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Article

In 2016, Gallup surveyed 1.4 million workers in 192 organi-
zations around the world and showed that only 13% of 
employees are engaged in their work, representing what 
Gallup (2016) called a “worldwide employee engagement 
crisis.” Gallup’s study showed that highly engaged workers 
outperform their less engaged counterparts by 10% in cus-
tomer ratings, 21% in productivity, and 22% in profitability. 
Employee engagement also relates to organizational com-
mitment and job satisfaction as well as return on assets, per-
formance, and sales growth (Harter et al., 2002; Saks, 2006; 
Schaufeli & Salanova, 2010). In addition, work engagement 
reduces negative workplace outcomes such as turnover, 
accidents, and errors (Agarwal et al., 2012; Schaufeli & 
Bakker, 2004; Towers Perrin, 2003). With an eye on improv-
ing these metrics, organizations annually invest approxi-
mately $720 million dollars on raising employee engagement 
(Bersin & Associates, 2012). Likewise, elevating work 
engagement has become a top priority for leaders and 

managers, who are identified as one of the key resources of 
employee engagement (Bakker, 2011; Bakker & Demerouti, 
2008; Lee et al., 2020; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2010; Tims 
et al., 2011).

The popular press indicates that leaders should appeal to 
followers’ need for esteem and growth (Lomb, 2016), set 
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Abstract
The topic of work engagement is moving up on the managerial agenda as it sets the stage for numerous beneficial outcomes 
for both organizations and their employees. It is clear, however, that not all employees are equally engaged in their job. The 
current study taps into theory on positive self-fulfilling prophecies induced by leaders’ high expectations of followers (i.e., the 
Pygmalion effect) and examines their potential to facilitate follower work engagement. By integrating literature on implicit 
followership theories with the Pygmalion model, we investigate the assumption that leaders’ high expectations are universally 
perceived as and therefore foster the same desirable results for all employees. We argue and find that the extent to which 
followers’ work engagement benefits from high leader expectations depends on their implicit followership theory of industry 
(IFTI; i.e., the general belief that employees are hardworking, productive, and willing to go above and beyond). We also find 
that when followers hold a high IFTI but feel that their leader does not convey high expectations, their engagement at work 
suffers. In addition, we examine whether leaders’ IFTI forms the origin of naturally occurring Pygmalion effects. Our results 
show that a positive IFTI among leaders is especially interpreted as high/positive expectations by followers who also hold a 
high/positive IFTI. Our study introduces boundary conditions to the Pygmalion-at-work model by revealing the interactive 
role of leaders’ and followers’ implicit followership theory of industry. We contribute to the advancement of cognitive, 
follower-centric perspectives on leadership and provide evidence for the importance of schema congruence.
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high expectations and give praise (Whitaker, 2016), and 
empower employees to make a difference (Fast Company, 
2016). Research suggests that the power of such leader 
behaviors lies in their underlying positive belief and expec-
tation that followers are competent and capable of success-
ful performance (Eden et al., 2000; Kierein & Gold, 2000). 
The Pygmalion literature indicates that leaders’ high expec-
tations of followers trigger subsequent leader behaviors that 
relate to setting challenging goals, communicating positive 
expectancies, and affirming followers’ capacities (Eden, 
1992; Kierein & Gold, 2000). By treating followers in way 
that demonstrates high expectations—for instance, by chal-
lenging them to take on greater responsibilities and solve 
work problems—followers in turn develop high expecta-
tions for themselves and build positive beliefs about their 
abilities (Livingston, 1988; Rosenthal, 1973). Consequently, 
these high and positive self-expectations can drive intrinsic 
motivation and increase work engagement, which closes 
the self-fulfilling prophecy circle (Shuck & Herd, 2012; 
Zhu et al., 2009). Yet, if inducing Pygmalion-like processes 
were so straightforward, one would expect that leaders 
could just convey high expectations and employee engage-
ment would proliferate throughout organizations. Since this 
is not the case, we expect that there are additional elements 
at play that codetermine whether leaders’ high expectations 
will boost employee work engagement.

Based on a cognitive perspective on leadership which 
emphasizes the active role of followers in leadership pro-
cesses (Lord & Emrich, 2001; Shamir, 2007; Uhl-Bien 
et al., 2014), we examine whether and how leaders’ and fol-
lowers’ implicit followership theories may affect leaders’ 
expectations and employees’ work engagement. Although it 
is theorized that implicit followership theories (IFTs; 
Shondrick & Lord, 2010; Sy, 2010) have important implica-
tions for leadership processes and outcomes (Sy, 2010; van 
Gils et al., 2010), the full extent of their effects lacks clarity 

and, compared with research on implicit leadership theories 
(ILTs; Engle & Lord, 1997; Epitropaki & Martin, 2004), the 
role of people’s IFTs in affecting their perceptions and 
behaviors at work remains underexamined.

IFTs refer to “individuals’ personal assumptions about 
the traits and behaviors that characterize followers” (Sy, 
2010, p. 74); they reflect people’s cognitive schemas or 
categories of how employees generally function and per-
form at work. In his seminal work on IFTs, Sy (2010) dis-
tinguishes between positively and negatively valanced 
dimensions of IFTs (cf. prototypical and antiprototypical 
followership, respectively). The prototypical followership 
category includes implicit theories that characterize fol-
lowers as “industrious,” “enthusiastic,” and “good citi-
zens,” whereas the antiprototypical followership category 
encompasses implicit theories of followers as “insubordi-
nate,” “conforming,” and “incompetent” (Sy, 2010). Given 
its close connection to the Pygmalion-at-work literature 
(e.g., Whiteley et al., 2012) and its conceptual and practical 
relevance for leaders’ performance expectations and fol-
lowers’ engagement at work, we zoom in on the implicit 
followership theory of follower industry (IFTI). This par-
ticular IFT-dimension entails the belief that followers gen-
erally are hardworking, productive, and willing to go above 
and beyond (Sy, 2010).

In this study, we explore naturally occurring Pygmalion 
effects in organizations (Eden et al., 2000; Whiteley et al., 
2012) and start from the assumption that both leaders and 
followers tend to behave in accordance with their implicit 
beliefs and cognitive categories regarding followers (Sy, 
2010; Whiteley et al., 2012). We test the idea that the general 
IFTI leaders hold affects the expectations they will set for 
their followers. Furthermore, because followers also use 
their IFTI as a lens to interpret work situations and a guide 
for their (re-)actions, we investigate the extent to which their 
IFTI influences how they come to perceive their leaders’ 

Figure 1. Hypothesized research model.
Note. IFTI = implicit followership theory of industry.
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IFTI—and the signals that result from this IFTI—and feel 
that their leader has high and positive expectations of them. 
Last, we examine whether the relationship between per-
ceived high leader expectations and follower work engage-
ment depends on followers’ IFTI (see Figure 1). Based on 
our results, we suggest that insight into IFTs can raise lead-
ers’ awareness of an underlying source of their expectations 
of followers and highlight a reason why setting high and 
positive expectations does not necessarily equally foster all 
followers’ work engagement.

Our study contributes to existing research in several ways. 
First, we add to the literature on work engagement by examin-
ing how and under which conditions leaders can function as 
facilitators of follower engagement (Harter et al., 2002; May 
et al., 2004; Xu & Cooper Thomas, 2011). At the same time, 
we highlight the active role that followers play in determining 
their own levels of engagement at work (Zhu et al., 2009). In 
doing so, we extend the follower-centric view of leadership by 
demonstrating followers’ active interpretation of and contri-
bution to leadership dynamics (Bligh, 2011; Lord et al., 1999; 
Meindl, 1995). In contrast to most cognitive leadership 
research, which has mainly focused on cognitive schemas 
about leaders (Avolio, Walumbwa et al., 2009; Engle & Lord, 
1997; Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Lord et al., 1984; Offermann 
et al., 1994), our study focuses on the role of cognitive sche-
mas about followers (Sy, 2010; Whiteley et al., 2012) and 
stipulates that both leaders’ and followers’ followership con-
ceptions shape leadership processes and outcomes.

Last, we advance Pygmalion theory and research by pre-
senting evidence for naturally occurring Pygmalion effects 
in organizations (McNatt, 2000; Whiteley et al., 2012). We 
delve into the role of leaders’ IFTIs as the origin of the 
expectations they set for their followers. In addition, our 
proposition that high positive leader IFTIs will translate into 
desirable follower outcomes especially when followers also 
hold positive IFTIs reflects an important boundary condition 
under which Pygmalion effects may arise (Avolio, Reichard, 
et al., 2009; Eden, 1992; Eden et al., 2000; White & Locke, 
2000). In this way, we add to literature on schema congru-
ence in cognitive leadership studies (van Gils et al., 2010; 
van Quaquebeke et al., 2011). Engle and Lord’s (1997) sem-
inal work showed that congruence in leaders’ and followers’ 
implicit performance theories influences leaders’ attitudes 
toward followers. However, we focus on whether and how 
congruence in implicit followership cognitions—or a lack 
thereof—affects followers’ work engagement.

Theory and Hypotheses

Linking Pygmalion Theory to Work Engagement

Over the past years, work engagement has been linked to a 
variety of important individual outcomes (e.g., job satisfaction, 
extra-role behavior, retention, and performance) as well as to 

organizational outcomes (e.g., business-unit productivity and 
profit) (Harter et al., 2002; Salanova et al., 2005; Salanova 
et al., 2011). Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) define work engage-
ment as employees’ positive state of mind toward their work 
that includes vigor, dedication, and absorption. More specifi-
cally, vigor refers to employees’ high levels of energy, their 
willingness to invest effort, and their persistence in the face of 
challenges and difficulties. Dedication is characterized by feel-
ings of enthusiasm, inspiration, significance, and pride. 
Absorption entails being fully concentrated and involved in 
one’s work in such a way that time passes quickly and detach-
ing oneself from the work at hand is difficult (Salanova et al., 
2011; Schaufeli et al., 2002).

