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Need for Structure Predicts Leadership Preference
Carola Leicht

Richard J. Crisp

University of Kent

University of Sheffield

Georgina Randsley de Moura
University of Kent
Prototypicality is an important factor for judgments and evaluations of group members
and leadership selection. We tested whether these prototypicality perceptions vary as a
function of individual differences in cognitive processing preferences. Participants’
need for a structured, stable environment was measured before we independently
manipulated the group prototypicality of a leadership candidate. Results revealed that
participants’ preference for prototypical leaders, and dislike for nonprototypical leaders, was accentuated for those who preferred structured, stable environments. Participants tolerant of less cognitive structure did not show this bias for prototypical leaders
and against nonprototypical leaders. These findings suggest that individual differences
in cognitive processing tendencies may moderate how group prototypicality is perceived and used, and can consequently affect the type of leaders people prefer.
Keywords: need for structure, leadership, prototypicality

It is well established that group prototypicality affects evaluations and expectancies
(Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell,
1987). Moreover, group prototypicality has
found to be important for leadership evaluation
and success, and can inspire leadership trust and
support— even in times of failure (e.g., Hogg &
van Knippenberg, 2003; Giessner & van Knippenberg, 2008; B. van Knippenberg & van
Knippenberg, 2005).
Research so far has tended to assume certain
stability in prototypicality perceptions. However, individuals’ epistemic motives have found
to affect the way in which social information is
organized and processed in other domains (e.g.,
Neuberg & Newsom, 1993;Thompson, Nacca-

rato, Moskowitz, & Parker, 2001; Thompson,
Naccarato, & Parker, 1989). We propose that
prototypicality perceptions are themselves variable for individuals and that this variability has
tangible consequences for the evaluation, and
consequently the selection, of leaders. In particular, we aimed to uncover some cognitive dynamics of prototypicality perceptions.
Personal Need for Structure
Research on epistemic motives has shown
that individuals differ in various social–
cognitive processing tendencies. Personal need
for structure (PNS; Thompson et al., 1989,
2001) refers to individual difference in the need
to structure one’s environment in a more or less
complex way. Individuals high in PNS are more
likely to organize social and nonsocial information in a simple way by applying scripts, schemata, stereotypes, and prototypes more readily
(Neuberg & Newsom, 1993).
Next to research showing that PNS affects an
individual’s behaviors, for example, how a task
is approached (Schultz & Searleman, 1998) and
the time management for tasks (Neuberg &
Newsom, 1993), most research has concentrated on exploring how PNS affects cognitive
processes, such as mere exposure effects (Han-
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sen & Bartsch, 2001), as well as social–
cognitive processes, such as stereotype formation (Clow & Esses, 2005; Hutter, Crisp, Humphreys, Waters, & Moffitt, 2009; Schaller,
Boyd, Yohannes, & O’Brien, 1995), trait interferences (Moskowitz, 1993), and the application of stereotypes (Schaller et al., 1995). For
example, in a series of studies, Schaller et al.
(1995) showed that participants high in PNS
were more ready to form and apply stereotypes
of groups. Similarly, other studies showed that
individuals high in PNS develop less accurate
stereotypes, are more confident about the stereotypes formed on only a few group members
(Clow & Esses, 2005, Study 1), and are overall
more likely to stereotype (Neuberg & Newsom,
1993, Study 4). Overall, this shows that PNS
has significant implications for how individuals
perceive and process social information.
Prototypicality Perception and Cognitive
Processes in Leader Construal
The social identity approach to leadership,
which proposes that group prototypical members

can exert more influence and are therefore more
likely to emerge and be successful leaders, has
also a wealth of empirical support (for reviews,
see Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003; Hogg, van
Knippenberg, & Rast, 2012; D. van Knippenberg,
2011). Numerous surveys, experimental studies,
and field studies, in various countries and continents, showed that ingroup leaders are preferred
over outgroup leaders (Hais, Hogg, & Duck,
1997; Van Vugt & De Cremer, 1999), and that
trust, effectiveness, and endorsement (Giessner &
van Knippenberg, 2008; Giessner, van Knippenberg, & Sleebos, 2009; Hais et al., 1997; Hogg et
al., 2006; Platow & van Knippenberg, 2001; Ullrich, Christ, & van Dick, 2009; B. van Knippenberg & van Knippenberg, 2005) are affected by
how closely leaders match the group prototype.
Together these findings provide strong support for
the notion that there is an evaluative preference for
leadership candidates who are prototypical of the
group.
Although a prototypicality bias is not problematic for leadership per se (cf. Thoroughgood,
Tate, Jacobs, & Sawyer, 2012), in-leader selection relying on a heuristic rule of thumb (i.e.,

