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Abstract

Leaders’ expectations of followers impacted their treatments and attitudes, which had a signifi-
cant effect on followers’ job performance. These expectations were also called Implicit Follower-
ship Theories (IFTs), which referred to leaders’ cognitive schemas of followers' traits and beha-
viors. Consequently, IFTs had great influence on leader-member exchange relationship, leaders’
behaviors, employees’ job satisfaction and job performance, etc. Since the impacts of IFTs on both
organizational management and team development were profound, it was of utmost importance
to study the antecedents and outcomes of IFTs. However, there were some shortcomings in the
research area of IFTs. Antecedents to IFTs, cross-culture studies and influence of the relationship
between leaders and followers on IFTs should be investigated in the future.
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1. 3]

AT 0 R TR A AT R TRV . S ESATN, FRREX I T ARS8 A IR I # M
(Karakowsky, Degama, & Mcbey, 2012; Whiteley, Sy, & Johnson, 2012). W7 &I, 205 E%F 5L THIFEG
Y 62% M = W B (Scullen, Mount, & Goff, 2000), A 138 % 4> LLiE B K 2 (followership schemas) A
SHEARRR, X R TR (Lord & Maher, 2002). XFfEMIIRE AR A« A BB BE(implicit follo-
wership theories)” , A& T AUFHF X 0 TAT . B Re 555 2 J7 [ R ¥ (Carsten, Uhl-Bien, West,
Patera, & Mcgregor, 2010; Sy, 2010). TR T N RGERE A ST L R BEERE=ANJrH: B R NRIE
BEXTZHZAOC R IR, JE RN — R A OC BRI s B RN O AR IR s, n AR R
TAEGURE: =R E R, WMSAT A SURRIEEE. TJLF, B AT N BE BE
FIREAW BT, I T2 B RZI R S TSR . AR 7 R B R BDIR S R, IR
TR ARKH T JE I

2. HERERRIZ IR, S5 inTHH
2.1. BN

P e i AR A Ao 2 (e BERE P A SR8 BE ¥ X 42 560 10 1 ROl A7 AE K b, A2 5 Al N B3I (i
G5 R THE), REEX s, HT BB b ARIPEO (Epitropaki & Martin, 2004). Carsten 5%
AR T AT B 56 TH HOBRE# LBl 2 (Carsten et al., 2010). Sy W\ ABESR P BeiE il A1 A 40
AR R AN AL, H8A NATT A6 BE B AR 45 2% A ROB B F0Re s (), [FIRE 4 1ok
TRRCEREH MR (R ). HEk, Sy FNRIBRER IR E SCON:  “MAL H P SBRE MR, Bf
ARERAPERRS BRI EN S5 AT 307 (Sy, 2010).

2.2. &Ry

HAl, KXTHRBIEMARE AN 1eie, FENMNAFRRIMA AT TIRE . Carsten %18
VTR U T 0T SN BB B o AR 0 TN S R IR 2 a3 Y (passive) s
T (proactive) Fil £ 5 B (active) = AR A4, Hh-+ FuB FERFAEL K, 249 02 TR P BB Bl 5 4 2UAR B ) T
Pe P e i I, HLE B R AR M (Carsten et al., 2010). Sy RILHBEIERE & —A B 7454, dnakE
JER IR JERI A . o, JEAYARR AT 0 H BT IR E AN AT B RS R, B AR AT 0

][l
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H i AN R B B R BT Derler 5% A B0l BEXI 43 J9RE BURIAT NI ESE, FR4EE BHRA T Sy 12
HEPERE A, AT A4ERENIEERE 7R AT IR R AT AR AT 2Rk, YRR E B 405 X B Bl
F AT NI B HE T R (Derler & Weibler, 2014). Junker &5t —0% “—Mi). i)~ NERIBFE,
N CHARIARE AT P BRI BE N BAIX 43 (Junker, Stegmann, Braun, & Dick, 2016). Alipour 2 &I, 4iS#H
o I8 B BRI [R] U AR LEAS R AR, 36 B 8 75 56 BT 55 I 2 30 Hh P B TR0 8 mT e [ A9 2 g e 403 2 %of
HATTHIEA 547 N (Alipour, Mohammed, & Martinez, 2017).

