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ABSTRACT 

 For the pasty forty years, research on the imposter phenomenon (IP) has been conducted 

primarily in the field of psychology. This research has empirically demonstrated IP’s relationship 

with various cognitive, affective, and behavioral outcomes, many of which are applicable to 

organizational research. Despite the overlap in variables of study and clear implications for the 

workplace, IP’s integration into the organizational literature is underdeveloped. One possible 

explanation for this underdevelopment is the prominent conceptualization and operationalization 

of IP is that of a stable, dispositional trait that endures across situations. This dominant 

perspective of IP as an individual difference has hindered both a more complete understanding of 

IP and its integration into the organizational literature. To overcome the theoretical and empirical 

limitations associated with dispositional IP, this study develops and presents the consideration of 

IP as a state. Complementary to the trait perspective, this study develops the state perspective 

which allows individuals to experience temporary, situationally-caused, heightened levels of 

state IP. This new state approach to IP affords the opportunity to examine situational antecedents 

and outcomes of IP, including those found in the workplace. Using a 2 (leader/member role) x 4 

(high/low performance pressure & high/low threat of evaluation) experimental design, this study 

empirically tests common workplace scenarios for the elicitation of state IP and the outcomes 

associated with the experience of state IP. In doing so, this study makes several contributions to 

IP research. First, this study advances the state IP approach by developing both a 

conceptualization and corresponding operationalization which complements the predominant 

trait approach. Second, the state IP approach complements and expands the current trait approach 

such that a more complete and enhanced understanding of IP’s relationship with organizational 

phenomena is possible.   
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 The Imposter Phenomenon (IP; Clance & Imes, 1978) has received considerable interest 

from both academic and popular press entities. Those who experience IP feel they have faked 

their way to success and fear being exposed as an imposter, despite their impressive record of 

achievements. For example, despite winning two Academy Awards (while being nominated five 

times), four Golden Globes (while being nominated nine times), and being named the “most 

likable man in Hollywood” (Huffington Post, 2013), Tom Hanks has stated, “[No] matter what 

we’ve done, there comes a point where you think, How did I get here? When are they going to 

discover that I am, in fact, a fraud and take everything away from me?” (Gross, 2016). Despite 

being among the most likable and successful men Hollywood has ever seen, Hanks still battles 

with the experience of IP.  

 Indeed, IP is experienced among the most successful and powerful people in the world. 

However, its effects are not limited to those who have reached the pinnacle of success. Rather, it 

is estimated that roughly 70% of people will experience at least one episode of IP in their life 

(Gravois, 2007; Sakulku & Alexander, 2011). The widespread experience of IP has led to 

considerable empirical research conducted in the field of psychology supporting IPs relationship 

with various phenomena, including self-esteem and self-efficacy (Cozzarelli & Major 1990), 

perfectionism and anxiety (Thompson, Foreman, & Martin, 2000), positive and negative affect 

(Thompson, Davis, & Davidson, 1998), and self-handicapping behaviors (Want & Kleitman, 

2006). By providing empirical support for IP’s relationship with various cognitive, affective, and 

behavioral outcomes, the extant research in psychology suggests IP may have considerable 

implications in the workplace.  
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 However, despite originally being identified 40 years ago, little research has been 

conducted by organizational scholars to explicate how the experience of IP manifests itself in 

organizations. In addition to the extant research which has generated empirically supported 

relationships between IP and phenomena commonly examined in organizational research, top 

company executives have opened up regarding their bouts with IP. Facebook’s Chief Operating 

Officer Sheryl Sandberg recently said, “I still face situations that I fear are beyond my 

capabilities. I still have days when I feel like a fraud.” (p. 38, Sandberg, 2013), further 

suggesting IP’s presence and influence in organizations. Yet, despite the pervasiveness of this 

experience and its relationships with phenomena relevant to organizational life, organizational 

researchers have granted little consideration to IP in the organizational context. Why does the 

understanding of IP in organizational settings remain underdeveloped? 

 I suggest the further explication of IP is hindered by its sole conceptualization as a stable 

individual difference. Originally identified by Clance and Imes (1978) in clinical psychology, 

nearly all research to date, both in psychology and organizational research, has considered IP to 

be a stable trait. For four decades, nearly all research operates under the assumption that this is 

the only approach to consider IP. This assumption has stymied potential research which could 

elucidate antecedents and the role more proximal events and situations play in IP’s occurrence, 

meaning, and relationships in the workplace. I challenge this assumption and offer a 

complementary conceptualization to the extant dispositional IP. 

 In challenging this assumption, I posit and develop the state IP perspective. To do this, I 

adopt a self-concept approach to explicate how state IP represents the inconsistencies in the self-

concept an individual has of his or her self and the self-concept an individual believes some other 

has of them. In the self-concept literature, there is considerable debate regarding the malleability 



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

3 

of self-concepts (Markus & Kunda, 1986). On one side of the debate, there is support for self-

concepts being stable and persistent over time across situations. For instance, Markus (1977) 

found that selves are stable by showing they predict future behavior and are resistant to 

information which is inconsistent with the self, perpetuating its stability. On the other side of the 

debate, there is support for self-concepts being subject to momentary changes due to social 

situations. For instance, Fazio, Effrein, and Falender (1981) found that individuals altered and 

internalized their self-concepts based on social interactions with another individual, stoking its 

malleability. While there is evidence for both sides of the debate, I take the position that self-

concepts are both stable and malleable. So, as individuals are susceptible to stable self-concept 

discrepancies which potentially produce dispositional IP, I contend that individuals are also 

susceptible to momentary self-concept discrepancies which produce state IP. 

 While acknowledging both the stability and malleability of self-concepts, my focus will 

be on its malleable nature to develop and explain the experience of state IP. There are many 

theoretical frameworks which explain self-concept related modification resultant of social 

environment interactions. For example, self-verification theory (SVT; Swann, 1983) posits that, 

in an attempt to be understood and develop a sense of coherence, individuals seek and participate 

in social situations which will verify their own self-concept while avoiding those which will 

contradict their self-concept. Similarly, Burke’s identity control theory (ICT; Burke 1991) posits 

that individuals activate their own identity, engage with the environment, receive feedback, and 

appraise the congruence between the originally activated identity and the feedback received from 

the engagement. However, because I am focusing on the discrepancies of self-concepts, I 

primarily draw on self-discrepancy theory (SDT; Higgins, 1987) and its extensive body of 

research to advance the development and explanation of state IP.  



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

4 

 SDT posits that individuals compare themselves to various self-representations, including 

self-concepts and self-guides, and once these self-representations become contradictory, the 

individual experiences discomfort (Higgins, 1987). Extant research employing SDT has provided 

evidence of the theory’s efficacy by generating empirically supported relationships between self-

discrepancies and affect (Higgins, 1987), approach and avoidance (Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & 

Hymes, 1994), work-related satisfaction (Tsaousides & Jome, 2008), and a host of other 

outcomes. Drawing from and contributing to SDT, I propose that state IP is a momentary self-

concept discrepancy which is produced by an individual’s interaction with their social 

environment. 

 Among the most commonly encountered and influential social environment an individual 

interacts with is that of the workplace. However, inhibited by its sole conceptualization as a 

stable trait which endures over time and across situations, IP’s integration into the organizational 

literature is still in its nascent stages. To overcome this obstacle, I focus on the situationally-

caused momentary modifications to self-concepts which result in interim discrepancies and state 

IP. This allows us to draw from SDT while still considering the social environment and 

contextual factors which may cause the experience of IP. In this study, I examine situations 

commonly experienced in organizations to reveal causes of state IP in the workplace, as well as 

the outcomes associated with the experience of state IP in the workplace. By doing so, this study 

makes several contributions to the IP conversation.  

  First, by taking a self-concept approach, I develop a state IP perspective which 

complements the predominant trait perspective of IP. This perspective can potentially further the 

conversation regarding IP by granting consideration to transient experiences of IP. 
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 Second, in addition to the advancement of the state IP concept, this study develops and 

provides evidence of a scale’s validity to assess individuals’ experience of state IP. The 

operationalization of state IP grants future research the opportunity to empirically consider the 

role of context and causes of the state IP experience. 

 Third, this study contributes to organizational research. Little organizational research 

considering IP has been conducted. This study considers both causes and outcomes related to 

state IP.  

 In the following chapters, I review the extant literature on IP and relevant theoretical 

frameworks. Then, I develop and present hypotheses to be tested. Next, I describe the procedure 

I will follow to develop and provide support for the validity of the State IP Scale. Finally, I 

outline the methodology and analyses to be employed to test the previously advanced 

hypotheses.  

  



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

6 

CHAPTER II 

THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 

What is the IP? 

 The phrase Imposter Phenomenon (IP) was first used by Clance and Imes (1978) to 

describe an individual’s experience of intellectual phoniness. Clance and Imes first identified the 

phenomenon when studying high-achieving women in academia who, despite their attainment of 

degrees, publications, academic achievement honors, performance recognition within the 

community, and a host of other evidence of their ability, were unable to internalize their success. 

To the contrary, these women believed themselves to be “imposters” who were not intelligent or 

capable in their position, but rather had fooled others to believe they were more intelligent and 

capable than they actually were.  

 Rather than internalizing their success and attributing it to their effort and abilities, these 

women attributed their success to a host of external causes. Some attributed their success to 

being lucky while others went so far as to say they believed a mistake was made in their 

admission or the hiring processes. As these women continually failed to internalize their 

successes, they began to foster not only feelings of being fraudulent, but feelings of fear or even 

paranoia that they would be discovered and revealed as a phony, i.e., an imposter. It is this 

inability to internalize success and fear of being discovered which characterizes IP. 

 Initially, IP was believed to be characteristic only of high-achieving women in academia 

(Clance & Imes, 1976). However, research has shown that the experience of IP is not limited to 

women. Challenging the original gender-specific assumption of Clance and Imes, Topping and 

Kimmell (1985) actually found that male university teachers experienced higher levels of IP 

relative to female teachers. These findings spurred the increased consideration for the role of 
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gender and its effects on IP. Subsequent studies have produced mixed findings, ranging from 

support for significant differences on both sides (Badawy, Gazdag, Bentley, & Brouer, 2018; 

King & Cooley, 1995) to no significant differences (Ferrari & Thompson, 2006; Fried-Buchalter, 

1997). While the exact gender effects remain muddled, it is clear the experience of IP is not 

limited to only women. 

 In addition to the experience of IP being gender inclusive, the experience also extends 

beyond the field of academia. Rohrmann, Bechtoldt, and Leonhardt (2016) provide validation of 

IP among managers by empirically showing its relationship with previously established 

correlates (e.g., anxiety, dysphoric moods) among individuals occupying managerial positions. 

In addition to showing its experience, research has demonstrated its effect on various outcomes 

in the workplace. Grubb and McDowell (2012) found that employees who experience IP are 

significantly less likely to engage in organizational citizenship behaviors and have lower levels 

of affective organizational commitment.  

 Provided this expanded focus beyond women and academia, IP has received considerable 

attention from researchers, primarily in the field of psychology. The extensive research which 

has been conducted in psychology indicates that IP is related to a variety of constructs, including 

neuroticism (Bernard, Dollinger, & Ramaniah, 2002), depression, self-esteem, and self-

monitoring (Chrisman, Pieper, Clance, Holland, & Glickauf-Hughes, 1995), self-handicapping 

(Cowman & Ferrari, 2002), perfectionism, positive and negative affect (Thompson et al., 2000), 

and a host of other phenomena. While providing insights into the nomological network, these 

studies are limited to IP’s relationship with other personality traits and potential outcomes while 

providing little insight into the potential causes of IP. These shortcomings are resultant of IP’s 

only conceptualization being that of a trait.  
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 Similar to psychology-based research, the scant management research that has been 

conducted has focused on dispositional IP’s relationship with other personality variables and a 

limited number of outcomes. For instance, Vergauwe and colleagues (2015) found that the Big 

Five personality traits, core self-evaluations, and perfectionism were significantly related to 

dispositional IP. These authors also found that IP tendencies were related to lower levels of job 

satisfaction and organizational citizenships behaviors, as well as higher levels of continuance 

commitment. Another study conducted by Crawford and colleagues (2016) found that 

dispositional IP is related to both emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict. While IP is 

slowly entering the discussion among management scholars, its integration into the 

organizational literature is still in its nascent stages.  

 One of the biggest limiting factors restricting the IP’s integration into the organizational 

literature is its examination predominantly as a stable trait. Its usual consideration as a stable trait 

restricts the understanding of IP is several ways. First, the insistence that IP is a stable trait 

narrows researchers’ vision and offers little to no consideration of the role of context. Context 

refers to “situational opportunities and constraints that affect the occurrence and meaning of 

organizational behavior as well as functional relationships between variables” (Johns, 2006, p. 

386) and the understanding of the role the organizational context has in the IP experience is 

underdeveloped. The trait perspective over-emphasizes the individual’s dispositional IP and 

neglects the potential opportunities and constraints that affect IP’s occurrence and meaning in the 

workplace.  

 Second, the stable nature of traits prevents a holistic understanding of IP. More 

specifically, the only insights that can possibly be garnered by research include its correlational 

relationship with other personality, dispositional variables or potential outcomes. As noted 
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previously, dispositional IP has been shown to be related to conscientiousness and neuroticism 

(Bernard et al., 2002), self-esteem and self-efficacy (Chrisman et al., 1995), core self-evaluations 

(Vergauwe et al., 2015), perfectionism (Cowie, Nealis, Sherry, Hewitt, & Flett, 2018), and a host 

of other trait-based variables. Extant research has also generated empirical support for 

dispositional IP’s relationship with several workplace outcomes, including continuance 

commitment, job satisfaction, and organizational citizenship behaviors (Vergauwe et al., 2015). 

However, given its stable, dispositional nature, little research could be conducted that could 

elucidate the antecedents that may contribute to one’s experience of IP. 

 The only insights that could be garnered regarding antecedents of IP pertain to 

individuals’ upbringing. Clance and Imes (1978) made initial attempts at understanding why 

people experienced IP when they noted two characteristics of individuals’ upbringing. The first 

involved a tendency for the family to designate another individual in the family (e.g., sibling) as 

the intelligent and highly capable individual. As a result, there was a tendency for the 

individual’s intellectual success to be either discounted, or potentially attributed to the person 

who was designated as being more capable. Such misattributions encouraged the individual to 

discount her/his achievements while generating a desire for validation. In the pursuit of 

validation, s/he slowly begins to internalize the doubts expressed by the family such that s/he 

starts to question her/his ability and accomplishments, and thereby fostered a predisposition to 

feel like an imposter. 

 A second characteristic identified by Clance and Imes (1978) differs markedly from the 

experience described above, but it still leads to an IP predisposition. Rather than another person 

being identified as highly capable and intelligent, the focal individual is identified as such. That 

is, s/he is informed that s/he is superior in every facet of life and accordingly, s/he can do no 
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wrong. In contrast to the individual internalizing doubts and discounting personal success as in 

the previous scenario, the individual internalizes perfection as a self-standard. However, as the 

individual discovers her/his fallibility, s/he is finds it challenging to compartmentalize failure to 

certain tasks. Rather, s/he comes to question every past accomplishment and concludes that prior 

successes are not attributable to her/his ability, but to something else. Hence, the individual 

concludes that s/he is a fraud and feels like an imposter. 

