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Abstract: 
 
In this study, we investigated and clarified aspects of the multilevel nature of authentic 
leadership (AL) and its effects on followers. Specifically, we hypothesized that AL would have 
distinct effects through both personalized AL, which is a leader’s direct effect on a follower, and 
through generalized AL, which is a leader’s indirect or group-based effect on a follower as a 
result of leadership effects among the follower’s coworkers. These hypotheses were consistent 
with a complete review of the empirical literature on AL’s effects and the results from a sample 
of leaders and followers working in a large multinational company. The data showed that the two 
paths of AL’s influence had distinct relationships with follower responses. We discuss the 
implications of these results, particularly those concerning how to study the multilevel effects of 
AL. 
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Article: 
 
Authentic leadership (AL) has emerged as an important and popular construct in the last decade, 
largely in response to numerous high-profile scandals (Caza & Jackson, 2011). Both popular 
media (e.g., George & Sims, 2007) and academic research (Gardner, Cogliser, Davis, & Dickens, 
2011) have devoted great attention to the topic. In the literature, AL is defined as a set of 
interrelated behaviors concerning how leaders act toward followers, make ethical decisions, and 
use information (Avolio, Gardner, Walumbwa, Luthans, & May, 2004; Gardner et al., 2011). A 
recent review paper by Gardner and colleagues (2011) summarized the findings of empirical 
studies linking AL to follower responses, and subsequent work has linked authentic leadership to 
even more follower outcomes (e.g., Caza, Bagozzi, Woolley, Levy, & Caza, 2010; Hsiung, 
2012). However, significant gaps remain in the literature (Gardner et al., 2011). In particular, 
research has neglected important levels-of-analysis issues (Gardner et al., 2011; Yammarino, 
Dionne, Schriesheim, & Dansereau, 2008). 
 
AL theory is maturing, moving beyond demonstrating the value of the construct to elaborating 
and clarifying its associated processes, and doing so requires clearer conceptualization and 
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empirical rigor, particularly across levels of analysis (Cho & Dansereau, 2010; Gardner et al., 
2011; Yammarino et al., 2008). While it has been acknowledged that AL is a multilevel 
phenomenon, construct definitions and analysis do not clearly address levels-of-analysis issues 
(Yammarino et al., 2008). Without clear theory and empirics, inappropriate techniques may 
mislead conclusions and derail the field’s development (X. Wang & Howell, 2012). 
 
Our study addresses these issues by theoretically explaining and empirically examining both 
individual and group-based effects from AL. Numerous studies have examined AL at the 
individual level (Gardner et al., 2011), and more recently, some studies have examined AL at the 
group level (e.g., Clapp-Smith, Vogelgesang, & Avey, 2009; Hsiung, 2012). However, we are 
not aware of any study that has considered group-based and individual AL influences 
simultaneously. Moreover, as we explain below, there are both theoretical and methodological 
questions raised by the previous group-level analyses of AL, and we suggest an alternative that 
addresses these questions and provides a clear path for future theory development. 
 
Specifically, we adopted a new approach by distinguishing between the influences of 
personalized AL (P_AL), which concerns a leader’s direct effect on a follower, and generalized 
AL (G_AL), which concerns a leader’s indirect effect on a follower as a result of the leader’s 
direct effects among the follower’s coworker group. We found that P_AL had positive effects on 
the most important follower outcomes associated with AL and that G_AL also had a positive 
relationship with two of these four outcomes. As such, our article advances AL theory by clearly 
specifying the mechanisms underlying group-based effects and providing evidence consistent 
with those mechanisms. The results indicate how future theorizing and investigation can take 
account of the multiple ways in which AL influences followers. In addition, our article 
updates Gardner and colleagues’ (2011) review in an effort to contribute to the integrated and 
empirically informed development of AL theory. 
 
Theoretical Foundations 
 
AL has been defined in different ways, and disagreement remains (see review by Gardner et al., 
2011), but we adopt the definition that has informed most empirical studies conducted. 
Specifically, authentic leaders are those who exhibit behaviors in four dimensions (Gardner et 
al., 2011; Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008). Self-awareness is the first 
dimension and refers to leaders’ understanding of their strengths and weaknesses and their 
impact on others. Transparency is the second dimension and concerns leaders openly sharing 
information and expressing their genuine selves to others. The third dimension is balanced 
processing, which refers to leaders objectively analyzing all relevant data before making a 
decision. The fourth dimension, internalized moral perspective, refers to leaders being guided by 
internal morals and aligning their behavior with these values. These four dimensions of behavior 
have been found to be mutually reinforcing, with optimum explanatory power obtained when 
they are treated as a set rather than individually (Walumbwa et al., 2008). As such, to the extent 
that followers perceive leaders to engage in these behaviors, the literature defines those leaders 
as authentic (e.g., Cianci, Hannah, Roberts, & Tsakumis, in press; Leroy, Anseel, Gardner, & 
Sels, 2015). 
 



Defined in this way, AL has been linked empirically with more than 30 follower responses. 
However, theory prioritizes four of these responses as the most proximal and important. These 
four central follower responses—identification with the leader, belief in the trustworthiness of 
the leader, positive states, and positive social exchanges—have been proposed to mediate and 
explain the other effects of AL on followers (Avolio et al., 2004; Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Ilies, 
Morgeson, & Nahrgang, 2005). The central importance of these four outcomes has also received 
some empirical support (e.g., Walumbwa, Wang, Wang, Schaubroeck, & Avolio, 2010; H. 
Wang, Sui, Luthans, Wang, & Wu, 2014). As a result, these four responses are presumed to be 
the most important consequences of AL, and they are the focus of our investigation. 
 
Our aim in this article is to consolidate, clarify, and extend AL theory. Toward that end, we take 
three steps. First, we report the results of a thorough review of the empirical literature. We add 
46 studies to the seven in Gardner and colleagues’ (2011) review, and for each article, we 
distinguish the level of analysis at which AL was operationalized. Second, we consider the 
rationale and evidence for the existence of distinct group-based and individual effects of AL on 
followers, explaining why one should expect both P_AL and G_AL to influence outcomes. 
Finally, we report on new empirical data that provide the first simultaneous test of P_AL and 
G_AL effects on the four central responses. Figure 1 summarizes the effects of AL on follower 
responses. 
 

 
Figure 1. A Model of the Effects of Authentic Leadership on Central Follower Responses 
 
Review of Empirical Studies 
 
We conducted a comprehensive literature search to identify empirical studies linking AL to 
follower responses. In April 2014, we conducted forward citation searches in Google Scholar on 
the two established AL measures: the Authentic Leadership Questionnaire (ALQ; Walumbwa et 
al., 2008) and the Authentic Leadership Inventory (ALI; Neider & Schriesheim, 2011). We chose 
Google Scholar for its comprehensiveness. Our search identified 423 citations to the ALQ and 25 
to the ALI from 2010 onward (i.e., since the Gardner et al., 2011, review). We examined these 
citations and retained articles that were peer reviewed, available in English, and reported on the 
relationship between follower-rated AL and some outcome variable. We did not include findings 
concerning the antecedents of AL (e.g., Randolph-Seng & Gardner, 2012) or leader self-reports 
of AL (e.g., Cerne, Dimovski, Maric, Penger, & Skerlavaj, in press). 
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Gardner and colleagues’ (2011) review identified seven relevant empirical studies, and our 
search found an additional 46. Table 1 presents a summary of the 53 studies that have linked AL 
to follower outcomes. Consistent with our interest in investigating the direct personalized and 
indirect group-based ways in which AL influences followers, Table 1 also distinguishes the level 
of measurement at which AL was operationalized (i.e., individual or group average scores). The 
table is organized using AL theory’s existing classification scheme (Avolio et al., 2004; Avolio 
& Gardner, 2005; Ilies et al., 2005), which distinguishes among three types of outcome: central 
follower responses, follower attitudes, and follower behaviors. Table 1 thus presents a summary 
of all of the empirical evidence concerning the effect of AL on followers, organized by level of 
analysis and type of effect. 
 