Y51 IB A A7 AR S S0 AL 2 5 (Bpitropaki, Sy, Martin, Tram-Quon, & Topakas, 2013; House, Ja-
vidan, Hanges, & Dorfman, 2002), F[E [ — 2225 5% N BRIB B 3T T AR L4055 . SR ESETF R T B
JUATUH . =ANERE R R E 4033 N RIBRE S5 . BEAR 4 R, T ESUT S MHE R E 2B E 3 RIGK
(R, T SE AN R VA B e LA A DTk, B EAR 2 I SOA T R TR AR R (AR
o, B, 2017). ST R IAE TR SRR ORI S BV E M E M B s s, “AE RS A “REE 2
DX 90 T P8 7 SCAG R B PR AN B AR 4E RS . P BROE BE A AR T T T B B B R A
PR, RIS A FRATIAE A B 855 I Fe 0% T~ N Beal BE I AH SS i Fe 4 it 7 1l & TR (#8175, 235,
2017)0 A, B T A I P BB BT 780 5 B T-HR 0 A BB Bl (R B 5 T, DA f ik AR AT R R
M2, R SR TN N BB B I 45 A8 AR B — B (B FUE AT IAS I ORI R AR R PN e B 1) PR E N T
W77, XAEAFEATAT LA n==a (0 BE IR 7% R BRIa B A iR

2.3. AIRRERERY I THLE

2.3.1. I\FSHIEL

LI, Lord 542 H 1 VYRR H T3 8 Sl AR ALE Bl AR AR, Horr, el e /g 1)
MBRET NG SRR R 68 7 IR (limited-capacity model). X —#5 4 R R &N 0
719518 (cognition category theory) (Lord & Maher, 1991). %I H “ J5 ! (prototype)” 4 i FE M+ -
— I B 5L PR ARl GG o SR AL S0 R G (R RS, LE AL 2 A R Hh B BT A7 AE R R (Epitropaki, Sy,
Martin, Tram-Quon, & Topakas, 2013). /M&— HE48 73—, #lEE% R E R A SN DL — M 4ih
R 7 A2, AN Lo X7 T A T EE R, FEERR. 2 PPAI%E(Lord, Foti, &
Vader, 1984), \HI7ZREL 5 - H Lord 542 FH I T 4 B2 41 5 (implicit leadership theory) 75, Fifi J5 B
Sy HHER| 7 ARBRET . MRIEZIW, AMEEREE KA EIN L =2 T o AN KRR,
SRR CRRIBERR KA. WEORYE, X MBERAEEE R G EIR B RN, KA g2 AT
A REIT 7 SR — i AR B R A L o B B (U ) AT A BURE S Je BT AR IR A2 P R R T
T (3 ) 1) 70 SR BRI A LRSS, 24 P o 8 38 ) Sl 5 1 A2 b R b R B SRALLE, KK B Bl 4
B Y 5 UUAD, AT TR ot 16 Bl 2 (400 538 ) I B AR BN 4, IR I B A AT 0] T 38 Bl 2 (91580 AT RIS BE
(Alipour et al., 2017; Lord et al., 1984; Sy, 2010). [FFE, AMER]EES LRI R4 B9 P BROE B4 T, fi
OB Bl PR A0 S B I HE A g # ) N (Engle, 1997; Lord & Maher, 1993).

2.3.2. BREEE X ML RE

I 45 32 S £ A AR A BB Bl B AR E — > IV 22 5370 (units) 4L BT P 28 2854 o X 28 Hh % B e AR T
ANFEFERE K, AR AR IE . & BRSSO T T AN RO AN SR, A AR RN AT
PLBE 2 > 3R ) & A2 484k (Lord, Brown, & Harvey, 2001; Lord, Brown, Harvey, & Hall, 2001). 24> 8.5
PR SOREEC IR, B e ] £ DX 24 A il BV, A B ) 32 4] o A et I P90 2% AR 1 m T 52 38 8- ol A 41
LI S AT (constraints) I PR, G35 B R LR SFARIER . ST 6. KR)AE T ERZR
FAF(WIEREE R 17 RI). IXELLAHRAF LUE B 07 U N 2SR, RIS A S B T R A%
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PN B8 Bt 2 — Fh 23 A1 SR AE 45 #4 (distributed  representations), 4% 4 — AN ) BT AN B AT 2= X,
DA I R 2 A X 2 B0 s, BT I 20 SR 25 AR 45 203 2 J5 A B A R AE R X (Lord & Shondrick,
2011)0 #A)iEUL, PARRIEBEAN SZ B BT e 52 3 (136 B AN R IL 52, [R] I I8 52 B 5 5838 AR S VP 2 1A
R . RIS BCE A T R R AR, H I BT P RBRE B ) R TR AR S B AN W 28 RIS 7 A
P, AT N 2 P R SO VR AR R R A AR . DR o A R OB AN 2 R AR AR KR, YR
B AR E M . — 7T, BT BB BE R 2[R 52 3 2 07 T2 kAR sz, Rl a e B
(2R A R A DR, AN P 28 BT [ G B At 2 B 2 R A B3 o Tt =8 SUBE TR R 2 PN BRIB Bl 11
FCERIFR AL T — AT i S

