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A B S T R A C T

Implicit leadership theories (ILTs) matter because they are used as the benchmark against
which people determine who is a leader and who is not. This assessment informs their
behavioral responses. People are thought to have a superordinate-level ILT representing
their prototypical mental model of leadership and a series of basic-level ILTs. Each of these
represents how people conceptualize leadership in particular domains (e.g., sport, politics,
and popular culture). In this study, the authors generate the structures of basic-level sport
management ILTs for women and men who are about to enter this industry. These form the
baseline from which socialization to work, organizational cultures, and the sport
management industry begins. The ILTs of women entering sport management careers
have a 35-item, 6-factor structure (Sensitivity, Knowledgeable, Physical Attractiveness,
Inspirational, Dedication, and Focused), whereas men entering the industry have a 32-item,
7-factor structure (Sensitivity, Dedication, Physical Attractiveness, Focused, Creativity,
Inspirational, Courageous). The resulting sport management ILT profiles differ from
superordinate ones by emphasizing physical and vitality attributes, incorporating
emotional elements, and by eschewing antiprototypical elements. The paper ends with
a discussion of the implications for leadership research in sport management.
© 2019 Sport Management Association of Australia and New Zealand. Published by Elsevier

Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

Recent developments in leadership theory have shifted attention away from leader-centric theories of leadership to the
mental models that people hold about leaders and leadership (Billsberry et al., 2018; Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Offermann &
Coats, 2018; Tavares, Sobral, Goldszmidt, & Araújo, 2018). These mental models, termed implicit leadership theories (ILTs),
represent people’s prototypical conceptualizations of ideal leadership they use as a benchmark against which to assess the
leadership credentials of the people they encounter (Foti, Hansbrough, Epitropaki, & Coyle, 2017; Lord & Maher, 1991; Lord &
Shondrick, 2011; Tavares et al., 2018). Leadership categorization theory (Lord, Foti, & De Vader,1984; Lord et al.,1982 Lord, Foti, &
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Phillips, 1982; Rosch,1978) and connectionist perspectives (Hanges, Lord, & Dickson, 2000; Lord, Brown, Harvey, & Hall, 2001;
Lord & Shondrick, 2011) propose that people have a superordinate prototypical ILT that contains variations for particular
contexts (e.g.,military, politics, finance, business, education, popular culture, and sport). These variations are important because
they determinewhat people deem asacceptable and effective leadership in these contexts (Hanges et al., 2000; Lord et al.,1984).

Of all the contexts in which leadership is important, perhaps only the military and political ones have equal stature to
sport (Ayman-Nolley & Ayman, 2005; Liu, Ayman, & Ayman-Nolley, 2012; Lord et al., 1984). In the sport context, the
leadership of administrators, owners, managers, coaches, team captains, and players all receives considerable attention and
is seen as a driver of success (Kihl, Leberman, & Schull, 2010; Peachey, Zhou, Damon, & Burton, 2015). To date, almost all
analysis of leaders within sport has taken leader-centric approaches and is yet to incorporate ILT perspectives (Billsberry
et al., 2018; Peachey et al., 2015). This paper addresses this gap and takes the first step in introducing ILTs into the sport
context. It does so by conducting an empirical investigation surfacing the nature of prototypical ILTs in people choosing to
enter the discipline who are therefore free from the influences of specific corporate cultures. This is an important
contribution because it reveals the leadership lay theories of people choosing to enter the profession upon which work and
organizational socialization processes operate. In addition, we provide the first quantitative analysis of ILTs by gender and
show significant similarities and differences in the way men and women conceptualize leadership in this context.

2. Leadership: a new approach

To provide a theoretical grounding to our empirical study, we review ILTs and the associated theories of leadership
categorization and the connectionist perspective. These theories demonstrate the crucial role that people’s own theories of
leadership play in shaping perceptions of leadership. As we show, while our understanding of people’s overarching ILTs is
forming, we know little about domain-specific ILTs such as those related to sport, which is the purpose of the empirical study
reported herein. The development of this knowledge is happening at a time when there are profound changes happening in
society, sport, and leadership. The world is moving from a womanless leadership history when leadership roles were mainly
occupied by men and leadership defined in masculine ways (Duevel, Nashman-Smith, & Stern, 2015) towards greater
representation, although progress is frustratingly slow and uneven (Berkhemer-Credaire & Sonnabend, 2018; Burton, 2015;
Offermann & Coats, 2018; Scarborough, 2018). As society develops its understanding of ILTs, it is imperative ensure that the
women’s voice on leadership is heard and not submerged beneath the history of masculine approaches to leadership. For this
reason, we conclude this review by exploring extant knowledge on gender and ILTs.

2.1. Implicit leadership theories

Although leadership has been a scholarly subject for 2000 years or more (e.g., Aristotle, Lao Tzu, Plato, Socrates, and Sun
Tzu), it is only recently (i.e., the last 40 years or so) that follower-centric approaches have risen to the fore (Fairhurst & Grant,
2010; Grint, 1997; Hollander, 1992; Meindl, Ehrlich, & Dukerich, 1985; Meindl, 1995). Previously, leadership research
focused, quite naturally, on leaders and the impact they had (Grint, 1997,2000, 2005). The traditional leadership theories
considered various aspects of the leader such as their traits and style (Blake & Mouton,1978,1985; Carlyle,1840/2008Carlyle,
1840/2008; Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002), charisma (Antonakis, Bastardoz, Jacquart, & Shamir, 2016; Harding, Lee,
Ford, & Learmonth, 2011; House, 1977), ethics (Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999; Boddy, 2015; Morris, Brotheridge, & Urbanski,
2005), and background (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999; Sparrowe, 2005). Interestingly, analysis of the
many leadership trait studies has revealed that these studies were not capturing leadership traits per se, but people’s
perceptions of leaders’ traits (Lord, de Vader, & Alliger, 1986) thereby aligning much that we know about trait theory with a
follower (Fairhurst & Grant, 2010; Meindl,1995; Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 2014) or observer-centric (Billsberry et al.,
2018; Searle, 1995) approach to leadership. Recent trait studies (e.g., Nichols, 2015) have openly acknowledged that they are
capturing people’s perceptions of traits rather than leaders’ traits themselves. These perceptions are important because they
change the focus of leadership research. Instead of being about ‘the leader’, they position leadership as being about what ‘the
observer’ perceives and how these perceptions align with what they hope to see. In doing so, the observer’s mental model of
leadership becomes an important leadership theory (Billsberry & Meisel, 2009). These determine who is declared a leader
and by whom, and are the cognitive schemas explaining people’s reactions to these individuals (Junker, Stegmann, Braun, &
Van Dick, 2016; Riggs & Porter, 2017). These cognitive schemas are called implicit leadership theories (ILTs).

The concept of ILTs was introduced by Eden and Leviatan (1975) drawing on Schneider’s (1973) work looking at implicit
personality theories. An ILT is the lay theory of leadership that someone holds about the qualities of leaders (Eden & Leviatan,
1975; Offermann, Kennedy, & Wirtz, 1994; Schyns & Meindl, 2005; Schyns & Schilling, 2011). They are shaped by someone’s
upbringing and through social processes (Ayman-Nolley & Ayman, 2005; Eden & Leviatan, 1975; Schyns, Kiefer, Kerschreiter,
& Tymon, 2011). Hence, everyone has a different ILT but there is a lot of similarity between people, especially in the same
environments, contexts, and communities due to their common experience (Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Offermann & Coats,
2018; Offermann et al., 1994; Schyns & Schilling, 2011; Shen, 2019). They begin to develop in early childhood (Ayman-Nolley
& Ayman, 2005) and children as young as five years of age are known to hold a conceptualization of leadership (Antonakis &
Dalgas, 2009). In their early years, children’s ILTs are generally task-based (Ayman-Nolley & Ayman, 2005; Selman, Jaquette,
& Lavin, 1977) and there is a key turning point around the age of 10 when they appear to take onboard more affective,
motivational, functional, and idealized leadership qualities (Ayman-Nolley & Ayman, 2005; Chauvin & Karnes, 1984;
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DeHaan, 1962; Hess & Easton, 1960; Okamura, 1968; Pigors,1933). DeHaan (1962) discovered that in early age, children have
realistic, concrete, immediate, experiential definitions of leadership. As they mature, their definitions are grounded more in
activities and functions. They become more idealistic, vicarious, and abstract as they grow older.

The ILTs that people hold are thought to represent an idealized or prototypical mental model of leaders (Foti et al., 2017;
Lord & Shondrick, 2011; Tavares et al., 2018). These prototypical ILTs are useful because they are the benchmark against
which people assess the other people they encounter in order to categorize them as leaders or not and to determine their
reactions to them (Felfe & Schyns, 2014; House, Javidan, Hanges, & Dorfman, 2002; Kenney, Schwartz-Kenney, & Blascovich,
1996; Lord & Maher, 1991). Hence, the ILT approach to follower behavior is a congruence or fit model where a situational set
of characteristics (i.e., perceptions of a prospective leader) is compared to an internal one (i.e., a person’s prototypical ILT)
(Van Quaquebeke & Van Knippenberg, 2012). Where there is alignment, fit, or congruence, there is the acknowledgement of
leadership and appropriate individual follower responses follow. Where there is misalignment, misfit, or incongruence, the
observer does not recognize the leader as such and does not adopt their followership behavior. In contrast to the value
congruence and person-environment fit literatures, the emerging ILT fit literature is unclear on the nature of the interaction
between a person’s perceptions and their own mental model. Shondrick, Dinh, and Lord (2010), for example, argue that ILT
congruence is about patterns of matching rather than the alignment of individual traits, whereas DeRue and Ashford (2010)
focus on the degree of consistency between observations of others’ qualities and one’s own ILT.

2.2. Leadership categorization theory and the connectionist perspective

Leadership categorization theory is an information-processing theory that explains how people seek out information
about leaders, how they make sense of the complexity in the world, and how they respond to stimuli (Lord & Maher, 1991;
Lord et al., 1984; Rosch, 1978). It advances the idea that people not only hold an idealized prototypical ILT but that they hold
other ILTs reflecting different situations and contexts (Lord et al., 1982, 1984; Shondrick et al., 2010). Lord et al. (1984)
tentatively propose that people’s ILTs are hierarchically categorized in three levels. The highest, most overarching, level is
called the superordinate level. This is an abstract collection of the qualities of leaders free from any particular context. Below
this level is the basic level where the various contexts (e.g., sport, business, military, and politics) are situated. They argue that
there is likely to be considerable overlap, termed family resemblance, between these context-specific basic ILTs and the
superordinate ILT, but only a few attributes are thought to be common to all categories (Lord et al., 1984). Interestingly, Lord
et al. (1984, p. 373) found that these basic level ILTs were “ the most useful category for predicting behaviors or outcomes.”
Tavares et al. (2018) supplied evidence showing that superordinate leadership prototypes constrained basic level prototypes,
suggesting that basic level ILTs are a subset of superordinate ILTs. At the lowest level of the hierarchy is the subordinate level.
These are subdivisions of each category that move further and further away from the content of the superordinate prototype.
For example, a person’s sport ILT could potentially be broken down into gender, or child vs adult, or amateur vs professional,
or on-field vs off-field, or player vs manager subdivisions.