Table 1. Empirical Evidence on the Relationships Between Authentic Leadership (AL) and 
Follower Responses 

Follower Response Individual AL Score Group Average AL Score 
Central follower responses   

Identification Walumbwa, Wang, Wang, Schaubroeck, & Avolio, 2010 
(personal identification) 

Wong, Spence Laschinger, & Cummings, 2010 (personal 
identification and social identification) 

 

Assessment of leader  
trustworthiness and/or 
trust in leader 

Erkutlu & Chafra, 2013 
Wong & Cummings, 2009 
Wong & Giallonardo, 2013 
Wong et al., 2010 

Clapp-Smith, Vogelgesang, 
& Avey, 2009 

Leroy, Palanski, & Simons, 
2012 

Positive states Avey, 2014 (PsyCap) 
Hannah, Avolio, & Walumbwa, 2011 (moral courage) 
Hystad, Bartone, & Eid, 2014 (PsyCap) 
Peterson, Walumbwa, Avolio, & Hannah, 2012 (PsyCap) 
Rego, Sousa, Marques, & Pina e Cunha, 2012 (PsyCap) 
Rego, Sousa, Marques, & Pina e Cunha, 2014 (Positive Affect) 
Woolley, Caza, & Levy, 2011 (PsyCap) 

Hsiung, 2012 (positive mood) 
Özkan & Ceylan, 2012 

(collective efficacy) 
Rego, Vitória, Magalhães, 

Ribeiro, & Pina e Cunha, 
2013 (team virtuousness) 

Positive social exchanges H. Wang, Sui, Luthans, Wang, & Wu, 2014 Hsiung, 2012 
Follower attitudes   

Satisfaction with leader Peus, Wesche, Streicher, Braun, & Frey, 2012 
Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008 

 

Job satisfaction Azanza, Moriano, & Melero, 2013 
Giallonardo, Wong, & Iwasiw, 2010 
Jensen & Luthans, 2006 
Spence Laschinger, 2012 
Spence Laschinger & Fida, in press-a 
Spence Laschinger, Wong, & Grau, 2012 
Walumbwa et al., 2008 
Wong & Spence Laschinger, 2013 

 

Career satisfaction Spence Laschinger, 2012  
Well-being  Özkan & Ceylan, 2012 
Organizational commitment Darvish & Rezaei, 2011 

Guerrero, Lapalme, & Seguin, in press 
Peus et al., 2012 
Spence Laschinger et al., 2012 
Walumbwa et al., 2008 

Leroy et al., 2012 
Özkan & Ceylan, 2012 
Rego et al., 2013 



Follower Response Individual AL Score Group Average AL Score 
Intentions to turnover Jensen & Luthans, 2006 

Spence Laschinger, 2012 
Spence Laschinger & Fida, in press-b 
Spence Laschinger et al., 2013 

 

Engagement/burnouta Bamford, Wong, & Spence Laschinger, 2013 
Giallonardo et al., 2010 
Spence Laschinger & Fida, in press-a, in press-b 
Spence Laschinger et al., 2012 
Walumbwa et al., 2010 
Wong & Cummings, 2009 
Wong et al., 2010 
Alok & Israel, 2012 

 

Promotive organizational 
focus 

Alok, 2014  

Empowerment Shapira-Lishchinsky & Tsemach, in press 
Walumbwa et al., 2010 
Wong & Spence Laschinger, 2013 

 

Basic need satisfaction 
(autonomy, competence, 
relatedness) 

 Leroy, Anseel, Gardner, & 
Sels, 2015 

Justice perceptions  Li, Yu, Yang, Qi, & Fu, 2012 
Inclusion Cottrill, Lopez, & Hoffman, 2014  
Perceptions of support from 

group 
Wong & Cummings, 2009  

Loyalty to leader Monzani, Ripoll, & Peiro, 2014  
Perceptions of climate Borgersen, Hystad, Larson, & Eid, in press 

Guerrero et al., in press 
Hystad et al., 2014 
M. Nielsen, Eid, Mearns, & Larsson, 2013 
Woolley et al., 2011 

Hsiung, 2012 
Ozkan & Ceylan, 2012 

Follower behaviors   
Collaboration Spence Laschinger & Smith, 2013  
Ethical and prosocial 

behavior 
Cianci, Hannah, Roberts, & Tsakumis, in press 
Hannah et al., 2011 

 

Antisocial behavior Erkutlu & Chafra, 2013 
Spence Laschinger et al., 2012 
Spence Laschinger & Fida, in press-b 
M. Nielsen, 2013 
Read & Spence Laschinger, 2013 

 

Support for leader Willams, Pillai, Deptula, & Lowe 2012  
Voice Wong et al., 2010 

Yagil & Medler-Liraz, 2014 
Hsiung, 2012 

Feedback seeking Qian, Lin, & Chen, 2012  
Extra effort Peus et al., 2012  
Organization citizenship 

behavior 
Cottrill et al., 2014 
Shapira-Lishchinsky & Tsemach, in press 
Song & Seomun, 2014 
Walumbwa et al., 2008 
Walumbwa et al., 2010 

Li et al., 2012 

Absenteeism Shapira-Lishchinsky & Tsemach, in press  
Ingratiation Yagil & Medler-Liraz, 2014  
Unbiased self-presentation Yagil & Medler-Liraz, 2014  



Follower Response Individual AL Score Group Average AL Score 
Individual creativity Muceldili, Turan, & Erdil, 2013 

Rego et al., 2012 
Li et al., 2012 

Performance Hystad et al., 2014 (accident rates) 
Wong & Giallonardo, 2013 (adverse patient outcomes) 
Peterson et al., 2012 (job performance) 
H. Wang et al., 2014 (job performance) 
Walumbwa et al., 2008 (job performance) 
Wong & Cummings, 2009 (job performance) 
Wong & Spence Laschinger, 2013 (job performance) 
Peus et al., 2012 (perceptions of team effectiveness) 
Wong et al., 2010 (quality of care) 

Leroy et al., 2015 (role 
performance) 

Li et al., 2012 (role 
performance) 

Ozkan & Ceylan, 2012 
(reputation) 

Rego, Reis Junior, & Pina e 
Cunha, in press (sales 
achievement) 

Note: PsyCap = psychological capital. 
aEmpirical evidence suggests that burnout and engagement are two ends of a single continuum (Cole, Walter, 
Bedeian, & O’Boyle, 2011), so they are combined here. 
 