Table 1
Moderation Hypothesis
Variable
Candidate choice

Model

Variables

B

SE B

t

p

1

Condition
PNS
Condition
PNS
Interaction
Condition
PNS
Condition
PNS
Interaction
Condition
PNS
Condition
PNS
Interaction
Condition
PNS
Condition
PNS
Interaction
Condition
PNS
Condition
PNS
Interaction

19.92
.347
⫺52.16
⫺9.87
17.62
5.78
⫺1.09
⫺59.31
⫺10.32
15.92
0.42
⫺0.14
⫺6.02
⫺1.13
1.58
0.67
0.05
1.85
⫺0.31
0.62
1.53
⫺0.001
⫺2.95
⫺0.64
1.10

4.97
3.02
23.79
4.34
5.70
4.29
2.60
20.32
3.71
4.87
0.46
0.29
2.34
0.45
0.56
0.25
0.15
1.26
0.23
0.30
0.29
0.18
1.37
0.25
0.33

4.00
0.11
⫺2.27
⫺2.27
3.09
1.35
⫺0.42
⫺2.92
⫺2.78
3.27
0.91
⫺0.49
⫺2.57
⫺2.54
2.80
2.64
0.30
⫺1.47
⫺1.35
2.04
5.29
⫺0.03
⫺2.16
⫺2.57
3.34

.000
.909
.033
.027
.003
.183
.675
.005
.007
.002
.365
.622
.013
.014
.007
.001
.761
.148
.183
.046
.000
.973
.035
.013
.001

2

Leadership trust

1
2

Feeling thermometer

1
2

Attitude

1
2

Perceived representativeness

1
2

Note.

PNS ⫽ personal need for structure.

r2/⌬r2

p

0.22

.001

0.33

.003

0.03

.365

0.19

.002

0.02

.568

0.15

.007

0.22

.036

0.17

.046

0.22

.000

.441

.001
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simply representativeness of the group), by
definition, means ignoring more diagnostic
individuating information. In addition, it
might not always be in the best interests of the
group to appoint a representative leader. To
innovate, grow, and strengthen the group
leaders must sometimes steer their group into
new directions (Abrams, Randsley de Moura,
Marques, & Hutchison, 2008; Randsley de
Moura, Abrams, Marques, & Hutchinson,
2011). Because the propensity to prefer prototypical over nonprototypical leaders can be
partially explained by a reliance on heuristic
thinking (Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003;
Koenig, Eagly, Mitchell, & Ristikari, 2011)—
that is, the representativeness heuristic (Tversky & Kahnemann, 1982) — understanding
whether some individuals are more prone to
use this heuristic to make leadership judgments and choices will expand our insight
into how this bias for group prototypical leaders can be understood.
This Research
This research aims to explore whether PNS
affects social– cognitive processing variables in
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regard to the use of stereotypic information to
judge and form impressions of group members
who are leadership candidates. First, we expect
that participants who are high in PNS are more
ready to use group prototypicality to draw inferences about the representativeness of a leadership candidate. We hypothesized that individuals who are high in PNS will view a leadership
candidate who is prototypical as more representative for their group and, consequently, a leadership candidate who is nonprototypical as less
representative for their group.
Research has shown that participants’ motivation to interpret a target as more or less complex is affected by individuals PNS (Thompson,
Roman, Moskowitz, Chaicken, & Bargh, 1994).
We propose that PNS should also affect the
perception a leadership candidates’ representativeness, based upon the indicated group prototypicality. Because group prototypicality provides the individual with a quick and easy way
of assessing the leadership candidate’s similarity to other group members, high PNS individuals should be more prone to use this easy,
accessible information to make subsequent
judgments on group representativeness. We
therefore predicted that high PNS individuals

Low PNS
High PNS

Perceived Representativeness

7
6
5
4
3
2
1
Low Prototypicality

High Prototypicality

Figure 1. Perceived representativeness as a function of candidate prototypicality and personal
need for structure (PNS). Participants differentiated reaction toward a nonprototypical (⫽ Low
Prototypicality) and prototypical (⫽ High Prototypicality) candidate. Conditional effects: ⫹1 SD
PNS midpoint, M ⫽ 4.92, b ⫽ 2.43, t(56) ⫽ 6.41, p ⱕ .001, 95% CI [1.67, 3.20]; ⫺1 SD PNS
midpoint, M ⫽ 3.25, b ⫽ 0.61, t(56) ⫽ 1.60, p ⫽ .115, 95% CI [⫺0.15, 1.38].
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will exaggerate group prototypicality or nonprototypicality to have a clear and structured
social environment that enables them to draw a
conclusion on whether the presented leadership
candidate can be viewed as representative for
the group or not.
Additionally, we investigated whether PNS
differently affects other variables that are associated with being a representative for one’s
group. Some research regarding individual differences in cognitive processing styles has already shown that they can have discernible impacts on leader perceptions. Felfe and Schyns
(2006) demonstrated that PNS was negatively
related to a preference for a transformational
leadership style. Additionally, the need for cognitive closure, an individual difference variable
that measures individuals’ tendency to come to
a conclusion in order to overcome ambiguity,
was found to moderate the relationship between
leadership prototypicality and leadership effectiveness, job satisfaction, performance, and
turnover intentions (Pierro, Cicero, Bonaiuto,
van Knippenberg, & Kruglanski, 2005).