 In addition to the theorized relationships of upbringing and IP provided by Clance and 

Imes, empirical support has been generated by other researchers. Sonnak and Towell (2001) 

found that perceived parental protection was positively related to IP. When individuals viewed 

their parents as being highly protective, they reported lower levels of self-esteem, as is 

characteristic of IP. Want and Kleitman (2006) provided evidence that imposter feelings were 

predicted both by paternal overprotection and a lack of paternal care. These findings suggest that 

the overprotective father, even if motivated by a desire to protect the child from disappointment 

and pain, may contribute to the child developing an IP predisposition. The authors go on to 

suggest that increased levels of paternal care may serve as a potential buffer to the development 

of IP predisposition. Overall, research has provided insight into developmental factors that 

contribute to and deter one from developing dispositional IP. 

 However, the understanding of causes which lead to the experience of IP has been limited 

to that of parenting styles. This limitation is because nearly all studies operate under the 

assumption that IP is experienced solely as a stable individual difference. I challenge this 

assumption and posit that the IP experience can be both a stable, enduring experience across all 

situations, and a momentary experience that varies from situation to situation. In the following 
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section, I develop this complementary perspective to challenge this assumption and overcome its 

affiliated limitations.  

Trait-State IP 

 Perhaps due to its clinical psychology roots, this dispositional approach to IP’s study is 

resultant of the uncertainty regarding what to call IP. When referring to IP, researchers have 

labeled it as a syndrome, a phenomenon, and a complex and nearly all extant research treats IP as 

something most resembling a trait. However, when asked in a recent interview what exactly IP 

is, Clance said, “If I could do it all over again, I would call it the imposter experience, because 

it’s not a syndrome or a complex of a mental illness, it’s something almost everyone 

experiences” (Anderson, 2016). As noted previously and consistent with Clance’s statement, it 

has been estimated that as many as 70% of people will experience at least one episode of IP in 

their lives compared to a small subgroup of the population who experience regular, clinical 

levels of IP (Gravois, 2007; Sakulku & Alexander, 2011). While this provides support for the 

predominant conceptualization of IP as a trait, it also warrants the consideration of IP as a state.  

 To do so, I build on the considerable research on IP and develop the conceptualization of 

state IP. I do so by drawing upon Fridhandler’s (1986) criteria for state-trait distinction. 

Fridhandler (1986) identifies four distinct yet overlapping dimensions that serve to distinguish 

between states and traits. The first dimension is temporal duration, with states being relatively 

short-lived and traits being more enduring. The second dimension distinguishing states and traits 

is the regularity with which they are manifested. States are characterized by more continuous 

manifestations resultant of regular, iterative interactions between one’s environment and 

reactions to it. Traits are characterized by discontinuous and reactive manifestations resultant of 

situations that demand deviations from the commonplace. The third dimension is the 
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concreteness of the entity, with states producing some tangible, potentially observable referent. 

Contrarily, traits do not produce any tangible or observable (at one point in time) referent. 

Finally, the fourth dimension is the causal nature of the state or trait. States result from 

immediate situational factors while traits result from internal, personality-based factors. This 

makes states short-lived, continuously manifested, concrete, and situationally-caused, whereas 

traits are long-term, discontinuously manifested, abstract, and personality-caused.  

 To consider IP as a state, I apply Fridhandler’s (1986) four criteria for trait-state 

distinction. First, given that as many as 70% of people will experience at least one episode of IP, 

I make note of the term episode. An episode refers to a finite period of time, often in isolation or 

as a part of a broader sequence. This suggests that IP is relatively short-lived, when referring to 

those who most commonly encounter it. Next, IP is most commonly experienced when 

individuals encounter certain events, including novel experiences, the receipt of evaluations, or 

unexpected experiences (Fujie, 2010), suggesting it is both continuously manifested through 

interactions with the environment and situationally-caused. Finally, the experience of IP has been 

shown to produce concrete, here-and-now effects, such as heightened levels of state anxiety and 

reduced levels of state self-esteem (Fujie, 2010). Therefore, IP warrants consideration as a state. 

However, little research has examined state IP and its potential implications for both theory and 

practice.  

 It should be noted it is not my goal to replace IP’s current primary conceptualization as a 

trait. Rather, it is my intention to provide a complementary conceptualization that may afford the 

opportunity to garner insights not possible under the current trait conceptualization. I posit that 

people are likely to possess both dispositional IP which is consistently applicable across various 

times and events, as well as state IP which is more specifically applicable and relevant to more 
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proximal times and events. While each offers a distinct perspective to the experience of IP, the 

dispositional and state experience of IP are closely related. An individual’s state IP is related to 

his or her level of dispositional IP, such that any variation in his or her state IP typically occurs 

within a range that is determined by his or her level of dispositional IP. That is to say, an 

individual with a higher level of dispositional IP is more likely to experience fluctuating levels of 

state IP at higher levels than an individual with a lower level of dispositional IP, who would 

likely experience fluctuating levels of state IP at lower levels. While these experiences of IP are 

related, they are distinct, with state IP being more temporally bounded, concretely experienced, 

and situationally manifested.  

 Among the most salient situations individuals encounter are those found in the 

workplace. Having shifted from manufacturing economies to knowledge and service economies, 

Grant and Parker (2009) suggest two viewpoints on the evolution of the workplace: relational 

perspectives and proactive perspectives. Relational perspectives capture the social component of 

the workplace, including the more frequent, complex interactions with others. Proactive 

perspectives capture the burgeoning initiative and pace with which action is taken in the 

workplace. Together, these perspectives suggest a workplace which is characterized by fast-

paced, highly complex, increasingly social context where individuals are more likely to 

encounter situations that generate and accentuate disparate beliefs between what one believes 

others have of themselves and what the individual believes of themselves. However, with 

dispositional IP serving as the only approach to the study of IP, the ability of researchers to 

explicate the manifestation of IP in the workplace is highly restricted. 
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Self-based Approach to IP 

Self-Discrepancy Theory (SDT) 

 Under what conditions commonly found in organizations are individuals likely to 

experience IP? To answer this question, I draw from Self-Discrepancy Theory (SDT; Higgins, 

1987). SDT posits that people hold various self-state representations. These self-state 

representations are found at the intersection of two dimensions: the standpoint on the self and the 

domain of the self.  

 The standpoint on the self refers to the point of view from which the self is evaluated and 

can be categorized as either one’s own standpoint or the standpoint of some significant other 

(e.g., father, mother, sibling, manager, coworker), of which a person can have self-state 

representations for each of the potential significant others (Higgins, 1987). Higgins (1987) 

identifies three basic domains of the self. First, the actual self represents the attributes someone 

(own/other) believes you truly possess. Second, the ought self represents the attributes someone 

(own/other) believes you should possess. Third, the ideal self represents the attributes someone 

(own/other) believes you would optimally possess. To clarify, the ought self is one which is 

motivated out of a sense of duty or obligation and the ideal self is motivated by hopes or 

aspirations.  

 Actual selves are indicative of what kind of person an individual believes s/he truly is or 

what another individual believes s/he is truly. As such, both own and other actual selves 

constitute self-state representations which are commonly referred to as self-concepts. The 

remaining four self-state representations (own-ought, other-ought, own-ideal, other-ideal) are 

commonly referred to as self-guides (See Table 1). SDT posits that individuals compare these 

self-concepts and self-guides as a means of more fully understanding oneself and when the 
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comparisons are incompatible, a self-discrepancy arises. As the gap between the between a self-

concept and self-guide grows, the self-discrepancy produces greater levels of discomfort, 

creating a need to reconcile the disparate self-guides.  

Table 1. Self-Representations 

 
Domain of the self 

Actual Ought Ideal 

Standpoint on 

the self 

Own Self-concept Self-guide Self-guide 

Other Self-concept Self-guide Self-guide 

 

SDT and IP  

 Those who experience IP are convinced that they are imposters who do not possess the 

attributes that they believe others are convinced they truly possess. SDT explains the experience 

of IP as a self-discrepancy between a self-concept one has of oneself and the self-concept that one 

believes others have of oneself. The criteria for the selection of self-concepts as the source of the 

self-discrepancy rather than the self-guides is two-fold. First, self-concepts represent what one 

truly believes about oneself as well as one’s perceptions of how another sees oneself. Those who 

experience IP do not believe themselves to be imposters, as this would require admittance they are 

highly capable, which imposters do not believe. Rather, they truly believe they are not highly 

capable and fear that others will come to realize they do not actually possess the abilities others 

assume they hold. Second, a self-concept refers to the current representation (i.e., state) of the self. 

The ought and ideal selves represent guides to attributes the individual should possess, motivated 

by a sense of duty or aspiration, respectively, rather than the attributes the individual truly 

possesses. As such, this supports the notion that IP is a state-based experience, rather than a 

disposition. Essentially, the experience of fraudulence occurs when individuals hold one actual 
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belief about themselves, but perceive that others hold an actual, different, aggrandized belief about 

them, resulting in a self-discrepancy. So long as this self-discrepancy persists, the individual will 

experience heightened levels of state IP. 

 The experience of IP is likely to occur when the conditions produce, or at least bring 

attention to, a discrepancy between the actual-own and actual-other self-concepts. Scenarios 

most likely to invoke experiential IP are those where the individual is subject to evaluation, 

under high levels of pressure, or is undergoing a transition. These situations bring explicit 

attention to self-concepts one has of themselves and others have of the individual, increasing the 

likelihood of the discovery or production of a self-discrepancy and a heightened state of IP. 

 SDT’s integration with IP in extant literature has produced mixed results. Leary and 

colleagues (2000) tested whether those who scored high on IP do in fact believe others view 

them (i.e., other self-concept) more positively than they view themselves (i.e., own self-concept). 

Their results found that while imposters reported lower own self-concepts, they also reported 

lower other self-concepts, suggesting that while imposters feel inadequate, they do not feel 

fraudulent (i.e., no self-discrepancy). However, in an unpublished dissertation, Gerstmann (1999) 

did find support for imposters reporting higher other self-concepts than own self-concepts. In an 

attempt to resolve these discrepant findings, McElwee, and Yurak (2007) conducted similar 

analysis which produced results in agreement with that of Leary and colleagues (2000). That is, 

imposters produced no discrepancy in self-concepts or feelings of fraudulence, only feelings of 

inadequacy. 

 Despite their findings, McElwee and colleagues (2007) did not achieve feelings of 

absolute resolution. Rather, their research generated more questions about the conceptualization 

and operationalization of IP than it answered. Specifically, the authors call into question the 
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content validity of the current scales predominantly used to assess IP, such as the Clance 

Imposter Phenomenon Scale (CIPS; Clance, 1985) and the Leary Imposter Phenomenon Scale 

(2000). While the authors recognize sufficient evidence has been accumulated that these scales 

are measuring something, they question whether this something matches the original 

conceptualization presented by Clance and Imes (1978). It is this potential inconsistency between 

the conceptualization and operationalization that elicits the authors’ suggestion to consider IP as 

a state which is responsive to situational variables, rather than its typical consideration as a stable 

individual difference which irresponsive to situational variables. 

Discrepancy and State IP Elicitation 

 To continue to rely on SDT to explain the elicitation of IP, one must consider the self-

concept. As noted previously, self-concepts refer to the actual belief about oneself and is often 

the answer to the question “Who am I?” Most researchers agree on what the self-concept is and 

its importance on predicting the way people think, feel, and behave. However, researchers have 

taken two different paths in regard to the stability or malleability of the self-concept. The first 

path posits the self-concept is a stable, enduring form which protects itself from potential 

alteration inducing phenomena (Markus, 1977; Mortimer & Lorence, 1981). Markus (1977) 

posited that one’s self concept is comprised of a group of self-schematas, which he defines as 

“cognitive generalizations about the self, derived from past experience, that organize and guide 

the processing of the self-related information contained in an individual’s social experience” (p. 

63). His research shows that these self-schemas facilitate the processing of information, guide 

individual’s behavior, and resist information which would be in contradiction with the self-

concept. Additional support for the stability of the self-concept is provided by Mortimer and 
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Lorence (1981). In their examination of self-concepts, they found empirical support for the 

stability of the self-concept over a fourteen-year period from adolescence to early adulthood.  

 The second path posits the self-concept to be a more malleable phenomena which is 

responsive to the social environment with which it engages (Fazio, Effrein, & Falender, 1981; 

McGuire & McGuire, 1982). In their work examining self-fulfilling prophecies (Merton, 1948), 

Fazio and colleagues (1981) found that individuals internalized and displayed expected self-

concept modifications. In the study, participants engaged in a social interaction with the 

experimenter whose goal was to elicit either extraverted or introverted behavior from the 

participants. Then, following this interaction, participants displayed evidence of internalizing 

these desired elicited dispositions in comparison to their pre-test dispositions. Providing 

additional support for the malleable self-concept is the work of McGuire and McGuire (1982). 

These authors found support for self-concept modifications relative to gender expectations. 

However, it is their reframing of the self-concept as “spontaneous” rather than “reactive” that is 

noteworthy. The authors’ spontaneous self-concept approach allowed participants’ self-concepts 

to not just be modified, but modified in relation to the criteria that were given priority in a 

situation. 

 The less restricted, open-ended approach to self-concept malleability was the precursor to 

Markus and Kunda’s (1986) perspective that self-concepts are both stable and malleable. The 

authors suggest that one’s self-concepts are both stable and malleable, but the overall stability of 

self-concepts masks the variance experienced in response to more proximal events and scenarios. 

To show this, the authors exposed participants to either very unique or very similar situations. 

Then, following the situation they were exposed to, participants completed various self-concept 

measures. These measures revealed little differences in the trait terms used to report their general 
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self-concepts. However, participants judgments did change in relation to terms used to report 

their situation-specific self-concept, the positivity or negativity of these terms, and their 

similarity or differences to the reference groups in the manipulated situations. These findings 

suggest that individuals’ self-concepts have both stable and malleable characteristics that should 

be considered in future research. 

 To explicate the elicitation of the state IP perspective, I adopt this perspective that self-

concepts have both stable (i.e., trait) and malleable (i.e., state) characteristics. This suggests that 

it is possible to experience dispositional IP, state IP, both, or neither; dispositional IP is the result 

of stable, chronic self-concept discrepancies, while state IP is the result of temporary self-

concept discrepancies produced by interactions with social situations. However, extant research 

has been limited to focusing on the chronic self-concept discrepancies that are characteristic of 

dispositional IP, while little consideration has been granted to the situations that may generate 

temporary self-concept discrepancies which produce state IP.  