Distinct Personalized and Generalized Effects of AL 
 
Despite its having always been described as a multilevel phenomenon (Avolio & Gardner, 
2005; Yammarino et al., 2008), to our knowledge, no previous study has clearly specified or 
examined multiple effects from AL. Previous studies have examined only individual or group-
based effects in isolation (Gooty, Serban, Thomas, Gavin, & Yammarino, 2012). In 
particular, Gardner et al.’s (2011) review and our expansion of it found that most studies 
examined the direct effect of a leader’s AL on an individual follower, and the remaining studies 
examined the effects of AL using a group average score. Individual and group-based effects have 
not previously been considered together, which prevents the development of theory about their 
distinct effects. 
 
Although ours is the first simultaneous study of multiple effects from AL, there is reason to 
expect distinct effects. In particular, prior work has linked follower responses to both individual-
level AL (e.g., X. Wang et al., 2012; Woolley, Caza, & Levy, 2011) and group average AL 
(e.g., Clapp-Smith et al., 2009; Rego, Reis Júnior, & Pina e Cunha, in press), suggesting that 
both levels can have an effect. Moreover, theory supports the expectation of distinct effects, as 
we explain below. 
 
P_AL and Follower Responses 
 
Leaders directly influence individual responses by interacting with followers (Wu, Tsui, & 
Kinicki, 2010). A leader may produce differentiated responses as a result of genuine differences 
in how that leader behaves toward individual followers or through differences in how followers 
perceive the leader’s behavior (Henderson, Liden, Glibkowski, & Chaudhry, 2009; Wu et al., 
2010). Either way, the possibility exists for a leader to have a unique, direct effect on a particular 
follower’s outcomes. We refer to this aspect of leadership influence as P_AL, and in this section, 
we describe how P_AL influences the four central outcomes of AL. 
 
P_AL and leader identification 
 
Individuals’ identities describe how persons think of themselves (Kreiner, Hollensbe, & Sheep, 
2006). Identification with a target is the feeling that one’s relationship with that target is an 



important, self-defining aspect of one’s identity (Sluss & Ashforth, 2007). Identifying with a 
leader, therefore, involves a follower’s belief that following that leader is an important part of 
who the follower is as a person. 
 
Authentic leaders may induce followers’ identification by transparently and consistently 
displaying their personal values, which allows followers to recognize that they share similar 
values with the leader or to decide that they want to emulate the leader’s values (Avolio et al., 
2004). As well, the values associated with AL are generally considered to be normative and 
appealing (Gardner, Avolio, Luthans, May, & Walumbwa, 2005), and so their display can make 
the leader seem an inherently admirable person with whom a follower would want to identify 
(Luthans & Avolio, 2003). In addition, the authentic leader’s self-awareness, transparency, and 
internalized moral perspective make the leader an attractive role model who displays high ethical 
standards, honesty, and integrity (Avolio et al., 2004), all of which make the leader an attractive 
target for identification. Moreover, an authentic leader’s transparency and balanced processing 
make him or her more likely to discuss his or her values with followers (Luthans & Avolio, 
2003) and to emphasize the growth and development of followers (Avolio & Reichard, 
2008; Leroy et al., 2015), further increasing opportunities for value similarity and subsequent 
identification. Consistent with these arguments, empirical research has linked P_AL with 
follower identification (Walumbwa et al., 2010; Wong, Spence Laschinger, & Cummings, 2010). 
 
P_AL and trustworthiness 
 
Trust is defined as a willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of another, and an individual will 
trust another to the extent that he or she feels the other is trustworthy (Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 
2007; Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). Followers judge leaders to be more trustworthy to the 
extent that they believe the leader can deliver something that followers value (competence), cares 
about followers’ interests (benevolence), and displays consistency between espoused values and 
behavior (integrity; Mayer et al., 1995). 
 
AL behaviors make leaders more likely to be positively evaluated in all three aspects of 
trustworthiness. Regarding competence, leaders with wisdom, good interpersonal skills, and job-
relevant knowledge are most likely to be judged as competent (Gabarro, 1978). Balanced 
processing and self-awareness will contribute to attributions of wisdom in an authentic leader 
(McKenna, Rooney, & Boal, 2009). Both balanced processing and relational transparency 
facilitate open leader–follower communication and sharing of critical information and 
perceptions (Avolio et al., 2004), which will enhance authentic leaders’ interpersonal skills and 
job-relevant knowledge. Similarly, followers should perceive authentic leaders as more 
benevolent (i.e., loyal, caring, and supportive; Mayer et al., 1995) because the leader considers 
followers’ concerns and viewpoints (balanced processing) and is willing to share information and 
express his or her inner feelings and thoughts (transparency; Avolio et al., 2004). Finally, the 
authentic leader’s consistent ethical and moral values will combine with transparency to produce 
follower perceptions of integrity (i.e., fairness, justice, consistency; Colquitt et al., 2007). 
Authentic leaders display honesty and ethical behavior, make fair decisions, and share the 
reasons behind the decisions they make (Avolio et al., 2004). AL should thus increase a leader’s 
trustworthiness, and empirical evidence supports this expectation (Wong & Cummings, 2009). 
 



P_AL and positive states 
 
Theory has associated AL with several positive states in followers, most notably, psychological 
capital (PsyCap; durable psychological resources that enhance performance; Jensen & Luthans, 
2006) and positive affect (noncognitive responses to stimuli; Gooty, Gavin, & Ashkanasy, 2009). 
Authentic leaders’ seeking of input from followers (balanced processing) and their transparency 
in interpersonal relationships meet followers’ psychological needs and foster positive responses, 
such as increased PsyCap and positive affect (Leroy et al., 2015; Peterson, Walumbwa, Avolio, 
& Hannah, 2012). Followers of authentic leaders are free to ask for advice, voice their concerns, 
and challenge the leader. As well, authentic leaders’ self-awareness enables them to understand 
their impact on a follower and to adjust their behavior to respond to a follower’s needs. Self-
awareness and transparency also cause leaders to express their genuine emotions, providing 
emotional support to followers to do the same. AL can thus contribute to positive states among 
followers, as shown in several empirical studies (Avey, 2014; Hystad, Bartone, & Eid, 
2014; Peterson et al., 2012; Rego, Sousa, Marques, & Pina e Cunha, 2012, 2014; Woolley et al., 
2011). 
 
P_AL and positive social exchange 
 
Social exchange refers to a relationship based on long-term and unspecified mutual obligations, 
rather than self-serving contractual ones (Blau, 1964). Social exchange between a leader and 
follower involves reciprocal interactions and feelings based on trust, respect, and obligation and 
is referred to as leader–member exchange (LMX; Graen & Uhl-bien, 1995). Authentic leaders’ 
relational transparency, which includes openness and truthfulness in relationships, fosters 
positive social exchange (Ilies et al., 2005). Moreover, authentic leaders follow an internalized 
moral perspective, causing followers to view them as consistent and principled decision makers, 
which also fosters positive social exchange (Brown & Trevino, 2006; Zhang, Wang, & Shi, 
2012). Balanced processing and the empathy that arises from self-awareness will lead followers 
to believe their leader is committed to them and thus deserving of reciprocal commitment 
(Erdogan, Linden, & Kraimer, 2006; Wayne, Shore, Bommer, & Tetrick, 2002). In addition, 
authentic leaders’ balanced processing prompts them to seek input from followers, which will 
further contribute to positive social exchange by increasing the frequency with which the leader 
and follower interact (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). In support of this reasoning, there is consistent 
evidence linking AL to positive social exchange in the form of enhanced LMX (Hsiung, 
2012; Walumbwa et al., 2010; H. Wang et al., 2014; Wong et al., 2010). 
 