Because prototypicality perceptions in leadership evaluations are a judgment of the degree
to which a leader conforms to a group’s stereotype, PNS should predict leadership preference
contingent upon the leader’s perceived conformity to the norm. We therefore expected that
the same moderation between individuals PNS
score and manipulated prototypicality should
predict whether individuals see a prototypical or
a nonprototypical target as fit to fulfill a leadership role. Consequently, the same moderation
between PNS and prototypicality should affect
variables associated with leadership.
As reviewed, perceived ingroup prototypicality is crucial for the success and emergence as a
leader (D. van Knippenberg, 2011). We therefore also investigated whether the indicated ingroup prototypicality within our study affects
the representativeness perceptions of a leadership candidate, independent of PNS. We expected that perceived representativeness of the
leadership candidate should mediate the direct
effect of indicated ingroup prototypicality on
leadership variables.

Low PNS
High PNS

100
90

Candidate Choice

80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
Low Prototypicality

High Prototypicality

Figure 2. Candidate choice as a function of candidate prototypicality and personal need for
structure (PNS). Participants differentiated reaction toward a nonprototypical (⫽ Low Prototypicality) and prototypical (⫽ High Prototypicality) candidate. Conditional effects: ⫹1 SD
PNS midpoint, M ⫽ 4.92, b ⫽ 34.49, t(56) ⫽ 5.21, p ⱕ. 001, 95% CI [21.22, 47.75]; ⫺1 SD
PNS midpoint, M ⫽ 3.22, b ⫽ 5.14, t(56) ⫽ 0.77, p ⫽ .44, 95% CI [⫺8.22, 18.51].
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Low PNS
High PNS

7

Leadership trust

6
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3
2
1
Low Prototypicality

High Prototypicality

Figure 3. Leadership trust as a function of candidate prototypicality and personal need
for structure (PNS). Participants differentiated reaction toward a nonprototypical (⫽ Low
Prototypicality) and prototypical (⫽ High Prototypicality) candidate. Conditional effects:
⫹1 SD PNS midpoint, M ⫽ 4.92, b ⫽ 18.94, t(56) ⫽ 3.35, p ⫽ .001, 95% CI [7.61,
30.27]; ⫺1 SD PNS midpoint, M ⫽ 3.25, b ⫽ ⫺7.56, t(56) ⫽ ⫺1.33, p ⫽ .19, 95% CI
[⫺18.98, 3.85].

Finally, we investigated whether the moderation effect that PNS and indicated group
prototypicality has on the perceived group
representativeness of a leadership candidate
mediates variables that show whether the
leadership candidate would be supported
within a leadership position.
In sum, we hypothesized and tested three
hypotheses. In the moderation hypothesis, we
proposed that PNS and manipulated group
prototypicality should moderate the perceived
group representativeness of a leadership candidate, and that the same moderation should
affect other variables associated with leadership. In the mediation hypothesis, we predicted that perceived representativeness of a
leadership candidate should mediate the direct effect of prototypicality on leadership
judgment variables. And finally, in the mediated moderation hypothesis, we predicted that
the moderation between group prototypicality
and PNS on perceived representativeness mediates the effect on leadership judgment variables.

Method
Participants and Design
Sixty participants were allocated randomly to
a condition in which they either evaluated a
prototypical or a nonprototypical leadership
candidate. PNS was measured prior to this manipulation.1 The mean age was 26 years; 35
participants were female, and 57 participants
were German.
Procedure
This study was conducted at the Friedrich
Schiller University (FSU), Jena, Germany, and
the data were collected in a group setting at a
secluded corner in the auditorium of the university’s main building. The university system
within Germany changed significantly over the
1
We included an additional manipulation to investigate
further determinants of leader preference. However, this
yielded nothing of interest and had no impact whatsoever on
the reported results. As such, we do not report it any further.
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last decade, due to the requirements of the Bologna Process. New degrees were introduced
(BSc, BA, and MSc), and the introduction of
tuition fees and new studentships, such as the
Deutschlandstipendium, are a constant debate
within universities, society, and media. Students
taking part in this survey were made to believe
that, within the upcoming fall semester, there
would be a public round-table discussion about
the positive and negative effects of these
changes and that the round-table discussion
would, on the one hand, have three university
representatives, including one student, and, on
the other hand, three local politicians.
Participants were told that there were 20 applicants for this position and that the survey was
to explore which applicant—who was later on
indicated to be either prototypical or nonprototypical for FSU students—would be viewed as
best to represent the students view within this
discussion. Participants were made to believe
that all applicants had to undergo a battery of
personality questionnaires when applying for
the position and that these questionnaires
were used in previous studies within the FSU.
This was to explain how we were later able to