 In addition to SDT, there are several theories which seek to explain the coherence or 

incoherence between self-concept and social situation (Burke, 1991; Swann, 1983). According to 

Self-Verification Theory (SVT; Swann, 1983), individuals actively seek to engage in situations 

which seek to verify their self-view while avoiding situation which would compromise their 

verification. Not only doe SVT emphasize the stability of individuals’ self-views, but also the 

processes that, “enable people to create – both in their actual social environments and in their 

own minds – a social reality that verifies and confirms their self-conceptions” (p. 33, Swann, 

1983). By verifying their self-concepts, individuals garner a greater sense of coherence and 

understanding of their functioning in the social situation. While emphasizing the desire for 
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coherence, implicit in the theory is the belief that the social situation has the ability to generate 

discrepancies between an individual’s self-concepts and the situation.  

 A separate but related theory is Identity Control Theory (ICT; Burke, 1991). Burke’s 

(1991) ICT contains several steps in the process of identify control. First, recognizing that 

individuals maintain more than one identity, in conjunction with the social situation, the 

individual selects which identity to activate. Next, once the identity has been activated, its 

meanings become increasingly salient resulting in thoughts, feelings, and actions. Then, these 

manifestations affect the social situation within which the individual is functioning. Following 

the enactment upon the social situation, the situation provides a reflection as a feedback to the 

individual regarding it as appropriate and accurate. Finally, the individual perceives this 

feedback and interprets its meaningfulness before internalizing it to the activated identity before 

it deactivation and continued maintenance. Like SVT, there is a preference for the social 

situation verifying the activated identity. However, implicit to the theory is the capacity of the 

social situation to modify one’s identity. 

 Inherent to all of these theories is the potential for individuals to actively select which 

self-concepts and situations they opt into, increasing the likelihood of verification and 

consistency. However, individuals’ ability to control or choose the situations they select into may 

be limited. For instance, perhaps the most common social situation people encounter is the 

workplace, yet, individuals control over their social exchanges is restricted. While the workplace 

has become increasingly relational (Grant, 2007), individuals rarely have complete control over 

who their coworkers are, what projects they must work on, where they are required to be, or 

when they must be present. This means individuals interface with the social situation which has 

the capacity to modify self-concepts, potentially resulting in a discrepancy and the experience of 
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IP. However, little research has been conducted to elucidate the characteristics of social 

situations which may elicit heightened levels of state IP. 

 In an effort to explicate the social situations which contribute to the experience of IP, 

Fujie (2010) gathered and analyzed previous studies where the IP experience was prevalent 

among students. Using an affinity diagram, each instance was categorized into what ultimately 

resulted in three groupings. The first was labeled “new experience” and captured situations such 

as writing a paper outside of one’s area of expertise. The second was labeled “receiving 

evaluation” and captured situations such as taking and examination and receiving a grade. The 

third was labeled “unexpected experience” and captured situations such as getting a good grade 

in a difficult course. While these labels consider the social situations, their insight is limited 

because all of the studies used the dispositional, CIPS, which would suggest the heightened IP 

experience is not caused by the social situation. Rather, it is more likely a result of the selected 

sample possessing higher levels of trait IP, which would remain constant across situations.  

 I extend this current understanding of situational effects on the IP experience in two 

ways. First, I incorporate the state IP perspective to more accurately reflect the effects of the 

social situation on individuals’ experience of IP. The current dispositional conceptualization and 

operationalization of IP assumes a stable experience consistent across situations, restricting the 

influence of the social situation, which has been shown to be highly influential of self-concepts. 

Second, I move beyond the situations commonly experience by students to those which are 

commonly found in the workplace. What little research has been conducted on situational 

influence has been limited to those experienced by students. While some situational 

characteristics overlap between student life and work life, there are also unique situations in the 

workplace which impact the occurrence and meaning of the IP experience (Johns, 2006).  
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 Organizations are strong situations (Davis-Blake & Pfeffer, 1989) which produce 

scenarios that, when encountered, are likely to produce heightened levels of state IP. For 

instance, it is common for individuals to receive promotions, performance evaluations, or be 

placed under high levels of pressure to perform at high levels. I posit that these situations can not 

only produce heightened levels of state IP, but this experience of IP can also have cognitive, 

affective, and behavioral reactions that can impact the workplace and the organization. To more 

fully develop the understanding of state IP and its elicitation and influence in the workplace, I 

consider three situational factors. The three situational factors I am examining that I posit will 

produce experiential IP include the role the individual occupies in a leadership situation, the 

individual’s potential risk of being exposed through potential evaluation, and the amount of 

performance pressure the individual is under. All three of these situations are posited to invoke, 

modify, and or elicit comparisons of self-concepts, resulting in potential discrepancy and 

heightened levels of state IP.  

Leadership Role  

 As research has shown the importance of one’s self-concept to the individual’s internal 

cognitive, affective, and behavioral experiences in general, the same can be said for its 

pertinence to individuals in a leadership role (Lord, Brown, & Freiberg, 1999; van Knippenberg, 

van Knippenberg, De Cremer, & Hogg, 2004). Individuals’ self-concepts are tied to and often 

activated by the social situations and positions in which they find themselves; it is the activated 

portion of the overall self-concept which guides individual thought, emotion, and behavior. The 

leadership context presents both threats and opportunities to alternative self-concept structures 

which may involve self-relevant episodes (Lord & Hall, 2005). These episodes may threaten the 

coherence of various self-concepts. For instance, in her explication of the authenticity paradox, 
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Ibarra (2015) indicates that for individuals to grow and develop, they must move beyond their 

comfort zones (i.e., well-established self-concepts). That is, to grow, people must move beyond 

the comfort of staying true to their current selves and take on roles and experiences that 

challenge their sense of self (i.e., less-established self-concepts). However, people are sometimes 

hesitant to do this because it introduces unfamiliarity and potential self-related discrepancy. So, 

they may use a commitment to authenticity (staying true to one’s self) as an excuse to stifle their 

own growth and avoid the unpleasant self-discrepancy (i.e. self-handicapping).  

 Leadership roles are accompanied by certain expectations and assumptions which are 

inherent to the leadership position. These expectations and assumptions have received extensive 

consideration from researchers focusing on implicit leadership theory (ILT; Eden & Leviathan, 

1975; Lord et al., 1999) and leader prototypicality (Hogg, 2001). For example, Offerman, 

Kennedy, and Wirtz (1994) found that eight factors of ILT remain constant across gender and 

situations (sensitivity, dedication, tyranny, charisma, attractiveness, masculinity, intelligence, 

and strength). Additionally, in his review of leader prototypicality, Van Knippenberg (2011) says 

that it seems to be a “safe conclusion” that leader group prototypicality has a positive effect on 

leadership effectiveness (p. 1082).  

 Individuals who find themselves in leadership roles “lead as a consequence of their 

status–the power of the position they occupy” (p. 19, Bass, 1990). However, this position may 

not be compatible with their self-concept, particularly when they are first introduced to the 

leadership role. If this is the case, the individual may reject praise and recognition to help reduce 

the emerging discrepancy. Consequently, the power and status associated with the success and 

prestige of the leadership position will not internalized and further contribute to the fear of 

failure and self-discrepancy (Leonhardt, Bechtoldt, & Rohrmann, 2017; Neureiter & Traut-
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Mattausch, 2016). So, as individuals are initially placed in leadership roles, self-discrepancy is 

likely to emerge, resulting in the experience of state IP.  

 In contrast to the leadership role is the membership (i.e., followership) role. Implicit 

Followership Theory (IFT) is defined as the assumptions individuals possess regarding the traits 

and behaviors which characterize followers (Sy, 2010; Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 

2014). Similar to ILT, IFT research has shown IFTs to be represented by certain factors, 

including industry, enthusiasm, good citizen, conformity, insubordination, and incompetence 

(Sy, 2010). By comparison, these IFT factors exhibit different, arguably lower expectations than 

those associated with ILT. In addition to the lower expectations associated with being a follower, 

it is more common for the number of followers or team members to outnumber the leaders. This 

can make occupying a membership role a more common, even default position. This familiarity 

and lower expectations are less likely to generate a self-discrepancy characteristic of a state IP 

experience. Thus, I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 1: Individuals in leadership roles, as opposed to membership roles, will be 

more likely to experience heightened levels of state IP.  

Threat of Evaluation 

 Just as individuals in organizations are regularly transition into leadership roles, they are 

also regularly evaluated. Individuals are constantly being evaluated from the time of their initial 

entry into the firm (i.e., interviews, aptitude tests), during their subsequent tenure within the 

organization (i.e., performance appraisals) and through their eventual exit from the company 

(i.e., exit interviews). For example, individuals are subject to performance appraisals, which have 

been shown to have both affective and behavioral responses (Lam, Yik, Schaubroeck, 2002; 
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Pearce & Porter, 1986). Such assessments raise questions about the ratee’s intelligence, abilities, 

motivation, and self-concept, both from the standpoint of the ratee (i.e., own) and the rater (i.e., 

other). Events such as performance appraisals generate direct and explicit examination of 

individuals’ self-concepts with the intent of determining their capabilities and motivation. 

 The experience of IP has been described as having three core characteristics (Leary et al., 

2000; Rohrmann et al., 2016). First, individuals possess a sense of having fooled others into 

overestimating their abilities. Second, individuals attribute their achievements to anything other 

than their own ability. Third, individuals fear being exposed as a fraud or less than capable. It is 

the constant fear of being exposed which has been the basis for the previously established 

relationships between IP and both fear of failure and fear of success (Fried-Buchalter, 1992; 

Neureiter & Traur-Mattausch, 2016), fear of negative evaluation (Thompson et al., 2001), and 

perfectionism (Ferrari & Thompson, 2006). Accordingly, it is expected that a situation where the 

potential threat of evaluation and possible exposure is present is likely to elicit higher levels of 

state IP. Thus, I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 2: High, as opposed to low, threat of evaluation will be more likely to 

experience heightened levels of state IP.  

Performance Pressure 

 People are often subject to high levels of pressure in their jobs. Baumeister (1984, p. 610) 

defines pressure as “any factor or combination of factors that increases the importance of 

performing well on a particular occasion.” The experience of pressure to perform has been 

shown to reduce individual performance, particularly on cognitive demanding tasks (Baumeister, 

1984; Lewis & Linder, 1997). It has also been linked to a heightened tendency for individuals to 
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engage in unethical decision-making (Mumford, Devenport, Brown, Connelly, Murphy, Hill, & 

Antes, 2006; Stenmark & Mumford, 2011). Such pressures often have the effect of causing 

individuals to divert attention away from the completion of the task itself and onto their own 

performance, including the assessment of their own ability to perform (Baumeister, 1984). 

 As individuals experience pressure to perform, they evaluate their self-concepts and 

whether they have the ability to perform under pressure. Inherent to the importance of 

performing well is the expectancy that the consequences of not performing well have been 

considered. Among these consequences could be the perceived discovery that the individual is 

not a highly capable individual, but rather, an imposter. So, when individuals are placed into 

situations where they experience pressure to perform, they are aware that the scenario brings 

with it a threat to their self-concept, their ability to perform, and the adverse consequences 

affiliated with not performing. Essentially, situations characterized by high performance pressure 

manifest individuals’ concerns regarding their self-concept, producing higher levels of state IP. 

Thus, I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 3: High, as opposed to low, levels of performance pressure will be more 

likely to experience heightened levels of state IP. 

State IP and Responses  

 What outcomes are associated with the experience of IP in organizations? To answer this 

question, I identify several relevant work-related outcomes.  

State Positive and Negative Affect 

 The first set of outcomes related to the experience of IP I examine involve affective 

responses, most notably, positive and negative affect. Affectivity can be generally defined as a 
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condition of feeling (Watson & Clark, 1984). Positive affect (PA) reflects the propensity for an 

individual to feel auspicious states such as enthusiastic, active, confidence, and alertness, 

whereas negative affect (NA) reflects the propensity for an individual to experience adverse 

affective states such as anger, disgust, guilt, and fear (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). PA and 

NA are nearly independent of one another and it is possible for individuals to be considered high 

on both, low on both, or high on one while being low on the other.  

 As these definitions suggest, PA and NA are typically conceptualized as traits 

representing cross-situational tendencies for individuals. However, their experience can arise in 

the form of a trait or a state. Trait affectivity represents a predisposition to feel a certain way 

across situations while state affectivity represents a feeling at a particular point in time, often in 

response to some stimulus (Watson, 2000; Watson & Clark, 1984). Consistent with extant 

literature focusing on affective responses to events in the organization (Colquitt, Scott, Rodell, 

Long, Zapata, Conlon, & Wesson, 2013), I focus on state PA and NA due to our interest in the 

affective response to the experience of IP.  

 In addition to SDT, I will draw on Affective Events Theory (AET; Weiss & Cropanzano, 

1996) to develop the theoretical rationale for the posited affective effects of state IP. AET asserts 

that discrete emotional states arise as reactions to certain events that occur both in and out of the 

workplace. For instance, individuals’ perceptions of organizational justice have been empirically 

shown to be related to variance in both state positive and negative affect (Barsky & Kaplan, 

2007). Offering further support for the consideration of state affect in organizational research, 

Lee and Allen (2002) found that discrete, state affect played a more important role in the 

prediction of organizational citizenships behaviors in the workplace above and beyond that of 
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general trait affect. Accordingly, I consider the role of discrete emotional responses when 

considering the experience of state IP.  

 Indeed, there is extant research which provides support for the relationship between trait 

IP and affect (Thompson et al., 2000). Additionally, SDT is developed on the premise that self-

discrepancies produce emotional discomfort (Higgins, 1987). Despite both theoretical and 

empirical research suggesting both discrepancies and dispositional IP relationships with adverse 

affective responses, the relationship between state IP and state NA and PA has not been 

established. I suggest that as individuals experience self-discrepancies and heightened levels of 

state IP, they will experience emotional discomfort characterized by reduced levels of state PA 

and heightened levels of state NA. Thus, I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 4: State IP will be negatively related to state PA. 

Hypothesis 5: State IP will be positively related to state NA. 

State Core Self-Evaluations 

 In addition to the affective outcomes associated with the experience of IP, I expect 

individuals to have cognitive responses. To demonstrate these cognitive effects, I include the 

examination of one’s Core Self-Evaluations (CSEs; Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997). CSEs refer 

to an individual’s overall assessment of their own self-worth, competence, and capabilities and 

they are typically conceptualized as a higher order construct composed of one’s self-esteem, 

generalized self-efficacy, emotional stability, and locus of control (Judge et al., 1997). Most 

commonly examined as a trait, researchers have established CSEs to be related to a host of 

organizational outcomes, including job performance, job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, occupational stressors, and strain (Judge & Bono, 2001; Kammeyer-Mueller, 
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Judge, & Scott, 2009; Joo, Jun Yoon, & Jeung, 2012). Also, initial support for CSEs relationship 

with trait IP has been produced (Vergauwe et al., 2015). However, momentary fluctuations in 

CSEs have begun to receive consideration from researchers.  