On the basis of all of the above, we expected our data to replicate previous findings, showing 
that P_AL has a direct positive effect on the four central follower outcomes of AL. 

 
Hypothesis 1: P_AL will have a positive relationship with the four central follower responses 
of (a) identification with the leader, (b) perceptions of leader trustworthiness, (c) positive 
follower states, and (d) positive social exchange. 

 
G-AL and Follower Responses 
 



In addition to their direct effects on followers, authentic leaders will also have indirect, group-
based effects on followers, which we refer to as G_AL. Unfortunately, while there is empirical 
evidence linking group-level AL to follower outcomes, a complete theoretical explanation for 
those relationships has not been provided. Specifically, there have been eight studies conducted 
that examine AL at the group level.1 These studies are of two general types, and neither type 
offers a full theoretical explanation for the group-based effects of AL. 
 
The first group comprises the majority of the studies (Hsiung, 2012; Leroy et al., 2015; Leroy, 
Palanski, & Simons, 2012; Li, Yu, Yang, Qi, & Fu, 2012; Özkan & Ceylan, 2012). These studies 
use an aggregated, group-level AL construct for statistical or measurement reasons. The articles’ 
theoretical explanations for how AL affects follower responses are given entirely at the 
individual level (i.e., leader behaviors directly influencing individual followers’ reactions). 
Moreover, with only one exception (Leroy et al., 2015), group-level considerations are not even 
mentioned in these articles until the Methods section, at which time the authors explain that 
aggregation was used either to accommodate a hierarchically nested data structure or to correct 
for individual differences and get a reliable estimate of “uniformly displayed” AL. However, no 
explanation is given for why uniformly displayed AL is important, and in fact, a focus on it 
seems potentially inconsistent with the direct leader–follower mechanisms used to explain the 
effects of AL in these articles. 
 
The second group (Clapp-Smith et al., 2009; Rego et al., 2014; Rego, Vitória, Magalhães, 
Ribeiro, & Pina e Cunha, 2013) includes some theoretical rationale for the use of group-level 
AL. These articles refer to issues of shared perception and feeling, such as social contagion, 
mutual reinforcement, and converging mental models. The common feature in these explanations 
is that group-based effects result from follower interactions. For example, Follower A perceives 
the leader to have some degree of authenticity, that perception influences how Follower A acts, 
and the actions of Follower A are assumed to influence Follower B. The specific process and 
rationale for these influences are not fully explained, but the assumption seems to be that AL can 
have an indirect effect on a given follower, as a result of its direct effect on that follower’s 
coworkers. In these articles, group-level AL is referred to as a collective phenomenon that 
“emerges” from follower interactions. Unfortunately, the nature of that phenomenon and the 
process of its emergence are not specified, nor do any of the theoretical mechanisms described 
specifically include the role of a collective phenomenon. 
 
In all eight studies, the researchers adopted a direct consensus composition model (Chan, 1998), 
though none used that term, nor did they explain why that model was the most appropriate. This 
lack of explanation is problematic, because the choice of composition model is a fundamental 
one that influences the meaning of one’s findings (Wallace et al., 2016). To use a direct 
consensus composition model, one assesses the level of agreement among individuals in a group, 
and if agreement is sufficient, that agreement is assumed to indicate the existence of a distinct 
group-level phenomenon. In contrast to previous research, we are skeptical about the 
appropriateness of the direct consensus model for studying AL. Our doubts arise from both 
empirical and theoretical concerns. 

 
1 The Gardner, Cogliser, Davis, and Dickens (2011) review included one additional (ninth) group-level study (Hoy 
& Henderson, 1983). However, that paper was based on a very different definition and operationalization of 
authentic leadership, such that it is not comparable to the studies addressed in this article. We exclude it here. 



 
Empirically, a direct consensus model relies upon agreement among followers. However, five of 
the eight group-level AL studies (Hsiung, 2012; Leroy et al., 2012, 2015; Li et al., 2012; Rego et 
al., 2013) reported relatively low intraclass correlation 2 (ICC[2]) values for AL. ICC(2) is an 
assessment of the reliability with which a variable can be used to distinguish among groups and 
is considered an important indicator of the statistical meaningfulness of a group-level construct 
(Van Mierlo, Vermunt, & Rutte, 2009). The fact that the majority of previous studies had low 
between-group reliability suggests that there was little consistent variation from group to group, 
arguing against the influence of a shared, group-level phenomenon. As such, it is not clear that 
much statistical support has been found for the existence or importance of “aggregate” AL. 
 
Moreover, numerical agreement is not sufficient to justify aggregation, nor is it the most 
important consideration. There must be a coherent theoretical explanation of the nature of the 
group-level phenomenon and how the individual-level responses constitute that phenomenon 
(Chan, 2011). Such an explanation has not been given. For example, even if one assumes that AL 
causes followers to become more similar in their perspective and to develop shared mental 
models (e.g., Rego et al., 2014), then it is those mental models that exist at the group level, not 
AL itself. The mental convergence account has no explanation of, or need for, a group-level AL 
construct. No previous research has offered a thorough explanation of the nature of a direct 
consensus–derived AL measure. Similarly, theoretical explanations of the effect of AL have also 
not made reference to the influence of an aggregate phenomenon. 
 
In fact, contrary to the existence of a distinct, group-level AL phenomenon, the explanations that 
have been offered seem more consistent with an additive composition model. In an additive 
composition model, agreement among individuals is not required, as the group effect is assumed 
to result from the cumulative addition of each individual member’s contribution (Chan, 1998). 
The additive composition model therefore does depend upon the emergence or ontological reality 
of a distinct group-level phenomenon; rather, it is based on interpersonal influences that result 
from group composition. Until such time as a coherent theoretical explanation is given for the 
nature and importance of “aggregate” or “uniformly displayed” AL, the additive composition 
model appears theoretically and statistically preferable as a way to think about group-based 
effects from AL. 
 
Indeed, adopting an additive composition model to understand group-based AL effects offers 
several advantages. For one, doing so is more parsimonious. It does not require the existence of 
an (as yet undefined) construct of aggregate authentic leadership. Moreover, it allows AL theory 
to explain group-based effects by drawing on well-established theory and findings about how 
coworkers influence each other (we summarize these explanations below). In addition, adopting 
an additive composition model addresses the problem of low agreement among followers and 
offers other methodological advantages, as described in the Methods section later in this article. 
However, the most important benefit of using an additive composition model is consistency with 
existing AL theory. By assuming that group-based effects result from the accumulation of 
individual responses, one need not assume that a leader behaves similarly with every follower or 
that all followers have identical perceptions of their leader. Since AL theory assumes variety in 
leaders’ dyadic interactions (Yammarino et al., 2008), it seems questionable to focus only on 
uniformly shared perceptions of AL. 