indicate the prototypicality of the leadership
candidate.
In the next step, we told participants that, in
order to gain a better impression of the questionnaires applicants had to answer, they would
be asked to fill in one of the questionnaires
themselves. This questionnaire was a German
translation of the 12-item PNS scale, and we
were thereby able to assess PNS without interrupting the cover story (Thompson et al., 1989,
2001; ␣ ⫽ .79). After this, participants were
told that they would be randomly introduced to
one of the 20 candidates. Participants were informed that they had to assess this applicant on
the basis of his or her score on the same questionnaire as the one they just filled in, and that
the score of this personality questionnaire is
usually mapped on two dimensions (Dimension
A and Dimension B). Participants did not receive any additional information in regard to the
content of the dimensions. They then received
an initial graph, which represented the distribution and the scores of other FSU students. Additionally, this first graph indicated the average
of FSU student scores.

Low PNS
High PNS

7

General Evaluation

6
5
4
3
2
1
Low Prototypicality

High Prototypicality

Figure 4. General evaluation as a function of candidate prototypicality and PNS. Participants differentiated reaction toward a nonprototypical (⫽ Low Prototypicality) and prototypical (⫽ High Prototypicality) candidate. Conditional effects: ⫹1 SD PNS midpoint, M ⫽ 4.86,
b ⫽ 1.68, t(56) ⫽ 2.68, p ⫽ .01, 95% CI [0.42, 2.94]; ⫺1 SD PNS midpoint, M ⫽ 3.22,
b ⫽ 5.14, t(56) ⫽ ⫺1.37, p ⫽ .44, 95% CI [⫺8.22, 18.5].
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Participants then received a second graph,
which used this same distribution of FSU scores
and indicated the score of the candidate participants were asked to evaluate immediately afterward. Participants either received a prototypical candidate, who was indicated as having the
same score as the average FSU student, or a
nonprototypical candidate, who was indicated
as scoring one standard deviation below the
mean on each dimension. Providing participants
a comparative frame to indicate group prototypicality or nonprototypicality is a widely used
paradigm to manipulate leadership prototypicality and deviance, as it provides the participants
with information about the candidate’s similarity to other group members (e.g., Abrams et al.,
2008). Finally, participants completed the dependent measures before being thanked, debriefed, and dismissed.
Dependent Measures
Perceived representativeness. On a
7-item scale (1 ⫽ strongly disagree, 7 ⫽
strongly agree), participants were asked to indicate how representative they regarded the candidate (e.g., “The student is representative of
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FSU students.”). The scale was adopted from B.
van Knippenberg and van Knippenberg (2005)
and is recognized as a valid measure of perceived representativeness (D. van Knippenberg,
2011). Higher mean scores indicate higher representativeness (␣ ⫽ .92).
Candidate choice. Candidate choice was
assessed by asking participants to indicate
how likely they would choose the candidate
as their representative, placing a cross on a
9-cm-long line (0 ⫽ very unlikely to 90 ⫽
very likely).
Leadership trust. This variable was assessed on a 4-item scale (e.g., “I trust the
candidate to represent students’ views”). Participants placed a cross on a 9-cm-long line
with opposite endpoints (0 ⫽ not at all, 9 ⫽
very much). We computed an aggregated
score with higher numbers indicating more
leadership trust, ␣ ⫽ 79.
A feeling thermometer ranging from 0 to
100 degrees assessed the general warmth felt
toward the candidate. Finally, seven semantic
differentials, for example, bad– good, foolish–wise, on 9-point scales, assessed participants’ attitude toward the candidate (Tormala

Low PNS
High PNS

7

Attitude

6
5
4
3
2
1
Low Prototypicality

High Prototypicality

Figure 5. Attitude as a function of candidate prototypicality and PNS. Participants differentiated reaction toward a nonprototypical (⫽ Low Prototypicality) and prototypical (⫽ High
Prototypicality) candidate. Conditional effects: ⫹1 SD PNS midpoint, M ⫽ 4.92, b ⫽ 1.78,
t(56) ⫽ 3.36, p ⱕ .001, 95% CI [0.47, 1.88]; ⫺1 SD PNS midpoint, M ⫽ 3.25, b ⫽ 0.14,
t(56) ⫽ 0.43, p ⫽ .667, 95% CI [⫺0.55, 0.86].
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Perceived
Representativeness
b = 12.59*
b = 1.53*

Prototypicality
Condition

(b = 19.90*)

Candidate Choice

b = 12.41*
Figure 6. Mediation analysis: candidate choice. ⴱ p ⱕ .05. ⴱⴱ p ⱕ .001. Sobel z ⫽4.39, p ⱕ
.001.