The leadership categorization approach suggests that people hold multiple mental models, which, although containing
similarities, are separate. They are activated when a particular context is experienced with the person comparing
environmental stimuli to the mental model and then drawing conclusions. This is a serial cognitive process in which the
component parts are discrete and accessed without reference to other schemas and mental models (Hanges et al., 2000). The
competing connectionist approach offers a different way of conceiving ILTs. Instead of a serial cognitive process, this one has
a parallel design in which the component parts are assessed simultaneously in response to an environmental stimulus and a
pattern of activation is evoked representing the mental model (Strauss & Quinn, 1997). Over time and multiple activations,
the pattern establishes itself and becomes stronger. Differently to serial processes, the component parts of these
connectionist patterns may also be part of other patterns (Hanges et al., 2000). Hence, according to this connectionist
approach, people do not hold separate and distinct mental models representing superordinate, basic, and subordinate ILT
categories. Instead, they hold different patterns of activation that are evoked by different environmental stimuli (Brown &
Lord, 2001; Tavares et al., 2018).

Although these two approaches differ in how the brain processes information – separate mental models or different
patterns of activation – they both contain multiple levels of ILTs and explain why there are both commonalities and
differences in appearance and emphasis between the component parts at different levels and contexts. Current knowledge
therefore holds that ILTs are comprised of multiple factors broken down into many facets that are differently evoked
depending on the gaze of the observer.

2.3. Gender differences in ILTs

ILTs have their roots in a socially constructed view of reality (Berger & Luckmann, 1966; Fairhurst & Grant, 2010; Meindl,
1995; Searle, 1995). They are not simply the solitary psychological constructions of individuals; they are also influenced by
societal factors and the influence of “powerful voices” (Grint, 1997, p. 9) shaping how we understand the world. For most of
the past 2000 years in most places in the world, leadership roles have been occupied by men (Allio, 2012; Duevel et al., 2015;
Grint, 1997). As a consequence, our understanding of leadership has been shaped by reference to men, male leaders, and
masculinity (Alexander & Andersen, 1993; Anderson, 2008; Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Kelly, 2013; Offermann et al., 1994).
Unsurprisingly given the weight of history, previous studies (e.g., Nye & Forsyth, 1991; Offermann et al., 1994) have shown
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that men and women differ little in the prototypical ILTs they hold, and both encapsulate the male bias in the way that
leadership is defined and conceptualized.

Offermann and Coats (2018) argue that now women are achieving much greater representation in managerial roles, the old
mantra of ‘think leader, think male’ may be changing. Their conjecture is that “the salience of gender as a leadership trait has
weakened to the point of its removal from ILTs entirely” (Offermann & Coats, 2018, p. 515). Evidence to support this assertion
comes from Koenig et al., 2011 Koenig, Eagly, Mitchell, and Ristikari (2011) who show that the male construal of leadership is
weakening. However, Offermann and Coats’ (2018) own data included masculinity as a factor in ILTs, which is a replication of the
findings of Epitropaki and Martin (2004) and Offermann et al. (1994). They also noted the non-appearance of feminine factors,
and subtle differences in the way that men and women rated the various ILT factors. Tavares et al. (2018) similarly found gender
differences in the way people rated ILT factors. It seems that the way people understand the construct of leadership retains an
element of masculinity and there are subtle differences in the ways that men and women report their ILTs.

2.4. Leadership and sport management

Few contexts stress the importance of leadership more than sport. There is a focus on individuals in leadership positions
(CEOs of sport associations, owners of franchises and clubs, team managers and coaches, and team captains) and fervent fan
followership. Despite this interest in leadership, the subject has lagged behind the generic leadership literature and focused on
leader characteristics and their transactional and transformational behavior, largely ignoring perceptual and constructed
approaches (Kihl et al., 2010; Peachey et al., 2015). There are a few exceptions that have taken the perspective of observers or
followers. Ferkins and Shilbury (2015), for example, conducted a two-year action research project in an Australian state sport
organization and discovered a lack of stakeholder engagement. Investigating leadership at the 2005 Fédération Internationale
de Natation (FINA) World Aquatics Championships, Parent, Olver, and Séguin (2009) found that a multiple stakeholderapproach
best explained leadership. Kihl et al. (2010) discovered that within the US intercollegiate athletics setting, stakeholders’
perceptions of leadership were widely conceived, based on experiences within the specific environment, and embedded within
the particular context. These three exploratory studies all used in-depth qualitative methods to capture people’s leadership
perceptions and demonstrated the relevance of the observer-centric approach to leadership in the sport context.

Now that its usefulness has been established, one of the next steps in extending the ILT approach for the sport
management domain is to discover the nature of the prototypical sport management basic level ILT. Unfortunately, this is not
as straightforward as it might seem. As ILTs are shaped by people’s experiences (Ayman-Nolley & Ayman, 2005; Eden &
Leviatan, 1975; Schyns et al., 2011), they will reflect differing social processes in various sports, both within and between
organizations, locations, and many other factors (see Fig. 1). Their socialized ILTs reflect the particular set of circumstances
they have inhabited and to which they have adapted. Comparisons between these various domains will always be interesting
as they will inform us about the nature of leadership perceptions in each context, how they differ, and the various
socialization forces that impact upon people in those places. However, they do not provide a generic sport management
prototypical ILT and may even be misleading about the generic nature of prototypical ILTs in sport management. Establishing
the starting point, that is immediately prior to when people enter the industry, makes it possible to measure the strength and
effect of socialization forces in particular processes, roles, and organizations in sport.

Take, for example, the antiprototype of ‘tyranny.’ This factor appeared in the generic ILT profiles of Epitropaki and Martin
(2004), Offermann et al. (1994), and Offermann and Coats (2018). Imagine that future studies showed that this appeared in
the prototypical ILTs of people in different sport organizations. We might therefore assume that tyranny is naturally a part of
people’s ILTs in this industry. However, we know that people leaving school and university and entering careers tend to view
their chosen industry with rose-tinted spectacles which has been shown to be the case in sport management (Cunningham,
Sagas, Dixon, Kent, & Turner, 2005; Mathner & Martin, 2012; Todd & Andrew, 2008; Todd et al., 2014 Todd, Magnusen,
Andrew, & Lachowetz, 2014). Such people are unlikely to have a tyrannical element to their sport management ILTs, and
Fig. 1. The Socialization of Sport Management Prototypical ILTs.
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hence its appearance later in their careers is a socialization effect. This example highlights the importance of establishing the
baseline prototypical ILTs of people about to enter careers in sport management. By doing so, we can discover the
socialization effects of varying sport contexts (e.g., women’s and men’s, amateur and professional, individual and team
sports, etc).

This approach presumes that people about to enter sport management careers have a particular configuration of ILTs
distinct from people about to enter other types of careers. Evidence to support this presumption comes from several sources.
Todd and Andrew (2008) showed that sport management students graduated with a perceived fit with the sport
management domain based on their interests in sport and their assessment of the industry’s prestige. In the generic person-
environment fit literature, many have argued and shown that people self-select the environments they chose to join based
on their personality, values, and interests (e.g., Bowers, 1973; Chatman, 1989; Schneider, 1973). Vocational development
theory (Super, 1953) shows that people choose occupations in line with their self-concepts. Similarly, Holland’s (1985)
RIASEC (realistic, investigative, artistic, social, enterprising, and conventional personality types) typology of careers has been
shown to predict career choice based on the fit of these components to the particular environment they are entering (Kristof,
1996; Porter & Umbach, 2006). Taken overall, this is strong evidence to suggest that people choosing to enter sport
management careers after university hold some meaningful commonality in the way they conceive the sport management
environment. By extension and in line with categorization theory, we expect sport management students’ conceptualiza-
tions of ILTs in the sport industry to have meaningful similarity based on their self-selection into this domain.

2.5. What is the content of sport ILTs for women and men as they enter the industry?

Bringing these themes together, our goal is to identify the prototypical basic-level sport ILTs of people about to enter the
industry. This is an exploratory investigation that has not been conducted before. It is important because these pre-entry ILTs
are the base from which subsequent socialization effects deviate. Although previous studies have shown minimal differences
between the ILTs of women and men, the masculine history to leadership theory is competing with societal change in which
women are increasingly occupying leadership roles. Accordingly, we have been keenly attentive to women’s and men’s
constructions of leadership and how these play out in their ILTs.

3. Research design

To explore the ILTs of people about to enter the sport management industry, we replicated the item generation and
analysis process of Offermann et al. (1994) that resulted in a typology of prototypical ILTs. This approach begins with a clean
slate and asks people about the characteristics they see in leaders. Then, through data reduction processes, people’s
prototypical ILTs emerge. This approach was adopted by Sy (2010) for implicit followership theories, and Ling, Chia, and Fang
(2000) to reveal the ILTs of Chinese people. We decided to apply this approach to people about to enter sport management
careers while undertaking sport management undergraduate degrees.

The research was conducted in two phases. In the first phase, we asked sport management undergraduate students to
generate items that were meaningful to them in terms of leadership in sport management organizations. In the second
phase, a different sample of sport management students were asked to rate each of the items against their own ILTs in a sport
management context. Each of the phases is described separately below.

4. Phase 1: item generation

4.1. Sample and procedure

The first phase of the study was conducted with a sample of university students in three different sport management
undergraduate classes at a large university in the Northeast of the United States who are in NCAA Division I (the highest level
of intercollegiate competition in the USA). A total of 101 students (freshmen and sophomores) participated (N1 = 101) in the
exercise which took place during class time using a paper and pencil questionnaire. The participants were aged between
18 and 22 with an average age of 20.3 years old. The gender split was 64.4% men and 35.6% women. Following Offermann
et al. (1994), we asked the participants to complete a written questionnaire that contained 20 blank lines for participants to
list characteristics or traits of “ . . . a leader in the front office, administration, or staff of a sport organization.” Participants
were asked to use whatever definition of a leader was meaningful to them in this context. All respondents returned a valid
questionnaire.

4.2. Analysis and results

Of the 1803 total items generated, those which were clearly synonymous were combined (e.g., motivating and
motivational) under the term mentioned most often. Frequencies were calculated yielding 552 different attributes. From this
list of attributes, those that were mentioned by 10% or fewer of the respondents were eliminated, resulting in 55 items that
were included in the factor identification stage (see Table 1). Of these, only 18 appear in the item scales of Epitropaki and
Martin (2004), Offermann et al. (1994), and Offermann and Coats (2018).
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Table 1
Frequency of Items Generated.