 
As such, we propose the adoption of an additive model, based on the assumption that the more 
AL behavior a leader displays with any given follower, the more that follower will display the 
associated behavioral and attitudinal changes and, as a result, interact differently with coworkers. 
We submit that the group-based effects associated with AL stem from changes in follower–
follower interactions. The more AL any particular follower experiences, the more that follower’s 
behavior toward peers changes, so that in groups where most members experience high levels of 
AL, work group interactions will be noticeably different from those in groups where most 
followers do not perceive their leader as authentic. G_AL therefore concerns the summed effect 
of P_AL experienced by group members, and G_AL thus influences an individual follower’s 
responses through three interrelated processes: social identification (Hogg, 2001), social learning 
(Bandura, 1971), and social contagion (Meindl, 1995). 
 
G_AL and social identification 
 
Social identity theory explains how an individual’s identity is affected not only by his or her 
personal attributes but also by his or her membership in groups (Tajfel, 1982). Social 
identification is defined as the degree to which an individual assigns emotional and value 
significance to his or her membership in a group (Hogg, 2001). As described previously, the 
followers of authentic leaders are more likely to identify with their leader, to consider their 
leader trustworthy, to experience positive states, to develop positive social exchange with their 
leader, and to subsequently have many other positive outcomes, such as increased performance 
and job satisfaction (e.g., Azanza, Moriano, & Melero, 2013; Peus, Wesche, Streicher, Braun, & 
Frey, 2012). Coworkers with such qualities are more attractive as peers (Staw, Sutton, & Pelled, 
1994) and thus more likely to induce social identification in colleagues (Hogg & Turner, 1985). 
Therefore, the more one’s coworkers experience AL, the more likely one is to value membership 
in their social group (i.e., to develop social identification). In other words, the more P_AL one’s 
coworkers individually experience (i.e., the higher the level of G_AL), the more likely one will 
be to identify with that group of coworkers. 
 
Individuals who identify with a group come to resemble its members (Abrams & Hogg, 1990). 
When we identify with a group, our perceptions are biased to emphasize our similarity with the 
prototypical group member (Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003). In addition, given our desire to 
belong to the group, we are more likely to adopt the qualities we see in it (Hogg, 2001; Hogg & 
Terry, 2000; Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003; Hogg, van Knippenberg, & David, 2012). As a 
result, followers who identify with a group are likely to emulate their coworkers (van 
Knippenberg & Wilke, 1992), including those coworkers’ responses to their leader. For example, 
if our coworkers find the leader trustworthy or pursue positive relationships with the leader, we 
are more likely to do so as well, so as to be a “real” member of the group. Therefore, each 
coworker’s experience of P_AL will influence his or her peers, such that the higher the level of 
G_AL, the more likely one is to display similar responses (i.e., outcomes associated with AL). 
 
While there are no empirical studies directly linking G_AL to social identification, there are 
some findings consistent with the relationship. Wong and Cummings (2009) found that followers 
in groups with authentic leaders were more likely to perceive that they were in a supportive 
group. Likewise, Hsiung (2012) found that followers in groups led by authentic leaders reported 



a more positive group climate. As such, it seems likely that a part of the effect of G_AL on 
followers can be explained by changes in coworkers’ responses that lead to increased social 
identification with those coworkers. 
 
G_AL and social learning 
 
The effect of AL on one’s coworkers is also likely to influence individual outcomes through 
social learning. Social learning theory indicates that followers learn from observing others and 
that the group can influence individuals by preferentially reinforcing some behaviors (Bandura, 
1971). In other words, one’s coworkers provide important information about how to behave 
(Hogg, 2001). 
 
With regard to AL, coworker responses to the leader (e.g., identification with leader and belief in 
leader trustworthiness) will influence the behaviors that a follower observes among peers. The 
more members of a group who have such feelings and display the associated behaviors, the 
stronger will be the group norm concerning those feelings and behaviors (Cialdini & Goldstein, 
2004; Turner, 1991). As a result, if most of a follower’s coworkers experience high levels of 
P_AL, that follower is more likely to observe, and be reinforced for displaying, the outcomes 
associated with P_AL. For example, the shared values arising from coworkers’ identification 
with the leader will make the group more likely to consistently reinforce certain values (e.g., 
openness, honesty, integrity). This reinforcement will influence a follower to adopt those values, 
and in doing so, the follower will become more similar to the leader and thus more likely to 
identify with the leader and to feel positively about the leader (Hogg & van Knippenberg, 
2003; Sherony & Green, 2002; van Knippenberg, 2011). Social learning is thus another means 
by which G_AL may influence follower outcomes. 
 
G_AL and social contagion 
 
In addition to the processes of social identification and social learning, AL also may indirectly 
influence followers through social contagion, which explains the unintentional, nonconscious 
ways in which coworkers can influence each other (Meindl, 1990). In particular, as noted 
previously, P_AL is likely to produce positive affective reactions in followers, and these 
emotions can spread to other individuals through the process of emotional contagion (Hsee, 
Hatfield, Carlson, & Chemtob, 1990). Emotional contagion has also been found to influence 
interactions and group processes, including cooperation and conflict (Barsade, 2002; Sy, Côté, & 
Saavedra, 2005). As a result, social contagion within a group is likely to influence a follower’s 
responses to reflect those of peers, providing an additional route by which G_AL may affect 
individual outcomes. 
 
In summary, it should be noted that the three processes above—social identification, social 
learning, and social contagion—are likely to be interdependent and mutually reinforcing in their 
effects (Hogg & Terry, 2000). For example, the more identified one is with a group, the more 
powerful its social learning influences are likely to be; one’s desire to be a member of the group 
will increase the influence of that group’s reinforcements. As such, we propose that G_AL 
influences a follower’s responses through social influence processes. That is, the group-based 
effect of AL arises from each follower personally experiencing some level of P_AL and 



exhibiting the associated responses. Those responses then socially influence the followers’ 
coworkers, so that the effect of G_AL results from the sum consequence of coworkers’ reactions 
to the leader. This leads to our second hypothesis. 

 
Hypothesis 2: G_AL will have a positive relationship with the four central follower 
responses of (a) identification with the leader, (b) perceptions of leader trustworthiness, (c) 
positive follower states, and (d) positive social exchange. 

 
Methods 
 
Data 
 
We collected data in one division of a large, multinational corporation. Fifty-two team leaders 
were identified by the human resources (HR) department, and all of those leaders’ direct reports 
were sent links to confidential online surveys to be completed during work time. Followers from 
34 groups responded, but we excluded the three groups that had less than 50% follower response 
rates. Our final sample consisted of 31 leaders (60% response rate) and 104 followers (81% 
response rate). The leader sample was 55% female, with a modal categorical age of 35 to 50 
years. All but two of the leaders had at least a bachelor’s degree, and they had an average of 18.2 
years of work experience (SD = 7.5), with 12.3 of those in management (SD = 6.9). The follower 
sample was 49% female, with a modal categorical age of 35 to 50 years. Most of them (63%) had 
bachelor’s degrees and more than 10 years’ work experience. Most had been working with their 
leader for 1 to 3 years. 
 