& Petty, 2002). Higher numbers indicated
more positive attitudes (␣ ⫽ .86).
Results
Moderation Hypothesis
We entered a dummy-coded condition variable (0 ⫽ nonprototypical; 1 ⫽ prototypical) as
focal predictor and PNS as moderator in a first
step in a hierarchical regression. In a second
step, the interaction term was added with the
aggregated perceived representativeness score
as dependent variable. The interaction term was
significant and increased the amount of explained variance significantly (see Table 1).
To probe the interaction, we plotted the moderator one standard deviation above and below its
midpoint, using bootstrapping with a subsample
of n ⫽ 5,000. This analysis showed that there

was a significant conditional effect one standard deviation above the PNS midpoint but
not one standard deviation below the PNS
midpoint (see Figure 1).
We applied the same analysis for each dependent variable— candidate choice, leadership
trust, feelings and attitudes—and the same patterns emerged (see Figures 2, 3, 4, and 5). This
shows that participants high in PNS use the
indicated group prototypicality to form a judgment in regard to how representative the target
is perceived to be for the group of FSU students.
Moreover individuals high in PNS make an
evaluative distinction based upon the candidate’s group prototypicality, and also base their
intention to vote for the candidate and to attribute leadership trust toward the candidate more
on the manipulated group prototypicality than
individuals low in PNS.

Perceived
Representativeness
b = 12.59*
b = 1.53*

Prototypicality
Condition

(b = 5.87)

Leadership Trust

b = 9.84*

Figure 7. Mediation analysis: leadership trust. ⴱ p ⱕ .05. ⴱⴱ p ⱕ .001. Sobel z ⫽ 4.15, p ⱕ
.001.
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Perceived
Representativeness
b = 1.49*
b = 1.53*

Prototypicality
Condition

Figure 8.

(b = 0.44)

Feelings

b = 1.02*

Mediation analysis: feelings.

ⴱ

p ⱕ .05.

Mediation Hypothesis
To explore the proposed mediation of perceived representativeness between the prototypicality conditions on all dependent variables,
we first used an indirect path analysis that includes the Sobel z test and bootstrapping, with
n ⫽ 5,000 (Preacher & Hayes, 2004). We found
that, for candidate choice, leadership trust, feelings, and attitudes are mediated by perceived
representativeness, see Figures 6, 7, 8, and 9.2
Because small samples increase the likelihood
of violating the normality assumption, we also
estimated confidence intervals for each mediation using bootstrapping (Preacher & Hayes,
2004). None of confidence intervals obtained by
bootstrapping of n ⫽ 5,000 subsamples contained a zero and therefore confirmed the results
of the Sobel test (see Table 2).
Mediated Moderation Hypothesis
In order to test whether the reported moderation effects were mediated by the perceived
representativeness of the candidate, we reentered the interaction term as well as the main
effects in a linear regression, but included the
perceived representativeness of the candidate as
an additional predictor variable. A first indication of a mediated moderation would be if the
previously significant moderation effects are
decreased, or are even nonsignificant, after entering the mediator perceived representativeness. Entering the fourth predictor variable—
perceived representativeness—reduced the direct effect of the prototypicality manipulation,
the direct effect of PNS, and the moderation
effect between PNS and prototypicality, with

ⴱⴱ

p ⱕ .001. Sobel z ⫽ 3.91, p ⱕ 001.

only the perceived representativeness of the
candidate as a significant predictor of candidate
choice (see Figure 10). We then tested the indirect path using the Sobel z test and indirect
path analysis proposed by Preacher and Hayes
(2008), using a bootstrapping sample of n ⫽
5,000. Both analyses showed a significant indirect effect (see Table 2). We found the same
pattern for leadership trust, feelings, and attitudes (see Figures 11, 12, and 13, and Table 2).
These results thereby show that the moderation
and the mediation effect reported are fully mediated by the perceived representativeness of
the candidate.
Discussion
In this research, we found that PNS has a
differentiated impact on the way in which prototypicality is perceived and interpreted. The
results suggest that PNS, as a processing orientation intention, affects the perceived representativeness of a leadership candidate, which, in
turn, affects behavioral intentions, evaluative
judgments, and attribution of leadership trust
toward the leadership candidate. High PNS individuals were more likely to use both group
prototypicality and nonprototypicality to exaggerate the perceived representativeness of a
leadership candidate, which affected their likelihood to choose the candidate as a leader, the
evaluation of the leadership candidate, and the
2
Please note that in order to test for the indirect effect of
a mediator, significance of the direct effect between the
focal predictor and the dependent variable is not a necessary
precondition (Preacher & Hayes, 2004).
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Perceived
Representativeness
b = 1.53*
b = 1.53**

(b = 0.66*)

Prototypicality
Condition

Figure 9.