 Nubold, Muck, and Maier (2013) examined state CSE and considered how individuals 

appraise themselves in specific situations rather than across all situations. The authors found that 

heightened levels of state CSE among followers served as a substitute for transformational 

leadership. In their examination of leaders’ state CSEs, Doci and Hofmans (2015) found that 

leaders state CSEs partially mediate the relationship between encountered task complexity and 

transformational leadership. This suggests that the complexity of the task impacts individuals’ 

assessment of themselves and drain the psychological resources necessary to effectively engage 

in the practice of transformational leadership.  

 While extant research supports the negative relationship between dispositional IP and 

trait CSE, the relationship between state IP and state CSE has yet to be examined. I hypothesize 

this relationship. The experience of IP is characterized by a self-discrepancy in which one’s own 

self-concept is less desirable than the self-concept the individuals perceive others have of their 

self-concept. Accordingly, the experience of higher levels of state IP would be related to a lower 

self-appraisal by the individual (i.e., lower state CSE). Thus, I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 6: State IP will be negatively related to state CSE. 

Leadership Self-Efficacy 

 Generalized self-efficacy refers to an individual’s assessment of his or her own ability to 

perform in a variety of situations (Bandura, 1997; Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001). While 

generalized self-efficacy has received extensive consideration as a dimension of CSEs (Judge et 
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al., 1997), its broad application as a stand-alone construct has received criticism. Bandura (2006) 

notes that people differ in their beliefs regarding their ability to perform. These beliefs differ 

primarily based on the specific performance requirements. Rather than being a global trait, one’s 

efficacy is related to the functioning necessary to succeed at a task or role, which is determined 

by the role the individual occupies and/or the task and situational characteristics. To be more 

precise, I focus on role efficacy to access a more accurate understanding of the individuals’ 

assessment of their ability to perform.  

 Among the many roles an individual can occupy in an organization, it is the leadership 

role that I examine. Leadership self-efficacy (LSE) refers to a leader’s evaluation of his or her 

own abilities to perform in a leadership role (Ng, Ang, & Chan, 2008). While research has 

provided empirical support for LSEs role as an antecedent of relevant workplace outcomes such 

as collective efficacy and performance (Anderson, Krajewski, Goffin, & Jackson, 2008; Hoyt, 

Halverson, Murphy, & Watson, 2003; Watson, Chemers, & Preiser, 2001), research has recently 

begun to examine characteristics and conditions which contribute to one’s LSE. For instance, 

Paglis and Green (2002) found that the leader’s degree of job autonomy, resource availability, 

and the extent to which the culture was open to change were antecedents of LSE. In a separate 

study, Ng and colleagues (2008) found that LSE mediated the relationship between the leader’s 

personality traits of neuroticism, extraversion, and conscientiousness with their effectiveness as a 

leader and that these relationships were moderated by situational contexts, including their degree 

of job demands and job autonomy. These studies provide evidence of  LSE’s responsiveness to 

personality and situational variables and continued examination of how they shape one’s LSE is 

warranted.  
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 State IP includes the experience self-discrepancies characterized by the self-appraisals 

others have of an individual exceeding that of their own. That is, individuals possess a 

diminished self-concept relative to what they believe others have of them, resulting in the 

perception that they may not be considered capable. This diminished sense of capability is likely 

to extend to the leadership role and result in lower levels of LSE. So, as an individual 

experiences heightened levels of state IP, I expect an individual’s cognitive evaluation of LSE 

will diminish. Thus, I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 7: State IP will be negatively related to LSE. 

Task Performance 

 Finally, I expect the experience of higher levels of state IP to be related to behavioral 

outcomes in the workplace. Most notably, I expect the experience of IP to be negatively related 

to task performance. As individuals experience self-concept discrepancies and heightened levels 

of IP, they are motivated to take action and reduce the discrepancies (Higgins, 1987). These 

discrepancies are characterized by the focal individual not possessing the capability others 

believe he or she possesses.  

 Despite the fact that people who experience IP typically have a record of high 

performance, extant literature has shown that they report lower performance expectations 

(Cozzarelli & Major, 1990), despite others maintaining higher performance expectations. To 

reduce or eliminate this discrepancy, Clance and colleagues (1995) suggest that those who 

experience IP either begin working on the task immediately and over prepare (i.e., elevate their 

own self-concept), or, they procrastinate and reduce their effort as a means of generating an 

alternative explanation for their anticipated poor performance (i.e., reduce other’s self-concept of 
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them; Badawy et al., 2018; Cowman & Ferrari, 2002; Ferrari & Thompson, 2006). However, 

both options for discrepancy reduction are identified with the assumption that the individual 

experiences IP as an individual difference across situations, suggesting they may choose either in 

different situations. 

 By considering IP as a state, the selection of reducing others’ expectations and self-

concept of the supposed imposter becomes more attractive. Being situationally-caused and only 

temporarily experienced, the individual is likely to recognize there may not be sufficient time to 

over prepare to ensure others’ expectations are met. It also means it is the demands of the 

encountered situation that the individual deems particularly threatening to the achievement of a 

suitable performance level. Thus, it is more likely that individuals experience of heightened state 

IP will take the approach that is likely to produce lower levels of task performance to reduce the 

self-discrepancy. Thus, I hypothesize:  

Hypothesis 8: State IP will be negatively related to task performance. 

Contextual Factors 

 To this point, I have hypothesized several direct effect relationships, including three focal 

situations and their elicitation of state IP. As described above, I expect individuals in leadership 

roles, as opposed to membership roles to experience higher levels of state IP. Also, I expect 

situations characterized by higher threats of evaluation and higher levels of performance 

pressure, relative to lower threats of evaluation and lower levels of performance pressure, to 

elicit higher levels of state IP. However, the role an individual occupies and the situations they 

encounter rarely occur in isolation. Rather, they often occur simultaneously. As such, I expect 
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two-way interaction effects between both the role and threat of evaluation, as well as the role and 

performance pressure in the elicitation of experiential IP. 

 It is worth nothing that one of the primary goals is to integrate the study of IP into 

organizational research. To do so, I have selected one of the most salient and studied phenomena 

in organizations, leadership. What little research which has been conducted examining the 

integration of IP and leadership suggests it is common for those in leadership roles to experience 

IP (De Vries, 2005). However, this work offers no empirical support and offers little 

consideration of context. As such, it is a primary research objective to more fully understand 

how the IP experience is manifested among those occupying leadership roles relative to 

membership roles in organizations while considering the role of context. The current design 

affords the ability to address this focal objective and reserve further considerations for that of 

future research.  

 In considering this focal objective, I examine and expect the effects of both the threat of 

evaluation or and the degree of performance pressure on the elicitation of state IP to be greater 

when the individual occupies a leadership role and smaller when the individual occupies the 

membership role. It is expected that higher levels of state IP will be observed when an individual 

occupies a leadership role and experiences higher levels of threat of evaluation or performance 

pressure while lower levels of state IP will be observed when an individual occupies a 

membership role and experiences lower levels of threat of evaluation or performance pressure 

with intermediate levels of state IP found in between. Thus, I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 9: The interaction between leadership/membership role and threat of 

evaluation will be such that higher levels of state IP will be experienced under both the 
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leadership role and high threat of evaluation, while lower levels of state IP will be 

experienced under the membership role and low threat of evaluation, with intermediate 

levels of state IP found in between. 

Hypothesis 10: The interaction between leadership/membership role and performance 

pressure will be such that higher levels of state IP will be experienced under both the 

leadership role and high performance pressure, while lower levels of state IP will be 

experienced under the membership role and low performance pressure, with intermediate 

levels of state IP found in between. 

Mechanisms 

 To summarize, I have hypothesized that state IP is elicited by social situations in 

organizations and that the level of experienced state IP is related to various outcomes. As 

individuals encounter situations which produce self-discrepancies, individuals experience 

heightened levels of state IP. The degree of state IP which is experienced will remain until this 

discrepancy is reduced. As the experience of state IP persists, it is related to various outcomes. 

Thus state IP is both responsive to and directly related to the social situations encountered. Its 

experience is also indicative of and directly related to work-related outcomes. So, state IP serves 

as the mechanism through which social situations indirectly influence relevant workplace 

outcomes. As such, I expect the experience of IP to mediate the relationships between the three 

situational antecedents (role, performance pressure, and threat of evaluation) and the five 

dependent variables (state PA, state NA, state CSE, LSE, and task performance). Thus, I 

hypothesize: 
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Hypothesis 11: State IP will mediate the relationship between leadership role and (a) state 

PA, (b) state NA, (c) state CSE, (d) LSE, and (e) task performance.  

Hypothesis 12: State IP will mediate the relationship between threat of evaluation and (a) 

state PA, (b) state NA, (c) state CSE, (d) LSE, and (e) task performance. 

Hypothesis 13: State IP will mediate the relationship between performance pressure and 

(a) state PA, (b) state NA, (c) state CSE, (d) LSE, and (e) task performance. 

Summary of Hypotheses: 

H1: Individuals in leadership roles, as opposed to membership roles, will be more likely to 

experience heightened levels of state IP.  

H2: Individuals who experience high, as opposed to low, threat of evaluation will be more likely 

to experience heightened levels of state IP.  

H3: Individuals who experience high, as opposed to low, levels of performance pressure will be 

more likely to experience heightened levels of state IP. 

H4: State IP will be negatively related to state PA. 

H5: State IP will be positively related to state NA. 

H6: State IP will be negatively related to state CSE. 

H7: State IP will be negatively related to LSE. 

H8: State IP will be negatively related to task performance. 

H9: The interaction between leader/member role and threat of evaluation will be such that the 

highest levels of state IP will be experienced under both the leader role and high threat of 
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evaluation, while the lowest levels of state IP will be experienced under the member role and low 

threat of evaluation, with intermediate levels of state IP found in between. 

H10: The interaction between leader/member role and performance pressure will be such that the 

highest levels of state IP will be experienced under both the leader role and high performance 

pressure, while the lowest levels of state IP will be experienced under the member role and low 

performance pressure, with intermediate levels of state IP found in between. 

H11: State IP will mediate the relationship between leadership role and (a) state PA, (b) state 

NA, (c) state CSE, (d) LSE, and (e) task performance.  

H12: State IP will mediate the relationship between threat of evaluation and (a) state PA, (b) 

state NA, (c) state CSE, (d) LSE, and (e) task performance. 

H13: State IP will mediate the relationship between performance pressure and (a) state PA, (b) 

state NA, (c) state CSE, (d) LSE, and (e) task performance. 
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Figure 1. Theoretical Model of State IP 

 The rest of the dissertation will be presented in the following manner. Chapter 3 will 

provide an overview of the state IP scale development study and its results, with a more 

extensive discussion of its findings and implications in Chapter 5 (Discussion). Chapter 4 will 

cover the state IP experimental study which utilizes the state IP scale developed in Chapter 3 to 

test the hypotheses advanced in Chapter 2. An overall discussion of the findings of both the scale 

development and the experiment will be provided in Chapter 5, including a discussion of the 

studies’ limitations and future directions.  
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CHAPTER III 

STATE IP SCALE DEVELOPMENT STUDY 

 State IP is a new perspective through which researchers can examine individuals’ 

experience of IP. As discussed in previous sections, the research on IP in its state form is 

extremely limited, and I am unaware of any empirical research which examined state IP. Despite 

McElwee and Yurak’s (2007) call for the consideration of IP as a state elicited by situational 

variables, no studies have produced sufficient evidence in support of state IP. Perhaps the biggest 

hindrance restricting the development of our understanding of state IP is the absence of a well-

developed instrument that operationalizes state IP, for which evidence of validity has 

accumulated.  

 Fujie (2010) attempted to develop and provide support for the validity of a state IP scale. 

However, the development and validation of this scale is severely limited for several reasons. 

First, their scale was developed by altering the wording of the items from the Japanese version of 

the CIPS without engaging in rigorous translation practices (i.e., Brislin, 1970), calling into 

question the quality of the translation. Second, the study does not include the administration of 

the original dispositional scale (CIPS), limiting the author’s ability to establish the new scale’s 

similarity, yet distinctiveness, from the CIPS. Third, the authors omit several of the original 

CIPS items due only to their low between-item correlations, which is not a common practice or 

justification in the item generation stage of scale development (Bono & McNamara, 2011; Keller 

& Dansereau, 2001).  Fourth, the entirety of their scale development is conducted utilizing only 

one sample. Due to potential threats to both reliability and validity stemming from common 

sources/methods, it is inappropriate to assess multiple stages of the scale development process 

utilizing the same sample (Campbell, 1976; Hinkin, 1995). Scales which are developed and 
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accumulate evidence of increased validity utilizing one sample are vulnerable to the generation 

of findings which may be sample specific, calling into question the generalizability of its 

findings. So, Hinkin (1998) advises the collection of several independent samples at different 

points in the scale development process, including the items generation, factor structure 

assessment, and validity assessment stages. Finally, the sample was collected at one point in 

time. In addition to the potential threat of common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & 

Podsakoff, 2003), state scales must establish temporal variability to demonstrate the scale’s 

capacity to adequately assess phenomena which potentially varies in response to situations 

(Fridhandler, 1986; Zuckerman, 1983). Collection at one point in time provides no insight into 

the scale’s temporal variability, particularly without the ability to show its relationship to 

dispositional levels. Together, these limitations raise commonly expressed concerns regarding 

the state scale’s validity (Allen & Potkay, 1981, 1983) and its overall ability to accurately assess 

the phenomena it intends to, calling into questions any results produced through the scales 

employment. 

 To overcome the limitations that are characteristic of the predominant trait approach and 

avoid the pitfalls which beleaguered previous state IP scale development efforts, this study will 

employ a more rigorous process for the development of state-based scales. Specifically, I will 

model the approach used by Snyder and colleagues (1996) for the development and validation of 

the State Hope Scale. The authors originally defined hope as an individual difference variable. 

Hence, it was operationalized and subjected to validity assessment as a dispositional self-report 

scale (Snyder et al., 1991). However, these authors later recognized that “[p]eople probably have 

dispositional hope that applies across situations and times, but they also have state hope that 

reflects particular times and more proximal events” (Snyder et al., 1996, p. 321).  
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 Recognizing the need to assess the same construct but in manner which reflected 

temporal and spatial characteristics associated with a state rather than a trait, Snyder and 

colleagues (1996) developed and provided support for the validity of a state hope scale, using  

the extant dispositional scale as a starting point. Adopting similar principles, this study retains 

Clance and Imes’s (1978) original definition of IP as the experience of intellectual phoniness and 

fear of being exposed. However, I posit that while individuals possess dispositional IP, they also 

possess state IP resultant and indicative of more specific times and events.  

 To assess this particular experience of IP, I will incorporate components of both the 

approach employed by Snyder and colleagues (1996) to develop and provide evidence of validity 

for the state hope scale from the already established trait hope scale (Snyder et al., 1991), and the 

predominant scale development process outlined by Hinkin (1998). In the following section, I 

describe several steps involved in the development and validation of an instrument to measure 

state IP: (1) scale item construction (modification of the trait measure of IP, focus group 

conduction, content adequacy assessment); and (2) scale validity assessment (exploratory factor 

analysis [EFA], internal consistency assessment, confirmatory factor analysis [CFA], 

convergent/discriminant validity assessment, temporal variability assessment).  