To reduce common method bias in the data, followers completed two separate surveys, an 
average of 3 days apart. In Survey 1, followers rated their leader’s behavior, using the 16-item 
ALQ (Walumbwa et al., 2008). In Survey 2, they completed measures of the four outcomes: 
identification with leader (Mael & Ashforth, 1992), leader trustworthiness (Mayer & Davis, 
1999), PsyCap (PsyCap Questionnaire [PCQ]; Luthans, Avolio, Norman, & Avey, 2007), and 
social exchange (as relationship quality using the Multidimensional Measure of LMX [MDM-
LMX]; Liden & Maslyn, 1998). Items were scored on Likert scales ranging from 1 to 7. 
 
We also gathered a variety of individual and dyadic demographic information for leaders and 
followers, including gender, age, education, and work experience as well as the length of the 
leader–follower relationship. However, demographic characteristics were rarely significant 
predictors of the outcomes, and even when they were, their inclusion did not substantively 
change the relationships of interest. They are excluded below for parsimony and clarity. 
 
Analytical Approach 
 
Our analysis had three steps. First, to confirm the measurement properties of the scales, we 
conducted a series of psychometric analyses. These tests included an assessment of reliability 
(Cronbach’s alpha), two traditional confirmatory factory analyses (CFAs), and two multilevel 
CFAs. Second, we constructed G_AL scores for each follower, as described below. Finally, we 
used random effects multilevel modeling to assess the simultaneous influence of P_AL and 
G_AL while also accounting for the nonindependence of group members’ responses. 



 
We calculated the G_AL score for each respondent by averaging the P_AL scores of all of the 
other followers of the same leader. We used an average, rather than a literal sum, to adjust for the 
different number of followers per leader in our data. The G_AL score was thus calculated 
independently of the P_AL score; a focal follower’s data had no influence on the G_AL score 
associated with him or her. As implied by this method of calculation, each follower had a unique 
G_AL score. Whereas previous studies used a constant group average to measure the group-
based effects of AL, we used an individual-level one. This operationalization reflects the 
theoretical model described earlier, in which the group-based effect of G_AL is a result of the 
additive influences from a followers’ coworkers. 
 
Using such an additive model had the attractions of being consistent with our underlying 
theoretical model and also allowing us to clearly distinguish between P_AL and G_AL effects on 
follower outcomes; in contrast, the whole-group averages used in prior studies risk confounding 
individual and group effects (Muthén, 1994). Our G_AL measure had the further benefit of 
eliminating common method bias from tests of its effect on the outcomes. Since our P_AL 
hypothesis (Hypothesis 1) is a replication of previous findings, the effect of G_AL on outcomes 
(Hypothesis 2) is the most important in this analysis. It is therefore a key strength of the G_AL 
measure that it eliminates any influence from common method bias. 
 
Results 
 
Although we used well-established measures with demonstrated psychometric properties, we 
began by assessing the performance of the scales in our sample. All scales showed good 
reliability, as assessed by Cronbach’s alpha (see Table 2). We also conducted four CFAs to 
further assess the scales’ performance (see Table 3). The first CFA (Model A) was a traditional 
one (i.e., ignoring the nonindependence of the responses), in which all constructs were included 
and treated as unidimensional. However, the ALQ, PCQ, and MDM-LMX measures are all 
known to be multidimensional, so we conducted a second traditional CFA (Model B) in which 
we allowed the indicators’ error terms to correlate in a fashion consistent with the a priori 
dimensional structure of the scales (e.g., the errors of the transparency items in the ALQ were 
allowed to correlate with each other but not with the errors for any other items). Both of these 
CFAs treated the responses as independent, when they were not, which likely had a conservative 
effect on estimates of fit (Bliese & Hanges, 2004; Dyer, Hanges, & Hall, 2005). That is, the 
appropriateness of the measurement model is likely to be better than suggested by the results. In 
our final two measurement analyses, we conducted multilevel CFAs (MCFAs) of the ALQ, 
following the procedure described by Muthén (1994). The first MCFA (Model C) treated the 
ALQ as unidimensional; the second MCFA (Model D) used correlated error terms to reflect the 
ALQ’s multidimensional structure. 
 
While some of the fit statistics were below common rules of thumb, others were within 
acceptable ranges (MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996). Moreover, it should be 
remembered that the function of fit statistics is to prevent the adoption of misspecified models 
(Hu & Bentler, 1999) and that fit results should not be applied in a rote, unthinking fashion 
(Barrett, 2007; Chen, Curran, Bollen, Kirby, & Paxton, 2008). In this case, there were three 
likely factors that could have contributed to poor fit statistics: small sample size, high cross-



loadings caused by single-source data, and genuine model misspecification. Given that all of the 
measures are well-established scales for equally well-established constructs and that most of the 
relationships have been demonstrated previously, we are inclined to think that single-source data 
and small sample size were the more important issues. Since Hypothesis 1 was a replication 
hypothesis and our measure of G_AL eliminated all common method bias from our test of 
Hypothesis 2, we judged that it was appropriate to proceed with our analysis. 
 
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics 

Variable Mean 
Standard 
Deviation α 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Individual          
1. Authentic leadership 5.67 0.72 .91       
2. Identification with leader 4.63 1.04 .79 .23      
3. Trustworthiness: Competence 6.12 0.91 .90 .56 .50     
4. Trustworthiness: Benevolence 5.64 1.08 .93 .60 .45 .77    
5. Trustworthiness: Integrity 5.88 1.00 .85 .61 .44 .73 .74   
6. Psychological capital 5.60 0.76 .95 .27 .12 .25 .18 .25  
7. Relationship quality 5.82 1.00 .94 .51 .27 .46 .51 .47 .26 

Group          
Authentic Leadership 5.69 0.42        

Note: Correlations greater than .20 are significant (p < .05). N = 104 in 31 groups. 
 
Table 3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Results 
Model χ2 df CFI RMSEA SRMR 
Model A: CFA of all measures, treating them as unidimensional 4030.54 2123 .68 .09 .09 
Model B: CFA of all measures, including multidimensional structure 

of ALQ, PCQ, and MDM-LMX 
3465.63 2047 .76 .08 .09 

Model C: MCFA of ALQ, treating scale unidimensional 983.65 465 .79 .10 .12 
Model D: MCFA of ALQ, including its four-part multidimensional 

structure 
759.00 415 .86 .09 .11 

Note: N = 104 in 31 groups. CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; 
SRMR = standardized root mean square residual; ALQ = Authentic Leadership Questionnaire (Walumbwa et al., 
2008); PCQ = PsyCap Questionnaire (Luthans, Avolio, Norman, & Avey, 2007); MDM-LMX = Multidimensional 
Measure of Leader–Member Exchange (Liden & Maslyn, 1998). 
 