Rank Item Frequency (%) 1994a 2004b 2018c

1 intelligent 77 x x x
2 charismatic 50 x x
3 confident 42
4 organized 37
5 knowledgeable 31 x x
6 honest 30
7 creative 27 x
8 open-minded 27
9 caring 26
10 hard-working 25 x x
11 goal-oriented 23 x
12 loyal 22
13 trustworthy 22
14 determined 21 x
15 respectful 21
16 understanding 21 x x
17 responsible 20
18 dependable 19
19 adaptable 18
20 attentive 17
21 communicative 16
22 experienced 16
23 fair 16
24 motivating 16
25 outgoing 16
26 approachable 15
27 strong 15 x x x
28 articulate 14
29 attractive 14 x x
30 authoritative 14 x
31 driven 14
32 innovative 14 x
33 inspirational 14
34 passionate 14
35 focused 13 x
36 physically fit 13
37 powerful 13
38 ambitious 12
39 courageous 12 x
40 dedicated 12 x x x
41 energetic 12 x x
42 flexible 12
43 poised 12
44 risk-taker 12
45 well-dressed 12 x x
46 assertive 11 x
47 committed 11
48 competitive 11
49 decisive 11
50 know sports 11
51 optimistic 11
52 persistent 11
53 personable 11
54 respected 11
55 team-oriented 11

x’s denote the item was also included in the final superordinate ILT scales of:
a Offermann et al. (1994)..
b Epitropaki and Martin (2004).
c Offermann and Coats (2018).
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5. Phase 2: factor identification

5.1. Sample and procedure

The second phase of the study utilized a different sample of sport management students (freshmen, sophomores, juniors,
and seniors in the sport management major) from the same university. One limitation of this sample is that the university
required students to undertake a short internship between their sophomore and junior years meaning that about half of the
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sample had some work experience in sport management. However, this internship was quite ‘light touch’, unlikely to have a
major impact on the students’ nascent sport ILTs, and broadly representative of students taking sport management
undergraduate degrees.

A total of 267 participants completed the voluntary online survey (N2 = 267). None of the participants in Phase 2 were
participants in Phase 1. Age bands were used with this sample. 88.4% (236) were aged between 18 and 23, with 11.6% (31)
indicating 24 years or older. The gender split was 187 (70%) men and 80 (30%) women. The ethnic breakdown was 82.4%
Caucasian,11.2% African American, and 6.4% identifying as Asian, Hispanic, Native American, Pacific Islander, or preferred not
to provide this information.

Our interest was to capture the basic-level sport context ILT that would provide the typical career destination for sport
management students. As such, we were implicitly defining the sport context primarily as professional, off-field, and North
American.Thecohorthascareervariation, ofcourse,but themajorityweretakingthecoursewiththissortofdestinationinmind.
Accordingly, the participants were asked to rate from 1 to 5 how well each of the 55 attributes that emerged from the item
generationphase “ . . . fit their image of an effective leader in a sportorganization” (e.g., Lord et al.,1984; Offermann et al.,1994).

5.2. Analysis and results

Given concerns that men and women conceptualize leadership differently (e.g., Buss & Perry, 1992; Deal & Stevenson,
1998; Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007; Frost, 2016; Gill, 1986; Koenig et al.,
2011; Marongiu & Ekehammar, 1999; Shore & Thornton, 1986; Tavares et al., 2018; van Gils, Van Quaquebeke, Borkowski, &
van Knippenberg, 2018; Wilson & Daly, 1985; cf. Gneezy et al., 2009 Gneezy, Leonard, & List, 2009), we split the dataset
according to gender and conducted all analysis separately. Following Offermann and Coats (2018), exploratory factor
analyses was conducted with principle axis factoring and promax rotation to allow for intercorrelated factors. Following
accepted procedure (Floyd & Widaman, 1995), we allocated an item to a given factor if the loading equaled or exceeded 0.40.
The women’s perceptions of leaders in the sport environment were represented by 12 factors with eigenvalues greater than
one. Six of these factors were retained based on the scree plot analysis and interpretability of the factors. We removed two
items exhibiting a cross-loading that exceeded 0.40 on a second factor, two items with multiple cross-loadings on two or
more additional factors above 0.30, and one item that was the weakest item (‘Energetic’) in a set of ten from the Sensitivity
factor as a poor fit (Ferguson & Cox, 1993).

The first factor, Sensitivity, accounted for 35.5% of the total variation, with all six factors of the solution collectively
accounting for 60.8% of the total variance. The final women’s ILT model contained 6 factors comprising 35 items. Table 2 lists
each factor along with its items, factor loadings, and reliability coefficient (alpha). Means, standard deviations, reliabilities
and intercorrelations among the factors of the 35-item ILT scale are presented in Table 3.

The men’s perceptions of leaders in the sport environment were represented by 13 factors with eigenvalues greater than
one. Seven factors were retained based on the scree plot and interpretability of the factors. We removed two items for cross-
loadings above 0.40. The first factor, Sensitivity, accounted for 27.9% of the total variation, with all seven factors of the
solution collectively accounting for 53.9% of the total variance. The final men’s ILT model contained 7 factors comprising 32
items. Table 4 lists each factor along with its items, factor loadings, and reliability coefficient (alpha). Means, standard
deviations, reliabilities and intercorrelations among the factors of the 32-item ILT scale are presented in Table 5.

Compared side-by-side (see Table 6), the women’s and men’s prototypical ILT structures broadly share five factors:
Sensitivity, Dedication, Physical Attractiveness, Inspirational, and Focused. One factor is singular to women, Knowledgeable,
and two to men, Creativity and Courageous. This comparison aligns well with previous findings on ILT gender differences
(e.g., Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Offermann & Coats, 2018; Offermann et al., 1994) with men and women similarly
conceptualizing leadership, but with some subtle differences within factors and the appearance of the three unshared
factors. Due to these differences, we decided these gendered subordinate prototypical sport management ILTs had sufficient
meaning to be kept separate and that a combined composite would obscure and be misleading.
Table 2
Factor Names, Items, and Reliabilities of ILT Factors – Women.

Factor Name
(No. of Items)

Items
(Factor Loading)

Reliabilitya

Sensitivity (9) Loyal (0.88), caring (0.86), understanding (0.85), honest (0.82), trustworthy (0.79), respectful (0.76), fair (0.65),
approachable (0.63), optimistic (0.59)

.93

Knowledgeable (8) Knowledgeable (0.93), communicative (0.83), intelligent (0.69), experienced (0.60), decisive (0.55), confident (0.55),
team-oriented (0.49), innovative (0.48)

.87

Physical
Attractiveness (5)

Physically fit (0.93), attractive (0.73), well-dressed (0.73), strong (0.57), competitive (0.50) .78

Inspirational (7) Inspirational (0.72), authoritative (0.70), motivating (0.68), personable (0.68), courageous (0.58), risk-taker (0.48),
passionate (0.45)

.85

Dedication (4) Dedicated (0.82), responsible (0.65), determined (0.63), hard-working (0.52) .88
Focused (2) Focused (0.74), attentive (0.70) .60

a Cronbach’s alpha.

Please cite this article in press as: S. Swanson, et al., Leader prototypicality in sport: The implicit leadership theories of women
and men entering sport management careers, Sport Management Review (2019), https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2019.08.002

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2019.08.002


Table 3
Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations for ILT Factors of the 35-Item Scale – Women.

Factor M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

1 Sensitivity 4.49 .60 (.93)
2 Knowledgeable 4.56 .46 .50** (.87)
3 Physical Attractiveness 3.51 .84 .31** .30** (.78)
4 Inspirational 4.34 .56 .51** .54** .49** (.85)
5 Dedication 4.79 .39 .67** .63** .29** .46** (.88)
6 Focused 4.74 .41 .25* .27* .13 .32** .12 (.60)

Values in parentheses indicate the reliability score for the scale.
** p < .01.
* p < .05.

Table 4
Factor Names, Items, and Reliabilities of ILT Factors – Men.

Factor Name
(No. of Items)

Items
(Factor Loading)

Reliabilitya

Sensitivity (8) Fair (0.83), flexible (0.64), approachable (0.59), caring (0.56), personable (0.56), adaptable (0.45), understanding
(0.44), trustworthy (0.44)

.83

Dedication (8) Goal-oriented (0.89), dedicated (0.81), committed (0.57), responsible (0.48), open-minded (0.48), confident (0.46),
team-oriented (0.43), driven (0.41)

.82

Physical
Attractiveness (3)

Physically fit (0.94), attractive (0.77), well-dressed (0.49) .75

Focused (2) Attentive (0.72), focused (0.64) .67
Creativity (3) Creative (0.84), energetic (0.73), innovative (0.63) .77
Inspirational (2) Inspirational (0.89), motivating (0.70) .78
Courageous (6) Courageous (0.82), poised (0.70), persistent (0.62), powerful (0.60), decisive (0.50), assertive (0.41) .78

a Cronbach’s alpha.

Table 5
Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations for ILT Factors of the 32-Item Scale – Men.

Factor M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 Sensitivity 4.30 .53 (.83)
2 Dedication 4.50 .43 .55** (.82)
3 Physical Attractiveness 3.20 .96 .16* .12 (.75)
4 Focused 4.54 .52 .22** .49** .01 (.67)
5 Creativity 4.19 .67 .43** .46** .27** .31** (.77)
6 Inspirational 4.38 .73 .26** .51** .09 .36** .39** (.78)
7 Courageous 3.97 .59 .40** .58** .30** .37** .54** .51** (.78)

Values in parentheses indicate the reliability score for the scale.
** p < .001.
* p < .05.
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The greatest difference to previous studies (i.e., Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Offermann & Coats, 2018; Offermann et al.,
1994) is the non-appearance of a Masculinity factor. All previous ILT studies had surfaced this, but our young adult
respondents appear to hold sport management ILTs devoid of any factors that are specifically masculine.

Two factors, Sensitivity and Dedication, directly overlap with factors found in earlier studies (i.e., Epitropaki & Martin, 2004;
Offermann & Coats, 2018; Offermann et al., 1994) for both genders. One factor, Physical Attractiveness, is broadly similar to the
Attractiveness factor of Epitropaki and Martin (2004) and the Well-groomed factor in the Offermann studies with these sport
management students, perhaps unsurprisingly, giving this factor a sport edge with the inclusion of physical as well as sartorial
attractiveness. In addition, women included Knowledgeable as a factor, which is broadly similar to the Intelligence factor found
in previous studies. The factor Creativity that men included was found in the Offermann and Coats (2018) study.

Two factors that appeared in the ILTs factor structures of women and men, Inspirational and Focused, which seem
particularly relevant to the sport context, had not been found in previous ILT studies. Similarly, the Courageous factor
surfaced by the men is also new and seems appropriate to the sport context. Taken overall, these patterns of similarity and
difference align with the activation model of the relationship of superordinate, basic, and subordinate levels of ILTs.

5.2.1. The emergent factors
Before discussing the broader themes, we will outline each factor in relation to the ILT literature as a frame of reference for

the current findings. For the sake of streamlining this process, use of the term ‘previous ILT studies’ in the remainder of this
section will specifically refer to the following three studies unless otherwise specified: Epitropaki and Martin (2004),
Offermann et al. (1994), and Offermann and Coats (2018).
Please cite this article in press as: S. Swanson, et al., Leader prototypicality in sport: The implicit leadership theories of women
and men entering sport management careers, Sport Management Review (2019), https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2019.08.002

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2019.08.002


Table 6
Comparison of the Factor Structures for Women and Men.