Leaders can contribute to follower engagement since they 
are important actors in shaping the work context in which fol-
lowers operate, setting performance expectations, and moti-
vating employees to achieve their goals (Buckingham & 
Coffman, 1999; Ilies et al., 2006; Lee et al., 2020; Piccolo & 
Colquitt, 2006; Tims et al., 2011; Tuckey et al., 2012). We 
contend that leaders’ high expectations can affect followers’ 
work engagement through Pygmalion processes. The 
Pygmalion effect is a special case of a self-fulfilling prophecy 
in which a subject’s (e.g., a leader) expectations of a target 
person or group (e.g., an employee or team) activate attitudes 
and behaviors in the subject that are in line with these expecta-
tions. In turn, the attitudes and actions of the target(s) are 
affected in the expected direction (Eden, 1992; Eden et al., 
2000; van Bezuijen et al., 2009). Pygmalion studies have been 
conducted in a variety of organizational contexts—ranging 
from nursing homes (e.g., Learman et al., 1990) to military 
settings (e.g., Eden, 1992; Eden & Kinnar, 1991). These stud-
ies generally show that leaders with high expectations of fol-
lowers treat followers in a more positive way, consistent with 
their expectations. Furthermore, Pygmalion interventions, in 
which leaders’ expectations for followers are positively 
altered, appear to be the most effective interventions for 
enhancing follower job performance due to their motivating 
potential (Avolio, Reichard, et al., 2009).

Leaders can convey their high expectations of followers 
in various ways. For instance, by encouraging followers to 
take on greater challenges and responsibilities, showing 
them that they can make meaningful contributions to the 
work at hand, setting positive performance expectations, 
and instilling confidence to perform beyond average stan-
dards (Avolio, 1999; Dvir et al., 2002; Eden et al., 2000; 
Shuck & Herd, 2012; Sosik, 2006; Zhu et al., 2009). 
Podsakoff et al. (1990) have argued that demonstrating high 
expectations for quality, excellence, and/or high perfor-
mance on the part of employees represents one of the four 
key dimensions of transformational leadership. According 
to them, this leader behavior reflects “House’s (1977) 
notion that transformational leaders have high performance 
expectations, and convey these expectations to subordi-
nates” (Podsakoff et al., 1990, p. 134).
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Whether consciously or unconsciously conveyed, leaders’ 
high expectations can translate into more positive self-
conceptions and increased self-efficacy in followers as well as 
trigger inherent growth tendencies that form the basis for 
intrinsic motivation and, in turn, engagement at work (Dvir 
et al., 2002; Eden, 1990, 1993; Eden et al., 2000; Ryan & 
Deci, 2000; White & Locke, 2000). In addition, perceiving 
high leader expectations may facilitate employees’ identifica-
tion with their tasks, foster feelings of job involvement, and 
induce higher levels of psychological meaningfulness of the 
work they do and the tasks they perform (Avolio, 2005; 
Kahn, 1990; Sosik, 2006; Zhu et al., 2009; van Zyl et al., 
2010). Higher levels of perceived meaningfulness of one’s 
work may consequently facilitate work engagement (Kahn, 
1990; van Zyl et al., 2010). High leader expectations may 
also enhance followers’ belief that they are making valued 
contributions to their team and the organization at large, 
which can raise their dedication (Avolio, 1999; Bass, 1998).

In sum, we expect that leaders who convey high expecta-
tions of their followers can induce them to develop and 
internalize beliefs which are in line with these expectations. 
In turn, followers may be more likely to feel intrinsically 
motivated and act in accordance with these high (self-)
expectations by experiencing and demonstrating higher lev-
els of work engagement (cf. a positive self-fulfilling proph-
ecy). In the next paragraphs we assert, however, that the 
effects of leaders’ high and positive expectations on fol-
lower engagement depend on followers’ IFTI. Moreover, 
we introduce the idea that leaders’ implicit theory of fol-
lower industry affects the extent to which followers actually 
perceive high/positive expectations and that, again, this 
relationship depends on followers’ own underlying IFTI.

Followers’ and Leaders’ Implicit Followership 
Theories

Since the 1980s, an extensive body of research has investi-
gated individuals’ cognitive categories of leaders or (ILTs; 
Eden & Leviatan, 1975, 2005; Lord, 1985; Lord et al., 1984; 
Phillips & Lord, 1981). These preconceived schemas about 
leaders are important cognitive simplification mechanisms 
that assist individuals in processing incoming information 
and support them in interpreting, comprehending, and 
responding to leaders and their behavior (Epitropaki et al., 
2013; Lord & Maher, 1991; van Gils et al., 2010). Cognitive 
schemas and their associated social responses are repre-
sented mentally, based on congruent characteristics, and 
reside as proximal cognitive units within the same associa-
tive network (Sy et al., 2010). This proximity increases the 
likelihood that activation of one cognitive unit leads to the 
activation of the other cognitive unit (Epitropaki et al., 
2013). Moreover, once activated these cognitive categories 
serve as colored lenses through which stimuli are inter-
preted (Sy, 2010; Sy et al., 2010). This logic extends to 

cognitive schemas regarding followers or IFTs: during daily 
interactions in the workplace, both leaders’ and followers’ 
IFTs serve as cognitive frameworks that guide and color 
their social perceptions, (self-)interpretations, judgements, 
and (re-)actions (Lord & Maher, 1993; Sy, 2010).

In this research we focus on the prototypical, positively 
valenced IFT-dimension that aligns best with the key ele-
ments of the Pygmalion-at-work theory, leaders’ perfor-
mance expectations of followers as well as people’s 
engagement at work: the cognitive category regarding fol-
lower industry (IFTI). This IFT reflects the cognitive cate-
gorization of followers as generally hardworking, 
industrious, and productive individuals who are willing and 
able to go above and beyond (Sy, 2010). People develop 
their IFTI based on social experiences, observations, and 
interactions. Subsequently, they (implicitly) use this cogni-
tive category to inform and guide their own workplace 
behavior as well as interpret others’ behaviors, signals, and 
attitudes toward them (Carsten et al., 2010; Epitropaki 
et al., 2013). Thus, followers’ IFTI directs their self-expec-
tations and conduct at work, assists in making sense of 
leader signals and behaviors, and shape interpretations of 
his/her expectations (Lord & Maher, 1991, 1993; Sy, 2010).

More specifically, employees with a high positive 
implicit theory of follower industry behave in line with their 
IFTI (cf. work hard and go above and beyond) as well as 
interpret their leader’s high expectations as consistent with 
their own general positive belief that followers are industri-
ous (Whiteley et al., 2012). Since followers’ schemas and 
self-perceptions permeate their reactions to leader behavior, 
high leader expectations are in fact expected and desired by 
these high-IFTI followers (Lord, Brown, Harvey, & Hall, 
2001; van Quaquebeke et al., 2011). This induces them to 
perceive high leader expectations as motivating, supportive, 
and encouraging. Because followers with a high positive 
IFTI likely interpret this leader behavior as a positive job 
resource, they will exert more effort and feel more engaged 
in their work (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). In addition, 
high-IFTI followers may more easily internalize (addi-
tional) external high performance expectations since these 
expectations fit their preexisting followership conceptions 
and are experienced as an inherent part of their selves (Van 
den Broeck et al., 2008). Indeed, research shows that when 
external expectations and reasons for action are internal-
ized, they are more likely to foster engagement (Deci & 
Ryan, 2011; Ryan & Deci, 2000).

For example, followers with a high IFTI may perceive 
the utterance from their leader “I believe you’ll push your-
self and excel at this project” as a confident assertion that 
they will do well, a belief in their overall work ethic and 
capacities, as well as a positive challenge and impetus for 
engagement in the project. In this case, high leader expecta-
tions likely initiate a positive self-fulfilling prophecy since 
followers perceive alignment between their own schema 
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regarding followers as industrious on the one hand and how 
they feel they are expected to behave on the other hand. 
Consequently, it is more likely for them to be intrinsically 
motivated and feel engaged (Deci & Ryan, 2011; Ryan & 
Deci, 2000; Van den Broeck et al., 2008).

Followers who hold a low IFTI will also behave in line 
with their implicit followership schema and therefore may 
exert less or only the necessary effort and industry at work. 
Indeed, their low IFTI and the corresponding lower levels of 
effort are congruent cognitive structures within the same 
associative network and their proximity increases the likeli-
hood for mutual activation (Epitropaki et al., 2013; Sy et al., 
2010). These low IFTI-followers presumably view their 
leader’s high performance expectations as different from 
their own IFTI and feel that they are expected to perform in 
ways that do not match their followership conceptions and 
self-expectations. For instance, they may perceive high 
leader expectations as an indication that they should go 
above and beyond at work (e.g., pushing oneself and excel-
ling at a project) while they actually don’t believe employ-
ees should (be expected to) go the extra mile and rise above 
average performance. In such instances, rather than initiat-
ing a positive self-fulfilling prophecy and increasing engage-
ment, leaders’ high expectations may be seen as yet another 
job demand (e.g., an additional burden or stressor) instead of 
a job resource (e.g., a positive encouragement or challenge; 
Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Baumeister et al., 1985). 
Furthermore, inconsistency between leader expectations and 
follower schemas can make it more difficult to form a com-
mon understanding about what should be done at work and 
how followers ought to function, which may reduce work 
engagement (Engle & Lord, 1997). Last, externally driven 
behaviors that are not internalized (e.g., leader expectations 
and reasons for actions that are not aligned or integrated with 
employees’ beliefs and self-expectations) may even result in 
lower levels of motivation and engagement (Deci & Ryan, 
2011; Gagné & Deci, 2005; Ryan & Deci, 2000).

Thus, we argue that followers’ IFTI affects the relation-
ship between leader expectations and follower work 
engagement. Employees who possess a highly positive IFTI 
are more likely than their low-IFTI counterparts to posi-
tively interpret and react favorably toward their leaders’ 
high expectations because they perceive a match between 
these expectations and their own internal cognitive catego-
rizations concerning followers. Consequently, they 
approach their work goals and tasks with more engagement. 
We propose the following:

Hypothesis 1: Followers’ implicit theory of follower 
industry (IFTI) moderates the positive relationship 
between high leader expectations of followers and fol-
lower work engagement such that under the condition 
that followers hold a higher/more positive IFTI the posi-
tive relationship between high leader expectations and 

follower work engagement is stronger than under the 
condition that followers hold a lower/less positive IFTI.