Scale Item Construction 

 According to both Hinkin (1998) and Snyder and colleagues’ approach (1996), the first 

step in the scale development process is initial item generation. To sufficiently capture the 

content domain associated with the state-based experience of IP and allow for the reduction and 

removal of items throughout the development process (Hinkin, 1998), I develop a larger pool of 

items than what will be necessary in the final version of the SIPS. First, I revisited the most 

commonly used measure of trait IP, the Clance imposter phenomenon scale (CIPS; Clance, 
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1985), and modify its instructions and items to more accurately reflect the state-based experience 

of IP. Next, I conducted a focus group with individuals who have been shown to commonly 

experience IP. Finally, I conducted a content adequacy assessment to ensure the modified and 

generated items adequately and appropriately assess the content of state IP. A more detailed 

description of each of these steps is provided in the sections that follow. 

 Modification of CIPS. In the first version of the state hope scale, Snyder and colleagues 

(1996) revisited and altered the original instructions and items form the dispositional hope scale 

to focus on the present. For example, one item on the dispositional hope scale which read “I 

energetically pursue my goals” was altered to read “At the present time, I am energetically 

pursuing my goals.” This was done for each of the items to generate the initial item pool. 

Additionally, Snyder and colleagues (1996) altered the original instructions presented to 

respondents to do the same. For the dispositional hope scale, the instructions read as follows: 

“Instructions: Read each item carefully. Using the scale shown below, please select the 

number that best describes YOU and put that number in the blank provided.” 

Whereas, the modified instructions presented to the respondents of the state hope scale now read: 

“Instructions: Read each item carefully. Using the scale shown below, please select the 

number that best describes how you think about yourself right now and put that number in 

the blank provided. Please take a few moments to focus on yourself and what is going on 

in your life at this moment. Once you have this “here and now” set, go ahead and answer 

each item according to the following scale:” 

 Following the adaptation procedure outlined by Snyder and colleagues (1996), I revisited 

the predominant measure of trait IP (CIPS; Clance, 1985) as a source from which to draw initial 



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

42 

items for the SIPS. The 20-item CIPS has a great deal of empirical evidence supporting its high 

internal consistency reliability, convergent validity with similar variables, and discriminant 

validity from dissimilar variables (Chrisman et al., 1995; French, Ullrich-French, & Follman, 

2008), making it the most commonly employed scale in studies examining IP over the last three 

decades. Building from the solid foundation of the CIPS, I alter the phrasing of both the original 

20 items and the instructions to more appropriately assess the state-based experience of IP. For 

example, I alter the CIPS item “At times, I feel my success has been due to some kind of luck” to 

“My success is due to some kind of luck.” To eliminate item redundancy (Boyle, 1991) and 

modification so extreme that some items would no longer retain their meaning, the number of 

items to be retained and ultimately subjected to scale validity assessment decreased from 20 to 

17. Next, I altered the original instructions presented to respondents in the CIPS to reflect the 

state experience of IP. The CIPS instructions read as follow: 

“Instructions: Please answer the questions as honestly as possible. A rating of 1 means 

the previous statement is not at all true; a rating of 5 means the previous statement is very 

true; and an answer of 2, 3, or 4 represents the range where the statement may be rarely, 

sometimes, or often. 

Please circle the number according to the way the statement applies to you or to someone 

you know. 

It is best to give the first response that enters your mind rather than dwelling on each 

statement and thinking about it over and over.” 

The modified instructions presented to the respondents of the SIPS now read: 
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“Instructions: Read each of the following statements as they apply to you at work. After 

reading each item carefully, please select the response according to the way the statement 

applies to you RIGHT NOW. There is, of course, no right answer for any statement. The 

best answer is what you feel is true of yourself AT THIS MOMENT. Be sure to answer 

all of the items, even if you are not certain of best answer. Please indicate the extent to 

which you agree or disagree with each of the statements below:” 

 Lastly, I modified the CIPS scale anchors because the anchors on the CIPS represent 

cross-situational measurement (1 = Not at all true; 2 = Rarely; 3 = Sometimes; 4 = Often; 5 = 

Very true). As such, I revised the anchors to a 7-point ranging from “Strongly disagree” to 

“Strongly agree” (1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Somewhat disagree; 4 = Neither agree 

nor disagree; 5 = Somewhat agree; 6 = Agree; 7 = Strongly agree) to coincide with the modified 

items and instructions to more aptly assess the situation specific experience of IP.  

Focus group. To ensure the SIPS captures the entirety of the content domain, it was 

necessary to generate items beyond those presented in the CIPS. To do so, I conducted a focus 

group in a doctoral program seminar with 9 doctoral students and the instructor to discuss their 

experience of IP. The aims of this focus group were to engage with participants who experience 

IP and enhance the content validity of the items to be used in our scale (Vogt, King, & King, 

2004). I elected to conduct the focus group with current graduate students because extant 

research has shown graduate students to commonly experience heightened levels of IP (Clance & 

Imes, 1978; Gibson-Beverly & Schwartz, 2008) and as such, are an appropriate sample in which 

to conduct our focus group. 

In conducting the focus group, I asked students to describe their experience of IP. For 

example, students were asked to describe specific instances they felt like an intellectual phony or 
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times they feared being exposed as less capable than others believed them to be. As suggested by 

Vogt and colleagues (2004), the focus group was audio recorded and later transcribed to ensure 

the discussion was deployed as accurately and appropriately as possible. This transcription was 

then reviewed to identify themes and experiences which would possibly assess state IP in a 

manner different of beyond that of the pool of items originally adapted from the CIPS. This 

process produced 24 new items to be added to the 17 items generated from the CIPS 

modification, resulting in a total of 41 items to be subjected to content adequacy assessment.  

Content adequacy. Content adequacy is achieved when the measure completely captures 

the domain which is being measured (Schrieschiem, Powers, Scandura, Gardiner, & Lankau, 

1999). If the content of the measure is not adequate, it is not possible to ultimately achieve 

construct validity. As such, it is critical to achieve content adequacy. To assess the content 

adequacy of the SIPS, I subjected all 41 of the newly developed SIPS items to investigation by 

two independent samples. 

The first sample consisted of business management professors (n = 12) to serve as expert 

panelists. The second sample consisted of Amazon Mechanical Turk master workers (n = 25) to 

serve as a general population against which the expert ratings would be compared. Both samples 

were administered the content adequacy assessment materials via Qualtrics. These materials 

presented the definition of state IP – without identifying what the construct the definition was 

defining – at the top of the page (e.g., the term “state IP” never appeared on the page). Below the 

definition each of the 41 items were presented. The participants were then instructed to rate each 

of the items in terms of its adequacy in capturing the definition at the top of the page on a 5-point 

scale (1 = least adequate; 5 = most adequate).  
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Once collected, an independent sample t-test was conducted to look for differences 

between the expert sample and the master worker samples. In both samples, items 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 

14, 21, 26, 30, and 31 were identified as the least adequate items in both samples, with no 

significant differences found in their adequacy scores across the two samples. As such, these 

items were eliminated. Among the original 41 items, significant differences between the samples 

were found for only 5 of the 41 items (items 6, 19, 25, 38, and 41; p < .05). However, none of 

these items were identified as among the least adequate items necessitating deletion in either of 

the two samples. Accordingly, these items were retained. This resulted in 31 retained items that 

were subjected to further assessment. 

Scale Validity Assessment 

 In the scale validity assessment phase, the goal is to assess various psychometric 

characteristics of the SIPS which are necessary to establish sound measurement of state IP. A 

discussion of both the sample and measures used to conduct all the scale validity assessments is 

provided. Following the presentation of the sample and materials used, findings are presented, 

and a brief discussion of the scale is provided. A more extensive discussion of the scale and the 

process followed to develop it can be found in the Chapter 5 (Discussion).  

Sample and Procedure 

 I solicited responses using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk). While there is 

considerable empirical support for samples obtained through MTurk as representative, 

inexpensive, high-quality data (Burhmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Daly & Nataraajan, 

2015), others express concerns over potential validity threats (Chandler & Paolacci, 2017; 

Cheung, Burns, Sinclair, & Sliter, 2017). To overcome these potential threats, I conducted the 

collection using TurkPrime (Litman, Robinson, Abberbock, 2016). Turkprime is an Internet-
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based platform designed for research purposes which allows researchers to create and launch 

Human Intelligence Tasks (HITs) with greater control and flexibility. HITs are MTurk tasks 

which workers can elect to complete for compensation. In my case, the HIT is to complete the 

surveys described in this study. By using Turkprime, I was able to screen out workers from the 

universal exclude list (i.e., those who have provided poor responses previously), those from 

suspicious geocode location (i.e., click-farms), and those from duplicate geocode locations or IP 

addresses (i.e., same respondent with multiple accounts) and exclude them from completing the 

HIT (i.e. the surveys).  

In addition to the Turkprime constraints, I required respondents to meet certain 

qualifications. First, I only allowed Master Workers to participate in our study. Master Workers, 

who have been granted the MTurk Masters Qualification, are among the most successful workers 

in the MTurk marketplace across tasks and studies based on their tenure, quality of their work, 

and their completion of diverse tasks. Second, to ensure the appropriateness and 

representativeness of our sample and the collection of the highest quality data possible, I 

required that MTurk workers meet certain qualifications, including residency in the United States 

and a HIT approval rating of 90% or greater. Third, consistent with previous MTurk research 

(e.g., Behrend, Sharek, Meade, & Wiebe, 2011), I included careless responder items (Meade & 

Craig, 2012) to alert me to any thoughtless responses which would need to be excluded from the 

analyses. An example careless responder item used was “I would like you to mark ‘Strongly 

disagree’ for this answer.” Those who did not mark ‘Strongly disagree’ were deemed to be 

careless responders and due to their data integrity compromised, their responses were removed 

prior to the conduction of any analyses. 
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Master Workers were recruited to participate in a study of “Self-perceptions in the 

workplace” and required to complete four waves of online surveys in exchange for a total of 

$6.00. A notice was posted on Amazon’s MTurk to recruit participants to complete surveys at 

four points in time. Interested participants were redirected to an online survey hosted by 

Qualtrics to begin the data collection process. Participants were provided with information 

regarding the estimated duration of survey 1 (20 minutes), survey 2 (10 minutes), survey 3 (10 

minutes),  and survey 4 (12 minutes) along with the rate of compensation for the studies ($2.50 

for the first survey, $1.00 for the second survey, $1.00 for the third survey, an $1.50 for the 

fourth survey). Participants were also informed that they must sequentially complete all of the 

surveys in order. The average time elapsed between the collection of the first and second, second 

and third, and third and fourth surveys were 22, 11, and 11 days, respectively. 

The number of participants who completed the first, second, third, and fourth survey 

waves were 485, 315, 252, 224, respectively. I excluded respondents who failed the careless 

responder items and who did not provide complete data. As can be seen in Table 2, the 

characteristics of the sample were similar across all four waves of collection. Across all samples, 

there were just over 50% females with an average age was just under 40 years. Each wave was 

over 80% White/Caucasian with over 80% working full-time with an average tenure in both their 

organization and their position of just over 7 years. The sample was also highly educated with a 

majority of each wave having attained a bachelor’s or graduate degree. The final wave two, 

three, and four samples included 272, 218, and 190 respondents, respectively, resulting in a final 

matched sample of 190 respondents across four time periods. 
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Table 2. Scale Development Sample Characteristics 

Demographics Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 

     

Age 39.2 years 39.2 years 39.5 years 39.7 years 

     

Gender     

Male 48.8% 44.9% 44.5% 43.8% 

Female 50.7% 54.4% 54.6% 55.2% 

Other 0.5% 0.7% 0.9% 1.0% 

     

Ethnicity     

White/Caucasian 81.1% 82.4% 84.4% 82.8% 

Black/African American 6.7% 7.0% 6.4% 6.8% 

Asian 5.1% 5.1% 4.6% 4.7% 

Hispanic or Latino 4.1% 2.6% 2.3% 2.6% 

Other 2.3% 2.3% 2.3% 3.1% 

     

Education Level     

Graduate Degree 9.2% 10.3% 9.2% 10.4% 

Bachelor’s Degree 42.6% 40.1% 42.7% 43.8% 

Associate’s Degree 15.0% 16.9% 16.1% 15.1% 

Some College 21.9% 21.3% 22.0% 21.9% 

High School or Equivalent 10.8% 11.0% 9.6% 8.3% 

Less than High School 0.5% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 

     

Employment Status     

Full-time 82.9% 82.7% 82.1% 81.8% 

Part-time 15.7% 16.9% 17.0% 17.7% 

Unemployed 1.4% 0.4% 0.9% 0.5% 

     

Tenure     

Organization 6.9 years 7.0 years 7.3 years 7.5 years 

Position 7.2 years 7.5 years 7.7 years 7.7 years 

     

N 434 272 218 190 
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Materials and Measures 

Over the course of the four waves of collection, I collected various combinations of data. 

A breakdown of which materials and measures were administered in each of the four waves can 

be found in Table 3. Each of the materials and measures found in Table 3 is described in more 

detail below and can be found in Appendix A. 
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Table 3. Waves of Collection Breakdown 

Wave of Collection Measure Reference 

   

Wave 1   

 Demographics  

 Social Desirability Hart, Ritchie, Hepper, & Gebauer (2015) 

 Trait IP Clance (1985) 

 Big Five Personality Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, & Lucas (2006) 

 Trait PA Watson, Clark, & Tellegen (1988) 

 Trait NA Watson, Clark, & Tellegen (1988) 

 Daily Report Form Snyder, Sympson, Ybasco, Borders, Babyak, & Higgins (1996) 

 State IP Developed in this study 

 State Self-Esteem Heatherton & Polivy (1991) 

 State PA Watson, Clark, & Tellegen (1988) 

 State NA Watson, Clark, & Tellegen (1988) 

   

Wave 2   

 Daily Report Form Snyder, Sympson, Ybasco, Borders, Babyak, & Higgins (1996) 

 State IP Developed in this study 

 State Self-Esteem Heatherton & Polivy (1991) 

 State PA Watson, Clark, & Tellegen (1988) 

 State NA Watson, Clark, & Tellegen (1988) 

   

Wave 3   

 Daily Report Form Snyder, Sympson, Ybasco, Borders, Babyak, & Higgins (1996) 

 State IP Developed in this study 

 State Self-Esteem Heatherton & Polivy (1991) 

 State PA Watson, Clark, & Tellegen (1988) 

 State NA Watson, Clark, & Tellegen (1988) 

   

Wave 4   

 Trait IP Clance (1985) 

 Daily Report Form Snyder, Sympson, Ybasco, Borders, Babyak, & Higgins (1996) 

 State IP Developed in this study 

 State Self-Esteem Heatherton & Polivy (1991) 

 State PA Watson, Clark, & Tellegen (1988) 

 State NA Watson, Clark, & Tellegen (1988) 
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 Trait IP. To assess trait IP, I used the 20-item CIPS (Clance, 1985). This measure 

contains items such as “I rarely do a project or task as well as I’d like to do it.” Items were 

anchored on the same five-point anchors provided by Clance (1985; 1 = Not at all true; 5 = Very 

true) and demonstrated acceptable levels of reliability (Time 1 α = .94; Time 4 α = .94).  