Attitude

b = 6.18**

Mediation analysis: attitude.

ⴱ

p ⱕ .05.

feeling and attitudes toward the leadership candidate. In other words, when confronted with
minimal information about group attributes, individuals high in PNS tend to accentuate the
degree to which a prototypical candidate is representative of the group or to which a nonprototypical candidate is not representative of the
group. This is consistent with the idea that people high in PNS have a strong preference to
quickly structure their social environment,
which leads to an exaggerated use of indicated
group prototypicality and nonprototypicality for
subsequent decisions and evaluations.
Limitations
Despite our findings, we have to acknowledge a few caveats in the design and operationalization of this study. First of all, giving participants limited information in regard to the
content from which prototypicality is inferred
is commonly used for indication of group
prototypicality (Abrams et al., 2008). However, the ecological validity of such abstract
manipulations can be questioned. It would
therefore be interesting to explore whether the

ⴱⴱ

p ⱕ .001. Sobel z ⫽ 4.01, p ⱕ .001.

same moderation effect can be observed using
a more contextually relevant variable to indicate group prototypicality, for example, the
candidate’s ability to debate or to defend a
certain argument.
Moreover, the direct measurement of PNS
before the prototypicality manipulation, and the
assessment of the dependent variables, might
have made the participants processing tendency
particularly salient. In most research exploring
the effect of PNS on outcome variables, PNS is
assessed independently (e.g., Neuberg & Newsom, 1993). However, due to the design of our
study, and the implementing of measuring as
part of our prototypicality manipulation, this
was not possible. Moreover, we had to collect
participants in one session and therefore could
not preassess PNS.
Next to these operational limitations, one
could also argue that participants might not
perceive the position of becoming a panel discussion member as a leadership position. However, leadership is often associated with being
representative of ones group’s views, norms,
and values (Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003).

Table 2
95% Confidence Intervals for Mediation Hypothesis and Mediated Moderation Hypothesis
Mediation hypothesis

Candidate choice
Leadership trust
Feeling thermometer
Attitudes
Note.

Mediated moderation hypothesis

Lower CI

Upper CI

Lower CI

Upper CI

5.10
3.17
0.50
0.25

24.31
18.43
3.29
1.06

9.31
7.68
0.48
0.42

29.98
24.98
3.05
1.46

Confidence intervals (CIs) were obtained using a bootstrapping sample of N ⫽ 5,000.
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PNS
b = - 2.38
Prototypicality
b = -17.72
PNS ×
Prototypicality

Candidate Choice
b = 4.83

b = 11.68**
b = 1.09

Perceived
Representativeness

Figure 10. Mediated moderation analysis: candidate choice.
z ⫽ 4.59, p ⫽ .001.

We therefore believe that representing student’s
views in a prestigious open round-table discussion with local politicians and university members is a position that reflects the definition of
leadership.
Implications
The social identity approach of leadership
shows that leader group prototypicality is important not only for leaders who represent, for
example, politicians or student representatives,
but also for leaders within companies or organizations (e.g., Cicero, Pierro, & van Knippenberg, 2007). This is because prototypicality is
linked to social attraction, which affects the

ⴱ

p ⱕ .05.

ⴱⴱ

p ⱕ .001. Sobel

amount of influence individuals can have over
others and therefore helps to transform individual action into group action. Because prototypicality can be understood as an individual’s cognition on how closely someone embodies the
prototype of the group (D. van Knippenberg,
2011), understanding whether there are individual differences in the importance of this perception is beneficial for gaining a deeper insight
into intragroup processes such as evaluations of
group members and leadership emergence.
Moreover, these data provide insight concerning how PNS may affect the perception and
evaluation of nonprototypical targets. Research
on deviance has shown that group members that

PNS
b = - 4.61
Prototypicality
b = -33.06
PNS ×
Prototypicality

Leadership trust
b = 6.10

b = 8.90**
b = 1.09

Perceived
Representativeness

Figure 11. Mediated moderation analysis: leadership trust. ⴱ p ⱕ .05. ⴱⴱ p ⱕ .001. Sobel z ⫽
4.28, p ⫽ .001.
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PNS
b = - 0.43
Prototypicality
b = -2.76
PNS ×
Prototypicality

Feelings
b = 0.43

b = 0.96**
b = 1.09

Perceived
Representativeness

Figure 12. Mediated moderation analysis: feelings. ⴱ p ⱕ .05. ⴱⴱ p ⱕ .001. Sobel z ⫽ 4.13,
p ⫽ .001.