Factor Name Women Men

Factors broadly similar to women and men
Sensitivity Loyal, caring, understanding, honest, trustworthy, respectful,

fair, approachable, optimistic
Fair, flexible, approachable, caring, personable,
adaptable, understanding, trustworthy

Dedication Dedicated, responsible, determined, hard-working Goal-oriented, dedicated, committed, responsible,
open-minded, confident, team-oriented, driven

Physical Attractiveness Physically fit, attractive, well-dressed, strong, competitive Physically fit, attractive, well-dressed
Inspirational Inspirational, authoritative, motivating, personable, courageous,

risk-taker, passionate
Inspirational, motivating

Focused Focused, attentive Attentive, focused

Factor singular to women
Knowledgeable Knowledgeable, communicative, intelligent, experienced,

decisive, confident, team-oriented, innovative

Factors singular to men
Creativity Creative, energetic, innovative
Courageous Courageous, poised, persistent, powerful,

decisive, assertive
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The first dimension that emerged in the current study, Sensitivity, shares much similarity to factors that emerged in
previous ILT studies. There is a very subtle difference between women and men, with women slightly emphasizing loyalty
and men slightly emphasizing fairness. But both differ notably from the way that Sensitivity is conceptualized in previous
studies. These sport management students emphasized trust, approachability, and caring, but without the emphasis on
being sensitive, sympathetic, and sincere as indicated in previous ILT studies. The notion of sensitivity is no stranger to the
leadership literature. In the 1940’s and 1950’s, the Ohio state leadership (see Stogdill, 1950) sought to identify primary
indicators of effective leadership. These studies uncovered two primary factors referred to as consideration (people-
oriented) and initiating structure (task-oriented), with these two dimensions having a major presence in leadership research
for a few decades to follow (Judge, Piccolo, & Ilies, 2004). The Sensitivity factor identified in the current research strongly
resembles that of the same name found in the aforementioned foundational studies. The Sensitivity factor involves the
concern for followers’ well-being, incorporating support, approachability, and mutual trust and respect (e.g., Halpin & Winer,
1957; Lambert, Tepper, Carr, Holt, & Barelka, 2012).

The second factor to emerge in the current study was Dedication. The women’s version contained four components (i.e.,
‘dedicated’, ‘responsible’, ‘determined’, and ‘hard-working’) whereas the men’s version contained eight items (i.e., ‘goal-
oriented’, ‘dedicated’, ‘committed’, ‘responsible’, ‘open-minded’, ‘confident’, ‘team-oriented’, and ‘driven’). These are subtly
different with the women emphasizing process and the men’s conceptualization being more goal- or performance-oriented.
Interestingly, previous studies conflate this process/goal dichotomy and contain items relating to both.

The third factor, Physical Attractiveness, indicates a physical aspect giving it a slightly different meaning to the
Attractiveness factor identified in previous ILT studies. Similar to the findings of Offermann et al. (1994), this factor includes
concepts of attractiveness and being well-dressed; however, it also includes ‘physically fit’ as the highest loading item for
both women and men. The Attractiveness factor does not appear in the shortened scale developed by Epitropaki and Martin
(2004), and the more recent Offermann and Coats (2018) only contains remnants of the Offermann et al. (1994) scale with a
new factor referred to as ‘well-groomed.’ In contrast, the identification of Physical Attractiveness in the current study
indicates that attractiveness is indeed a factor in the sport management context, however, it also places a strong emphasis on
physical health as one means to demonstrate this visually appealing characteristic.

The fourth common factor to men and women, Inspirational, consists of only two items for men (‘inspirational’ and
‘motivational’), but seven for women (‘inspirational’, ‘authoritative’, ‘motivating’, ‘personable’, ‘courageous’, ‘risk-taker’,
‘passionate’). The only slight connection for this factor with previous ILT studies is with the Charisma dimension identified by
Offermann et al. (1994), which included ‘inspiring’ as one of the items loading on this factor. Whilst identifying an
Inspirational factor in the sport context is understandable, perhaps what is most surprising is that a similar factor has not
emerged in the structure of prototypical ILTs in previous generic studies, as motivation is a common theme in theories of
effective leadership (Bass, 2008). This factor also includes the notion of passion, which is consistent with previous sport
management research indicating the important role of emotion in sport organizations (Swanson & Kent, 2017).

The fifth and final factor common to both women and men, Focused, contains just two items in both cases (‘focused’ and
‘attentive’). This factor has not been present in previous ILT studies. While the term ‘focused’ was one of the items of the
Dedication factor in theOffermannand Coats(2018) study, theconceptsof focusandattentivenesstakeonincreased importance
in the current investigation and coalesce into a separate factor. The inclusion of a Focused factor suggests that ILTs in the sport
management environment incorporate characteristics which are also prominent in sport participation and competition. For
example, terminology related to being ‘focused’ is ubiquitous in the sport context, with the mental focus of athletes and coaches
considered an essential ingredient for high performance (e.g., MacPherson, Collins, & Morriss, 2008).
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The dimension, Creativity, contained in the men’s factor structure appears to have the same meaning as the newly found
factor of the same name in a recent ILT investigation. In both the current study and Offermann and Coats (2018), this factor
includes the related ideas of leaders being creative and innovative. The inclusion of Creativity in the current findings lends
support to the assertion of Offermann and Coats (2018) that ILT structures have been recently modified to include the
expectation that creativity is a core leaderattribute. There is one difference to mention in the current study: The Creativity factor
herein found also incorporates the concepts of leaders being energetic. Similar to the previously discussed factor relating to
attractiveness, the inclusion of energy gives the Creativity factor a dynamism and vitality pertinent to the sport context.

The factor, Courageous, contained in the men’s factor structure incorporates the idea of leaders being courageous,
powerful, poised, persistent, decisive, and assertive. The closest factor seen in previous ILT research appears to be the
Strength factor in Offermann and Coats’s (2018) scale, which also captures that notion of leaders being strong and assertive.
In contrast, however, the Courageous factor in the current study accentuates poise and persistence suggesting a sense of
calmness when confronted with challenging situations. There is also a light connection with Epitropaki and Martin’s (2004)
Dynamism factor which incorporates strength. The emergence of Courageous as an identifiable factor in this study of sport
management ILTs emphasizes the importance of courage and power in this context.

The factor, Knowledgeable, which appears in the women’s factor structure, aligns with the Intelligence factors in previous
ILT studies. Rather than commenting on the factor’s appearance in the women’s ILT structure, perhaps its non-appearance in
the men’s factor structure is more surprising. Four of the eight items included in the women’s factor appeared in other factors
in the men’s structure. ‘Confident’ and ‘team-oriented’ loaded on Dedication, ‘innovative’ loaded on Creativity, and ‘decisive’
loaded on Courageous. It seems that the men saw intelligence and being knowledgeable as integral components of other
factors rather than a separate quality of leaders.

5.3. The missing factors

As basic and subordinate ILTs are thought to be a subset of superordinate ILTs, there are likely to be omissions and factors
that do not appear. This is the case with our sample. Most notably, a Charisma factor was revealed in the two Offermann
studies but did not appear in the final model of Epitropaki and Martin (2004). In Offermann and Coats (2018), the Charisma
factor has a different form to the other factors the authors report in that it has one dominant item, ‘charismatic’, and three
weakly correlated subordinate items, ‘sociable’, ‘dynamic’, and ‘bold’, which only seem loosely connected to charisma. In
contrast, their other factors all contained more evenly weighted items. In our study, ‘charismatic’ was the second most
frequently mentioned item in the item generation phase, but the three other items did not appear. Instead, charisma did not
load on any factor for either women or men. It appears charisma may be one of those concepts that does not break down
easily into component parts and naturally stands alone in a factor analysis.

Another important distinction from previous ILT studies is that the current findings did not identify any factors that
Epitropaki and Martin (2004) termed ‘negative.’ They subdivided their factor structure into prototypes (Sensitivity, Intelligence,
Dedication, Charisma, Strength, and Attractiveness) and antiprototypes (Tyranny and Masculinity). Offermann et al. (1994) and
Offermann and Coats (2018) similarly included Tyranny and Masculinity as factors but did not separate them out and label them
pejoratively. In our study, tyrannical items such as ‘domineering’, ‘pushy’, ‘manipulative’, selfish’, and ‘obnoxious’ simply did not
materialize during the item generation phase. There appears to be a straightforward explanation. The participants in our item
generationphasewereundergraduateswhohadmadeapositive decisiontoenterthisprofession. It isonethey hadchosenabove
all otherstoenterandtheywereoptimisticabouttheprospects.Notsurprisingly, theydidnothighlightanynegativeelements. In
addition, we know that children’s prototypical ILTs tend to be positive (Ayman-Nolley & Ayman, 2005) and most of the
participants in our study had not been subject to the realities of work or been socialized into corporate cultures. They were
transitioning from childhood into adulthood with optimistic expectations for the future. Interestingly, the masculinity items
foundinprevious ILTstudies (‘male’ and ‘masculinity’) also didnot emerge duringthe itemgenerationphaseperhaps reflectinga
new generation’s greater sensitivity to such myopic thinking. Such a positive interpretation also comes from the studies of
Topakas (2011), who found that masculinity was not a factor in her ILT study, and Riggs and Porter (2017), who found that the
antiprototypical dimensions did not produce significant effects in their study.

5.4. Summary

Overall, the results of this study suggest that there is indeed a context effect resulting in distinct ILTs for sport management.
When revealing the factors comprising leadership in this environment, our participants produced gendered factor structures
that both closely resembled the superordinate models of previous studies and exhibited noticeable differences that appear to
reflect the vitality of the sport context. In addition, Epitropaki and Martin’s (2004) antiprototypes failed to appear.

6. Discussion

The goalof this study was to discoverwhether there is a sport management basic level ILTsubordinatelysplitbygenderthat is
noticeablyand meaningfully differenttothe generic superordinate ILTs thathad been described byEpitropaki andMartin (2004)
and Offermann and Coats (2018) and, if there was, to surface the nature of this prototypical ILTs of people about to enter the sport
Please cite this article in press as: S. Swanson, et al., Leader prototypicality in sport: The implicit leadership theories of women
and men entering sport management careers, Sport Management Review (2019), https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2019.08.002

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2019.08.002


S. Swanson et al. / Sport Management Review xxx (2019) xxx–xxx 11

G Model
SMR 578 No. of Pages 17
management industry. By focusing on these people, we expected to find sport management prototypical ILTs representing the
natural leadership perceptions of people tending towards this industry largely unaffected by an experience of working in it.
Hence, the profiles of sport management prototypical ILTs surfaced in this study capture a baseline from which work,
organization, and further sport socialization influences change people’s thinking about leadership. By comparing this profile of
ILTs to those found inparticular organizations, sports, and environments, researchers will be able to measurethe impact of those
different contexts and thereby begin to understand how leadership varies in diverse places in this industry. The results of the
study demonstrate that there is a sport managementbasic ILT, it has distinctions from previouslysurfaced generic superordinate
ILTs, and although women and men hold broadly similar sport management basic ILTs, there are some differences. This finding
suggests that at the basic level of ILTs, gender differences might be more relevant than at the superordinate level.

