 

“Welcome” 
“How are you?” 

 11. Providing positive 
feedback 

Rewarding, complimenting “Well done” 
“You did a great job” 

 12. Humor Making people laugh, saying 
something with a funny meaning 

Laughing, making jokes 

 13. Personally informing Giving non-factual, private 
information 

“Last weekend, my wife…” 

Change-oriented 14. Visioning: long term Giving long-term visions 
 

 “Within the next years, we 
want to…” 

 15. Visioning: own opinion on 
mission 

Giving own opinion on 
organization mission 

“My opinion about this 
organization goal is…” 

Counterproductive 16. Showing disinterest Not showing any interest, not 
taking problems seriously, want to 
get rid of problems and conflicts 

Not actively listening, 
talking to others while 
someone else is talking, 
looking away, looking bored 

 17. Defending one’s one 
position 

Defending one’s own position or 
opinion, emphasizing own 
importance 

“We are going to do it my 
way” 
Blaming other people  

    
 18. Disagreeing Contradicting ideas, opposing team 

members 
“That is not correct” 
“I do not agree with you” 

 19. Directing/ interrupting Interrupting when someone is 
talking 

Interrupting 

 
 
 



9.3 Table 3: Leaders’ perceptions of an effective follower according to Yukl’s (2012) categories 
Category 
 

Leaders’ 
perceptions of an 
effective follower 

1. Cognitive job capability  12,15 
2. Goal oriented 10,76 
3. Engaged 6,94 
4. Responsible 3,13 
5. Empowered 1,04 
6. Managing by exception active 0,35 
Subtotal task-oriented 34,37 
7. Team player 14,58 
8. Integrity 7,30 
9. Good communicator 4,51 
10. Job involved 3,82 
11. Loyal 2,08 
12. Positive affect 2,08 
13. Group focused  
      transformational style 

1,74 

14. Social 1,39 
15. Conservative 1,04 
16. Emphatic 1,04 
17. Individual focused 
      transformational style 

0,69 

Subtotal relation-oriented 40,27 
18. Open to change 12,15 
19. Proactive behavior 6,25 
20. Voice behavior 0,35 
Subtotal change-oriented 18,75 
21. Customer-oriented 3,82 
22. Environmental  
      monitoring 

2,43 

23. Networker 0,35 
Subtotal external 6,60 
Total 100% 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



9.4 Table 4: Followers’ actual video-coded behavioral repertoire in task- (transactional and 
initiating structure), relation-, change- and external-categories on the basis of the ten most and 
ten least effective teams 
Behavior 
 

Effective follower’s 
behavioral repertoire in % 

Ineffective follower’s 
behavorial repertoire in % 

1. Verifying  14,10  9,67 
2. Providing negative feedback 3,23 1,56 
3. Directing/correcting 0,29 0,09 
Sub-subtotal transactional  17,62 11,32 
4. Informing  28,50 27,76 
5. Visioning: one’s own opinion  27,43 36,67 
6. Structuring the conversation 1,82 1,17 
7. Directing/delegating 0,26 0,33 
Sub-subtotal initiating structure 58,01 65,93 
Subtotal task-oriented 75,63 77,25 
8. Agreeing 7,66 5,81 
9. Humor  5,82 5,62 
10. Individualized consideration 2,49 0,44 
11. Personally informing 1,07  0,20  
12. Providing positive feedback 0,50 0,70 
13. Intellectual stimulation 0,41 0,40 
Subtotal relation-oriented 17,95 13,17 
14. Visioning: long term 0,73 0,14 
15. Visioning: own opinion on mission 0,24 0,04 
Subtotal change-oriented 0,97 0,18 
16. Directing/interrupting  3,04  4,63  
17. Disagreeing  1,64 1,34 
18. Defending one’s one position 0,45 2,31 
19. Showing disinterest 0,32 1,12 
Subtotal counterproductive 5,45 9,40 
Total 100% 100% 

 

9.5 Table 5: Results independent sample t-test based on the ten most and ten least effective 
teams 
 t df Significance (2-tailed) 

Transactional  3,07  18 0,007*  
Initiating structure -0,74 18 0,470 
Task-oriented -0,70 18 0,493 
Relation-oriented 1,98 18 0,063 
Change-oriented 0,911 10,701 0,382 
Counterproductive -2,69 18 0,015* 

*p < .05 (2-tailed), **p < .01 (2-tailed) 
 
 
 
 
 