3. MEEREEHRA TR
3.1. ARRERER AR E

3.1.1. AO¥ERKNFMm

AEFRRRAE . NASRE R DA 25 A A0 T P BB BEAA AN [RIFE B2 B e o 55 PR 4003 35 7E P R 1B B e J5 2
CAMMN” YEFERFEAL A JERE ERVES T AT, T AR R ROR IR A5 2 0T S S AR PR DT 43 AH
X TAERR AT BEAR(Sy, 2010). AR I 1T, K T A& I AMBIE 5 A Be0E B J5 AL A7 78 IEAH 9K (Duong, 2012).
T ITI, AHE TR RIS N R IB B AR A E AR AV B N 7 T, AES5# EARAERIALE, DR 2
ATRES A VP2 AR T o RN FERIEFUESE 7% —HEM, 45 5 SR D 1 45 S Bm B il Y RO b
AR 15T R 28 AN A ) P4 Be B A7 £ 2 2 #H 5% (Epitropaki et al., 2013),

3.1.2. BB M
A LI AR A R 2 A REB T ) B SR R 2 — o BIEFER I, M) N BN RITE 32 A 0
AN FIHZ T 520 (Ravitz, Maunder, Hunter, Sthankiya, & Lancee, 2010). FREEM I & K RE & & it &
BRI RORIR, SCBEAAMASRAE T 6 F TAE. 9. B TA+E 2L B # (Jablin & Krone, 1984), Keller
Bib, SCBERAMERFE AN F7 B 77 200 238G MR N BRIB BRI 0% . SCBEAAMARSIL 1 )T “ i
HHT " A%, FERXFPRALT “O1T - B 198 R A G MA R RAEH VA5 5EUR AP (a0
GUT ) LA AL AT, RIS I B 7 AR O T i AT ol — AN 4 (V38 B & 1) 145 (Durbin, Darling,
Steinberg, & Brown, 1993; Keller, 2003).

3.1.3. SMERERER AR

AMRFTAR ) TAE RS AL AL YEE H N BRIBBE . Carsten ZF3RH, 7EA2E TAEHR B (WBURFIAE), 7
A A TR U 538 B (Carsten et al., 2010). Derler 28 K IAEIE RIS TAEMEL T, 9155 % B A 4
TR R A AT ARPEREE s MAAEEMshA . W TR, S NEHERAAHA
AR BB T R AT A HIBEE ¥ (Derler & Weibler, 2014). X% FF T Carsten 2542 H (1) 4 F2iE B
AIREAIRRE T o FIAHZVRFA OC . X T IR E T 7 AR 1 A R RE AR Ak, T DARTIERAS 32 S0 2 12 A sk
ITRRE
3.2. ESIEBRERY S RN

3.2.1. MAF - MAXBKRHIFM

WERIBRE R 5 90T - BRUASSHR RAFAE R E MIEMR . Sy KLU 1 A FaB Rt FR Y 5538 B & )
WU EEREEE . 5T RRRBENN S EAER AL, MR, SUFH RN RIE R & R
5 B = A5 HAF R 7 K(Sy, 2010). 9 E FIABUBRE 2 AL 10 03 T B R AR, i TS
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B QR SRR . 4805 B B # RE A T 2 AR N BRIE BERS, 91% - B R R E
figik B = 7K P (Sy, Jin, & Johnson, 2013). HEAZ#FFLEE R, CERBAUE A U8 545052 (1) A BOE bE
JRBIGHAS: - A RS e RIFEM(FLE, /N7, 2015). FdRICEE AN AT N4 R - Y BR R UL ) FA
B, WAL T IBRE R R I IE BEAT v 5 40338 P R 0T 8 Bl 3 o O A B AR5 R0 AR A A5 i Y () DT BC R RS
WECXF AT - LA AR R, 55N, 1B B RIS T HAARE 0 UL FC X A1 T:- 5 573 A8 3 A5 1 ) il
MWHER, Sigsd TARESRAR PR A MIATIER@RE, P, ®oohl, 2017).