Big Five Personality. To assess each of the Big Five personality traits, I used the 20-item 

version of the International Personality Item Pool (mini-IPIP; Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, & 

Lucas, 2006). This measure contains 4 items for each of the big five personality trait sub-scales 

(e.g., extraversion, neuroticism, openness), such as “In general, I am the life of the party” for 

extraversion. Items were anchored on seven-point anchors (1 = Strongly disagree; 7 = Strongly 

agree) and each of the five subs-scales demonstrated acceptable levels of reliability (Extraversion 

α = .90; Agreeableness α = .88; Conscientiousness α = .83; Intellect/Imagination α = .83; 

Neocriticism α = .84). 

Trait Positive and Negative Affect. To assess trait PA and NA, I used the 20-item PANAS 

(Watson et al., 1988). This measure contains 10 items which assess PA (e.g., interested, proud, 

strong, etc.) and 10 items which assess NA (e.g., distressed, afraid, jittery, etc.). I utilized the 

trait version of the instructions which ask the respondent to rate how they feel “generally” and 

“on the average.” Items were anchored on the same five-point anchors originally provided (1 = 

Very slightly or not at all; 5 = Extremely) and demonstrated acceptable levels of reliability 

across all time periods (Trait PA/NA at Time 1 α = .92/.93). 

 Balanced Inventory for Desirable Responding (BIDR). To assess social desirability, I 

used The BIDR-16 (Hart, Ritchie, Hepper, & Gebauer, 2015). The BIDR-16 is a 16-item scale 

that retains the original two-factor structure of the BIDR (Paulus, 1988) with half the items 

loading onto self-deceptive enhancement and the other half loading onto impression 
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management. Participants were asked to read each of the 16 items and rate the extent to which 

they agree with the statement on a 7-point scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 7 = Strongly agree). An 

example item is “I am very confident of my judgments.” This measure demonstrated acceptable 

reliability (α = .87) and can be found in Appendix A.  

State IP. The initial version of the state IP scale (SIPS) included 31 items to be assessed. 

These 31 items where anchored on a 1-7 Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly 

agree). However, after initial item reductions based on the results, the scale retained a total of 5 

items which demonstrated acceptable levels of reliability across all time periods (Time 1 α = .88; 

Time 2 α = .87; Time 3 α = .89; Time 4 α = .89).  

State Self-Esteem. To assess state self-esteem, I used the 20-item state self-esteem scale 

(SSES; Heatherton & Polivy, 1991). This measure contains items such as “I feel confident that I 

understand things.” Items were anchored on the same five-point anchors originally provided (1 = 

Not at all; 5 = Extremely) and demonstrated acceptable levels of reliability across all time 

periods (Time 1, α = .95; Time 2, α = .95; Time 3, α = .95; Time 4, α = .95).  

State Positive and Negative Affect. To assess state positive affect (PA) and negative affect 

(NA), I used the 20-item positive and negative affect schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & 

Tellegen, 1988). This measure contains 10 items which assess PA (e.g., interested, proud, strong, 

etc.) and 10 items which assess NA (e.g., distressed, afraid, jittery, etc.). I utilized the state 

version of the instructions which ask the respondent to rate how they feel “right now” and “at the 

present moment.” Items were anchored on the same five-point anchors provided by Watson and 

colleagues (1988; 1 = Very slightly or not at all; 5 = Extremely) and demonstrated acceptable 

levels of reliability across all time periods (State PA/NA at Time 1, α = .92/.94; Time 2, α 

= .93/.94; Time 3, α = .92/.94; Time 4, α = .93/.92). 
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Daily Report Form. This form was adapted from Snyder and colleagues’ (1996) state 

hope scale development procedures and consists of three sections. First, participants were asked 

to list five events that had transpired that day as well as rate the favorability of each of the listed 

events on a 7-point scale (1 = Extremely negative; 2 = Somewhat negative; 3 = Slightly negative; 

4 = Neutral; 5 = Slightly positive; 6 = Somewhat positive; 7 = Extremely positive). Second, they 

were asked to list five thoughts they had throughout the day and rate the favorability of each on 

the same 7-point scale as the first section. Finally, respondents were asked to rate the day as a 

whole on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (“The worst”) to 7 (“The best”). This form was 

administered prior to the state scales to put respondents in the “here and now” state of mind.  

Findings and Results  

 Following the completion of the four-wave collection, various analyses were conducted 

to assess the scale’s psychometric properties provide evidence in support of its validity. The 

analyses conducted include an EFA, CFA, convergent/discriminant validity assessment, and 

temporal variability assessment. However, prior to conducting these analyses, I utilized the data 

collected across the four waves to conduct initial item reduction. A more detailed account of 

these analyses is provided below, beginning with the initial item reduction.  

Initial Item Reduction 

 Consistent with the steps of the scale development process outlined by Hinkin (1998), it 

was necessary to conduct an initial item reduction. Following the culling of items from the 

content adequacy assessment, the initial pool of items in the SIPS still had 31 items and it was 

necessary to reduce this pool of items down to a more appropriate number of items which I 

expect to ultimately be retained in the final version of the scale. To do this, I relied on both IP-

related literature and measurement-related literature. 
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 In the IP literature, there has been an ongoing debate regarding the CIPS’s factor 

structure. Clance’s (1985) original development of the scale computed only an overall score, as 

the scale was considered a unidimensional measure of IP. A decade later, Chrisman and 

colleagues (1995) found support for the CIPS as a measure comprised of the three dimensions of 

fake, discount, and luck. However, debate over the factor structure of the CIPS continued. In 

their assessment of the CIPS’s psychometric properties, French and colleagues (2008) provided 

support for an alternative factor structure when they found that a two-dimensional measure 

reflected the best fitting model, with the factors of fake and discount being collapsed into one 

factor. However, most recently, Simon and Choi (2018) found support for the original 

unidimensional structure, but with related residuals. Because the literature is still equivocal in 

regard to the dimensionality, it is necessary to retain enough items to ensure that it is possible for 

multiple factors to emerge in the EFA. 

 In the measurement literature, there is no hard and fast rule on the number of items which 

should ultimately be included in a scale (Hinkin, 1998). However, there is a general consensus 

that the ultimate goal should be to ensure that the content domain is adequately sampled and 

assessed using the smallest number of items possible (Churchill, 1979; Hinkin, 1998; Thurstone, 

1947). This allows researchers to both accurately assess the construct of interest in its entirety 

while minimizing the possibility of response bias (e.g., respondent fatigue) compromising the 

integrity of the measurement. It is also critical to have enough items to assess the scale’s internal 

consistency, which requires a minimum of three items (Cook, Hepworth, & Warr, 1981). Taken 

together, Hinkin (1998) suggests the goal should be to ultimately retain four to six items for most 

constructs, depending on the existing and developed evidence in support of the validity of the 

measure. 



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

55 

 Informed by both the IP and measurement development literatures, it is necessary to 

greatly reduce the number of items from 31. Among prior studies considering IP, the maximum 

number of dimensions that have been found is three. To ensure it is possible for three factors to 

emerge, it is necessary to retain at least four items representing each of the three possible factors. 

Also, as previously noted, states are more concretely experienced relative to traits (Fridhandler, 

1986). As such, it would not be surprising or without precedent that fewer items adequately 

measure a state relative to a trait. For instance, Snyder and colleagues’ (1996) state hope scale 

resulted in half the number of items relative to its preceding trait scale (Snyder et al., 1991).  

 For the reasons discussed, it is my aim to reduce the number of items from 31 to a 

number more consistent with both the IP and measurement literature. To reduce the number of 

items, I calculated average inter-item correlations and factor loadings from principle components 

analysis across all four waves of data collection for the 31 items of the SIPS. Upon examination, 

I identified items which displayed high, potentially harmful levels of redundancy. Highly 

intercorrelated items are indicative of redundancy and potentially oversampling the content 

domain, resulting in artificially inflating the reliability of the scale (Boyle, 1991; Chen et al., 

2001). While taking great care to retain items from all area of the IP content domain, I removed 

19 items based on inter-item correlations and factor loadings. This left 12 items to be retained 

and further analyzed. 

Factor Analyses 

 To examine the underlying factor structure of the SIPS, both an EFA and a CFA were 

conducted. An EFA is a technique which is used to assess the underlying factor structure of the 

variable of interest (state IP) for exploratory purposes when the theoretical structure is unclear. It 

also affords the opportunity to eliminate items which do not load onto the latent variable of 
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interest, creating a more parsimonious measure. Doing so, it helps to identify the factor structure 

(i.e., multidimensional or unidimensional). A CFA tests whether the data fit a predetermined, 

hypothesized factor structure of the construct (state IP). CFAs are conducted because items 

which have adequately loaded in the EFA may not load adequately again due to sample specific 

biases (Gerbing & Anderson, 1988; Hinkin, 1998). To account for this, a CFA must be 

conducted with an independent sample to ascertain if the structure identified in the previously 

conducted EFA holds. Accordingly, I randomly split the wave one sample where one half of the 

sample (Sample A; n = 221) will be used to conduct the EFA and the other half of the sample 

(Sample B; n = 213) will be used to conduct the CFA.  

 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). Using Sample A, I conducted an EFA using the 

principal components method with the number of factors not specified in the statistical package 

SPSS. The analysis revealed that all 12 items loaded onto a single factor with their loadings 

ranging from .62 to .89, with a mean loading of .79. These loadings can be found in Table 4. I 

utilized both the eigen-values-greater-than-one and scree-test criteria to evaluate the number of 

factors to emerge. When applying the eigen-values-greater-than one criterion, I found support for 

the emergence of a single factor structure which explains 63.5% of the variance. Next, the 

application of the scree-test also supported a single factor solution with the elbow of the plot 

being sharply defined at the first factor. Together, these results provide support for a single-

factor model. 
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Table 4. EFA Results of 12 items (Sample A) 

Item  Factor 

Loading 

   

1. I give the impression that I am more competent than I really am. .62 

2. I dread others evaluating me. .66 

3. I am afraid I will not be able to live up to other’s expectations of me. .82 

4. My success is due to some kind of luck. .75 

5. I am afraid others will discover how much ability I really lack. .89 

6. Others around me have more confidence in my ability than I do myself. .88 

7. I questions whether or not I deserve my success. .87 

8. I need to justify that I am worthy of my accomplishments. .72 

9. I discount my deservingness for what I have achieved. .83 

10. I only achieved my success because the odds were in my favor. .78 

11. I fear others are going to find out that I am not really as competent as they think I am. .89 

12. Others believe I know more than I actually do.  .82 

Note: N = 221 

 

 However, as noted previously, the goal is to measure the construct with the fewest 

number of items possible, with four to six considered adequate for most single-factor structures. 

Currently with 12 items capturing a single-factor, this is an opportunity to consider further 

decreasing the number of items. A reduction in the number of items would be in service to the 

goal of assessing the maximum amount of variance with the fewest number of items to reduce 

the likelihood of both the introduction of measurement error and responder fatigue. As such, I 

further examined the inter-item correlations and factor loadings. While taking great care to retain 

item heterogeneity, I eliminated 7 of the 12 items, leaving 5 items to be further analyzed.  

 Next, I reran the same EFA to assess how the 5-item scale would now perform relative to 

its 12-item predecessor. The analysis revealed that all 5 items loaded onto a single factor with 

their factor loadings ranging from .68 to .89, with a mean loading of .81. More specifically, the 5 

items (in Table 5) had factor loadings of .68, .83, .89, .86, and .80, respectively. Again, I utilized 
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both the eigen value and scree-test criteria to evaluate the number of factors to emerge and 

ultimately retain. Both tests again found support for the emergence of a single-factor which 

explains 66.1% of the variance and the elbow of the plot being sharply defined at the first factor. 

As was found in the assessment of the 12-item measure, each of the tests provide evidence in 

support of the 5-item, single-factor model. However, the 5-item measure captures a greater 

percentage of the variance with a fewer number of items. As such, the 5-item version of the SIPS 

was retained moving forward. 

Table 5. EFA Results of 5 items (Sample A) 

Item  Factor 

Loading 

   

1. I give the impression that I am more competent than I really am. .68 

3. I am afraid I will not be able to live up to other’s expectations of me. .83 

6. Others around me have more confidence in my ability than I do myself. .89 

9. I discount my deservingness for what I have achieved. .86 

10. I only achieved my success because the odds were in my favor. .80 

Note: N = 221 

 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). Using Sample B, I conducted a CFA using a 

maximum likelihood estimation method in the statistical package AMOS 24.0. The CFA 

specified a single-factor model based on prior theoretical and empirical evidence. All five items 

loaded significantly onto their construct; loadings ranged from .65 to .92, with a mean loading 

of .78 and p values < .001. More specifically, items 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 had factor loadings 

of .65, .83, .92, .79, and .71, respectively. Next, I examined various fit statistics to evaluate the 

single-factor model fit, including the chi-square, comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis 

index (TLI), standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR), and the root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA). The chi-square test result was not statistically significant (𝜒2 (5) = 
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6.586, p = .253), indicating that the our proposed 5-item, single-factor model was a good fit. To 

further develop our confidence in the 5-item, single-factor model, I followed Hu and Bentler’s 

(1999) recommendations of evaluating multiple fit indices and ensuring they meet certain 

thresholds representative of adequate fitting models, including CFI values close to .95 or greater, 

TLI values close to .95 or greater, and SRMR and RMSEA values close to .08 or less. Our model 

fit indices meet these recommended thresholds (CFI = .99, TLI = .99, SRMR = .02, RMSEA 

= .04) and provide support for our 5-item, single factor model for the SIPS. These results can be 

found in Table 6. 

Table 6. CFA Results (Sample B) 

Model 𝜒2(df) TLI CFI SRMR RMSEA 

      

Single Factor Model 6.586 (5) .99 .99 .02 .04 

Note: N = 213; ** p < 0.01 level; * p < 0.05; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; CFI = comparative fit index; 

SRMR = standardized root-mean-squared residual; RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation 

 

Convergent and Discriminant Validity 

 Within the context of the scale construction and validation process, convergent validity 

refers to the extent to which the scale under consideration correlates with other measures 

designed to assess either the same or similar constructs. In contrast, discriminant validity in this 

context refers to the extent to which the scale under consideration does not correlate with other 

measures that are intended to assess dissimilar constructs. Both convergent and discriminant 

validity are critical to the establishment of construct validity and the process by which I plan to 

establish both is described below.  
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 Convergent Validity. Utilizing the entirety of the four waves of data, the assessment of 

the SIPS’s convergent validity was conducted in two steps. First, I examined its correlations both 

with trait IP (i.e. the CIPS) and other variables which have been theoretically and empirically 

related to IP. Because research on state IP is virtually non-existent, I relied on extant trait IP 

literature (previously discussed in Chapter 2) to identify both traits and states which should be 

related to state IP. As noted in Chapter 2, trait IP has been empirically linked to neuroticism 

(Bernard et al., 2002), positive and negative affect (Thompson et al., 1998), and self-esteem 

(Cozzarelli & Major, 1990). Accordingly, I examined state IP’s relationship with trait IP, the Big 

Five personality traits, both trait and state positive and negative affect, and state self-esteem. 