Thus far, we suggested that leaders’ high expectations 
and followers’ IFTIs interact in influencing follower 
engagement. This also raises questions, however, about the 
source of leaders’ high performance expectations. As is the 
case for followers, leaders hold general IFTs which shape 
their judgments of and actions toward followers (Epitropaki 
et al., 2013; Sy, 2010). Decades ago, McGregor (1957, 
1960) argued that leaders’ actions and behaviors are often 
an expression of the underlying assumptions they hold 
about the nature of employees. “Theory Y” leaders essen-
tially believe that employees “can be motivated to work 
hard and find work enjoyable; are capable of self-direction 
and self-control; often seek to grow and accept responsibil-
ity; and can be the source of many useful ideas” (Kopelman 
et al., 2010, p. 121). In contrast, “Theory X” leaders assume 
that followers are not inclined to work hard, feel intrinsi-
cally motivated, or have the willingness and capacity to go 
above and beyond at work (McGregor, 1957, 1960). 
Leaders’ conceptions of followers such as those described 
by Theory X and Y or by prototypical and antiprototypical 
IFTs (Sy, 2010) influence their expectations of their current 
followers because conceptions of “how followers are” are 
related to expectations of “how well my followers will do” 
(Sy, 2010). Thus, leaders’ general implicit theory of fol-
lower industry may precede and affect the performance 
expectations they set for their current followers (Sy, 2010).

Relying on the perception-behavior link, we argue that 
leaders’ IFTI activates behavioral patterns that align with 
this implicit followership category and sets the stage for 
how they behave toward their followers and what they 
come to expect from them (Chen & Bargh, 1997; Epitropaki 
et al., 2013; Whiteley et al., 2012). Epitropaki et al. (2013, 
p. 682) indicate that “leaders who internalize and endorse 
the Industry dimension of IFTs . . . are more likely to have 
higher expectations for followers and provide them with 
more autonomy.” As leaders with a high IFTI are predis-
posed to have a more positive general conception of follow-
ers in this regard, they are likely to naturally expect their 
own followers to be industrious and hardworking. 
Consequently, they will act in accordance with their cogni-
tive followership category and communicate more positive/
higher expectations that their followers can observe and 
(should) act on (Eden, 1990; Epitropaki et al., 2013; Sy, 
2010; Whiteley et al., 2012). We propose the following:

Hypothesis 2: Leaders’ positive implicit theory of fol-
lower industry (IFTI) is positively related to leaders’ 
high expectations of followers.

People’s perceived world of work is composed of tightly 
related cognitive representations and, with experience and 
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over time, the mere presence of relevant stimuli will coacti-
vate certain perceptions, interpretations, and habitual 
actions (Epitropaki et al., 2013). As indicated previously, 
followers use their cognitive followership categories to 
make sense of workplace stimuli and interpret their leader’s 
signals and behaviors. Over time, employees observe their 
leader and how s/he treats followers, and get a glimpse of 
his or her espoused and enacted followership conceptions. 
Consequently, they come to attribute certain IFTs to their 
leader and (implicitly) evaluate whether their leader’s con-
ceptions align with their own (Junker & van Dick; 2014; 
Lord & Maher, 1991, 1993; van Gils et al., 2010). Cognitive 
research indicates that when individuals hold similar sche-
mas they are likely to perceive situations more similarly 
because they have congruent cognitive guidelines (Engle & 
Lord, 1997; Junker & van Dick, 2014). This cognitive con-
gruence fosters agreement among leaders and followers 
about what is generally expected from followers and serves 
leader–member relationship quality (van Gils et al., 2010; 
Riggs & Porter, 2017).

For instance, followers who hold a highly positive IFTI 
will naturally expect or infer that their leader also holds a 
positive IFTI. In line with their implicit cognitions, high 
IFTI-followers will also more easily interpret their leader’s 
signals as demonstrating high expectations and will be more 
likely to notice when leaders indicate or display such high 
expectations (van Gils et al., 2010). In contrast, if followers’ 
IFTI differs from the IFTI their leader holds, they will have 
more difficulty registering and making sense of related 
stimuli since both parties are not (yet) on the same cognitive 
page (van Gils et al., 2010). In sum, followers who hold a 
high positive IFTI are more likely to interpret their leader’s 
signals as high/positive expectations, whereas followers 
who do not hold a high positive IFTI are more inclined to 
interpret such signals differently or fail to register them 
altogether. We propose the following:

Hypothesis 3: Followers’ implicit theory of follower 
industry (IFTI) moderates the positive relationship 
between leaders’ positive IFTI and high leader perfor-
mance expectations of followers, such that under the 
condition that followers hold a high positive IFTI the 
relationship between leaders’ positive IFTI and follow-
ers’ perception of high leader expectations is more pos-
itive than under the condition that followers do not hold 
a high positive IFTI.

Method

Sample and Procedure

The hypotheses were tested in a sample containing data 
from 45 medium-sized Belgian organizations that provide 
insurance, financial, and consulting services (22%), social 
welfare services (59%), or health care services (19%). We 

asked human resource representatives of these organiza-
tions to randomly select a number of followers and leaders 
functioning in different departments, and provide us with a 
list containing the email addresses of the respective employ-
ees and their leaders. The HR representatives delivered the 
email addresses of 1,436 followers and 168 leaders. We 
ensured respondents of the total confidentiality of the infor-
mation they provided.

On the first measurement time (T1) 108 leaders (64%) 
rated their IFTI and 711 followers (50%) rated their IFTI as 
well as the extent to which they felt that their leader dis-
played high performance expectations. Six months later, on 
the second measurement time (T2), 418 employees (29%) 
provided information on their engagement at work. Only 
the responses of followers who participated at both mea-
surement times were retained in the final sample pool. After 
excluding unmatched leader–follower pairs, data from 348 
followers and 97 leaders could be used to test the hypothe-
ses. Followers’ average age was 40 (SD = 10.25), 69% 
were women, 22% held a graduate degree and 56% held an 
undergraduate degree. Their average tenure was 10 years 
(SD = 9.23). 49% indicated that they interacted with their 
leader on a daily basis, 43% reported to do so on a weekly 
basis and 8% on a monthly basis. Leaders’ average age was 
44 (SD = 9.01), 59% were women, 30% held a graduate 
degree and 63% held an undergraduate degree. Their aver-
age tenure was 12 years (SD = 9.84). To partially assess 
whether nonresponse bias was present in the data 
(Halbesleben & Whitman, 2013), we performed one-way 
analysis of variance’s to compare respondents who filled 
out the questionnaire at Time 1 with respondents who par-
ticipated at both Time 1 and Time 2 on their demographic 
information and IFTI. No significant differences were 
found between these respondents’ age, F(1, 567) = .28, p = 
.60; gender, F(1, 650) = 1.11, p = .29; educational level, 
F(1, 645) = .06, p = .81; tenure, F(1, 618) = .45, p = .50, 
contact with their leader, F(1, 648) = .05, p = .82, or IFTI, 
F(1, 701) = .18, p = .67.

Measures

Implicit Followership Theory of Industry. Both leaders’ and 
followers’ IFT of industry was measured using the three-
item scale developed by Sy (2010). A sample item is: “In 
general, followers are hardworking.” Items were rated on a 
10-point scale ranging from this is not at all characteristic 
of followers (1) to this is extremely characteristic of follow-
ers (10). The internal consistency of these measures was 
high: Cronbach’s αs were .91 and .90, respectively.

High Expectations. The extent to which followers felt that 
their leader conveyed high performance expectations was 
measured using the scale from Podsakoff et al. (1990). 
Three items were rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale from 
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totally disagree (1) to totally agree (7). A sample item is: 
“My leader insists on only the best performance.” Cron-
bach’s α was .89.

Work Engagement. Follower work engagement was mea-
sured using the short version of the Utrecht Work Engage-
ment Scale developed by Schaufeli et al. (2006), which 
defines work engagement as being constituted by the 
dimensions of vigor, dedication, and absorption. Nine items 
were measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 
totally disagree (1) to totally agree (7). Sample items are as 
follows: “At my work, I feel bursting with energy” (vigor); 
“I am proud of the work that I do” (dedication); “I am 
immersed in my work” (absorption). The internal consis-
tency of the work engagement scale was high: Cronbach’s 
α was .81.

Control Variables. Differences between men and women 
regarding personality, motivational, and attitudinal vari-
ables can affect their interpretation of high leader expecta-
tions and the mechanisms of the Pygmalion effect (Dvir 
et al., 1995; Meece & Painter, 2008). Therefore, we con-
trolled for follower gender. Because people at all levels in 
an organization can experience high leader expectations, we 
also controlled for the functional level at which followers 
were executing their job. In doing so, we aimed to rule out 
the possibility that expectations from leaders are interpreted 
as higher at higher functional levels. Moreover, we con-
trolled for followers’ account of how often they interacted 
with their leader in order to eliminate the possibility that 
experiencing high/positive expectations is simply due to 
more frequent contacts and interactions with one’s leader.

In addition, we included follower psychological safety 
as a control variable because it is an important predictor of 
work engagement (Kahn, 1990). We aimed to rule out the 
possibility that followers are engaged at work because they 
feel comfortable to be themselves and express their opin-
ions rather than due to their leaders’ positive/high expecta-
tions. Psychological safety was measured by three items 
based on Kahn’s work (Kahn, 1990; May et al., 2004) and 
rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from totally dis-
agree (1) to totally agree (5). A sample item is as follows: “I 
am not afraid to be myself in my team.” Cronbach’s α was 
.66. Last, we controlled for the extent to which followers 
indicated to like their leader in order to eliminate the pos-
sible explanation that followers interpret their leader’s sig-
nals and expections more positively simply because they 
generally appreciate their leader. Indeed, the positive affect 
followers feel toward their leader can color their leadership 
perceptions and several studies question and discuss 
whether leadership goes beyond followers just liking their 
leader (Brown & Keeping, 2005; Gottfredson et al., 2020; 
Yammarino et al., 2020). The three item-scale from Wayne 
et al. (1997) was used and rated on a 7-point Likert-type 

scale ranging from totally disagree (1) to totally agree (7). 
A sample item is as follows: “I like my leader very much”; 
Cronbach’s α was .80.