6.1. Research implications and future directions

The sport management prototypical ILT we discovered differs to the superordinate prototypical ILTs in several noteworthy
ways. First, the ILT profile these budding sport managers produced was very positive. Whereas previous studies have darker
elements, they are not present here. To some extent, this lighter depiction of leadership is unsurprising given that we know
that children’s ILTs tend to be framed in positive terms (Ayman-Nolley & Ayman, 2005). These participants were at university
preparing themselves for exciting futures and had chosen this industry as one that appealed to them. Why would they see a
darker side to leadership? The natural question to ask is whether the darker elements emerge later and, if they do, why.
Perhaps it is related to their socialization to work (Cohen-Scali, 2003); perhaps it is related to their socialization to corporate
cultures (Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins, 1989). It might be a reaction to abusive supervision (Liu, Liao, & Loi, 2012) or simply
longer organizational tenure (Chiaburu, Peng, Oh, Banks, & Lomeli, 2013). Perhaps when they think about leadership in
different milieu, they see darker elements, but they have chosen to enter a career where they see more positivity and light, or,
perhaps the sport management industry is one that keeps darkness in check. To answer these questions, we need studies that
explore the nature of prototypical ILTs held by people working in the industry.

One distinctive variation to generic profiles of prototypical ILTs is the emphasis on physicality, vitality, and dynamism
across several of the emergent factors. Although the design of the sport management degree we studied was to prepare
people for off-field jobs in sport management, which are primarily office-bound and sedentary, the characteristics of on-field
sport seems to bleed across the on-field/off-field divide and permeate these sport management ILTs. This raises many
interesting questions about these students and their career choices. For example, does the glamour of on-field exploit
influence the attractiveness of sport management careers (Todd & Andrew, 2008)? Are these people frustrated sportspeople
who are unable to make a living playing but cannot divorce themselves from the industry? More simply, they may be people
who are more active than the norm who therefore factor in more physical elements to their conceptualizations of leadership.
They might be influenced by leadership role models from the industry who are surrounded by athletes whose presence
moderates how people perceive leadership. Or they might conflate their own on-field sporting exploits to their notions of
leadership going forward. These questions suggest research studies in childhood to explore how the sport management ILT is
formed and in adulthood to see if the physical emphasis is maintained once people are working in the industry.

Another distinction to generic ILT profiles is the presence of emotional considerations. While this aspect of the sport
management ILT surfaces primarily in the factors of Courageous and Inspirational, the emergence of affect in a prototypical
sport management ILT profile appears somewhat distinct from the superordinate level ILTs found in previous studies. Beyond
the empathic component of the Sensitivity dimension found across the ILT superordinate studies, there is no clear indication
of emotional considerations in these investigations. In contrast, the current study surfaces the notions of passion and
inspiration that are quite relevant to the sport context. In a similar way that physicality may pervade sport management ILTs,
emotional characteristics also appear to be expected when considering prototypical leadership in this context. This again
raises questions about these students and their expectations in the industry. Do these people subconsciously transfer the
emotion experienced on the field, in the locker room, and in the stands to working in sport management? Do they consider
leadership in sport organizations to be akin to coaching on the field, where coaches are expected to be passionate and inspire
emotion from their athletes? Is their idea of leadership based in large part on previous experiences where sport coaches
serve as their primary examples of leaders? Future exploration of leadership in sport management in relation to sports
coaching appears to be fertile ground to increase our understanding in this area.

Finally, like the Sensitivity dimension present in previous ILT research, it is also worth noting that the Inspirational factor
found here also speaks to the idea of connecting with others. While other dimensions can be seen as expectations for leaders
as role models, the Inspirational factor surfaces the idea that similar to coaches in sport, there may be higher expectations for
leaders in the sport management environment to motivate and inspire their group members.

In summary, perhaps the most important finding of this study is the general presence and description of sport
management prototypical ILT for women and men. These participants developed a profile of leadership characteristics that
has elements of similarity along with some apparent distinctions from prototypical ILT profiles previously uncovered. With
positive and physical and emotional slants, the resulting factor structures align well with common notions of sport cultures
(Anderson, 2008; Burton, Welty Peachey, & Wells, 2017; Doherty & Chelladurai, 1999).

The natural extension of this studyis to explore the impact of these ILTs insport management. The mainstream ILT literature has
been strong on surfacing ILTs but much weaker at exploring their relevance in real situations. The general idea is that people
comparewhattheysee(orhearabout)someonetotheir ILTstodeterminewhetherornottheyregardthatpersonasaleader(Felfe&
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Schyns,2014;Lord&Maher,1991).Fromthispremise,socio-behavioralpropositionsflowthathavebeentestedbyVanQuaquebeke
et al. in generic working populations. With a group of German employees, Van Quaquebeke and Van Knippenberg (2012) showed
that ILT fit was associated with increased respect and identificationwith the leader. In an extension, Van Quaquebeke, Van Graf, and
Eckloff (2014) discovered that ILT fit was also associated with increased levels of affective commitment towards the leader,
satisfaction with leadership, and leader member exchange, and lower levels of intent to leave. These studies were conducted in the
realm of prototypical ILTs and it is important to explore if such outcomes are also associated with basic ILTs, and if so, how the
prototypical and basic level ILTs interact. Moreover, the type of relationships found in these studies are highly relevant to sport
management, both in off-field and on-field contexts. Leadership and followership are enduring concepts in these environments
(Peachey et al., 2015) and ILT fit appears to offer insights into the effectiveness of leadership.

The results of the current study also build on the work of Swanson and Kent (2014) which indicated that there are
domain-specific expectations of leaders within the sport context. More specifically, their findings indicated that people
working in the sport environment would expect their leaders to have sport-specific expertise to be considered prototypical
and credible in this context. Beyond the traditional expectations of being trustworthy and experienced in their functional
areas (e.g., accounting, marketing, etc.), the researchers’ findings indicated that having sport domain experience (e.g.,
management, coaching, and playing) was also considered an important leadership attribute in sport management. The
findings of the current study support the idea of distinct psychological processes in the sport environment (Swanson & Kent,
2014; Todd & Kent, 2009), where expectations of leadership include context-specific attributes. Distinct from previous
leadership research in the mainstream management literature, the current findings indicate that beyond being dedicated,
sensitive, and more recently creative, prototypical leaders in the sport environment are also considered to be knowledgeable,
focused, and inspirational. Future investigations should further explore more specifically how and why observers consider
these attributes as key components of effective leadership in the sport management environment.

It should be noted that the findings represent socially constructed perceptions of important leadership qualities in the
sport management context. That is, different from the actual qualities of leaders, this research employed an observer-centric
approach and surfaced the key characteristics as viewed by individuals preparing for a career in sport management
(Billsberry et al., 2018). Implicit leadership theory indicates that one factor influencing the perceived effectiveness of leaders
is whether they are seen to behave in ways which align with the ILTs of group members in that environment. A takeaway
from this research is that leaders in the sport context could legitimately possess the attributes which emerged in the current
research, however the positive impact on perceived effectiveness in the eyes of observers will depend upon witnessing these
characteristics. That is, the ILT perspective advances the notion that leadership emerges over time. In relation to the current
context, leaders who can demonstrate their sensitivity, dedication, physical attractiveness, creativity, courage, focus and
intelligence on a regular basis should increase the likelihood group members cognitively rating them as effective (Schyns &
Schilling, 2011; Scott, Jiang, Wildman, & Griffith, 2018; Trichas, Schyns, Lord, & Hall, 2016).

In addition to having implications for sport management, this study also has lessons for the mainstream (i.e., non-
discipline specific) ILT literature. As far as we are aware, this is the first study to surface ILTs at the transition to adulthood,
and just before the entrance to work and the powerful socialization forces that they will experience (Ayman-Nolley & Ayman,
2005). This is a key moment in people’s lives that symbolizes the end of their childhood development when their
neurodevelopment is becoming set, although a degree of plasticity remains (Berger et al., 2012 Berger, Rohn, & Oxford, 2012;
DeHaan, 1962; Pigors, 1933). Our participants produced a very positive image of leadership. Is this because they have chosen
this industry and they do not see any negatives, or because people at this key transition are more positive? There are several
ways to explore this question. One would be to ask a group of people such as our sport management participants to also
generate items related to other fields that they are not seeking careers in such as politics or medicine, and also to turn it
around to ask politics and medical students to reveal their ILTs and those in sport. Are they more positive about leadership in
the industries they have chosen to enter than ones they have not?
6.2. Practical implications

While the current results will need to be extended and replicated, this line of research has several practical implications.
Primarily, these results speak to the representation of women in sport administration. Many scholars have noted and
discussed women’s underrepresentation in leadership roles in sport administration that continues to the present time (e.g.,
Burton, 2015; Burton, Grappendorf, & Henderson, 2011; Cooky & Lavoi, 2012; Harris, Grappendorf, Aicher, & Veraldo, 2015;
LaVoi, 2016; Walker & Bopp, 2010; Walker, Bopp, & Sagas, 2011). Our study adds to this literature by exploring whether there
are differences between women’s and men’s perceptions of leadership for people entering the industry. We found many
similarities in the ways that women and men conceptualize leadership. However some differences were exhibited, which
was not the case in previous studies of ILTs (e.g., Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Offermann & Coats, 2018; Offermann et al.,1994).
These differences might signify one or more of the following trends. The difference from previous generic ILT studies could
indicate that women’s and men’s perceptions of leadership in sport management are different while more general
perceptions are not. Alternatively, it might reflect Koenig et al.’s (2011) assertion that the male construal of leadership in
society is changing. Or, it might suggest that a female reconceptualization of leadership is emerging from beneath centuries
of ‘think leader, think male’ attitudes (Ling et al., 2000; Offermann & Coats, 2018). Our results add weight to other recent
studies such as Tavares et al. (2018) who similarly found gender differences in the way people rated ILT factors. Charting the
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dynamic quality of these gender differences across different levels and domains is likely to be an exciting avenue for future
ILT research, especially as these gender differences may have an impact on attitudes and behavior.

The second practical implication arising from this study relates to the way sport management is taught to undergraduates
at university. The discovery that our participants lacked the darker side of leadership in their sport management ILTs
suggests a degree of naivety about the nature of work. It is well-established that organizations are political domains
(Morgan, 1986) and that leadership has a dark side deeply embedded in the human condition (Billsberry & Edwards, 2008;
Conger, 1990; Haynes, Hitt, & Campbell, 2015). If the sport management degree offered at the university that provided the
site of this study is typical (and the site was chosen as it was deemed to be typical of such degrees), it suggests that
universities could do more to expose students to the realities of leadership in organizational life. The short internships that
our participants undertook seem to have been ineffective in this regard.

Building on the previous point, a third practical implication emerging from this study concerns the induction and
socialization these people will experience entering their employers. Induction, sometimes called ‘onboarding’, is the process
of introducing people to the practical realities of the organization they have joined. whereas socialization is the process of
someone appreciating the nature of an environment and acquiring its habits, beliefs, and accumulated knowledge (Cable &
Parsons, 2001; Dean, 1983; Vleugels, Tierens, Billsberry, Verbruggen, & De Cooman, 2019), which tends to take a lot longer
(Feldman, 1981). Our data shows that when it comes to leadership, our new sport management recruits have romanticized,
perhaps even naïve, notions of the nature of leadership, which puts additional onus on the sensitivity of the recruiting
organization’s induction and socialization processes. These processes cannot just focus on preparing these new recruits for
the organization; they must also sensitively introduce them to the world of work.