The results of the random effects multilevel modeling supported Hypothesis 1, indicating that 
P_AL was positively associated with all four of the outcomes (see Table 4). These findings 
replicated previous ones and suggested the comparability of our data. In contrast, there was only 
partial support for Hypothesis 2; G_AL was positively associated with two of the four outcomes. 
Specifically, Model 1 revealed that only P_AL was a significant predictor of followers’ 
identification with their leader (β = .36, p = .01); G_AL was not significantly related to 
identification (β = .37, p = .19). In contrast, in Models 2 through 4, both P_AL and G_AL were 
significant predictors of all three aspects of leader trustworthiness: competence (P_AL, β = 
.72, p < .01; G_AL, β = .67, p < .01), benevolence (P_AL, β = .90, p < .01; G_AL, β = .92, p < 
.01), and integrity (P_AL, β = .84, p < .01; G_AL, β = .96, p < .01). Followers’ PsyCap was 
significantly predicted by P_AL (Model 5; β = .29, p < .01) but not G_AL (β = .20, p = .24). As 
shown in Model 6, the quality of the relationship that followers perceived with their leaders was 
significantly related to both P_AL (β = .69, p < .01) and G_AL (β = .99, p < .01). 
 



Table 4. Regression Models 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 

Predictor 
Identification 
With Leader 

Trust: 
Competence 

Trust: 
Benevolence 

Trust: Integrity Psychological 
Capital 

Relationship 
Quality 

Team 
Performance 

Intercept 2.52 2.33* .43 .43 4.45* .19 –1.42 
Generalized authentic 

leadership (G_AL) 
0.37 [−0.18, 

0.93] 
0.67* [0.31, 

1.03] 
0.92* [0.51, 

1.33] 
0.96* [0.59, 

1.33] 
0.20 [−0.14, 

0.54] 
0.99* [0.60, 

1.39] 
0.50* [0.06, 

0.94] 
Personalized authentic 

leadership (P_AL) 
0.36* [0.09, 

0.64] 
0.72* [0.51, 

0.92] 
0.90* [0.67, 

1.14] 
0.84* [0.63, 

1.06] 
0.29* [0.09, 

0.49] 
0.69* [0.46, 

0.92] 
 

Pseudo R2 .09 .34 .34 .36 .08 .16 R2 = .20 
Likelihood ratio of 

model compared to 
null 

6.99* 40.23* 46.74* 48.44* 8.34* 31.10* F(1, 22) = 5.56* 

Note: 95% confidence intervals in square brackets. Models 1 through 6, N = 104 in 31 groups. Model 7 was at the 
group level, N = 24. 
*p < .05. 
 
As an additional test of the importance and predictive power of AL, we collected performance 
data for 24 of the 31 surveyed teams. The organization’s HR department used a proprietary 
scoring system to evaluate each team’s overall performance on a 3-point scale (M = 1.42, SD = 
0.5). We used a G_AL score based on the average of all team members’ P_AL ratings, and this 
value was a significant predictor of team performance (Model 7; β = .50, p = .03). 
 
Discussion 
 
This study’s purpose was to clarify theoretical explanations of the individual and group-based 
influences of AL on follower responses through a comprehensive literature review and an 
empirical study. We found that the direct, individualized effect of AL (P_AL) had positive 
effects on the four most important follower responses associated with AL and that there were 
two additional positive effects from indirect, group-based AL (G_AL). Below, we discuss the 
implications of these results, consider the limitations of our study, and suggest future research 
directions. 
 
Theoretical Implications 
 
We made three significant contributions to theory. First, we replicated previous findings by 
showing that a follower’s perception of his or her leader’s authentic behavior had a positive 
relationship with his or her responses to the authentic leader. Assessing the direct relationships 
between AL and follower outcomes was essential to test our key hypothesis about the additional 
effects of G_AL, but the replication also makes a valuable contribution in itself. There is a 
growing recognition of the importance of replication in management research (e.g., Eden, 2002) 
and calls for replication studies (e.g., Honig & Bedi, 2012). Our analysis responds to these calls. 
 
Second, we found that the perceptions of AL among a follower’s coworkers provided an 
additional influence on that follower’s responses to the leader. Demonstrating and explaining this 
second, generalized effect of AL was an entirely new contribution that addressed important 
theoretical and methodological gaps in the literature. Our third contribution is closely related, in 
offering a different way to conceptualize and measure the group-based effects of AL, one which 



responds to calls for coherent theory on the nature of group phenomenon that is aligned with the 
methods used (Chan, 2011). Below, we discuss implications of each of these contributions in 
turn. 
 
We found that personalized AL had positive effects on the most important follower responses 
associated with AL. Specifically, a follower’s own perceptions of the authentic leader predicted 
that follower’s identification with the leader, level of PsyCap, and extent of positive social 
exchange with the leader. These three findings replicated and supported those of prior research. 
As well, we found that an individual’s perception of the leader’s behavior predicted how 
trustworthy the leader seemed to the follower. Previous studies have linked AL and trust (Erkutlu 
& Chafra, 2013; Wong et al., 2010; Wong & Giallonardo, 2013; Wong & Cummings, 2009) and 
shown that leader trustworthiness and trust are related (Wong & Cummings, 2009), but ours was 
the first study to directly link AL to followers’ perceptions of leader trustworthiness. In sum, our 
individual-level findings are consistent with those of previous studies and support existing AL 
theory. 
 
Where we advanced AL theory was in theorizing that followers of authentic leaders are more 
likely to exert social influence on their fellow followers and, in so doing, move them to emulate 
positive responses to the leader. That is, in addition to the direct effect of one follower’s personal 
experience of AL, we predicted that the follower would also display outcomes associated with 
AL as a result of peer influence. We expected the level of AL experienced by peers to predict the 
outcomes of a focal follower. Consistent with this prediction, we found that coworker 
perceptions of the authentic leader’s behavior had an additional influence on follower ratings of 
the leader’s trustworthiness and positive social exchange. These results suggest that an authentic 
leader has both a personalized and a generalized influence on individual followers. By 
implication, individual leader–follower relationships cannot be fully understood when examined 
in isolation from the broader group in which those relationships exist (see also Henderson et al., 
2009; Nielsen & Daniels, 2012). 
 
However, we did not find the expected relationship between G_AL and follower identification 
with the leader. We anticipated the AL experiences of a follower’s coworkers would increase the 
follower’s identification with the leader, but the data did not support our expectation. This result 
may reveal that a follower’s identification with the leader is primarily a dyadic response, 
influenced most by idiosyncratic characteristics of the leader and follower (e.g., 
personality; Dulebohn, Bommer, Liden, Brouer, & Ferris, 2011). 
 
Similarly, we failed to find the expected relationship between G_AL and the positive state of 
PsyCap. We thought that followers’ interactions with AL-influenced coworkers would alter their 
PsyCap but found no evidence of such. While the relationship between G_AL and follower 
PsyCap has not been previously examined, prior research suggests relationships among G_AL 
and positive mood (Hsiung, 2012) and self-efficacy (Özkan & Ceylan, 2012), from which one 
might infer a relationship with PsyCap. However, our findings underscore the importance of not 
equating positive mood with PsyCap. Prior research indicates that mood is subject to emotional 
contagion (Barsade, 2002; Dasborough, Ashkanasy, Tee, & Tse, 2009), but PsyCap, while being 
more malleable than fixed states, like personality and intelligence, is a relatively stable state and 
less susceptible to change (Luthans et al., 2007). 