9.6 Table 6: Results Mann-Whitney U-test based on the ten most and ten least effective teams 
 Mann-Whitney U Significance (2-tailed) 

1. Verifying  25,0  0,063  
2. Providing negative feedback  44,5  0,684  
3. Directing/correcting 36,5 0,315 
4. Informing   47,0  0,853  
5. Visioning: one’s own opinion  28,0  0,105  
6. Structuring the conversation 44,0 0,684 
7. Directing/delegating 46,5 0,796 
8. Agreeing  37,0  0,353  
9. Humor 48,0 0,912 
10. Individualized consideration 18,5 0,015* 
11. Personally informing 27,0 0,089 
12. Providing positive feedback 42,0 0,579 
13. Intellectual stimulation  36,0  0,315  
14. Visioning: long term 46,0 0,796 

15. Visioning: own opinion on 
mission 

49,5 0,971 

16. Directing/interrupting 42,0 0,579 
17. Disagreeing 45,0 0,739 
18. Defending one’s own position 28,5 0,105 
19. Showing disinterest 22,0 0,035* 

*p < .05 (2-tailed), **p < .01 (2-tailed) 
 

9.7 Table 7: Leaders’ perceptions of an effective follower and the actual behavioral repertoire 
of effective and ineffective followers on the basis of the ten most and least effective teams, based 
on task-, relation-, and change-categories 
 Leaders’ implicit 

images of an effective 
follower in % 

Effective follower 
behavior in % 

Ineffective follower 
behavior in % 

Subtotal task-oriented 36,8 79,99 85,27 
 
Subtotal relation-oriented 
 

 
43,12 

 
18,99 

 
14,54 

Subtotal change-oriented 
 

20,08 1,02 0,19 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

 
9.8 Table 8: Results one sample t-test leaders’ perceptions vs. the actual behavioral repertoire 
of effective followers on the basis of the ten most effective teams, based on task-, relation-, and 
change-categories 
 t df Significance (2-tailed) 

Task-oriented 21,07 9 0,000** 
Relation-oriented -14,18 9 0,000** 
Change-oriented -25,45 9 0,000** 

*p < .05 (2-tailed), **p < .01 (2-tailed) 
 



9.9 Additional analysis 
This section shows the exploratory analysis conducted on the 
basis of the above mentioned limitation regarding comparing 
leaders’ perceptions of an effective follower with the actual 
follower behavioral repertoire as shown by the ten most 
effective teams.  

9.9.1 Results 
9.9.1.1 Data analysis 
On the basis of individual effectiveness, most effective 
followers (follower effectiveness > 7, n = 414) and least 
effective followers (followers ≤ 7, n = 364) were selected. 
Followers without an assigned effectiveness score or 
followers that did not show four or more distinct behaviors 
during the video-taped meeting were excluded from the 
analysis. This lower bound of four distinct behaviors was 
chosen since followers in this case showed multiple behaviors 
and many followers showed four distinct behaviors. This 
resulted in 52,08% of the total follower sample being included 
in further analysis. Afterwards, a similar data analysis as in 
section 4 has been conducted: 1) to compare leaders’ implicit 
images of an effective follower with the actual follower 
behavioral repertoire and 2) to examine differences between 
the actual behavioral repertoire of the most and least effective 
followers.   

9.9.1.2 Actual follower behaviors of most effective 
and least effective followers 

Insert table 9 around here 
Table 9 shows an overview of the video-filmed and video-
coded behavioral repertoire shown during the regularly held 
staff meetings of the most effective (n = 414) and least 
effective (n = 363) followers.  
As can be concluded from the table, task-oriented behaviors 
occurred most frequently within the effective follower 
behavioral repertoire (73,08%). Therefore, proposition 2a, 
stating that the actual behavioral repertoire of an effective 
follower mostly consists of task-oriented behaviors, is 
supported. Especially ‘initiating structure’ behavior is showed 
often (55,01%), with ‘informing’ comprising 25,93% in 
frequency and ‘visioning: own opinion’ 27,36%. Another 
behavior that occurred often in the effective sample was 
‘verifying’ (15,42%). In contrast, change-oriented behaviors 
were shown infrequently and only accumulated to 0,48% of 
the effective follower behavioral repertoire.  Furthermore, 
several behaviors also accounted for less than 1% of the 
behavioral repertoire of an effective follower in frequency: 
‘directing/correcting’ (0,32%), ‘directing/delegating’ (0,33%), 
‘intellectual stimulation’ (1,31%), ‘providing positive 
feedback’ (0,53%), ‘visioning: long term’ (0,34%), and 
‘visioning: own opinion on mission’ (0,14%). Moreover, 
relation-oriented behaviors constituted 17,91% of the 
behavioral repertoire. Lastly, 8,53% of the effective follower 
behavioral repertoire in frequency was devoted to 
counterproductive behavior.  Since the behavioral coding 
scheme as previously noted did not include external-oriented 
behaviors, proposition 2b could not be tested.  