Whiteley %5 & HL4-S 0T 73 T HIRRARE B P X B2 0 405 2 00 08 TR IRy, gk 4 40 5 5
WA T SRR S-S R, B2 i 0 TAE RIS B E 520 (Whiteley et al., 2012), X
— Wit — IR AT R R AR RS RN R AE N BRI . 5 4h, Alipour 55 MR AL 1) £ B
I, A9 3 IE B R0 T B TR 3 PR VP 2 S 400 Rl DR A8 488 5% R SR — 6 A7 THT 2R (Allipour et al.,
2017),

3.2.2. W RIFRMESFMT

T2, AT P BRIE B A 2 AN 7 TR G TR BT SR B2 o 455 0 B AR R T IE IR 2
L TAESRU 22 B i (Whiteley et al., 2012). AHJ, X0 THFAMEAREZ, 5 THE AR HE 2
(Duong, 2012); 74h, SSH N EIERRA S5 A T T/ERRE. TIFEERBUAERZENIEMS, M
FHEFA B RS T T AR = A7 AE 23 (1) 5140 ¢ (Kedharnath, 2011; Sy, 2010). 7EH E4
SUESIT SN, BRI T8 RE R R UTH — BN O KRGV . fEZT T, BREE 59T H T
[F0 E CREA I P BB BE AT PPANY, 45 R I 805 3 FTIE B 5 P4 B o i 28 — SO E A R s, AT
KAZGUSHE =, FULIB R R EE TR HAMIS (2%, £, 2016). H4b, SUFHFINFRIE
B SR 2R B3 T AT A AR TN Y, 0T - 5 A 4 O B AE A TR B T R A OB AR
2016); AFHE BRI P BRIEBE 23T 0 TSN AT, 5 5 T HR b AR s Th A R el (L
BANE, 2015); PRI R IS H N BB REE RS & TR T AR IEEM (R fx, BRI, 2
T, 2017). SZURAERGIG T AT N GIE Bl SR Y 5 DR T8 B R VTS AT SR B T) SN . 45 SR II,
0 TR B RE AT A 0052 1 A B0 B R Y B, 53 TR RSB A AR = R A 20 2 s 3
&, AT EARR UL AC A TR AU F 4 T R L 20 TARES, MG SR 7R T TAEfAE, %
R TAERARBRE R, T5E, 2018).

FH, RTHS ARG TAERIMFEFEAAER M. Carsten 5K, FHA #3018 6 J5 24 (1) A
T F RS, Bmss A Eaha kR R MBAGE R R P R T Egh S Ei, Jf
TRV T A A ) A 1) R AR AR B R B 53 TR SO A R, IR S AT R kR,
HHELL 457 1977 ok abFE ) f(Carsten et al., 2010). %340, Knoll ZEHF 5t 1 51 T P4 FaiE it J7 784 5 9FiE
TEAFAT N AR R, KIFFE “AIRAN” B 5 TR & 93 2 1) AR E 845 7 5 ok
U RS AR TE AR AR TR A R R, A A R U 5L R BT iZ 4R 7R (Knoll, Schyns, &
Petersen, 2017).

3.2.3. MMFITRHIFM

R B A R B 40 2 SE A ) T R I AR AR AT, T RE s A 85 0. Bk i LA
Jiv RIFA TR FEARBNRIERER S E X 2 TR TR, XMRRZIITHE LR
(K135 (Duong, 2012). P EIEEE IR 50K 7y BT Re T A7 45— SRI0AR, GRS TR AR AN (1 401
SRR 2R G R TR 0. A R ) 1) (Whiteley et al., 2012) 244005 2 1) P BR B Bl AR 5 T 38
B 2R T L UL RC I, S0 R AT “RARRT” , AT R LE SR, I, R,
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5, 2016) IXFRUTHED [RIFE 23 PRAR AT T 2 0 1 TR EU B B 8 BRAT N (iR I, o, 5212, 2017).
I, MAEEEEE TNARALES ARIERIC R BRI, AT 85 2 DA 51 T AR 1 A
HON 7 TH U 72 (Heslin & Vandewalle, 2008) . Braun 288 H TAT 5256y 0k B8 BE & ) €050 25 5 F Lotk
FHERR, SIS EMOERGS DR, Wi, SFHTESR T Lok A T2 RaR e, 1
XAALNI AT B S B S M 0t AR SIS B h ) 19 B B A ARG F%, T 2otk 5% W] B DR LT 52 3 B (Braun,
Stegmann, Hernandez Bark, Junker, & Van Dick, 2017) P FRIE BRI AT R AR = A S Bigm, i 1 s,