6.3. Limitations

In the previous discussion, we described some of the many ways in which the results of this study could form the base of
future studies. In addition to those, there are several other ways in which the results of this study could be extended. Our
focus was on sport management students and how they conceptualize leadership in this industry. Although most of these
individuals were anticipating a career in sport management, the group most likely included some students doing the subject
out of interest rather than for specific career reasons. In this respect, sport management degrees are like many others. In
addition, sport management degrees often contain a group of students who hope for on-field sport careers but are taking
sport management as a way to stay in the industry if their ambitions falter, or for when their on-field careers end. Although
these people are considering sport management careers, the presence of such a group may infuse these student sport
management ILTs with more physicality and emotional considerations than is warranted. To explore this concern further, it
would be informative to compare the ILTs of sport management students with students taking other forms of sport degrees
and to include measures of their on-field ambitions. Such a study would help explain the nature of the physicality infusions
in many of the factors we revealed. In addition, future research should also investigate the nature of prototypical ILTs for
employees firmly entrenched in the sport management environment to understand how their respective environments and
experiences impact upon their views of prototypical leadership.

When we look at our final factor structures, we are concerned about the missing factor of Charisma. We have already
discussed this earlier, but we wish to highlight and discuss this omission further. This item appeared second most frequently
in the item generation phase of our study. The cause of its nonappearance as an exploratory factor appears to be due to the
fact that no associated items were in the mix. In Offermann and Coats (2018), the Charisma factor incorporates the ‘energy’
and ‘dynamic’ items. In our ILT factor structures, ‘energetic’ loaded elsewhere and ‘dynamic’ exhibited cross-loadings. We
consulted several thesauruses to see the type of qualities the charisma might be traditionally associated with. The most
relevant words that spring up include glamour, magnetism, appeal, fascination, charm, attraction, enchantment, lure, and
beguilement. Few of these seem to sit comfortably in a sport management context. Academic definitions of charisma (e.g.,
Antonakis et al., 2016) align the construct with a values-based, symbolic, and emotion-laden signaling, which also seems to
distance the definition from lay uses of the term. We find ourselves concluding that perhaps charisma should appear in
future studies of sport management ILTs and more work is needed to unpack it.

One of the challenges we faced in this study was how to conceptualize basic level ILTs in the sport context. The literature
typically talks about basic level ILTs very broadly as professions or contexts such as politics, military, or sport. However, as
soon as we started developing the study, we found ourselves making decisions about the nature of the sport ILT. Was it on-
field or off-field sport, professional or amateur, geographically limited or not, or managerial or not? And there were many
other choices to make as well. These are not subordinate level ILTs, but different facets of the basic level sport ILT. This is an
important distinction and the implication is that basic level ILTs may contain multiple facets of the same domain. Just as
superordinate ILTs contain multiple basic level ILTs, a basic level ILT may contain multiple facets within the same domain. We
were looking to capture the most typical ILTs of people about to enter sport management jobs in organizations that we could
imagine. However, there are many other facets to the sport domain and our results may not be relevant to them.

Our study was designed to discover the prototypical basic level sport ILTs of the most typical cohort of students entering
sport management careers that we could find. As such, one limitation of this study is the characteristics of that typical cohort.
While it offered sizeable populations of female and male sport management students, it did not offer similar populations for
other demographic divisions. For example, although there was some racial and ethnic diversity in the sample, there were
insufficient numbers of students in the minority divisions to afford meaningful statistical analysis. We join Offermann and
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Coats (2018) in calling for follow-up research that explores other demographic differences in addition to gender in
prototypical ILT research. Despite these limitations, we believe that our study opens up an exciting array of possibilities for
scholars wanting to understand leadership in the context of sport.

6.4. Conclusion

This study contributes to the sport management literature by establishing the profile and content of ILTs of people
entering the industry. These ILT profiles represent the starting blocks from which socialization to corporate cultures and the
peculiarities of particular sport environments may change the way that people conceptualize and experience leadership in
different parts of the industry. We found that although women and men have some differences in their sport management
ILTs, they are very similar and generally enter the industry on an equal footing with regard to their mental models of
leadership. By outlining this starting position, future studies will be able to explore prevailing conceptualizations of
leadership and consider their impact on people working in those places.

References

Alexander, D., & Andersen, K. (1993). Gender as a factor in the attribution of leadership traits. Political Research Quarterly, 46(3), 527–545. http://dx.doi.org/
10.2307/448946.

Allio, R. J. (2012). Leaders and leadership: Many theories, but what advice is reliable? Strategy and Leadership, 41(1), 4–14. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/
10878571311290016.

Anderson, E. (2008). “I used to think women were weak”: Orthodox masculinity, gender segregation, and sport. Sociological Forum, 23(2), 257–280. http://dx.
doi.org/10.1111/j.1573-7861.2008.00058.x.

Antonakis, J., Bastardoz, N., Jacquart, P., & Shamir, B. (2016). Charisma: An ill-defined and ill-measured gift. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and
Organizational Behavior, 3(1), 293–319. http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-041015-062305.

Antonakis, J., & Dalgas, O. (2009). Predicting elections: Child’s play!. Science, 323(5918), 1183. http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1167748.
Avolio, B. J., & Gardner, W. L. (2005). Authentic leadership development: Getting to the root of positive forms of leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 16(3),

315–338. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2005.03.001.
Ayman-Nolley, S., & Ayman, R. (2005). Children’s implicit theories of leadership. In B. Schyns, & J. R. Meindl (Eds.), The leadership horizon series: Implicit

leadership theories—Essays and explorations (pp. 227–274). Greenwich, CT: Information Age.
Bass, B. M. (2008). The bass handbook of leadership. New York, NY: Free Press.
Bass, B. M., & Steidlmeier, P. (1999). Ethics, character, and authentic transformational leadership behavior. The Leadership Quarterly, 10(2),181–217. http://dx.

doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(99)00016-8.
Berger, J. M., Rohn, T. T., & Oxford, J. T. (2012). Autism as the early closure of a neuroplastic critical period normally seen in adolescence. Biological Systems,

Open Access, 2(3). http://dx.doi.org/10.4172/2329-6577.1000118.
Berger, P. L., & Luckmann, T. (1966). The social construction of reality: A treatise in the sociology of knowledge. Harmondsworth: Pelican.
Berkhemer-Credaire, B., & Sonnabend, S. (2018). 2020 women on boards: Gender diversity index. Los Angeles, CA: 2020Women on Boards.
Billsberry, J., & Edwards, G. (2008). Toxic celluloid: Representations of bad leadership on film and implications for leadership development. Organisations

and People, 15(3), 104.
Billsberry, J., & Meisel, S. (2009). Leadership is in the eye of the beholder. Organization Management Journal, 6(2), 67–68. http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/omj.2009.17.
Billsberry, J., Mueller, J., Skinner, J., Swanson, S., Corbett, B., & Ferkins, L. (2018). Reimagining leadership in sport management: Lessons from the social

construction of leadership. Journal of Sport Management, 32(2), 170–182. http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsm.2017-0210.
Blake, R. R., & Mouton, J. S. (1978). The new managerial grid. Gulf: Houston.
Blake, R. R., & Mouton, J. S. (1985). The managerial grid III. Gulf: Houston.
Boddy, C. R. (2015). Psychopathic leadership: A case study of a corporate psychopath CEO. Journal of Business Ethics, 145(1), 141–156. http://dx.doi.org/

10.1007/s10551-015-2908-6.
Bowers, K. S. (1973). Situationism in psychology: An analysis and a critique. Psychological Review, 80(5), 307–336.
Brown, D. J., & Lord, R. G. (2001). Leadership and perceiver cognition: Moving beyond first order constructs. In M. London (Ed.), How people evaluate others in

organizations (pp. 181–202). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Burton, L. J. (2015). Underrepresentation of women in sport leadership: A review of research. Sport Management Review, 18(2), 155–165. http://dx.doi.org/

10.1016/j.smr.2014.02.004.
Burton, L. J., Grappendorf, H., & Henderson, A. (2011). Perceptions of gender in athletic administration: Utilizing role congruity to examine (potential)

prejudice against women. Journal of Sport Management, 25(1), 36–45. http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsm.25.1.36.
Burton, L. J., Welty Peachey, J., & Wells, J. E. (2017). The role of servant leadership in developing an ethical climate in sport organizations. Journal of Sport

Management, 31(3), 229–240. http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsm.2016-0047.
Buss, A. H., & Perry, M. (1992). The aggression questionnaire. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63(3), 452–459. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.63.3.452.
Cable, D., & Parsons, C. (2001). Socialization tactics and person-organization fit. Personnel Psychology, 54, 1–23.
Carlyle, T. (2008). (1840/2008). On heroes, hero-worship, and the heroic in history. Retrieved June 26, 2018, from. http://www.gutenberg.org/ebooks/1091.
Chauvin, J. C., & Karnes, F. A. (1984). Perceptions of leadership characteristics by gifted elementary students. Roeper Review, 6(4), 238–240. http://dx.doi.org/

10.1080/02783198409552826.
Chatman, J. (1989). Improving interactional organizational research: A model of person-organization fit. Academy of Management Review, 14(3), 333–349.
Chiaburu, D. S., Peng, A. C., Oh, I. S., Banks, G. C., & Lomeli, L. C. (2013). Antecedents and consequences of employee organizational cynicism: A meta-analysis.

Journal of Vocational Behavior, 83(2), 181–197. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2013.03.007.
Cohen-Scali, V. (2003). The influence of family, social, and work socialization on the construction of the professional identity of young adults. Journal of

Career Development, 29(4), 237–249. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/089484530302900402.
Conger, J. A. (1990). The dark side of leadership. Organizational Dynamics, 19(2), 44–55.
Cooky, C., & Lavoi, N. M. (2012). Playing but losing: Women’s sport after title ix. Contexts, 11(1), 42–46. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1536504212436495.
Cunningham, G. B., Sagas, M., Dixon, M., Kent, A., & Turner, B. A. (2005). Anticipated career satisfaction, affective occupational commitment, and intentions

to enter the sport management profession. Journal of Sport Management, 19(1), 43–57. http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsm.19.1.43.
Deal, J. J., & Stevenson, M. A. (1998). Perceptions of female and male managers in the 1990s: Plus ça change. Sex Roles, 38, 287–300. http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/

a:1018741318216.
Dean, R. A. (1983). Reality shock: The link between socialisation and organisational commitment. Journal of Management Development, 2(3), 55–65.
DeHaan, R. F. (1962). A study of leadership in school age children: Cooperative Research Project No. 697. Michigan: Holland.
DeRue, D. S., & Ashford, S. J. (2010). Who will lead and who will follow? A social process of leadership identity construction in organizations. The Academy of

Management Review, 35(4), 627–647. http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2010.53503267.
Please cite this article in press as: S. Swanson, et al., Leader prototypicality in sport: The implicit leadership theories of women
and men entering sport management careers, Sport Management Review (2019), https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2019.08.002