Proceeding, the shown behavioral repertoire of the least 
effective followers also consisted mostly of task-oriented 
behaviors (70,75%), and the least of change-oriented 
behaviors (0,36%). Seven behaviors comprised less than 1% 
of the behavioral repertoire in frequency: 
‘directing/correcting’ (0,25%), ‘providing negative feedback’ 
(0,58%), ‘directing/delegating’ (0,20%), ‘intellectual 
stimulation’ (0,74%), ‘providing positive feedback’ (0,69%),  
‘visioning: long term’ (0,27%), and ‘visioning: own opinion 

on mission’ (0,09%). Furthermore, relation-oriented behaviors 
comprised 17,19% of the ineffective followers’ behavioral 
repertoire in frequency, and counterproductive 11,70%.  

Insert table 10 around here 

Table 10 shows the results of the performed independent 
samples t-test. As can be seen, a significant difference 
between the categories grouped on the basis of effectiveness 
was found for counterproductive behavior (t (545) = -3,491, p 
< 0,05). Thus, the effective follower behavioral repertoire 
consists significantly less of counterproductive behavior. 

Insert table 11 around here 

Lastly, table 11 shows the results of the Mann-Whitney U-
test. Four significant differences were found: ‘agreeing’ (U = 
67701,50, p < 0,05), ‘directing/correcting (U = 70986,00, p < 
0,05), ‘visioning: long term’ (U = 71981,50, p < 0,05), and 
‘intellectual stimulation’ (U = 68607,50, p < 0,05). Thus, it 
can be concluded that effective followers showed significantly 
more agreeing; directing/correcting; visioning: long term; and 
intellectual stimulation behavior than their ineffective 
colleagues.   

9.9.1.3 Leaders’ perceptions vs. actual follower 
behaviors 

Insert table 12 around here 

Table 12 contrasts the behavioral repertoire of the effective 
followers on the basis of the video-coded meetings with their 
leaders’ implicit images of an effective follower.  

Insert table 13 around here 

As previously noted, the actual behavioral repertoire of an 
effective follower was task-oriented in nature. However, the 
means in table 13 show that leaders’ implicit images did not 
match the actual behavioral repertoire of an effective follower: 
both relation-oriented and change-oriented were 
overestimated and task-oriented behaviors were severely 
underestimated. The outcomes of the performed one sample t-
test can be found in table 13. It can be concluded that leaders 
have a tendency to think that an effective follower is 
significantly more relation-oriented than they actually are (t 
(412) = -30,52, p < 0,001). Furthermore, also leaders’ implicit 
images of an effective follower were significantly more 
change-oriented than their followers actually showed in the 
meetings (t (412) = -180,21, p < 0,001). In contrast, leaders’ 
IFTs of an effective follower with regard to task-orientation 
were significantly underestimated (t (412) = 54,08, p < 0,001). 
All in all, table 13 shows a mismatch between leaders’ images 
or perceptions of their own followers and their actual 
behavioral repertoire. Therefore, proposition 3a, stating that 
leaders’ prototypical images of an effective follower do not 
match the actual behavioral repertoire of their effective 
followers, is supported.  

Lastly, larger discrepancies between leaders’ perceptions and 
the effective and ineffective follower behavioral repertoire 
were found for all three categories: task-oriented (effective 
79,90% and ineffective 80,11% against 36,8% on the basis of 
perception), relation-oriented (effective 19,56% and 
ineffective 19,49% against 43,12% on the basis of 
perception), and change-oriented (effective 0,54% and 
ineffective 0,40% against 20,08% on the basis of perception). 
Whether these differences are significant, cannot be assessed 
on the basis of this data. Therefore, although proposition 3b, 
stating that an even greater mismatch is between leaders’ 
implicit images and the actual behavioral repertoire of the 
least effective followers, seems to be supported, no firm 
conclusions can be drawn.  