Analyses

We analyzed the data using structural equation modeling in 
two steps. First, we conducted multilevel confirmatory fac-
tor analyses on our measurement model including all mea-
surement variables using the Mplus statistical package 
(Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2015). Results indicated a good 
fit of the model to the data (χ2 = 316.09; degrees of free-
dom = 176; p = .000; comparative fit index = .96; Tucker–
Lewis index = .96; root mean square error of approximation 
= .05; standardized root mean square residual [SRMRwithin 
= .04; SRMRbetween = .00]; Hu & Bentler, 1998, 1999). In 
Table 1, a comparison of alternative measurement models is 
presented. Next, we tested the hypothesized relationships 
using path analyses in Mplus. We estimated a multilevel 
regression model with a random intercept and a random 
slope varying across clusters (i.e., teams), using the “type = 
twolevel random” specification for analysis (Muthén & 
Muthén, 1998-2015).

Results

Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations, correla-
tions, and reliability estimates for the study variables. We 
tested a cross-level path model that estimated the hypothe-
sized relationships shown in Figure 1. Figure 2 visualizes 
our full research model with unstandardized path coeffi-
cients (for models with cross-level interaction effects, coef-
ficients are only available in an unstandardized fashion; 
Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2015). Furthermore, because our 
model included a cross-level interaction effect, information 
on model fit is not available. However, when excluding 
information on fit indices, the results of a multilevel path 
model are similar to those obtained through hierarchical lin-
ear modeling (Grizzle et al., 2009; Leroy et al., 2015).

Except for the path between psychological safety and 
work engagement, the estimated paths between the control 
variables and the core variables in our model were not sig-
nificant. Hypothesis 1 proposed that the positive relation-
ship between high leader expectations and follower work 
engagement would depend on followers’ IFTI. We found an 
overall positive relationship between follower perceptions 
of high leader expectations and their work engagement 6 
months later (ŷ = .26; p < .01). This effect depends, how-
ever, on followers’ IFTI: the interaction between high leader 
expectations and followers’ IFTI (T1) on work engagement 
(T2) is positive and significant (ŷ = .11; p < .05). At high 
levels of followers’ IFTI (defined at 1 standard deviation 
above the mean; Aiken & West, 1991), the effect is (ŷ = 
.37; p < .01), whereas at low levels of followers’ IFTI 
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(defined at 1 standard deviation below the mean; Aiken & 
West, 1991), the effect is (ŷ = .15; p < .05). Figure 3 visual-
izes this interaction effect and indicates that the relationship 
between perceived high leader expectations and follower 
work engagement 6 months later is stronger for followers 
who hold a more positive implicit theory of follower 
industry.

Hypothesis 2 was that leaders’ IFTI would relate posi-
tively to high leader expectations. In support of this hypoth-
esis, we found a positive effect of leaders’ IFTI on followers 
perceiving high performance expectations (ŷ = .17; p < 

.05). Hypothesis 3 proposed that followers’ IFTI would 
moderate this relationship. In support of this hypothesis, we 
found a positive interaction effect between leaders’ IFTI 
and followers’ IFTI on perceived high and positive leader 
expectations (ŷ = .15; p < .05). The differentiation between 
high and low levels of followers’ IFTI was defined as 1 
standard deviation above and below the mean of the mod-
erator (Aiken & West, 1991). Figure 4 indicates that the 
positive relationship between leader IFTI and perceived 
high expectations is stronger when followers also hold high 
levels of IFTs regarding follower industry. Leaders with a 

Table 1. Comparison of Measurement Models.

Model Factors χ2 df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR within SRMR between

Model 1 Six factors in a multilevel CFA: 
LIFTI; FIFTI; HPE; WE as a higher 
order factor constituted by vigor, 
dedication, and absorption; PS; L.

316.09 176 .96 .96 .05 .04 .00

Model 2 Five factors in a multilevel CFA: LIFTI; 
FIFTI; HPE; WE and PS defined as one 
factor; L.

548.50 183 .90 .89 .08 .05 .00

Model 3 Five factors in a multilevel CFA: LIFTI; 
FIFTI; HPE and L defined as one 
factor; WE; PS.

787.20 183 .84 .82 .10 .08 .00

Model 4 Five factors in a multilevel CFA: LIFTI; 
FIFTI; HPE and WE defined as one 
factor; PS; L.

770.93 183 .84 .82 .10 .07 .00

Model 5 Five factors in a multilevel CFA: LIFTI; 
FIFTI and HPE as one factor; WE; 
PS; L.

667.79 149 .84 .81 .10 .08 .00

Model 6 Four factors in a single-level CFA: LIFTI 
and FIFTI defined as one factor; HPE; 
WE; PS; L.

1426.25 242 .79 .76 .12 .09 —

Note. df = degrees of freedom; CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; 
SRMR = standardized root mean square residual; LIFTI = leader implicit followership theory of industry; FIFTI = follower implicit followership of 
industry; HPE = high performance expectations; WE = work engagement; PS = psychological safety; L = liking.

Table 2. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Between Individual-Level Study Variables.

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Control variables
1 Gender 0.69 0.46  
2 Functional level 0.59 0.49 −.18**  
3 Leader–follower contact 5.19 1.10 −.11* −.03  
4 Psychological Safety 4.14 0.63 .00 .09 .22** .66  
5 Liking one’s leader 5.17 1.18 .06 −.05 .05 .26** .80  
Independent variables
6 IFTI (leader) 6.58 1.46 .08 −.09 .07 .11 −.09 .91  
7 IFTI (follower) 6.59 1.58 .07 −.11* .04 .03 .03 .16** .90  
Dependent variables
8 High performance expectations 4.82 1.08 .00 .04 .06 .12*  .03 .14** .15** .89  
9 Work engagement (T2) 5.48 0.93 −.02 .11* .07 .29**  .37** .02 .06 .13* .81

Note. Reliability estimates in bold are presented on the diagonal. IFTI = implicit followership theory of industry.
*p < .05. **p < .01.



Veestraeten et al. 9

positive/high IFTI were seen as demonstrating more high 
expectations by followers who also held a high IFTI, but not 
among followers who held a low IFTI. The slope defined at 
1 standard deviation above the mean of follower IFTI was 
positive and significant (ŷ = .32; p < .01), whereas the 
slope at 1 standard deviation below the mean of follower 
IFTI was not significant (ŷ = −.02; p = .89).

Last, we tested the conditional indirect effects from 
leader IFTI to follower work engagement through high 
leader expectations, under different values of followers’ 
IFTI. We found an indirect effect of leader IFTI on fol-
lower work engagement for followers who held a high 
IFTI (defined at 1 standard deviation above the mean; ŷ = 
.12; p < .05) but no indirect effect among followers who 
had an average IFTI (ŷ = .04; p = .08) or low IFTI 
(defined at 1 standard deviation below the mean; ŷ = 
−.01; p = .89). In sum, leaders with a high positive IFTI 
were seen as having higher performance expectations of 
followers, but this relationship depended on followers’ 
own IFTI. Moreover, followers who saw their leaders as 
demonstrating high expectations were more engaged, but 
this was particularly the case for followers who held a 
high IFTI.

Discussion

The current study connects the growing literature on IFTs 
and schema congruence to research on self-fulfilling 
prophecies and identifies employees’ implicit follower-
ship theory of industry as a boundary condition to natu-
rally occurring Pygmalion effects. First, in line with 
Pygmalion-at-work theory, we theorized and found that 
leaders’ expectations of their followers are linked to their 

general underlying IFTI. In addition, we theorized that 
followers use their IFTIs to interpret leader signals and 
attribute an IFTI to their leader. When both leaders and 
followers held a high positive IFTI, leaders’ signals were 
more likely to be interpreted as high, positive expecta-
tions. In contrast, when leaders held a low IFTI their sig-
nals were least interpreted as high expectations by 
high-IFTI followers.

This finding does not only underscore the importance of 
schema congruence (van Gils et al., 2010), it also relates to 
Eden et al.’s (2000) argument that when leaders do not 
really believe that followers are competent, can perform 
well, and truly have high expectations, they may send auto-
matic, nonverbal signals that are in contrast with the expec-
tations they convey. Avolio, Reichard, et al. (2009, p. 779) 
noted that: “for a leader′s expectation to become a self-ful-
filling prophecy . . . , the leader must truly believe the 
expectancy and not just try to display they believe it.” Our 
study indicates that this is partially the case: whether their 
leader holds a high/positive implicit theory of follower 
industriousness only appears to matter to followers who 
hold a high IFTI. Followers who believe that employees 
generally work hard, are productive and go above and 
beyond at work, may be especially sensitive to or may more 
easily register signs of conflicting leader beliefs, signals, 
and actions in this regard. Whereas high-IFTI followers 
were less likely to interpret their low-IFTI leader’s perfor-
mance expectations as high or positive, this was not the case 
for low-IFTI followers (see Figure 4). Thus, in the context 
of Pygmalion-at-work processes, especially employees 
with a high positive IFTI may (implicitly) look for align-
ment in their leader’s actions and underlying beliefs and 
care more about his or her authenticity when conveying 

Figure 2. Full research model with unstandardized coefficients.
Note. Significant interaction effects are in bold. Dotted arrows indicate nonsignificant paths. IFTI = implicit followership theory of industry.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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high expectations (Avolio, Reichard, et al., 2009; Bass & 
Steidlmeier, 1999; Leroy et al., 2015).

Second, the effect of high leader expectations on work 
engagement was also dependent on followers’ IFTI. As such, 
followers’ IFTI again forms a boundary condition to foster-
ing a Pygmalion effect. That is, followers with a high IFTI 
showed higher levels of work engagement than low-IFTI 

followers due to perceived high leader expectations. This 
implies that not all followers may equally internalize or ben-
efit from leaders who convey high performance expectations 
(Eden et al., 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Van den Broeck 
et al., 2008). In addition, not perceiving high expectations 
from their leader was most harmful for high-IFTI followers. 
Because of their positive followership schema, these 

Figure 3. Interaction effect between high leader expectations and follower IFTI on follower work engagement.
Note. IFTI = implicit followership theory of industry.