deviate from the group norm are evaluated less
favorably because they threaten group norms
and values (Marques, Abrams, & Serodio,
2001; Marques & Paez, 1994). These data
shows that PNS might strengthen this perception and therefore extends the literature in regard to how PNS affects intragroup processes. It
would be interesting to investigate whether PNS
also affects other intragroup processes, for example, the evaluation of deviants, and whether high
PNS individuals perceive a deviation from the
group norm as correlating with an increase in
intragroup tension and conflict. Future research
should therefore address whether high-PNS indi-

viduals devalue a deviant or nonprototypical
group member by employing an experimental design addressing this question.
However, these data indicate that differences
in cognitive orientation may account for some
of the variance seen in preference for prototypical leaders. Although group prototypicality
may be a crucial determinant of leadership,
knowing that individuals’ cognitive preferences
affects prototypicality perceptions may help to
understand why leadership candidates who are
not obviously fitting to the group prototype are
more prone to be rejected. Moreover, because
nonprototypical leaders are sometimes given

PNS
b = 0.04
Prototypicality
b = -0.22
PNS ×
Prototypicality

Attitude
b = 0.01

b = 0.55**
b = 1.09
Perceived
Representativeness
Figure 13. Mediated moderation analysis: attitude. ⴱ p ⱕ .05. ⴱⴱ p ⱕ .001. Sobel z ⫽ 4.13,
p ⫽ .001.
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greater license to innovate (Abrams et al., 2008;
Randsley de Moura et al., 2011), gaining a
deeper understanding of the cognitive processes
undermining the appeal of nonprototypical
leadership candidates may help increase
chances of achieving innovation and change
within groups and organizations.
References
Abrams, D., Randsley de Moura, G., Marques, J. M.,
& Hutchison, P. (2008). Innovation credit: When
can leaders oppose their group’s norms? Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 95, 662– 678.
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.95.3.662
Cicero, L., Pierro, A., & van Knippenberg, D. (2007).
Leader group prototypicality and job satisfaction:
The moderating role of job stress and team identification. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research,
and Practice, 11, 165–175. doi:10.1037/10892699.11.3.165
Clow, K. A., & Esses, V. M. (2005). The development of group stereotypes from descriptions of
group members: An individual difference approach. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations,
8, 429 – 445. doi:10.1177/1368430205056469
Felfe, J., & Schyns, B. (2006). Personality and the
perception of transformational leadership: The impact of extraversion, neuroticism, personal need
for structure, and occupational self efficacy. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 36, 708 –739.
doi:10.1111/j.0021-9029.2006.00026.x
Giessner, S. R., & van Knippenberg, D. (2008). “License to fail”: Goal definition, leader group prototypicality, and perceptions of leadership effectiveness after leader failure. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, 105, 14 –35. doi:
10.1016/j.obhdp.2007.04.002
Giessner, S. R., van Knippenberg, D., & Sleebos, E.
(2009). License to fail? How leader group prototypicality moderates the effects of leader performance on perceptions of leadership effectiveness.
The Leadership Quarterly, 20, 434 – 451. doi:
10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.03.012
Hais, S. C., Hogg, M. A., & Duck, J. (1997). Selfcategorization and leadership: Effects of group
prototypicality and leader stereotypicality. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 23, 1087–
1099. doi:10.1177/01461672972310009
Hansen, T., & Bartsch, R. A. (2001). The positive
correlation between personal need for structure
and the mere exposure effect. Social Behavior and
Personality, 29, 271–276. doi:10.2224/sbp.2001
.29.3.271
Hogg, M. A., Fielding, K. S., Johnson, D., Masser,
B., Russell, E., & Svensson, A. (2006). Demographic category membership and leadership in

65

small groups: A social identity analysis. The Leadership Quarterly, 17, 335–350. doi:10.1016/j
.leaqua.2006.04.007
Hogg, M. A., & van Knippenberg, D. (2003). Social
identity and leadership processes in groups. In
M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 35, pp. 1–52). San Diego,
CA: Elsevier Academic Press. doi:10.1016/S00652601(03)01001-3
Hogg, M. A., van Knippenberg, D., & Rast, D. E., III.
(2012). Intergroup leadership in organizations:
Leading across group and organizational boundaries. Academy of Management Review, 37, 232–
255. doi:10.5465/amr.2010.0221
Hutter, R. R. C., Crisp, R. J., Humphreys, G. W.,
Waters, G. M., & Moffitt, G. (2009). The dynamics
of category conjunctions. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 12, 673– 686. doi:10.1177/
1368430209337471
Koenig, A. M., Eagly, A. H., Mitchell, A. A., &
Ristikari, T. (2011). Are leader stereotypes masculine? A meta-analysis of three research paradigms.
Psychological Bulletin, 137, 616 – 642. doi:
10.1037/a0023557
Marques, J. M., Abrams, D., & Serodio, R. G. (2001).
Being better by being right: Subjective group dynamics and derogation of in-group deviants when
generic norms are undermined. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 436 – 437. doi:
10.1037/0022-3514.81.3.436
Marques, J. M., & Paez, D. (1994). The “black sheep
effect”: Social categorization, rejection of group
deviates, and perception of group variability. European Review of Social Psychology, 5, 37– 68.
doi:10.1080/14792779543000011
Moskowitz, G. B. (1993). Individual differences in
social categorization: The influence of personal
need for structure on spontaneous trait inferences.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65,
132–142. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.65.1.132
Neuberg, S. L., & Newsom, J. T. (1993). Personal
need for structure: Individual differences in the
desire for simpler structure. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 65, 113–131. doi:10.1037/
0022-3514.65.1.113
Pierro, A., Cicero, L., Bonaiuto, M., van Knippenberg, D., & Kruglanski, A. W. (2005). Leader
group prototypicality and leadership effectiveness:
The moderating role of need for cognitive closure.
The Leadership Quarterly, 16, 503–516. doi:
10.1016/j.leaqua.2005.06.002
Platow, M. J., & van Knippenberg, D. (2001). A
social identity analysis of leadership endorsement:
The effects of leader ingroup prototypicality and
distributive intergroup fairness. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 27, 1508 –1519. doi:
10.1177/01461672012711011