9.9.2 Discussion on the basis of conducted 
analyses 
As can be concluded from the above analyses, both found a 
(large) mismatch between leaders’ perceptions of an effective 
follower and the actual follower behavioral repertoire. 
However, other differences on the basis of particular 
behaviors and categories of behaviors were found when 
adopting the above exploratory analysis. This highlights the 
importance of adopting a well-considered analysis. Therefore, 
both methods are compared below. For purpose of 
convenience, the adopted analysis in section four is referred to 
as ‘analysis 1’, and the above exploratory analysis as ‘analysis 
2’.  
First, whereas the follower behavioral repertoire in analysis 1 
was based on the ten most (i.e. highly) effective teams, the 
open question asked leaders for their image of an effective 
follower. Due to this difference of ‘highly effective’ vs. 
‘effective’, the comparative results may not be 100% valid. In 
contrast, analysis 2 included all followers in the sample, 
thereby dividing the followers as either effective 
(effectiveness score > 7) or ineffective (effectiveness score ≤ 
7). In analysis 2, therefore, not only highly effective followers 
were included in the comparison. Concluding, the assessed 
behavioral repertoire should be in line with the obtained IFTs 
in order to accurately examine differences between both. 
Besides, analysis 2 did not only include a (small) part of the 
total follower sample, as was the case in analysis 1. In this 
way, analysis 2 was able to utilize all gathered data to a larger 
extent.  Lastly, while in analysis 1 the leaders’ IFTs were 
based on ‘an effective follower’ (i.e. at the individual level), 
the actual behavioral repertoire was assessed per team as were 
their effectiveness ratings. Analyzing merely at the team level 
does not include the team’s variation in individual follower 
effectiveness and differences in followers’ behavioral 
repertoires between team members. When large differences or 
outliers exist within a team, both effective and ineffective 
followers and their individual behavioral repertoire might be 
excluded from further analysis since both mean follower 
effectiveness and team effectiveness might be ‘moderated’ or 
skewed. This might result in different and/or perhaps even less 
significant results and differences found. Concluding, future 
research is recommended to adopt (an analysis similar to) 
analysis 2.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



9.10 Table 9: Followers’ actual video-coded behavioral repertoire in task- (transactional and 
initiating structure), relation-, change- and external-categories on the basis of effective 
(effectiveness score > 7) and ineffective (effectiveness score ≤ 7) followers  
Behavior 
 

Effective follower’s 
behavioral repertoire 

Ineffective follower’s 
behavorial repertoire 

1. Verifying  15,42  14,74 
2. Providing negative feedback 2,33 0,58 
3. Directing/correcting 0,32 0,25 
Sub-subtotal transactional 18,07 15,57 
4. Visioning: one’s own opinion  27,36  25,64 
5. Informing  25,93  27,94  
6. Structuring the conversation 1,39 1,40 
7. Directing/delegating 0,33 0,20 
Sub-subtotal initiating structure 55,01 55,18 
Subtotal task-oriented 73,08 70,75 
8. Agreeing 6,82 6,24 
9. Humor  5,67  6,09 
10. Individualized consideration 2,13 2,18 
11. Personally informing  1,45  1,25  
12. Intellectual stimulation 1,31 0,74 
13. Providing positive feedback 0,53 0,69 
Subtotal relation-oriented 17,91 17,19 
14. Visioning: long term 0,34 0,27 
15. Visioning: own opinion on mission 0,14 0,09 
Subtotal change-oriented 0,48 0,36 
16. Directing/interrupting  3,51  3,87  
17. Disagreeing  2,20  2,74 
18. Showing disinterest 1,68 3,52 
19. Defending one’s one position 1,14 1,57 
Subtotal counterproductive 8,53 11,70 
Total 100% 100% 

 

9.11 Table 10: Results independent sample t-test based on effective (effectiveness score > 7) 
and ineffective (effectiveness score ≤ 7) followers 
 t df Significance (2-tailed) 

Transactional  1,370  775,00  0,171  
Initiating structure -0,019 722,36 0,985 
Task-oriented 0,996 710,16 0,320 
Relation-oriented 0,131 673,00 0,896 
Change-oriented 0,811 66,00 0,420 
Counterproductive -3,491 545,00 0,001* 

*p < .05 (2-tailed), **p < .01 (2-tailed) 
 
 
 
 



9.12 Table 11: Results Mann-Whitney U-test based on effective (effectiveness score > 7) and 
ineffective (effectiveness score ≤ 7) followers 
 Mann-Whitney U Significance (2-tailed) 