Figure 4. Interaction effect between leader IFTI and follower IFTI on follower perceived high expectations from their leader.
Note. IFTI = implicit followership theory of industry.
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followers more naturally go above and beyond at work, but 
also expect and desire high and positive leader expectations 
(Lord, Brown, & Harvey, 2001; Whiteley et al., 2012). High-
IFTI followers showed the lowest levels of work engage-
ment when they did not feel their leader had high/positive 
expectations of them. This may be due to to the fact that 
these followers sensed a misalignment between their own 
high IFTI and their leader’s conveyed expectations (Junker 
& van Dick, 2014; van Gils et al., 2010). As a result, leaders 
may miss out on important opportunities to make the most of 
these followers’ engagement at work.

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research

One strength of our study is the use of both leader and fol-
lower data to reduce concerns regarding common-method 
bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, followers rated both 
their perceptions of their leader’s performance expectations 
and their work engagement. Although these two variables 
were measured 6 months apart—which helps justify the 
directionality of the hypotheses—it would have been pos-
sible to have leaders report their expectations of followers 
in order to alleviate concerns regarding common-method 
bias to a larger extent. Inherent in our theoretical model, 
though, is the idea that followers can perceive leader behav-
ior in different ways. In using follower ratings of leader 
expectations, we underline the active role of employees in 
shaping leadership processes as a function of their implic-
itly held followership schemas (Schyns et al., 2012; Sy, 
2010).

Another potential limitation is that we only focused on 
the IFT-dimension related to industry. Although we consid-
ered this dimension most relevant to the Pygmalion-at-
work process and our focus on employee work engagement, 
other IFTs—both positive and negative—may influence 
leader and follower expectations, attitudes, and behaviors. 
Therefore, future research should consider the role of other 
IFTs in shaping Pygmalion-like leadership and follower-
ship dynamics. For instance, it is worthwhile to investigate 
the extent to which the implicitly held beliefs that follow-
ers are “good citizens” and “enthusiastic” affect people’s 
expectations, intrinsic motivation, and engagement at work 
(Sy, 2010). Relatedly, high negative IFTs such as the anti-
prototypical cognitive categories of follower “incompe-
tence” or “insubordination” may underlie and shape low 
performance expectations and hinder work engagement 
(Leung & Sy, 2018; Oz & Eden, 1994). Up to date, organi-
zational research on the drivers and boundary conditions of 
negative self-fulfilling prophecies such as the Golem effect 
is particularly scant.

In addition, relying on the Pygmalion model, we consid-
ered leaders as the starting point of our theoretical model. It 
is possible, however, that followers’ work engagement and 
attitudes affect leaders’ IFTs over time. Future research 

could consider this possibility and explore the malleability 
and development of leaders’ and followers’ IFTs over time 
(Foti et al., 2017). Although the correlation we found 
between leaders’ and followers’ IFTI was rather low (r = 
.16; p < .01), we believe that investigating the development 
of (in-)congruence between different leader and follower 
IFTs is an important and fertile area for future research. 
More research is needed to unfold whether and how (mis-)
aligned IFTs affect, for instance, leader–member relation-
ship quality, (mutual) liking1, and both followers’ and lead-
ers’ engagement at work (Gutermann et al., 2017; Epitropaki 
et al., 2013).

A last potential limitation concerns our measurement of 
high leader expectations. This three-item measure is a 
good assessment of followers’ perception of their leader’s 
high expectations and forms one of the key dimensions of 
transformational leadership (Podsakoff et al., 1990). 
However, it does not explicitly tap into followers’ percep-
tions of whether their leader is confident that they can or 
will meet these expectations. Although we argued that this 
perceived confidence is indirectly reflected in the moder-
ating role of followers’ IFTIs and our theorizing that fol-
lowers use their IFTs to interpret leader signals, it is 
possible that some followers may have shown higher lev-
els of work engagement if they felt that their leader 
explicitly expressed faith in their ability to meet high 
expectations. Indeed, a leader can communicate high per-
formance expectations without actually articulating con-
fidence that followers can and will fulfill them. Future 
research can help alleviate this concern by measuring the 
extent to which followers feel that their leader shows con-
fidence in their ability or potential to meet high perfor-
mance expectations and how this perception affects their 
work engagement (Podsakoff et al., 1990).

Relatedly, we found that followers with a less positive 
IFTI perceived their leader’s conveyed expectations in the 
same way; whether or not their leader actually held a high 
positive IFTI did not seem to matter. In contrast, high-IFTI 
followers seemed to sense that “something was off” when 
their leader communicated high expectations but implicitly 
did not believe that followers are willing and able to go 
above and beyond (cf. actually held a low positive IFTI). 
This finding points in the direction of high-IFTI followers’ 
need and search for consistency in their leaders’ actions 
and underlying beliefs (Fields, 2007; Leroy et al., 2015; 
Simons, 2002). A leader who displays high expectations 
without actually holding positive beliefs about follower 
industry, may be perceived by these followers as unauthen-
tic or fake. In turn, this lack of authenticity can hinder the 
occurrence of a positive self-fulfilling prophecy (Avolio, 
Reichard, et al., 2009; Eden et al., 2000). Future research 
can clarify this issue by examining the role of perceived 
leader authenticity in the context of naturally occurring 
Pygmalion effects.
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Practical Implications

Our results should be of interest to leaders and organizations 
because they underline the importance of leader expecta-
tions for follower functioning: Pygmalion-like processes 
occur naturally in organizations in day-to-day interactions 
between leaders and followers, and research shows that one 
of the most effective ways to improve leadership and fol-
lower outcomes is introducing Pygmalion interventions in 
organizations (Avolio, Reichard, et al., 2009). Our study 
provides evidence for the motivational and self-fulfilling 
role of high leader expectations in fostering follower work 
engagement (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2010). At the same 
time, it also indicates that not all employees will interpret or 
react to leader signals and expectations in the same way. For 
instance, leaders may actually do high-IFTI followers—
employees who are likely more disposed to go above and 
beyond—a disservice by not setting high expectations.

Our findings also point to the relevance of informing lead-
ers about why and how they (can or should) convey high/posi-
tive performance expectations, as well as for which employees 
such expectations matter the most. Our results indicate that 
setting high expectations will not harvest the same engage-
ment benefits for all employees and that some followers 
appear more sensitive to misalignment between beliefs, sig-
nals, and actions they attribute to their leaders. Although 
leader training initiatives often have a behavioral focus in that 
they aim to integrate certain constructive actions in leaders’ 
behavioral repertoire, we suggest that interventions should 
also include a focus on raising leaders’ awareness of their IFTs 
and how these cognitive schemas subtly form the basis of 
their expectations, judgments, and behaviors toward their sub-
ordinates. Building leader awareness of preexisting implicit 
theories and how they shape action tendencies can be 
achieved, for instance, by self-reflection sessions that first 
bring to light and explore both positive and negative underly-
ing beliefs regarding followership. Another approach is 
Selective Prototype Activation, in which positive prototypes 
of followers are repeatedly cued and become more accessible 
(Schyns et al., 2011; Schyns et al., 2012). Indeed, the more a 
certain followership schema is readily accessible, the more 
likely it will shape a person’s actions and attitudes toward fol-
lowers (Chen & Bargh, 1997; Epitropaki et al., 2013).

Last, raising awareness of IFTs may not only be relevant 
for improving leader functioning (cf. leader development) 
but also for optimizing follower functioning and acknowl-
edging the active role of followers in leadership dynamics 
(cf. leadership development; Day, 2000; Day et al., 2014; 
Day & Harrison, 2007; Schyns et al., 2012). In the latter 
approach, the wider context and inherent complexity of 
leadership and followership are considered. Unfolding and 
addressing the very cognitive frameworks and implicit 
beliefs that underlie both leaders’ and followers’ interpreta-
tions and behaviors at work stimulates deep-level and trans-
formational learning. In turn, newly acquired insights and 

actions are more easily transferred to the workplace 
(Laevers, 2000; Schweiger & Goulet, 2005).

Conclusion

Setting high expectations for followers has become one of 
the hallmarks of effective leadership. The current research 
underlines that employees’ implicit followership theory of 
industry forms an important boundary condition for this prac-
tical leadership principle and the occurrence of Pygmalion-
at-work processes. Empoyees’ IFTI shapes the relationship 
between leaders’ IFTI and perceived high expectations 
amongst followers. In addition, followers’ IFTI codetermine 
the extent to which leaders’ high/positive performance expec-
tations will set the stage for a more engaged workforce.
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Note

1. Concerning the question of whether leadership is more than 
“I like my leader” (e.g., Gottfredson et al., 2020; Yammarino 
et al., 2020), the inclusion of liking as a control variable did 
not affect the relationship between high leader expectations 
and work engagement. In our study, the effect of leaders’ 
expectations on followers’ work engagement clearly goes 
beyond employees liking their leader.

References

Agarwal, U. A., Datta, S., Blake-Beard, S., & Bhargava, S. 
(2012). Linking LMX, innovative work behaviour and turn-
over intentions: The mediating role of work engagement. 
Career Development International, 17(3), 208-230. https://
doi.org/10.1108/13620431211241063

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing 
and interpreting interactions. Sage.

Avolio, B. J. (1999). Full leadership development: Building the 
vital forces in organizations. Sage.

Avolio, B. J. (2005). Leadership development in balance: Made/
born. Psychology Press. https://doi.org/10.4324/97814106 
11819

Avolio, B. J., Reichard, R. J., Hannah, S. T., Walumbwa, F. 
O., & Chan, A. (2009). A meta-analytic review of leader-
ship impact research: Experimental and quasi-experimental 
studies. Leadership Quarterly, 20(5), 764-784. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.06.006

Avolio, B. J., Walumbwa, F. O., & Weber, T. J. (2009). 
Leadership: Current theories, research, and future directions. 

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6954-088X
https://doi.org/10.1108/13620431211241063
https://doi.org/10.1108/13620431211241063
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410611819
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410611819
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.06.006


Veestraeten et al. 13

Annual Review of Psychology, 60, 421-449. https://digitalc-
ommons.unl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1036&context
=managementfacpub

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2008). Towards a model of work 
engagement. Career Development International, 13(3), 209-
223. https://doi.org/10.1108/13620430810870476

Bakker, A. B. (2011). An evidence-based model of work engage-
ment. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 20(4), 
265-269.