r— - - - - - — — | r—-r—-———~ -  r— - — ‘
: HEEE | : PR RS ERE |
I \
| |
| : | P
| |
” | TENSTH
: ARFRE : BARSHTH
HHIER | TR
| oM | | AR
I e | : EmEmEmE | |
S EE
| : | | s AT }
| |
| s
| Emen | | Temn |
| BB | MARRITH
| REBAMEHE | | al \
#EAR | BT |
| % T | ' TiEiam ‘
| | | ‘
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| | | RIKPIRER SS-HRAEMER }
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| THEM R | BN /HEREAT A
| BASH | | | e A
| ' | | | wmmmmm |
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Figure 1. Antecedents and outcomes of implicit followership theories
1. FERERERYATEZE 21/ RN E

4. BESRE

PIBROE Bl SIS 5 IR A E T AT AT IR, 3 AR DR, R TR T O
5ut5t. ek, EAEEAENRIE R A B 7R SRR, BN e AR R BT T
Iz AR AT . SRT, BT PN BRIE BE S 52 P B 455 (implicit leadership theories) ¥ 5 7 1M & & 2 K (1),
HARFER BAR FEA AN ]y B ST AL, DRI HE 22 (R 9 SR AEAE R R N BRUE B f5 SR 7 T IR 528 (Epitropaki et
al., 2013), HA/DEF 7B N BB B SR A FI SR . gE—2 0, O T N BB b i Rl R B 9T
B EERAEBONE R AN TS, WAMER SRS = A RITIR R A, A
TR ATIAEEADRIR, FF B E AN ME ARG 7R E T N BIBRE 0T RIAE &, %) A BB BE A G A 7T
AR NI =E & B BE AT H e

T, KRBT AT ERERF IR : 1) R A BB R JE R . AR 4 BeAs 3 A,
P BRIERE I TR S22 . AR R L A R o A0 0 22 2 I8 Bl # AMERAT NIHE, WTRLE T
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T b R T I PR P B B 9 2 TR R B os, [RIINE, 0335 1 B B R (WA S & M) rT U E A —Fh B
AT PR B A SR AU A ) A RSB B I 2 BT, AT P BB BE X 45 . AR T DRSS 32 S 25 155 7Y
HELE, RANRZENEEREE IR o 2) #EAT 8 SR FE o ASE SO 588 1 AT 53 AN 3] ) 3
F¥(Holzinger & Medcof, 2006). /& HHAZ#H 5T R EMREAT & T HNRIERER, (HAELRH S, 1)
Z KA BN ER . N IS AR A0k, X A BRAE B R BT AR UL . 3) R
RO FE NEROEFEMATT - A LCRIAH ARG . ST — P AR R 2 m i 7, oI
S H 5B #E 9% R H8)(Uhl-Bien & Ospina, 2012). AKAT LLERAGA S AN 0L T — 3 2 (B 1) 5= R 45 8 4F
HHERE, 2 RN N BB R 2 B s it e

oM
R HL T BR300 R O A SO S 44 T O3 PRI P A6 IF
S5 3k

AT, 23017). FEER THREMERKEN SNE. #EALFRAXL, (7), 25-37.

LE, B/AEQ0LS). B FEFL MR THAT M — @ g 2—— PN B BEXT R TAT AR, OFFR 4709),
1162-1171.

WUR, PN, BREE, S5 5Q2016). LR RN I —— N RGBS A RS FH AT IR, O H
FI(5), 1197-1203.

WU, £E(2016). 5 LR REBE LRI TAET B A ——a R 8. TEBRANS TIESUR. OB#7R
48(9), 1151-1162.
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BAZET(2016). ST-FE NI A BRI 7 T 51T 9000 7s. WA S0, el MR K%,

BLPRLs, Wochh, B210%(2017). FAARIE b 5 BY -4 o DG e %o 5 A5 4 0 1 s i — — T 22 T X [ 51 5 82 T 0 BT AR R 2R
IR (6), 1405-1411.
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