1. Verifying  70344,00  0,122  
2. Providing negative feedback  71764,00  0,175  
3. Directing/correcting 70986,00 0,011* 
4. Visioning: one’s own opinion  69384,50  0,064  
5. Informing  72346,00  0,366  
6. Structuring the conversation 71336,00 0,098 
7. Directing/delegating 73043,00 0,052 
8. Agreeing  67701,50  0,014*  
9. Humor  73019,50 0,477 
10. Individualized consideration 74999,00 0,946 
11. Personally informing 72125,50 0,143 
12. Intellectual stimulation 68607,50 0,003* 
13. Providing positive feedback  74684,50  0,811  
14. Visioning: long term 71981,50 0,012* 

15. Visioning: own opinion on 
mission 

74733,00 0,668 

16. Directing/interrupting 72911,50 0,429 
17. Disagreeing 71079,50 0,130 
18. Showing disinterest 73955,00  0,591 
19. Defending one’s own position 74884,00 0,901 

*p < .05 (2-tailed), **p < .01 (2-tailed) 
 

9.13 Table 12: Leaders’ perceptions of an effective follower and the actual behavioral 
repertoire of effective (effectiveness score > 7) and ineffective (effectiveness score ≤ 7) 
followers, based on task-, relation-, and change-categories 
 Leaders’ implicit 

images of an effective 
follower in % 

Effective follower 
behavior in % 

Ineffective follower 
behavior in % 

Subtotal task-oriented 36,8 79,90% 80,11% 
 
Subtotal relation-oriented 
 

 
43,12 

 
19,56% 

 
19,49% 

Subtotal change-oriented 
 

20,08 0,54% 0,40% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

 

9.14 Table 13: Results one sample t-test leaders’ perceptions vs. the actual behavioral 
repertoire of effective followers (effectiveness score > 7), based on task-, relation-, and change-
categories    
 t df Significance (2-tailed) 

Task-oriented 54,07 412 0,000** 
Relation-oriented -30,52 412 0,000** 
Change-oriented -180,21 412 0,000** 

*p < .05 (2-tailed), **p < .01 (2-tailed) 
 



9.15 Elaboration on future research 
This first research on comparing leaders’ implicit images with 
followers’ actual behavioral repertoire could be extended. As 
previously noted, Eden (e.g. 1990, 1992) stated that implicit 
images might be leading to Pygmalion (Golem) effects when 
leaders’ positive (negative) prototypical images are fulfilled 
by followers (Sy, 2010). Thus, leaders’ IFTs might eventually 
influence (i.e. moderate) followers’ performance outcomes 
(Sy, 2010). Therefore, it would be particularly interesting to 
examine the influence of the extent of congruence between a 
leader’s implicit image and a follower’s actual behavioral 
repertoire on his or her performance outcomes (effectiveness). 
Thus, such a study would examine the moderating effect of 
leaders’ implicit images on follower’s effectiveness. However, 
several studies highlighted that a one-sided perspective might 
be too limited and addressed calls for a simultaneous 
examination of both leadership and followership (e.g. Van 
Gils et al., 2010; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). Besides, several 
scholars argued that followers influence leaders (e.g. Uhl-Bien 
et al., 2014; Dvir and Shamir, 2003; Howell and Shamir, 
2005; Shamir, 2007). Consequently, it might be that 
followers’ perceptions of leaders also influence (i.e. moderate) 
leaders’ performance outcomes. Hence, this study calls to also 
assess the possible influence of the extent of congruence 
between followers’ ILTs and the leader’s actual behavioral 
repertoire on his or her effectiveness. Furthermore, this 
individual level congruence data could be aggregated to the 
team level. Continuing the above line, it might be moreover 
interesting to examine the influence of the extent of 
congruence between perception and actual behavior 
aggregated on the team level on team effectiveness. Such 
analyses are not at least interesting since both the results of 
the present study and the work of several scholars suggest that 
implicit images partly consist of dimensions that are context 
specific (van Gils et al., 2010; Epitropaki et al., 2013; Sy, 
2010). In these analyses, also mediating and moderating 
factors and therefore control variables should be taken into 
account.  

On the basis of the above, the following propositions for 
further study are offered:   

Proposition 1. Higher follower effectiveness is found when the 
congruence between leaders’ positive implicit images and 
followers’ actual behavioral repertoire is higher.  
Proposition 2. Higher leader effectiveness is found when the 
congruence between followers’ positive implicit images and 
leaders’ actual behavioral repertoire is higher.   
Proposition 3. Higher team effectiveness is found when the 
aggregated congruence between positive implicit images and 
actual behaviors is higher.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