Bass, B. M. (1998). Transformational leadership: Industry, mili-
tary, and educational impact. Lawrence Erlbaum.

Bass, B. M., & Steidlmeier, P. (1999). Ethics, character, and 
authentic transformational leadership behavior. Leadership 
Quarterly, 10(2), 181-217. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-
9843(99)00016-8

Baumeister, R. F., Hamilton, J. C., & Tice, D. M. (1985). Public 
versus private expectancy of success: Confidence booster 
or performance pressure? Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 48(6), 1447-1475. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.48.6.1447

Bersin & Associates. (2012). Bersin & Associates first-ever 
employee engagement solution provider buyer’s guide identi-
fies latest trends in a fast-growing $1.53 billion market: New 
research delivers first comprehensive view of the employee 
engagement market with critical guidance for business and 
HR leaders. https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/
bersin–associates-first-ever-employee-engagement-solution-
provider-buyers-guide-identifies-latest-trends-in-a-fast-
growing-153-billion-market-166098106.html

Bligh, M. (2011). Followership and follower-centered approaches. 
In A. Bryman, D. Collinson, K. Grint, B. Jackson, & M. Uhl-
Bien (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of leadership (pp. 425-436). 
Sage.

Brown, D. J., & Keeping, L. M. (2005). Elaborating the construct 
of transformational leadership: The role of affect. Leadership 
Quarterly, 16(2), 245-272. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
leaqua.2005.01.003

Buckingham, M., & Coffman, C. (1999). First, break all the rules: 
What the world’s greatest managers do differently. Simon & 
Shuster.

Carsten, M. K., Uhl-Bien, M., West, B. J., Patera, J. L., & 
McGregor, R. (2010). Exploring social constructions of fol-
lowership: A qualitative study. Leadership Quarterly, 21(3), 
543-562. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.03.015

Chen, M., & Bargh, J. A. (1997). Nonconscious behavioral con-
firmation processes: The self-fulfilling consequences of 
automatic stereotype activation. Journal of Experimental 
Social Psychology, 33(5), 541-560. https://doi.org/10.1006/
jesp.1997.1329

Day, D. V. (2000). Leadership development: A review in con-
text. Leadership Quarterly, 11(4), 581-613. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/S1048-9843(00)00061-8

Day, D. V., Fleenor, J. W., Atwater, L. E., Sturm, R. E., & 
McKee, R. A. (2014). Advances in leader and leadership 
development: A review of 25years of research and theory. 
Leadership Quarterly, 25(1), 63-82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
leaqua.2013.11.004

Day, D. V., & Harrison, M. M. (2007). A multilevel, iden-
tity-based approach to leadership development. Human 

Resource Management Review, 17(4), 360-373. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2007.08.007

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2011). Self-determination theory. 
In P. A. M. Van Lange, A. W. Kruglanski, & E. T. Higgins 
(Eds.), Handbook of theories of social psychology (pp. 416-
436). Sage. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446249215.n21

Dvir, T., Eden, D., Avolio, B. J., & Shamir, B. (2002). Impact 
of transformational leadership on follower development and 
performance: A field experiment. Academy of Management 
Journal, 45(4), 735-744. https://doi.org/10.2307/3069307

Dvir, T., Eden, D., & Banjo, M. L. (1995). Self-fulfilling proph-
ecy and gender: Can women be Pygmalion and Galatea? 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 80(2), 253-270. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.2.253

Eden, D. (1990). Pygmalion in management: Productivity as a 
self-fulfilling prophecy. Lexington Books.

Eden, D. (1992). Leadership and expectations: Pygmalion 
effects and other self-fulfilling prophecies in organiza-
tions. Leadership Quarterly, 3(4), 271-305. https://doi.
org/10.1016/1048-9843(92)90018-B

Eden, D. (1993). Interpersonal expectations in organizations. 
In P. D. Blanck (Ed.), Interpersonal expectations: Theory, 
research, and applications: Studies in emotion and social 
interaction (pp. 154-178). Cambridge University Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511527708.008

Eden, D., Geller, D., Gewirtz, A., Gordon-Terner, R., Inbar, 
I., Liberman, M., Salomon-Segev, I., & Shalit, M. (2000). 
Implanting Pygmalion leadership style through workshop train-
ing: Seven field experiments. Leadership Quarterly, 11(2), 171-
210. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(00)00042-4

Eden, D., & Kinnar, J. (1991). Modeling Galatea: Boosting 
self-efficacy to increase volunteering. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 76(6), 770-780. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.76.6.770

Eden, D., & Leviatan, U. (1975). Implicit leadership theory as 
a determinant of the factor structure underlying supervisory 
behavior scales. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60(6), 736-
741. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.60.6.736

Eden, D., & Leviatan, U. (2005) From implicit personality the-
ory to implicit leadership theory: A side-trip on the way to 
implicit organization theory. In B. Schyns & J. R. Meindl 
(Eds.). The leadership horizon series: Implicit leadership the-
ories: Essays and explorations (pp. 3-14). Information Age.

Engle, E. M., & Lord, R. G. (1997). Implicit theories, self-sche-
mas, and leader-member exchange. Academy of Management 
Journal, 40(4), 988-1010. https://doi.org/10.2307/256956

Epitropaki, O., & Martin, R. (2004). Implicit leadership theories in 
applied settings: Factor structure, generalizability, and stabil-
ity over time. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(2), 293-310. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.2.293

Epitropaki, O., Sy, T., Martin, R., Tram-Quon, S., & Topakas, 
A. (2013). Implicit leadership and followership theories 
“in the wild”: Taking stock of information-processing 
approaches to leadership and followership in organizational 
settings. Leadership Quarterly, 24(6), 858-881. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.10.005

Fast Company. (2016). 3 Reasons why “employee engagement” 
isn’t enough. http://www.fastcompany.com/3057445/work-
smart/3-reasons-why-employee-engagement-isnt-enough

https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1036&context=managementfacpub
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1036&context=managementfacpub
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1036&context=managementfacpub
https://doi.org/10.1108/13620430810870476
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(99)00016-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(99)00016-8
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.48.6.1447
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.48.6.1447
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/bersin-associates-first-ever-employee-engagement-solution-provider-buyers-guide-identifies-latest-trends-in-a-fast-growing-153-billion-market-166098106.html
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/bersin-associates-first-ever-employee-engagement-solution-provider-buyers-guide-identifies-latest-trends-in-a-fast-growing-153-billion-market-166098106.html
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/bersin-associates-first-ever-employee-engagement-solution-provider-buyers-guide-identifies-latest-trends-in-a-fast-growing-153-billion-market-166098106.html
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/bersin-associates-first-ever-employee-engagement-solution-provider-buyers-guide-identifies-latest-trends-in-a-fast-growing-153-billion-market-166098106.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2005.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2005.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.03.015
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1997.1329
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1997.1329
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(00)00061-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(00)00061-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2007.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2007.08.007
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446249215.n21
https://doi.org/10.2307/3069307
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.2.253
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.2.253
https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(92)90018-B
https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(92)90018-B
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511527708.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(00)00042-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.76.6.770
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.76.6.770
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.60.6.736
https://doi.org/10.2307/256956
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.2.293
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.10.005
http://www.fastcompany.com/3057445/work-smart/3-reasons-why-employee-engagement-isnt-enough
http://www.fastcompany.com/3057445/work-smart/3-reasons-why-employee-engagement-isnt-enough


14 Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies 00(0)

Fields, D. L. (2007). Determinants of follower perceptions of a 
leader’s authenticity and integrity. European Management 
Journal, 25(3), 195-206. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2007. 
04.005

Foti, R. J., Hansbrough, T. K., Epitropaki, O., & Coyle, P. T. 
(2017). Dynamic viewpoints on implicit leadership and fol-
lowership theories: Approaches, findings, and future direc-
tions. Leadership Quarterly, 28(2), 261-267. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.02.004

Gagné, M., & Deci, E. L. (2005). Self-determination theory and 
work motivation. Journal of Organizational behavior, 26(4), 
331-362. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.322

Gallup. (2016, January 7). The worldwide employee engagement 
crisis. Gallup Business Journal. http://www.gallup.com/busi-
nessjournal/188033/worldwide-employee-engagement-crisis.
aspx

Gottfredson, R. K., Wright, S. L., & Heaphy, E. D. (2020). A 
critique of the leader-member exchange construct: Back to 
square one. Leadership Quarterly. Advance online publica-
tion. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101385

Grizzle, J. W., Zablah, A. R., Brown, T. J., Mowen, J. C., & Lee, J. 
M. (2009). Employee customer orientation in context: How the 
environment moderates the influence of customer orientation 
on performance outcomes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
94(5), 1227-1242. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016404

Gutermann, D., Lehmann-Willenbrock, N., Boer, D., Born, M., 
& Voelpel, S. C. (2017). How leaders affect followers’ 
work engagement and performance: Integrating leader–
member exchange and crossover theory. British Journal of 
Management, 28(2), 299-314. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-
8551.12214

Halbesleben, J. R., & Whitman, M. V. (2013). Evaluating survey 
quality in health services research: A decision framework for 
assessing nonresponse bias. Health Services Research, 48(3), 
913-930.