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0005
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/448946
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/10878571311290016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1573-7861.2008.00058.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(99)00016-8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0090
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2908-6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2014.02.004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0120
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.3.452
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0125
http://www.gutenberg.org/ebooks/1091
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02783198409552826
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0170
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/a:1018741318216
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0185
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2019.08.002


Doh

Due

Eag

Ede

Epi

Fair

Feld
Felf

Fer

Fer

Fisk

Floy

Fot

Fro

Gill
Gne

Rea
Gri
Gri
Hal

Han

Har

Har

Hay

Hes
Hol
Hol
Hou

Hou

Jud

Jud

Jun

Kel
Ken

Kih

Koe

Kris

Lam

LaV
Lin

Liu

Liu

Lor

Lor

S. Swanson et al. / Sport Management Review xxx (2019) xxx–xxx 15

G Model
SMR 578 No. of Pages 17
erty, A. J., & Chelladurai, P. (1999). Managing cultural diversity in sport organizations: A theoretical perspective. Journal of Sport Management, 13(4), 280–
297. http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsm.13.4.280.
vel, L., Nashman-Smith, M., & Stern, E. (2015). Moving from ‘womanless history’ to women stepping up into school leadership roles. International Schools
Journal, 35(1), 34–46.
ly, A. H., & Johnson, B. T. (1990). Gender and leadership style: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 108(2), 233–256. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.108.2.233.
n, D., & Leviatan, U. (1975). Implicit leadership theory as a determinant of the factor structure underlying supervisory behavior scales. The Journal of
Applied Psychology, 60, 736–741. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.60.6.736.
tropaki, O., & Martin, R. (2004). Implicit leadership theories in applied settings: Factor structure, generalizability and stability. The Journal of Applied
Psychology, 89(2), 293–310. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.2.293.
hurst, G. T., & Grant, D. (2010). The social construction of leadership: A sailing guide. Management Communication Quarterly, 24(2),171–210. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1177/0893318909359697.
man, D. C. (1981). The multiple socialization of organization members. The Academy of Management Review, 6, 309–318.
e, J., & Schyns, B. (2014). Romance of leadership and motivation to lead. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 29(7), 850–865. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-
03-2012-0076.
guson, E., & Cox, T. (1993). Exploratory factor analysis: A users’ guide. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 1(2), 84–94. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1111/j.1468-2389.1993.tb00092.x.
kins, L., & Shilbury, D. (2015). The stakeholder dilemma in sport governance: Toward the notion of “stakeowner”. Journal of Sport Management, 29, 93–108.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/JSM.2013-0182.
e, S. T., Cuddy, A. J., & Glick, P. (2007). Universal dimensions of social cognition: Warmth and competence. Trends in Cognitive Science, 11, 77–83. http://dx.
doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2006.11.005.
d, F. J., & Widaman, K. F. (1995). Factor analysis in the development and refinement of clinical assessment instruments. Psychological Assessment, 7(3),
286–299. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.7.3.286.
i, R. J., Hansbrough, T. K., Epitropaki, O., & Coyle, P. T. (2017). Dynamic viewpoints on implicit leadership and followership theories: Approaches, findings,
and future directions. The Leadership Quarterly, 28, 261–267. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.02.004.
st, D. (2016). Development of implicit leadership theories prior to training or employment. Journal of Applied Business Research, 32(2), 555–568. http://dx.
doi.org/10.19030/jabr.v32i2.9596.
, D. L. (1986). Competitiveness among females and males in physical activity classes. Sex Roles, 15(5-6), 233–257. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/bf00288314.
ezy, U., Leonard, K. L., & List, J. A. (2009). Gender differences in competition: Evidence from a matrilineal and a patriarchal society. Econometrica, 77(5),
1637–1664. http://dx.doi.org/10.3982/ECTA6690.
ding Tolstoy’s wave. In Grint (Ed.), (1997). Leadership: Classical, contemporary, and critical approaches (pp. 1–26). Oxford: Oxford University Press.
nt, K. (2000). The arts of leadership. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
nt, K. (2005). Leadership: Limits and possibilities. Basingstoke: Palgrave.
pin, A. W., & Winer, B. J. (1957). A factorial study of the leader behavior descriptions. In R. M. Stogdill, & A. E. Coons (Eds.), Leader behavior. Its description
and measurement (pp. 39–51). Columbus, OH: Bureau of Business Research, Ohio State University.
ges, P. J., Lord, R. G., & Dickson, M. W. (2000). An information-processing perspective on leadership and culture: A case for connectionist architecture.
Applied Psychology: An International Review, 49(1), 133–161. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00008.
ding, N., Lee, H., Ford, J., & Learmonth, M. (2011). Leadership and charisma: A desire that cannot speak its name? Human Relations, 64(7), 927–949. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726710393367.
ris, K. F. H. F., Grappendorf, H., Aicher, T., & Veraldo, C. (2015). “Discrimination? Low pay? Long hours? I am still excited:” Female sport management
students’ perceptions of barriers toward a future career in sport. Advancing Women in Leadership, 35, 12–21.
nes, K. T., Hitt, M. A., & Campbell, J. T. (2015). The dark side of leadership: Towards a mid-range theory of hubris and greed in entrepreneurial contexts.
Journal of Management Studies, 52(4), 479–505.
s, R. D., & Easton, D. (1960). The child’s changing image of the President. Public Opinion Quarterly, 24(4), 632. http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/266978.
land, J. L. (1985). Making vocational choices: A theory of careers, (2nd ed.) Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
lander, E. P. (1992). Leadership, followership, self, and others. The Leadership Quarterly, 3(1), 43–54. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(92)90005-z.
se, R. J. (1977). A 1976 theory of charismatic leadership. In J. G. Hunt, & L. L. Larson (Eds.), Leadership: The cutting edge (pp. 189–207). Carbondale, IL:
Southern Illinois University Press.
se, R., Javidan, M., Hanges, P., & Dorfman, P. (2002). Understanding cultures and implicit leadership theories across the globe: An introduction to project
GLOBE. Journal of World Business, 37(1), 3–10. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1090-9516(01)00069-4.
ge, T. A., Bono, J. E., Ilies, R., & Gerhardt, M. W. (2002). Personality and leadership: A qualitative and quantitative review. The Journal of Applied Psychology,
87(4), 765–780. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.765.
ge, T. A., Piccolo, R. F., & Ilies, R. (2004). The forgotten ones? The validity of consideration and initiating structure in leadership research. The Journal of
Applied Psychology, 89(1), 36–51. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.1.36.
ker, N. M., Stegmann, S., Braun, S., & Van Dick, R. (2016). The ideal and the counter-ideal follower – Advancing implicit followership theories. Leadership &
Organization Development Journal, 37(8), 1205–1222. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-04-2015-0085.
ly, S. (2013). Towards a negative ontology of leadership. Human Relations, 67(8), 905–922. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726713503177.
ney, R. A., Schwartz-Kenney, B. M., & Blascovich, J. (1996). Implicit leadership theories: Defining leaders described as worthy of influence. Personality &
Social Psychology Bulletin, 22(11), 1128–1143. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/01461672962211004.
l, L. A., Leberman, S., & Schull, V. (2010). Stakeholder constructions of leadership in intercollegiate athletics. European Sport Management Quarterly, 10(2),
241–275. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/16184740903559917.
nig, 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(4), 616–642. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0023557.
tof, A. L. (1996). Person-organization fit: An integrative review of its conceptualizations, measurement, and implications. Personnel Psychology, 49(1), 1–
49. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1996.tb01790.x.
bert, L. S., Tepper, B. J., Carr, J. C., Holt, D. T., & Barelka, A. J. (2012). Forgotten but not gone: An examination of fit between leader consideration and
initiating structure needed and received. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(5), 913–930. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0028970.
oi, N. M. (Ed.), (2016). Women in sports coaching. Routledge.
g, W., Chia, R. C., & Fang, L. (2000). Chinese implicit leadership theory. The Journal of Social Psychology, 140(6), 729–739. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/
00224540009600513.
, D., Liao, H., & Loi, R. (2012). The dark side of leadership: A three-level investigation of the cascading effect of abusive supervision on employee creativity.
The Academy of Management Journal, 55(5), 1187–1212. http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0400.
, L., Ayman, R., & Ayman-Nolley, S. (2012). Children’s image of leadership in China. In S. Turnbull, P. Case, G. Edwards, & D. Schedlitzki (Eds.), Worldly
leadership (pp. 105–134). Springer.
d, R. G., Brown, D. J., Harvey, J. L., & Hall, R. J. (2001). Contextual constraints on prototype generation and their multilevel consequences for leadership
perceptions. The Leadership Quarterly, 12(3), 311–338. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s1048-9843(01)00081-9.
d, R. G., de Vader, C. L., & Alliger, G. M. (1986). A meta-analysis of the relation between personality traits and leadership perceptions: An application of
validity generalization procedures. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71(3), 402–410. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.71.3.402.
Please cite this article in press as: S. Swanson, et al., Leader prototypicality in sport: The implicit leadership theories of women
and men entering sport management careers, Sport Management Review (2019), https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2019.08.002

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.2.233
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0215
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0893318909359697
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0225
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-03-2012-0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0230
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.1993.tb00092.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0235
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/JSM.2013-0182
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0240
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2006.11.005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0255
http://dx.doi.org/10.19030/jabr.v32i2.9596
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0295
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726710393367
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00224540009600513
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0405
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2019.08.002