Second, I considered the average variance extracted (AVE; Fornell & Larcker, 1981) to ensure 

the variance captured by the construct is greater than that due to measurement error.  

 The results of the convergent validity assessments can be found in the correlation matrix 

(Table 2). As can be seen in the Table 2, the SIPS at time 1 is significantly and positive related to 

trait IP (i.e. the CIPS) at the same time (r = .86, p < .01), indicating the state experience of IP is 

highly correlated with the trait experience of IP at the same time. Additionally, the SIPS 

correlates with other traits which have been shown to be related to IP in previous studies, 

including neuroticism (r = .39, p < .01), positive affect (r = -.40, p < .01), and negative affect (r 

= .50, p < .01). 

 Next, our analysis of the relationships the SIPS has with various states found further 

support for the convergent validity of the scale. At time 1, the SIPS was significantly correlated 

with state positive affect (r = -.43, p < .01), state negative affect (r = .37, p < .01), and state self-

esteem (r = -.78, p < .01). Similar supportive results were found across each of the remaining 

three time periods showing the SIPS’s relationship with each of these states. Lastly, I found that 
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the SIPS and CIPS were again related at time 4 (r = .90, p < .01), providing evidence that the 

state experience is highly related to the trait experience.  

 Finally, I calculate the AVE of the SIPS. According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), 

support for a measurement’s convergent validity is achieved when its AVE is greater than .50. 

This indicates that the variance captured by the measurement accounts for greater than half of the 

variance, including the measurement error. The AVE of the SIPS at time 1 is .67, indicating the 

scale captures more than half the variance, including that attributed to measurement error. 

Overall, these results provide support for the convergent validity of the SIPS. 
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Table 7. Descriptive statistics and Correlations  
Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Gendera 1.57 .52 1 
       

  

2. Age 39.67 10.17 .14* 1         

3. Ethnicitya 5.61 1.21 .19** .15* 1        

4. Educationa 4.24 1.18 -.14 .01 -.01 1       

5. Employment Statusa 1.19 .40 .14 .13 .15* .01 1      

6. Tenure in Organization 7.53 6.23 .04 .44** .09 -.04 -.11 1     

7. Tenure in Position 7.74 6.73 .15* .47** .15* -.19** -.11 .49** 1    

8. Social Desirability 4.26 1.03 .01 .07 .02 .10 -.07 .05 .03 1   

9. State IP (T1) 3.27 1.48 .05 -.12 -.04 -.03 .13 -.15* -.05 -.47** 1  

10. Trait IP (T1) 2.67 .76 .08 -.13 -.03 -.05 .12 -.15* -.07 -.52** .86** 1 

11. Openness (T1) 5.37 1.33 -.07 -.01 .13 .03 .01 -.06 -.12 .11 -.17* -.09 

12. Conscientiousness (T1) 5.40 1.18 .00 .06 .07 -.08 -.01 .15* .22** .26** -.29** -.27** 

13. Extraversion (T1) 3.24 1.61 .08 .09 .05 .09 -.06 .05 -.01 .23** -.39** -.47** 

14. Agreeableness (T1) 5.22 1.35 .33** .13 .19** -.02 .06 .07 .17* .19** -.10 -.11 

15. Neuroticism (T1) 3.22 1.42 .15* -.17* .07 -.20** .09 -.22** -.17* -.48** .39** .45** 

16. Trait PA (T1) 3.11 .79 .14 .16* .00 .02 .04 .22** .25** .44** -.40** -.44** 

17. Trait NA (T1) 1.58 .65 .00 -.05 -.02 -.07 .03 -.16** -.08 -.46** .50** .55** 

18. State PA (T1) 2.88 .89 .09 .13 -.05 -.03 -.01 .24** .26** .43** -.43** -.47** 

19. State NA (T1) 1.57 .56 -.13 .00 -.06 -.07 -.02 -.05 .00 -.35** .37** .39** 

20. State Self-Esteem (T1) 3.55 .83 -.08 .10 .00 .08 -.11 .09 .09 .49** -.78** -.80** 

21. State IP (T2) 3.09 1.36 .00 -.08 .00 -.04 .11 -.08 -.03 -.41** .83** .80** 

22. State PA (T2) 2.88 .91 .10 .09 -.03 .01 .11 .14 .14 .37** -.34** -.42** 

23. State NA (T2) 1.54 .53 -.09 -.02 -.04 -.05 -.06 -.1 .05 -.33** .31** .36** 

24. State Self-Esteem (T2) 3.66 .78 -.03 .12 -.03 .10 -.07 .07 .03 .44** -.67** -.74** 

25. State IP (T3) 2.94 1.43 -.01 -.12 -.05 -.08 06 -.05 -.05 -45** .84** .80** 

26. State PA (T3) 2.92 .88 .14 .18* -.04 -.02 .07 .19** .19** .38** -.38** -.44** 

27. State NA (T3) 1.54 .52 -.09 -.07 -.06 -.08 -.10 -.12 -.04 -.31** .31** .32** 

28. State Self-Esteem (T3) 3.66 .80 -.04 .14 -.02 .09 -.06 .09 .08 .45** -.71** -.75** 

29. State IP (T4) 3.14 1.55 .03 -.06 -.04 -.04 .11 -.11 -.05 -.43** .87** .85** 

30. Trait IP (T4) 2.58 .83 .03 -.06 -.02 -.07 .12 -.13 -.05 -.50** .82** .88** 

31. State PA (T4) 2.84 .91 .07 .14 -.07 -.04 .02 .23** .22** .41** -.42** -.48** 

32. State NA (T4) 1.55 .56 -.06 -.07 -.05 -.12 -.11 -.10 .03 -.36** .37** .42** 

33. State Self-Esteem (T4) 3.58 .82 -.10 .09 -.05 .08 -.06 .11 .08 .40** -.68** -.75** 
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Variables 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 

1. Gendera             

2. Age             

3. Ethnicitya             

4. Educationa             

5. Employment Statusa             

6. Tenure in Organization             

7. Tenure in Position             

8. Social Desirability             

9. State IP (T1)             

10. Trait IP (T1)             

11. Openness (T1) 1            

12. Conscientiousness (T1) .04 1           

13. Extraversion (T1) .32** .03 1          

14. Agreeableness (T1) .32** .11 .35** 1         

15. Neuroticism (T1) -.16* -.30** -.31** -.11 1        

16. Trait PA (T1) .23** .31** .44** .35** -.47** 1       

17. Trait NA (T1) -.13 -.31** -.34** -.12 .61** -.35** 1      

18. State PA (T1) .16* .31** .42** .31** -.45** .90** -.39** 1     

19. State NA (T1) -.06 -.23** -.27** -.16* .41** -.16* .79** -.21** 1    

20. State Self-Esteem (T1) .15* .29** .46** .14* -.54** .46** -.61** .50** -.54** 1   

21. State IP (T2) -.14 -.27** -.39** -.13 .34** -.43** .48** -.47** .36** -.70** 1  

22. State PA (T2) .17* .18* .38** .22** -.32** .80** -.33** .84** -.13 .44** -.46** 1 

23. State NA (T2) -.11 -.16* -.21** -.13 .40** -.17* .74** -.18* .78** -.43** .36** -.19** 

24. State Self-Esteem (T2) .13 .23** .43** .07 -.51** .45** -.56** .46** -.47** .88** -.76** .49** 

25. State IP (T3) -.11 -.34** -.41** -.15* .35** -.45** .47** -.50** .39** -.73** .87** -.42** 

26. State PA (T3) .15* .28** .38** .27** -.31** .84** -.31** .85** -.14 .46** -.45** .86** 

27. State NA (T3) -.03 -.21** -.15* -.16* .43** -.22** .62** -.25** .67** -.43** .35** -.19** 

28. State Self-Esteem (T3) .13 .26** .45** .14 -.52** .50** -.58** .53** -.50** .91** -.75** .48** 

29. State IP (T4) -.17* -.28** -.44** -.12 .36** -.43** .49** -.47** .39** -.75** .85** -.42** 

30. Trait IP (T4) -.11 -.22** -.45** -.12 .39** -.43** .54** -.46** .40** -.76** .80** -.41** 

31. State PA (T4) .14* .30** .34** .24** -.38** .81** -.33** .85** -.14 .49** -.48** .83** 

32. State NA (T4) -.14* -.23** -.26** -.09 .42** -.20** .76** -.22** .78** -.52** .38** -.19** 

33. State Self-Esteem (T4) .13 .24** .45** .04 -.50** .47** -.56** .49** -.45** .88** -.72** -47** 
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Variables 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 

1. Gendera            

2. Age            

3. Ethnicitya            

4. Educationa            

5. Employment Statusa            

6. Tenure in Organization            

7. Tenure in Position            

8. Social Desirability            

9. State IP (T1)            

10. Trait IP (T1)            

11. Openness (T1)            

12. Conscientiousness (T1)            

13. Extraversion (T1)            

14. Agreeableness (T1)            

15. Neuroticism (T1)            

16. Trait PA (T1)            

17. Trait NA (T1)            

18. State PA (T1)            

19. State NA (T1)            

20. State Self-Esteem (T1)            

21. State IP (T2)            

22. State PA (T2)            

23. State NA (T2) 1           

24. State Self-Esteem (T2) -.49** 1          

25. State IP (T3) .33** -.73** 1         

26. State PA (T3) -.16* .47** -.48** 1        

27. State NA (T3) .71** -.45** .38** -.17* 1       

28. State Self-Esteem (T3) -.46** .92** -.79** .52** -.51** 1      

29. State IP (T4) .35** -.72** .87** -.42** .36** -.76** 1     

30. Trait IP (T4) .37** -.74** .80** -.40** .33** -.77** .90** 1    

31. State PA (T4) -.15* .49** -.46** .87** -.16* .52** -.47** -.44** 1   

32. State NA (T4) .81** -.49** .35** -.15* .64** -.50** .40** .43** -.20** 1  

33. State Self-Esteem (T4) -.43** .91** -.73** .47** -.41** .92** -.77** -.79** .54** -.52* 1 

Note. N = 190; ** p < 0.01 level, * p < 0.05; IP = imposter phenomenon; PA = positive affect; NA = negative affect; aDummy variable coding was as follows: Gender (1 = Male, 2 = Female); Ethnicity (1 = American Indian 

or Alaskan Native, 2 = Asian, 3 = Black or African American, 4 = Hispanic or Latino, 5 = Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, 6 = White, 7 = From multiple races); Education (1 = Less than high school, 2 = High 

school or equivalent, 3 = Some college, 4 = Associate Degree, 5 = Bachelor Degree, 6 = Graduate Degree); Employment Status (1 = Full-time, 2 = Part-time, 3 = Unemployed)
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 Discriminant Validity. Similar to the assessment of convergent validity, discriminant 

validity was assessed using the entirety of the four-wave sample, and I took two steps to 

establish the SIPS’s discriminant validity. First, I examined the correlations of the SIPS with the 

same set of variables as in the convergent validity analysis, but I looked for smaller or even no 

relationship evidence. Second, I once again considered the AVE (Fornell & Larkcer, 1981) of the 

SIPS, this time relative to other relevant constructs. 

 In the first step of establishing discriminant validity, I further consider the correlations of 

the SIPS. The SIPS was found to have small to no relationships with the personality traits of 

openness (r = -.17, p <.05) and agreeableness (r = -.10, n.s.). These small or non-significant 

relationships are in line with previous research which has examined the intersection of state IP 

and Big Five personality traits (Bernard et al., 2002). However, the SIPS was so highly 

correlated with theoretically similar constructs such as state self-esteem (r = -.78, p < .01) that 

further examination into its distinctiveness was warranted. 

 In the second step of establishing discriminant validity, I calculated the AVE of the SIPS. 

According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), support for the discriminant validity of a construct is 

found if the AVE is greater than the highest squared correlation of the construct under 

examination, the SIPS. The highest correlation of SIPS at time 1, other than with trait IP, is the 

previously noted state self-esteem (r = -.78, p <.01) and its squared correlation is .61. As 

reported previously, the AVE of the SIPS in time 1 is .67, which is greater than .61, meeting the 

criterion necessary to support the scale’s discriminant validity. Overall, these results provided 

support for the discriminant validity of the SIPS. 

Temporal Variability 
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 Because scores on the SIPS reflect states, they should vary over time. As such, the 

correlations across the four time periods should exhibit variability and lower correlations. To test 

this, I examined the correlation of the SIPS with itself and the CIPS across each of the four time 

periods. Results indicated the SIPS did not vary considerably over time with the correlations 

ranging only from .83 to .87. Compared to the CIPS, which correlated at .89 between times 1 and 

4, scores on the SIPS appears to vary slightly more than the CIPS. When comparing how the 

SIPS correlates with the CIPS over time, I also see the correlations decrease when considering 

the CIPS at time 1 and the SIPS as time 2 and 3 (r = .80). However, this variation is relatively 

small and offers little evidence of the SIPS’s temporal variability. 

 Despite not generating much support for the temporal variability in the initial scale, it is 

worth noting again that states are situationally-caused (Fridhandler, 1986) and the administration 

of the surveys were not accompanied by any prompt, stimulus, or overarching situation which 

would elicit higher or lower levels or state IP. This makes the assessment of the SIPS’s temporal 

variability somewhat limited and incomplete. To more fully assess the temporal variability of the 

SIPS, it must be administered relative to a situation which would cause variance in the level of 

state IP and the best research design to test causal-related questions is an experimental design. 

Using this 5-item single factor measure of state IP, I moved forward to test the hypotheses and 

theoretical model developed in this dissertation by employing the experimental design described 

in the following section. A more extensive discussion of the SIPS and its development is 

provided in Chapter 5 (Discussion).  
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CHAPTER IV 

STATE IP EXPERIMENTAL STUDY 

 In Chapter 2, 13 hypotheses regarding state IP were made which were untestable due to 

not having a valid measure. However, Chapter 3 developed and provided preliminary support for 

the SIPS as an adequate measure of state IP. Utilizing the SIPS, I conducted an experimental 

study of state IP designed to empirically test the hypothesized relationships originally developed 

in Chapter 2. This section explains the experimental study, including its design, participants, 

materials and measures, findings and results, and a brief discussion of the findings prior to a 

more extensive discussion provided in Chapter 5.  

Study Design 

 The study consisted of two sessions: the pre-session and the experimental session. Two 

sessions were used to temporally separate the collection of certain data and the conduction of the 

experiment. The pre-session was an online survey hosted by Qualtrics and the experimental 

session was completed in the Behavioral Research Lab in the Rawls College of Business. These 

sessions were completed at least one week apart with an average of over 10.4 days between the 

completion of the pre-session and the experimental session. Participants were randomly assigned 

to one of the eight treatment conditions of a 2 (Role: Leader vs. Member) X 4 (Performance 

Pressure: High vs. Low / Threat of Evaluation: High vs. Low) between-subject factorial design, 

found in Table 8. 