Harter, J. K., Schmidt, F. L., & Hayes, T. L. (2002). Business-unit-
level relationship between employee satisfaction, employee 
engagement, and business outcomes: A meta-analysis. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(2), 268-279. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.268

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1998). Fit indices in covariance struc-
ture modeling: Sensitivity to underparameterized model mis-
specification. Psychological Methods, 3(4), 424-453. https://
doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.3.4.424

Hu, L. T, & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes 
in covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus 
new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1-55. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118

Ilies, R., Judge, T., & Wagner, D. (2006). Making sense of moti-
vational leadership: The trail from transformational leaders to 
motivated followers. Journal of Leadership & Organizational 
Studies, 13(1), 1-22. https://doi.org/10.1177/1071791907013
0010301

Junker, N. M., & van Dick, R. (2014). Implicit theories in orga-
nizational settings: A systematic review and research agenda 
of implicit leadership and followership theories. Leadership 
Quarterly, 25(6), 1154-1173. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
leaqua.2014.09.002

Kahn, W. A. (1990). Psychological conditions of personal engage-
ment and disengagement at work. Academy of Management 
Journal, 33(4), 692-724. https://doi.org/10.5465/256287

Kierein, N. M., & Gold, M. A. (2000). Pygmalion in work 
organizations: A meta-analysis. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 21(8), 913-928. https://doi.org/10.1002/1099-
1379(200012)21:8<913::AID-JOB62>3.0.CO;2-#

Kopelman, R. E., Prottas, D. J., & Falk, D. W. (2010). Construct 
validation of a Theory X/Y behavior scale. Leadership & 
Organization Development Journal, 31(2), 120-135. https://
www.researchgate.net/publication/235312816_Construct_
validation_of_a_Theory_XY_behavior_scale

Laevers, F. (2000). Forward to basics! Deep-level-learning and 
the experiential approach. Early Years, 20(2), 20-29. https://
doi.org/10.1080/0957514000200203

Learman, L. A., Avorn, J., Everitt, D. E., & Rosenthal, R. 
(1990). Pygmalion in the nursing home the effects of care-
giver expectations on patient outcomes. Journal of the 
American Geriatrics Society, 38(7), 797-803. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1532-5415.1990.tb01472.x

Lee, J. Y., Rocco, T. S., & Shuck, B. (2020). What is a resource: 
Toward a taxonomy of resources for employee engagement. 
Human Resource Development Review, 19(1), 5-38. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1534484319853100

Leroy, H., Anseel, F., Gardner, W. L., & Sels, L. (2015). 
Authentic leadership, authentic followership, basic need sat-
isfaction, and work role performance: A cross-level study. 
Journal of Management, 41(6), 1677-1697. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0149206312457822

Leung, A., & Sy, T. (2018). I am as incompetent as the prototypi-
cal group member: An investigation of naturally occurring 
Golem effects in work groups. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 
1581. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01581

Livingston, J. S. (1988). Pygmalion in management. Harvard 
Business Review, 47, 81-89. https://hbr.org/2003/01/pygma-
lion-in-management?cm_sp=Article-_-Links-_-Comment

Lomb, R. (2016, March 10). Overcoming worldwide employee 
engagement crisis by engaging the heart. Huffington Post. 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/reiner-lomb/overcoming-
worldwide-empl_b_9422854.html

Lord, R. G. (1985). An information processing approach to social 
perceptions, leadership, and behavioral measurement in orga-
nizations. In L. L. Cummings & B. M. Staw (Eds.), Research 
in organizational behavior (Vol. 7, pp. 87-128). JAI Press.

Lord, R. G., Brown, D. J., & Freiberg, S. J. (1999). Understanding 
the dynamics of leadership: The role of follower self-concepts 
in the leader/follower relationship. Organizational Behavior 
and Human Decision Processes, 78(3), 167-203. https://doi.
org/10.1006/obhd.1999.2832

Lord, R. G., Brown, D. J., & Harvey, J. L. (2001). System con-
straints on leadership perceptions, behavior and influence: An 
example of connectionist level processes. In M. Hogg & R. 
Tinsdale (Eds.), Blackwell handbook of social psychology: 
Group processes (Vol. 3., pp. 283-310). Blackwell. https://
doi.org/10.1002/9780470998458.ch12

Lord, R. G., Brown, D. J., Harvey, J. L., & Hall, R. J. (2001). 
Contextual constraints on prototype generation and their mul-
tilevel consequences for leadership perceptions. Leadership 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2007.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2007.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.322
http://www.gallup.com/businessjournal/188033/worldwide-employee-engagement-crisis.aspx
http://www.gallup.com/businessjournal/188033/worldwide-employee-engagement-crisis.aspx
http://www.gallup.com/businessjournal/188033/worldwide-employee-engagement-crisis.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101385
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016404
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12214
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12214
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.268
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.268
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.3.4.424
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.3.4.424
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1177/10717919070130010301
https://doi.org/10.1177/10717919070130010301
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.09.002
https://doi.org/10.5465/256287
https://doi.org/10.1002/1099-1379(200012)21:8<913::AID-JOB62>3.0.CO;2-#
https://doi.org/10.1002/1099-1379(200012)21:8<913::AID-JOB62>3.0.CO;2-#
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/235312816_Construct_validation_of_a_Theory_XY_behavior_scale
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/235312816_Construct_validation_of_a_Theory_XY_behavior_scale
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/235312816_Construct_validation_of_a_Theory_XY_behavior_scale
https://doi.org/10.1080/0957514000200203
https://doi.org/10.1080/0957514000200203
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-5415.1990.tb01472.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-5415.1990.tb01472.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484319853100
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484319853100
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312457822
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312457822
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01581
https://hbr.org/2003/01/pygmalion-in-management?cm_sp=Article-_-Links-_-Comment
https://hbr.org/2003/01/pygmalion-in-management?cm_sp=Article-_-Links-_-Comment
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/reiner-lomb/overcoming-worldwide-empl_b_9422854.html
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/reiner-lomb/overcoming-worldwide-empl_b_9422854.html
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1999.2832
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1999.2832
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470998458.ch12
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470998458.ch12


Veestraeten et al. 15

Quarterly, 12(3), 111-338. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-
9843(01)00081-9

Lord, R. G., & Emrich, C. G. (2001). Thinking outside the box 
by looking inside the box: Extending the cognitive revolution 
in leadership research. Leadership Quarterly, 11(4), 551-579. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(00)00060-6

Lord, R. G., Foti, R., & De Vader, C. (1984). A test of leader-
ship categorization theory: Internal structure, information 
processing, and leadership perceptions. Organizational 
Behavior and Human Performance, 34(3), 343-378. https://
doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(84)90043-6

Lord, R. G., & Maher, K. J. (1991). Cognitive theory in indus-
trial and organizational psychology. In M. D. Dunnette & 
L. M. Hough (Eds.), Handbook of industrial and organi-
zational psychology (Vol. 2, 2nd ed., pp. l-62). Consulting 
Psychologists Press.

Lord, R. G., & Maher, K. J. (1993). Leadership and information 
processing: Linking perceptions and performance. Routledge.

May, D. R., Gilson, R. L., & Harter, L. M. (2004). The psycho-
logical conditions of meaningfulness, safety and availability 
and the engagement of the human spirit at work. Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 77(1), 11-37. 
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317904322915892

McGregor, D. (1957). The human side of enterprise. Management 
Review, 46(11), 22-28. https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/4b42
/68a90095b05952af422bc6599289cc2cea89.pdf

McGregor, D. (1960). The human side of enterprise. McGraw-
Hill.

McNatt, D. B. (2000). Ancient Pygmalion joins contemporary 
management: A meta-analysis of the result. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 85(2), 314-322. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.85.2.314

Meece, J. L., & Painter, J. (2008). Gender, self-regulation, and 
motivation. In D. H. Schunk & B. J. Zimmerman (Eds.), 
Motivation and self-regulated learning: Theory, research, 
and applications (pp. 339-367). Lawrence Erlbaum.

Meindl, J. R. (1995). The romance of leadership as a follower-
centric theory: A social constructionist approach. Leadership 
Quarterly, 6(3), 329-341. https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-
9843(95)90012-8

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998-2015). Mplus user’s guide 
(7th ed.). Muthén & Muthén.

Offermann, L. R., Kennedy, J. K., & Wirtz, P. W. (1994). 
Implicit leadership theories: Content, structure, and gener-
alizability. Leadership Quarterly, 5(1), 43-58. https://doi.
org/10.1016/1048-9843(94)90005-1

Oz, S., & Eden, D. (1994). Restraining the golem: boosting 
performance by changing the interpretation of low scores. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 79(5), 744-754. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.5.744

Phillips, J. S., & Lord, R. G. (1981). Causal attributions and per-
ceptions of leadership. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Performance, 28(2), 143-163. https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-
5073(81)90020-9

Piccolo, R. F., & Colquitt, J. A. (2006). Transformational leader-
ship and job behaviors: The mediating role of core job char-
acteristics. Academy of Management Journal, 49(2), 327-340. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2006.20786079

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. 
P. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: A 
critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879-903. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Moorman, R. H., & Fetter, 
R. (1990). Transformational leader behaviors and their effects 
on followers’ trust in leader, satisfaction, and organizational 
citizenship behaviors. Leadership Quarterly, 1(2), 107-142. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(90)90009-7

Riggs, B. S., & Porter, C. O. (2017). Are there advantages to seeing 
leadership the same? A test of the mediating effects of LMX 
on the relationship between ILT congruence and employees’ 
development. Leadership Quarterly, 28(2), 285-299. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.10.009

Rosenthal, R. (1973). On the social psychology of the self-fulfill-
ing prophecy: Further evidence for Pygmalion effects and 
their mediating mechanisms. MSS Modular.

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and 
the facilitation of intrinsic motivation, social development, 
and well-being. American Psychologist, 55(1), 68-78. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68

Saks, A. M. (2006). Antecedents and consequences of employee 
engagement. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 21(7), 600-
619. https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940610690169

Salanova, M., Agut, S., & Peiró, J. M. (2005). Linking organi-
zational resources and work engagement to employee per-
formance and customer loyalty: The mediation of service 
climate. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(6), 1217-1227. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1217

Salanova, M., Lorente, L., Chambel, M. J., & Martínez, I. M. 
(2011). Linking transformational leadership to nurses’ 
extra-role performance: The mediating role of self-efficacy  
and work engagement. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 67 
(10), 2256-2266. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2011. 
05652.x

Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B. (2004). Job demands, job 
resources, and their relationship with burnout and engage-
ment: A multi-sample study. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 25(3), 293-315. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.248

Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., & Salanova, M. (2006). 
The measurement of work engagement with a short 
questionnaire a cross-national study. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 66(4), 701-716. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0013164405282471

Schaufeli, W. B., & Salanova, M. (2010). How to improve work 
engagement? In S. L. Albrecht (Ed.), The handbook of 
employee engagement: Perspectives, issues, research and 
practice (pp. 399-415). Edwin Elgar.