 
In describing G_AL, we provided the first thorough theoretical explanation for how AL 
influences individual followers through group-based processes. As a part of this explanation, we 
argued for the appropriateness of an additive composition model. This model contrasts with prior 
studies, which all used a direct consensus model but did so without explaining its 
appropriateness. The key difference between the two models concerns the existence of a group-
level phenomenon. In a direct consensus model, a shared, group-level phenomenon of 
“aggregate” or “uniformly displayed” AL is assumed to exist. In contrast, an additive model does 
not require the existence of a distinct group-level phenomenon; rather, the effect of the group is 
the additive result of individual contributions. Since the majority of previous studies showed 
poor evidence to support the existence of an aggregate phenomenon, and no clear theoretical 
explanation of such a construct has yet been offered, we propose that the use of an additive 
model is more appropriate. 
 
An additive composition model also seems more consistent with AL theory, which asserts that 
leaders will behave differently with different followers (Yammarino et al., 2008). In other words, 
current theory allows—even expects—that one follower may report higher AL behavior than 
another follower of the same leader. Such difference is problematic for a direct consensus model 
but not for an additive one. As such, we argued that the authentic leader’s group effect results 
from the additive consequences of each individual member’s perception of the leader. We 
explained how the more authentic leader behavior a leader displays with any given follower, the 
more that follower will exhibit associated behavioral and attitudinal changes, and those changes 
will subsequently influence that follower’s coworkers. 
 
Adopting this additive model has many advantages. As noted, it is more consistent with existing 
theory. It is also more parsimonious, in not relying on the existence of an additional, aggregate-
level construct. Moreover, the mechanisms underlying the generalized influence of AL are 
grounded in well-established social influence processes. The use of an additive model allows for 
the calculation of completely independent scores for personalized and generalized leadership, 
preventing any confounding of effects. Furthermore, in not relying on agreement among 
followers, the additive model approach may reduce the prevalence of Type II error in the 
literature, as there will be no disincentive for researchers whose data fail to show appropriate 
levels of agreement among followers. We recommend that future studies examining the 
relationship between AL and follower outcomes adopt the use of an additive composition model. 
 
In making this recommendation, we recognize that it raises intriguing questions about the notion 
of a “multilevel” study. We had no true group-level variable in our model, and the additive 
composition approach might be characterized as reductionist, in that it explains the effect of the 
group as an accumulation of individual-level interactions. Some might consider our G_AL 
measure to be an individual-level context variable, since each follower has a unique score 
derived from the experiences of his or her coworkers. Nonetheless, this measure still captures the 
nature of the group that is influencing the individual, and in that way it is a group variable; the 
effect would not exist in the absence of that particular work group. Our research is therefore a 
part of the study of multilevel leadership and offers additional issues to be considered in 
developing multilevel theory and methods. The theoretical and methodological treatment of 
leader-via-coworker effects should be included in the understanding of leadership processes. 



 
Moreover, while we are skeptical about the utility of direct consensus composition in the study 
of AL, we do not deny the potential importance of group-level phenomena. In fact, two other 
composition models—referent shift and group dispersion—may be very important and should be 
considered in future studies. Both of these models involve genuine group-level variables, and we 
suspect they will provide important new insights. 
 
When using a referent shift composition model, the focus is explicitly changed to how the leader 
acts toward the group as a whole (Chan, 1998; Wallace et al., 2016). For example, 
transformational leadership researchers have developed a multilevel measure to distinguish 
between individual- and group-focused leadership behaviors (X. Wang & Howell, 2010). There 
is as yet no comparable measure for AL, but the matter deserves investigation. One can imagine 
that followers would react quite differently to a leader who seemed authentic in individual 
interactions but not with the group as a whole or vice versa. 
 
Likewise, a dispersion composition model may also reveal important aspects of the AL process. 
When using a dispersion model, the level of agreement among team members becomes the 
variable of interest; one contrasts high-agreement groups with low-agreement groups to assess 
their differences (Chan, 1998). Research on LMX has demonstrated the potential power of 
differing levels of agreement (e.g., Henderson et al., 2009; Tse, Ashkanasy, & Dasborough, 
2012; Wu et al., 2010). Relative to our theory in this article, one might expect that high 
agreement among followers would intensify the effects of G_AL on an individual follower by 
strengthening social influence (e.g., Meindl, 1990, 1995; Wu et al., 2010). If every coworker has 
high individual experiences of AL, the group influence should be more consistent and powerful 
than it would be if only some of the group have such experiences. 
 
A key implication of this discussion is the need for more concrete theorizing and more complex 
operationalization. To date, research has tended to treat AL as a blunt instrument, assessing it in 
only one way and focusing entirely on immediate, individual effects. Our results suggest the 
need for a more refined examination of how authentic leaders influence followers. We hope that 
this article is just the first step in clarifying the ways in which authentic leaders influence 
followers. 
 
Practical Implications 
 
Our study demonstrates that authentic leaders can simultaneously influence followers both 
directly and indirectly (through a follower’s coworkers). Leadership development initiatives can 
incorporate these findings to motivate leaders to emphasize positive interactions with all 
followers, even if there are some incompatibilities between them and particular followers, 
because interactions with one follower have implications for the responses of every other 
follower (also see differentiated leadership theory; Dulebohn et al., 2011). 
 
Our article also offers a practical contribution to researchers in its extension of Gardner and 
colleagues’ (2011) literature review. At the time of that review, the AL field was focused on 
developing theory rather than refining it through empirical research (Gardner et al., 2011). 
However, our review found that the focus has clearly shifted. Forty-six empirical studies of the 



effects of AL on followers have been added to the seven that Gardener and his colleagues 
identified. We provide a summary of all of these studies, categorized by outcome and level of 
analysis. We hope the summary assists future researchers to build on extant findings. 
 
Limitations and Future Research 
 
We described the social influence mechanisms by which an authentic leader may indirectly 
affect followers through coworkers, but testing these relationships was beyond the scope of this 
study. Future research could include social identification and other social influence measures to 
assess when one type of influence is more important than another and how the three interact. 
Moreover, as this line of investigation develops, it may be possible to introduce specific 
coworker outcomes as mediators. That is, we hope that theory advances to the point where we 
can identify the specific response in one follower that most fosters the social influence process to 
affect a peer’s outcome. Current AL theory is not sufficiently developed for such specific 
predictions, but we hope that this study contributes toward that development. 
 
In addition, the generalizability of our findings is uncertain. Our sample was drawn from just one 
organization. We studied relatively effective leaders of small groups who worked closely with 
their followers. While we are not aware of any reason for doubting the generalizability of our 
results, future research should use different and more diverse samples. 
 
In conclusion, we found that AL influences followers both directly and indirectly, through its 
influence on coworkers. We provided possible explanations for these indirect effects, which had 
not previously been considered, and we reported evidence consistent with those explanations. It 
is our belief that such indirect, peer-influence processes are a better way of assessing the group-
based effects of AL. This approach is also more consistent with existing theory. Future 
theorizing and investigation should take account of the multiple effects of AL and strive to match 
methods to theory. There is ample evidence of the practical importance of AL, which 
underscores the need for thorough and appropriate theory about AL. 
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