66

LEICHT, CRISP, AND RANDSLEY DE MOURA

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2004). SPSS and
SAS procedures for estimating indirect effects in
simple mediation models. Behavior Research
Methods, Instruments & Computers, 36, 717–731.
doi:10.3758/BF03206553
Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic
and resampling strategies for assessing and comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior Research Methods, 40, 879 – 891.
doi:10.3758/BRM.40.3.879
Randsley de Moura, G., Abrams, D., Marques, J. M.,
& Hutchison, P. (2011). Innovation credit: When
and why do group members give their leaders
license to deviate from group norms. In J. Jetten &
M. Hornsey (Eds.), Rebels in groups: Dissent,
deviance, difference, and defiance (pp. 238 –258).
Oxford, UK: Blackwell-Wiley.
Schaller, M., Boyd, C., Yohannes, J., & O’Brien, M.
(1995). The prejudiced personality revisited: Personal need for structure and formation of erroneous group stereotypes. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 68, 544 –555. doi:10.1037/
0022-3514.68.3.544
Schultz, P. W., & Searleman, A. (1998). Personal
need for structure, the Einstellung task, and the
effects of stress. Personality and Individual Differences, 24, 305–310. doi:10.1016/S01918869(97)00179-7
Thompson, E. P., Roman, R. J., Moskowitz, G. B.,
Chaicken, S., & Bargh, J. A. (1994). Accuracy
motivation attenuates covert priming: The systematic reprocessing of social information. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 66, 474 – 489.
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.66.3.474
Thompson, M. M., Naccarato, M. E., Moskowitz,
G. B., & Parker, K. J. (2001). The personal need
for structure and personal fear of invalidity measures: historical perspectives, current applications,
and future directions. In G. B. Moskowitz (Ed.),
Cognitive social psychology: The Princeton symposium on the legacy and future of social cognition
(pp. 19 –39). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Thompson, M. M., Naccarato, M. E., & Parker, K. E.
(1989). Assessing cognitive need: The development of the personal need for structure and personal fear of invalidity scales. Paper presented at

the annual meeting of the Canadian Psychological
Association, Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada.
Thoroughgood, C. N., Tate, B. W., Jacobs, R., &
Sawyers, K. B. (2012). Bad to the bone: Empirically defining and measuring destructive leader
behaviour. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 19, 230 –255. doi:10.1177/
1548051811436327
Tormala, Z. L., & Petty, R. E. (2002). What doesn’t
kill me makes me stronger: The effects of resisting
persuasion on attitude certainty. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83, 1298 –1313.
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.83.6.1298
Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher,
S. D., & Wetherell, M. S. (1987). Rediscovering
the social group: A self-categorization theory.
Cambridge, MA: Basil Blackwell.
Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1982). Judgments of
and by representativeness. In D. Kahneman, P.
Slovic, & A. Tversky (Eds.), Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics and biases (pp. 84 –98). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.
Ullrich, J., Christ, O., & van Dick, R. (2009). Substitutes for procedural fairness: Prototypical leaders are endorsed whether they are fair or not.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 94, 235–244. doi:
10.1037/a0012936
van Knippenberg, B., & van Knippenberg, D. (2005).
Leader self-sacrifice and leadership effectiveness:
The moderating role of leader prototypicality.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 25–37. doi:
10.1037/0021-9010.90.1.25
van Knippenberg, D. (2011). Embodying who we
are: Leader group prototypicality and leadership
effectiveness. The Leadership Quarterly, 22,
1078 –1091. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.09.004
Van Vugt, M., & De Cremer, D. (1999). Leadership
in social dilemmas: The effects of group identification on collective actions to provide public
goods. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 76, 587–599. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.76.4
.587
Received March 20, 2012
Revision received November 5, 2012
Accepted November 9, 2012 䡲