Lor

Lor

Lor
Lor

Ma

Ma

Ma

Me

Me

Me
Mo
Mo

Nic

Nye

Off

Off

Oka

Pea

Par

Pig
Por

Rig

Ros
Sca

Sch
Sch

An 

Sch

Sco

Sea
Sel

She

Sho

Sho

Spa
Sto
Stra
Sup
Sw

Sw

Sy, 

Tav

Tod

Tod

Tod

16 S. Swanson et al. / Sport Management Review xxx (2019) xxx–xxx

G Model
SMR 578 No. of Pages 17
d, R. G., Foti, R. J., & De Vader, C. L. (1984). A test of leadership categorization theory: Internal structure, information processing, and leadership
perceptions. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 34(3), 343–378. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(84)90043-6.
d, R. G., Foti, R. J., & Phillips, J. S. (1982). A theory of leadership categorization. In J. G. Hunt, U. Sekaran, & C. Schriesheim (Eds.), Leadership: Beyond
establishment views (pp. 104–121). Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois University Press.
d, R. G., & Maher, K. J. (1991). Leadership and information processing. London: Routledge.
d, R. G., & Shondrick, S. J. (2011). Leadership and knowledge: Symbolic, connectionist, and embodied perspectives. The Leadership Quarterly, 22, 207–222.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.12.016.
cPherson, A., Collins, D., & Morriss, C. (2008). Is what you think what you get? Optimizing mental focus for technical performance. The Sport Psychologist,
22(3), 288–303. http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/tsp.22.3.288.
rongiu, S., & Ekehammar, B. (1999). Internal and external influences of women’s and men’s entry into management. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 14,
421–433. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/02683949910277175.
thner, R. P., & Martin, C. L. L. (2012). Sport management graduate and undergraduate students’ perceptions of career expectations in sport management.
Sport Management Education Journal, 6(1), 21–31. http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/smej.6.1.21.
glino, B. M., Ravlin, E. C., & Adkins, C. L. (1989). A work values approach to corporate culture: A field test of the value congruence process and its
relationship to individual outcomes. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 74(3), 424–434. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.74.3.424.
indl, J. R. (1995). The romance of leadership as a follower-centric theory: A social constructionist approach. The Leadership Quarterly, 6(3), 329–341.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(95)90012-8.
indl, J. R., Ehrlich, S. B., & Dukerich, J. M. (1985). The romance of leadership. Administrative Science Quarterly, 30(1), 78. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2392813.
rgan, G. (1986). Images of organization. Beverly Hills: Sage Publications.
rris, J. A., Brotheridge, C. M., & Urbanski, J. C. (2005). Bringing humility to leadership: Antecedents and consequences of leader humility. Human Relations,
58(10), 1323–1350. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726705059929.
hols, A. L. (2015). What do people desire in their leaders? The role of leadership level on trait desirability. Leadership & Organization Development Journal,
37(5), 658–671. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.04.001.
, J. L., & Forsyth, D. R. (1991). The effects of prototype-based biases on leadership appraisals: A test of leadership categorization theory. Small Group
Research, 22, 360–379. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1046496491223005.
ermann, L. R., Kennedy, J. K., & Wirtz, P. W. (1994). Implicit leadership theories: Content, structure, and generalizability. The Leadership Quarterly, 5(1), 43–
58. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(94)90005-1.
ermann, L. R., & Coats, M. R. (2018). Implicit theories of leadership: Stability and change over two decades. The Leadership Quarterly, 29(4), 513–522.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.003.
mura, T. (1968). The child’s changing image of the Prime Minister—A preface to the study of political socialization in contemporary Japan. The Developing
Economies, 6(4), 566–586. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-1049.1968.tb00793.x.
chey, J. W., Zhou, Y., Damon, Z. J., & Burton, L. J. (2015). Forty years of leadership research in sport management: A review, synthesis, and conceptual
framework. Journal of Sport Management, 29(5), 570–587. http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsm.2014-0126.
ent, M. M., Olver, D., & Séguin, B. (2009). Understanding leadership in major sporting events: The case of the 2005 World Aquatics Championships. Sport
Management Review, 12(3), 167–184. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2009.01.004.
ors, P. (1933). Leadership and domination among children. Sociologus, 9, 140–157. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2262739.
ter, S. R., & Umbach, P. D. (2006). College major choice: An analysis of person-environment fit. Research in Higher Education, 47(4), 429–449. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1007/s11162-005-9002-3.
gs, B. S., & Porter, C. O. L. (2017). Are there advantages to seeing leadership the same? A test of the mediating effects of LMX on the relationship between
ILT congruence and employees’ development. The Leadership Quarterly, 28(2), 285–299. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.10.009.
ch, E. (1978). Principles of categorization. In E. Rosch, & B. B. Lloyd (Eds.), Cognition and categorization (pp. 27–48). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
rborough, W. (2018). What the data says about women in management between 1980 and 2010. Harvard Business ReviewDownloaded from https://hbr.
org/2018/02/what-the-data-says-about-women-in-management-between-1980-and-2010 on June 4, 2019.
neider, D. J. (1973). Implicit personality theory: A review. Psychological Bulletin, 79, 204–309. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0034496.
yns, B., Kiefer, T., Kerschreiter, R., & Tymon, A. (2011). Teaching implicit leadership theories to develop leaders and leadership: How and why it can make a
difference. Academy of Management Learning and Education, 10(3), 397–408. http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amle.2010.0015.
overview of implicit leadership theories and their application in organization practice. In B. Schyns, & J. R. Meindl (Eds.). Implicit leadership theories (pp.
15–36). Greenwich, CT: Information Age Publishing.
yns, B., & Schilling, J. (2011). Implicit leadership theories: Think leader, think effective? Journal of Managerial Inquiry, 20(2), 141–150. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1177/1056492610375989.
tt, C. P. R., Jiang, H., Wildman, J. L., & Griffith, R. (2018). The impact of implicit collective leadership theories on the emergence and effectiveness of
leadership networks in teams. Human Resource Management Review, 28(4), 464–481. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2017.03.005.
rle, J. R. (1995). The construction of social reality. London: Penguin.
man, R. L., Jaquette, D., & Lavin, D. R. (1977). Interpersonal awareness in children: Toward an integration of developmental and clinical child psychology.
The American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 47(2), 264–274. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1939-0025.1977.tb00981.x.
n, W. (2019). Personal and situational antecedents of workers’ implicit leadership theories: A within-person, between-jobs design. Journal of Leadership
& Organizational Studies, 26(2), 204–216.
ndrick, S. J., Dinh, J. E., & Lord, R. G. (2010). Developments in implicit leadership theory and cognitive science. The Leadership Quarterly, 21, 959–978.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.10.004.
re, L. M., & Thornton, G. C. III (1986). Effects of gender on self- and supervisory ratings. Academy of Management Journal, 29, 115–129. http://dx.doi.org/
10.2307/255863.
rrowe, R. T. (2005). Authentic leadership and the narrative self. Leadership Quarterly, 16(3), 419–439. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2005.03.004.
gdill, R. M. (1950). Leadership, membership and organization. Psychological Bulletin, 47(1), 1–14. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0053857.
uss, C., & Quinn, N. (1997). A cognitive theory of cultural meaning, Vol. 9Cambridge University Press.
er, D. E. (1953). A theory of vocational development. American Psychologist, 8(5), 185–190. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0056046.
anson, S., & Kent, A. (2014). The complexity of leading in sport: Examining the role of domain expertise in assessing leader credibility and prototypicality.
Journal of Sport Management, 28(1), 81–93. http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsm.2012-0253.
anson, S., & Kent, A. (2017). Passion and pride in professional sports: Investigating the role of workplace emotion. Sport Management Review, 20(4), 352–
364. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2016.10.004.
T. (2010). What do you think of followers? Examining the content, structure, and consequences of implicit followership theories. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, 113(2), 73–84. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2010.06.001.
ares, G. M., Sobral, F., Goldszmidt, R., & Araújo, F. (2018). Opening the implicit leadership theories’ black box: An experimental approach with conjoint
analysis. Frontiers in Psychology, 9(February), 1–11. http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00100.
d, S. Y., & Andrew, D. P. S. (2008). An exploratory investigation of sport management students’ attraction to sport jobs. International Journal of Sport
Management and Marketing, 4(4), 323–337. http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJSMM.2008.022374.
d, S., & Kent, A. (2009). A social identity perspective on the job attitudes of employees in sport. Management Decision, 47(1), 173–190. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1108/00251740910929777.
d, S. Y., Magnusen, M. J., Andrew, D. P. S., & Lachowetz, T. (2014). From great expectations to realistic career outlooks: Exploring changes in job seeker
perspectives following realistic job previews in sport. Sport Management Education Journal, 8(1), 58–70. http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/smej.2014-0005.
Please cite this article in press as: S. Swanson, et al., Leader prototypicality in sport: The implicit leadership theories of women
and men entering sport management careers, Sport Management Review (2019), https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2019.08.002

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0425
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.12.016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0450
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(95)90012-8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0485
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0510
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11162-005-9002-3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0520
https://hbr.org/2018/02/what-the-data-says-about-women-in-management-between-1980-and-2010
https://hbr.org/2018/02/what-the-data-says-about-women-in-management-between-1980-and-2010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0545
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1056492610375989
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0560
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0560
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0570
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.10.004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0575
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/255863
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0580
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0590
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0595
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0605
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0605
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0615
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0615
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0620
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0620
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0625
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/00251740910929777
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0630
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2019.08.002


Top

Tric

Uhl

van

Van

Van

Vle

Wa

Wa

Wil

S. Swanson et al. / Sport Management Review xxx (2019) xxx–xxx 17

G Model
SMR 578 No. of Pages 17
akas, A. (2011). Measurement of implicit leadership theories and their effect on leadership processes and outcomes. Doctoral dissertation. Birmingham: Aston
University.
has, S., Schyns, B., Lord, R., & Hall, R. (2016). “Facing” leaders: Facial expression and leadership perception. The Leadership Quarterly, 28(2), 317–333.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.10.013.
-Bien, M., Riggio, R. E., Lowe, K. B., & Carsten, M. K. (2014). Followership theory: A review and research agenda. Leadership Quarterly, 25(1), 83–104. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.007.

 Gils, S., Van Quaquebeke, N., Borkowski, J., & van Knippenberg, D. (2018). Respectful leadership: Reducing performance challenges posed by leader role
incongruence and gender dissimilarity. Human Relations, 71(12), 1590–1610. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726718754992.
 Quaquebeke, N., Van Graf, M. M., & Eckloff, T. (2014). What do leaders have to live up to? Contrasting the effects of central tendency versus ideal-based
leader prototypes in leader categorization processes. Leadership, 10(2), 191–217. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1742715013476081.
 Quaquebeke, N., & Van Knippenberg, D. (2012). Second-generation leader categorization research: How subordinates’ self- and typical leader
perceptions moderate leader categorization effects. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 42(6), 1293–1319. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-
1816.2012.00899.x.
ugels, W., Tierens, H., Billsberry, J., Verbruggen, M., & De Cooman, R. (2019). Profiles of fit and misfit: A repeated weekly measures study of perceived value
congruence. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2019.1583279.
lker, N. A., & Bopp, T. (2010). The underrepresentation of women in the male-dominated sport workplace: Perspectives of female coaches. Journal of
Workplace Rights, 15(1), 47–64.
lker, N., Bopp, T., & Sagas, M. (2011). Gender bias in the perception of women as collegiate men’s basketball coaches. Journal for the Study of Sports and
Athletes in Education, 5(2), 157–176.
son, M., & Daly, M. (1985). Competitiveness, risk-taking, and violence: The young male syndrome. Ethology and Sociobiology, 6, 59–73. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1016/0162-3095(85)90041-X.
Please cite this article in press as: S. Swanson, et al., Leader prototypicality in sport: The implicit leadership theories of women
and men entering sport management careers, Sport Management Review (2019), https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2019.08.002

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0635
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0635
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0640
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.10.013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0645
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0655
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0655
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0660
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0660
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2012.00899.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0665
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0665
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0675
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0675
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1441-3523(19)30030-0/sbref0680
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0162-3095(85)90041-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2019.08.002

	Leader prototypicality in sport: The implicit leadership theories of women and men entering sport management careers
	1 Introduction
	2 Leadership: a new approach
	2.1 Implicit leadership theories
	2.2 Leadership categorization theory and the connectionist perspective
	2.3 Gender differences in ILTs
	2.4 Leadership and sport management
	2.5 What is the content of sport ILTs for women and men as they enter the industry?

	3 Research design
	4 Phase 1: item generation
	4.1 Sample and procedure
	4.2 Analysis and results

	5 Phase 2: factor identification
	5.1 Sample and procedure
	5.2 Analysis and results
	5.2.1 The emergent factors

	5.3 The missing factors
	5.4 Summary

	6 Discussion
	6.1 Research implications and future directions
	6.2 Practical implications
	6.3 Limitations
	6.4 Conclusion

	References