Schaufeli, W. B., Salanova, M., González-Roma, V., & Bakker, 
A. (2002). The measurement of engagement and burn-
out: A confirmatory factor analytic approach. Journal of 
Happiness Studies, 3(1), 71-92. https://doi.org/10.1023/ 
A:1015630930326

Schweiger, D. M., & Goulet, P. K. (2005). Facilitating acquisition 
integration through deep-level cultural learning interventions: 
A longitudinal field experiment. Organization Studies, 26(10), 
1477-1499. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840605057070

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(01)00081-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(01)00081-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(00)00060-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(84)90043-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(84)90043-6
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317904322915892
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/4b42/68a90095b05952af422bc6599289cc2cea89.pdf
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/4b42/68a90095b05952af422bc6599289cc2cea89.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.2.314
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.2.314
https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(95)90012-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(95)90012-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(94)90005-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(94)90005-1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.5.744
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.5.744
https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(81)90020-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(81)90020-9
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2006.20786079
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(90)90009-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940610690169
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1217
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2011.05652.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2011.05652.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.248
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282471
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282471
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015630930326
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015630930326
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840605057070


16 Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies 00(0)

Schyns, B., Kiefer, T., Kerschreiter, R., & Tymon, A. (2011). 
Teaching implicit leadership theories to develop leaders and 
leadership: How and why it can make a difference. Academy 
of Management Learning & Education, 10(3), 397-408. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2010.0015

Schyns, B., Tymon, A., Kiefer, T., & Kerschreiter, R. (2012). New 
ways to leadership development: A picture paints a thousand 
words. Management Learning, 44(1), 11-24. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1350507612456499

Shamir, B. (2007). From passive recipients to active co-producers: 
Followers’ roles in the leadership process. In B. Shamir, R. 
Pillai, M. C. Bligh, & M. Uhl-Bien (Eds.), Follower-centered 
perspectives on leadership: A tribute to the memory of James 
R. Meindl (pp. ix-xxxix). Information Age Publishing.

Shondrick, S. J., & Lord, R. G. (2010). Implicit leadership and 
followership theories: Dynamic structures for leadership 
perceptions, memory, and leader–follower processes. In G. 
P. Hodgkinson & J. K. Ford (Eds.), International review of 
industrial and organizational psychology (Vol. 25, pp. 1-33). 
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470661628.ch1

Shuck, B., & Herd, A. M. (2012). Employee engagement and 
leadership: Exploring the convergence of two frameworks 
and implications for leadership development in HRD. Human 
Resource Development Review, 11(2), 156-181. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1534484312438211

Simons, T. (2002). Behavioral integrity: The perceived alignment 
between managers’ words and deeds as a research focus. 
Organization Science, 13(1), 18-35. https://doi.org/10.1287/
orsc.13.1.18.543

Sosik, J. J. (2006). Leading with character: Stories of valor 
and virtue and the principles they teach. Information Age 
Publishing.

Sy, T. (2010). What do you think of followers? Examining 
the content, structure, and consequences of implicit fol-
lowership theories. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Decision Processes, 113(2), 73-84. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
obhdp.2010.06.001

Sy, T., Shore, L. M., Strauss, J., Shore, T. H., Tram, S., Whiteley, 
P., & Ikeda-Muromachi, K. (2010). Leadership percep-
tions as a function of race–occupation fit: The case of Asian 
Americans. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(5), 902-919. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019501

Tims, M., Bakker, A. B., & Xanthopoulou, D. (2011). Do transfor-
mational leaders enhance their followers’ daily work engage-
ment? Leadership Quarterly, 22(1), 121-131. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.12.011

Towers Perrin. (2003). Working today: Understanding what 
drives employee engagement (The 2003 Towers Perrin Talent 
Report). http://www.keepem.com/doc_files/Towers_Perrin_
Talent_2003%28TheFinal%29.pdf

Tuckey, M. R., Bakker, A. B., & Dollard, M. F. (2012). 
Empowering leaders optimize working conditions for engage-
ment: A multilevel study. Journal of Occupational Health 
Psychology, 17(1), 15-27. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025942

Uhl-Bien, M., Riggio, R. E., Lowe, K. B., & Carsten, M. 
K. (2014). Followership theory: A review and research 
agenda. Leadership Quarterly, 25(1), 83-104. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.007

van Bezuijen, X. M., van den Berg, P. T., van Dam, K., & Thierry, 
H. (2009). Pygmalion and employee learning: The role of 
leader behaviors. Journal of Management, 35(5), 1248-1267. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308329966

Van den Broeck, A., Vansteenkiste, M., & De Witte, H. (2008). 
Self-determination theory: A theoretical and empirical over-
view in occupational health psychology. In J. Houdmunt (Ed.), 
Occupational health psychology: European perspectives on 
research, education, and practice (pp. 63-88). Nottingham 
University Press.

van Gils, S., van Quaquebeke, N., & van Knippenberg, D. (2010). 
The X-factor: On the relevance of implicit leadership and fol-
lowership theories for leader–member exchange agreement. 
European Journal of Work & Organizational Psychology, 
19(3), 333-363. https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320902978458

van Quaquebeke, N., van Knippenberg, D., & Brodbeck, F. 
C. (2011). More than meets the eye: The role of subor-
dinates’ self-perceptions in leader categorization pro-
cesses. Leadership Quarterly, 22(2), 367-382. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.02.011

van Zyl, L. E., Deacon, E., & Rothmann, S. (2010). Towards hap-
piness: Experiences of work role fit, meaningfulness and work 
engagement of industrial/organisational psychologists in 
South Africa. South African Journal of Industrial Psychology, 
36(1), 1-10. https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v36i1.890

Wayne, S. J., Shore, L. M., & Liden, R. C. (1997). Perceived orga-
nizational support and leader-member exchange: A social 
exchange perspective. Academy of Management Journal, 
40(1), 82-111. https://doi.org/10.2307/257021

Whitaker, A. (2016, March 10). A one-word plan to boost 
employee engagement. Forbes. http://www.forbes.com/sites/
forbesagencycouncil/2016/03/10/a-one-word-plan-to-boost-
employee-engagement/2/#7d74485e5ad3

White, S. S., & Locke, E. A. (2000). Problems with the Pygmalion 
effect and some proposed solutions. The Leadership Quarterly, 
11(3), 389-415.

Whiteley, P., Sy, T., & Johnson, S. K. (2012). Leaders’ con-
ceptions of followers: Implications for naturally occurring 
Pygmalion effects. Leadership Quarterly, 23(5), 822-834. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.03.006

Xu, J., & Cooper Thomas, H. (2011). How can leaders achieve 
high employee engagement? Leadership & Organization 
Development Journal, 32(4), 399-416. https://doi.org/10. 
1108/01437731111134661

Yammarino, F. J., Cheong, M., Kim, J., & Tsai, C. Y. (2020). Is 
leadership more than “I like my boss”? In M. R. Buckley, 
A. R. Wheeler, J. E. Bauer, & J. R. B. Halbesleben (Eds.). 
Research in personnel and human resources management 
(Vol. 38, pp. 1-55). Emerald Publishing Limited.

Zhu, W., Avolio, B. J., & Walumbwa, F. O. (2009). Moderating role of 
follower characteristics with transformational leadership and fol-
lower work engagement. Group & Organization Management, 
34(5), 590-619. https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601108331242

Author Biographies

Marlies Veestraeten is an assistant professor in the Department 
of People and Organizations at Neoma Business School and is 
affilitated with the school’s Center for Leadership and Effective 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2010.0015
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350507612456499
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350507612456499
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470661628.ch1
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484312438211
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484312438211
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.13.1.18.543
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.13.1.18.543
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2010.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2010.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019501
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.12.011
http://www.keepem.com/doc_files/Towers_Perrin_Talent_2003%28TheFinal%29.pdf
http://www.keepem.com/doc_files/Towers_Perrin_Talent_2003%28TheFinal%29.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025942
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308329966
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320902978458
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.02.011
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v36i1.890
https://doi.org/10.2307/257021
http://www.forbes.com/sites/forbesagencycouncil/2016/03/10/a-one-word-plan-to-boost-employee-engagement/2/#7d74485e5ad3
http://www.forbes.com/sites/forbesagencycouncil/2016/03/10/a-one-word-plan-to-boost-employee-engagement/2/#7d74485e5ad3
http://www.forbes.com/sites/forbesagencycouncil/2016/03/10/a-one-word-plan-to-boost-employee-engagement/2/#7d74485e5ad3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437731111134661
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437731111134661
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601108331242


Veestraeten et al. 17

Organizations. She conducts research on leadership and team 
dynamics and is particularly interest in diversity and inclusion.

Stefanie K. Johnson is an associate professor at The University of 
Colorado Boulder’s Leeds School of Business and Academic 
Director of the campus’ Center for Leadership. She studies the 
intersection of leadership and diversity and is the author of the 
Harper Collins National Bestseller, Inclusify: Harnessing the 
power of uniqueness and belonging to build innovative teams.

Hannes Leroy is an associate professor at Rotterdam School of 
Management, Erasmus University Rotterdam and a Distinguished 
Research Professor at Exeter Business School. Before joining 
RSM, he worked at Cornell University. He obtained his PhD in 
applied economics from KU Leuven and has a Master in 
Psychology from Ghent University. He has a special interest and 
expertise in leadership and how to develop it and serves as the 
Academic Director of the Erasmus Center for Leadership. His 

work has appeared in outlets such as Journal of Management 
Studies, Journal of Management, Journal of Applied Psychology, 
Academy of Management Annals, and Academy of Management 
Discoveries.

Thomas Sy is an award-winning scholar, teacher and consultant. 
He is on the faculty of the Department of Psychology at the 
University of California where he teaches and conducts research 
on leadership and teams, particular focus on leadership and fol-
lowership schema, emotions, and diversity.

Luc Sels is Rector of KU Leuven where he participates in the 
Department of Work and Organization Studies. His primary sub-
stantive research interests center around active labor market poli-
cies, workforce differentiation, and cooperative enterprising. His 
research has been published in scholarly outlets such as Journal  
of Management, Journal of Applied Psychology, Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, and Organizational Research Methods.