Table 8. Experimental Design and Conditions 

 
High PP Low PP 

High 

Threat 

Low 

Threat 

Leader 1 2 3 4 

Member 5 6 7 8 
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Sample 

 The initial sample consisted of 308 undergraduate students. Of those, 279 completed the 

study in its entirety, with 29 only completing the pre-session and not the experimental session. 

Among them, 31 respondents were removed due to a failure to appropriately compete the 

careless responder items. The final sample (N = 248) breakdown per condition can be found in 

Table 9 and the sample characteristics in Table 10. Each cell had a minimum of 30 participants 

with the average age being 21.5 years. The majority of the sample was White/Caucasian (72.6%) 

working part-time (59.3%). 

Table 9. Sample Per Condition 

 
High PP Low PP 

High 

Threat 

Low 

Threat 

Leader (N = 30) (N = 31) (N = 30) (N = 32) 

Member (N = 32) (N = 30) (N = 32) (N = 31) 
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Table 10. Experiment Sample Characteristics 

Demographics Values 

  

Age 21.5 years 

  

Gender  

Male 44.8% 

Female 53.2% 

  

Ethnicity  

White/Caucasian 72.6% 

Hispanic or Latino 15.7% 

Black/African American 5.2% 

Asian 2.8% 

Other 3.7% 

  

Class Standing  

Freshman 0.0% 

Sophomore 6.5% 

Junior 27.0% 

Senior 65.3% 

Graduate 1.2% 

  

Employment Status  

Full-time 5.2% 

Part-time 59.3% 

Unemployed 35.5% 

  

GPA 3.39 

Note: N = 248 

 

Recruitment and Session Procedures 

 Participants were recruited through the college-sponsored Rawls Student Research 

Program (RSRP) and various undergraduate management courses at the Rawls College of 

Business at Texas Tech University. In exchange for their participation in the study which was 

titled “Personality and Teams,” students earned RSRP research credit or course credit. Students 
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were informed that to receive credit, they must complete the study in its entirety (i.e., both the 

pre-session and the experimental session).  

 To begin the study, students were required to register for the experimental session first. 

They could do so by directly signing up for a timeslot found on the RSRP website, or they would 

email me asking me to hold a seat for them in the session they requested. They were only 

allowed to sign up for timeslots which were at least one week away. Once participants had 

selected a timeslot to participate in the experimental session, I emailed them the hyperlink to the 

pre-session instructing them to complete the pre-session at least one week prior to their 

experimental timeslot. Those who did not complete the pre-session one week prior had their 

timeslots canceled and were notified that they had lost their experimental timeslot, but they could 

register for another timeslot that was still at least one week away. Once students completed the 

pre-session, they emailed me to confirm that they had completed the pre-session appropriately 

and their timeslot for the experimental session. An overview of the procedures and materials 

used in both the pre-session and the experimental session can be found in Table 4.   
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Table 11. Study Procedures and Materials 

 

Study (Location) Activity Duration Variable Measures Reference Appendix

Pre-session (Online) 20 minutes

Welcome Screen

Sign IRB Form 1 minute

Complete Measures 18 minutes Gender, Age, Ethnicity, 

Employment Status, GPA, Class 

Standing

Demographic Form

B

Trait IP CIPS Clance, 1985 B

Trait CSE CSES Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2003 B

Trait PA/NA PANAS Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988 B

Trait Self-Efficacy GSES Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001 B

Leader Identity Scale Leader Identity Hiller, 2005 B

Social Desirable Responding BIDR-16 Hart, Ritchie, Hepper, & Gebauer, 2015 B

Thank you Screen 1 minute

Experiment 

(Behavioral Lab) 30-45 minutes

Welcome Screen

CSSP Description 5 minutes C

Manipulations 5 minutes Leader/Member Role C

Performance Pressure (High/Low) C

Threat of Evaluation (High/Low) C

Complete Measures 3 minutes State IP State IP Scale New Scale Developed C

Read Case Study 5 minutes Case Study C

Preliminary Answers 5 minutes Task Performance Evaluated and coded C

Complete Measures 7 minutes State PA/NA PANAS Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988 C

State CSE State CSE Doci & Hofmans, 2015 C

Leadership Self-Efficacy LEQ Hannah & Avolio, 2013 C

Please wait Screen 3 minutes

Debrief 5 minutes C
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Pre-Session 

 When participants signed up for the study by selecting a timeslot to participate in the 

experimental session, they were sent a hyperlink to the pre-session and instructed that it must be 

completed at least one week prior to the experimental session for which they just registered. This 

link redirected them to the online survey hosted by Qualtrics. The survey began with an 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) consent form which provided an overview of both the study 

and the specifications of the pre-session they were about to complete, as well as a place to enter 

their email address. This email address would later be used to match their responses from the 

pre-session to their responses from the experimental session. Next, participants completed the 

following surveys (found in Appendix B): Demographics (gender, age, ethnicity, employment 

status, GPA, class standing), the CIPS (Clance, 1985), the trait PANAS (Watson et al., 1988), the 

trait core self-evaluations scale (CSES; Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2003), the generalized 

self-efficacy scale (GSES; Chen et al., 1998), the leader identity scale (Hiller, 2005), and the 

Balanced Inventory for Desirable Responding Short Form (BIDR-16; Hart, Ritchie, Hepper, & 

Gebauer, 2015).  

 These surveys were collected in the pre-session for several reasons. First, it was 

important to collect various demographics and trait measures which would, or could possibly, 

serve as control variables or covariates. Second, it was necessary to collect these measures in the 

pre-session to help prevent potential demand characteristics and/or participants identifying the 

primary purpose of the study. Finally, by collecting these measures in the pre-session, it afforded 

me greater confidence in the possible differentiation between the trait measures collected in the 

pre-session and the state measures which were ultimately collected in the experimental session.  
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 Once the participants completed these scales, they were shown a screen thanking them 

for their participation and instructing them to email me to confirm that they had completed the 

pre-session appropriately and their timeslot for the experimental session. 

Experimental Session 

 The experimental session took place on-site in the Behavioral Research Lab on the third 

floor of the Rawls College of Business at Texas Tech University no less than one week following 

the completion of the pre-session. When participants arrived at the Behavioral Research Lab, 

they were welcomed by me (the experimenter) and instructed to sign in. On the sign in sheet, 

participants indicated the courses for which they were seeking credit and signed their name. Also 

next to their name was the number of the computer station to which they were assigned. This 

station was used to convey all information, invoke the manipulations, and administer the scales. 

Each computer was preloaded with the appropriate materials (i.e., the materials for the condition 

to which they had randomly been assigned). Each condition’s materials were prepared and 

administered via Qualtrics with the only difference arising from the eight versions of the 

materials arising from the manipulations (later described in the Materials and Measures section).  

 Once everyone was seated and ready to begin, I (the experimenter) provided an overview 

of the study and basic instructions for the participants. The overview involved reading a prepared 

script welcoming the participants to the study “Personality and Teams.” Participants were 

informed that they would be participating in the Case Study Skills Program (CSSP), for which 

they would be put into teams to analyze a case study. Unbeknownst to the participants, this is a 

bogus program and there was no team activity. Participants were informed that prior to being put 

into teams, they would be asked to read the case study, provide preliminary notes and ideas about 

the case, and respond to various surveys until they come to the screen that reads, “STOP!!!” 
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They were further informed that once all of the participants completed the individual portion of 

the study and reached the “STOP!!!” screen, they would start the team portion of the CSSP. 

Once any questions had been answered, participants began the experimental session. 

 First, participants read the welcome screen and provided their email address; this was 

later used to match the responses from the experimental session to the pre-session. Next, they 

were presented with a bogus scenario describing the CSSP (Appendix C). The CSSP was 

described as a program that is part of the accreditation process that Rawls College of Business 

must undergo to retain the accreditation granted to us by the Association for the Advancement of 

Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB). More specifically, the CSSP was described as an 

assessment tool that was to be deemed necessary by AACSB, to evaluate students’ analytical 

skills, teamwork, and leadership. The CSSP description was presented to all participants to place 

them in the same situation before the administration of the manipulations. Once the participants 

finished reading the bogus CSSP scenario, they clicked the “next” button, whereupon they were 

taken to the next page where the randomly assigned manipulations were administered. 

 On the next screen, the manipulations were administered. All participants were randomly 

assigned to one of the 8 conditions indicated in Table 3. Specifically, all participants were 

administered a manipulation that assigned them to one of two roles: the leader role or the 

member role. This manipulation indicated that either they were to serve as the leader of their 

CSSP team or that another person had been assigned to serve as the leader of the CSSP team. 

Then, the duties and responsibilities of the CSSP team leader were listed (e.g., influencing team 

members, motivating the team, promoting cohesion, etc.) to show the expectations associated 

with the occupancy of the leader role. 
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 On the same screen where the first manipulation was administered, participants presented 

with the second manipulation. Specifically, participants were randomly assigned to one of four 

treatments: 1) high performance pressure, 2) low performance pressure, 3) high threat of 

evaluation, 4) low threat of evaluation. As noted previously, it is a primary objective of this 

research to integrate the study of IP into organizational research. This is done by studying its 

elicitation in a particularly salient scenario of one finding oneself in a leadership (or 

membership) role as well as various levels of threats of evaluation or performance pressure.  

 For the high versus low performance pressure manipulations, I adapted the performance 

pressure manipulation originally developed by Stenmark and Mumford (2012). In the high-

performance pressure manipulation, participants were told that their university was under-

performing relative to peer institutions, the skills being assessed were critical to prospective 

employers and they would not hire students without them, and that it was extremely important 

for them to do well on the task. In the low performance pressure manipulation, participants were 

told that their university was performing well relative to peer institutions, prospective employers 

preferred the skills being assessed but they were not critical to hiring decisions, and that this was 

a good opportunity to practice and develop their skills. 

 To administer the high versus low threat of evaluation manipulations, I adapted the threat 

of evaluation manipulation developed and used by King and Gurland (2007). In the high threat of 

evaluation treatment, participants were told that their completed work would be closely 

evaluated by a panel of experts and compared to other participants to ensure that their work was 

adequate. In the low threat of evaluation manipulation, participants were told that once their 

work was completed, no one would examine it and it would remain completely confidential to 
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everyone other than the researchers. Again, varying levels of evaluation (e.g., performance 

appraisals) are frequently experienced in organizations.  

 Once both the leader/member role and either the threat of evaluation or performance 

pressure manipulations were administered, participants proceeded to the first set of surveys. It 

was at this point where the participants were administered the SIPS, which was developed in 

Chapter 3.  

 Following the completion of the SIPS, the participants were told to proceed to the next 

screen where they were provided with both the case study and the questions that their team 

purportedly would be evaluating and answering. The case study was titled “Greenway 

Manufacturing” and was developed by me specifically for this study (found in Appendix C). 

Participants were told to prepare for the team portion of the CSSP by reading the case study and 

providing their own answers to the case questions, which would be saved and made available for 

discussion when they advanced to the team portion of the study. Specifically, participants 

received four questions that asked them to identify the 1) stakeholders, 2) problems, 3) possible 

solutions, and 4) a recommended solution. Once the participants were comfortable with their 

responses to these questions, they clicked “next” to proceed to the subsequent portion of the 

study. The case study evaluation process served three purposes. First, it added to the realism of 

the CSSP and the belief that there would be a team portion to the session where they would be 

required to discuss their responses. Second, it served as a filler task between the measurement of 

the mediating variable, state IP, and the dependent measures . That is, this task provides temporal 

separation between the experience of state IP and the measurement of the dependent variables. 

Third, the case question responses were subsequently coded by independent raters to serve as the 

measure of task performance. 
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 Following the case study evaluation, the participants were informed that the researchers 

would like them to complete a final set of surveys prior to the commencement of the team 

portion of the CSSP. At this point, participants were administered the dependent variable scales, 

including the state PANAS (Watson et al., 1988); the state CSE scale (Doci & Hofmans, 2015); 

and the leadership self-efficacy questionnaire (LEQ; Hannah & Avolio, 2013); and the 

manipulation checks. Once these final scales were completed, the participants reached a screen 

that read “STOP!!! Please sit quietly until the experimenter has indicated everyone is ready to 

begin the team portion of the study. You may text, but do not disturb others.” 

 Once every session participant reached this screen, the participants were instructed to 

proceed to the next page where they expected to begin the team portion of the CSSP. Instead, the 

next screen thanked them for taking part in the study. The experimenter then debriefed the 

participants and explained the deception related to the manipulations, their random assignment to 

the conditions, and the bogus CSSP scenario. Any remaining questions were also answered. In 

addition, participants were asked to not disclose any details of the deception of the study to 

others in order to help protect the integrity of the study. Finally, participants were thanked for 

their participation, encouraged to contact me with any further questions, and dismissed. A 

flowchart of the experimental process for each condition found in Table 4 can be found in Figure 

2. 
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Figure 2. Experimental Design and Conditions Flowchart 

Materials and Measures 

 As noted previously and indicated in Table 11, all demographic variables, trait measures, 

controls, and covariates were collected in the pre-session (found in Appendix B), while all 

manipulations and state measures were collected in the experimental session (found in Appendix 
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C). A more detailed explanation of all the materials and measures used in the study are provided 

in the following section. 

Manipulations 

 Serving as the independent variables, the manipulations were administered in the 

beginning of the experiment, following a brief explanation of the bogus CSSP. The heading on 

the manipulations page read, “Below is your assignment and several pieces of information to 

keep in mind throughout your participation in the Case Study Skills Program (CSSP).” 

Following this notice, the two manipulations (leader/member role, and high/low performance 

pressure or high/low threat of evaluation) were presented. Immediately below the manipulations, 

participants were instructed “Please keep these pieces of information in mind as your progress 

through the Case Study Skills Program.” 

 Leader/Member Role. The leader or member role manipulation was based on the 

expectation that being randomly selected to serve as a group leader would alter the individual’s 

self-perceptions and behaviors (Sande, Ellard, & Ross, 1986). I adapted a leadership role 

manipulation that was originally developed by Maner and Mead’s (2012) to explicate how those 

assigned to leadership roles elected to act in accordance with group or individual interests. More 

specifically, I emphasized that the assigned leader was the sole leader and had significant 

responsibilities. In the leader role manipulation, the following will be included as part of the 

scenario: 

“You have been assigned to serve as the sole leader of the CSSP team. The duties 

of the leader role include influencing other members, motivating the team, 
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resolving team conflicts, promoting team cohesion, and other leadership 

responsibilities as necessary.” 

 In the member role manipulation, the following will appear as part of the scenario: 

“Another member of your team has been assigned to serve as the sole leader of 

the CSSP team. The duties of the leader role include influencing other members, 

motivating the team, resolving team conflicts, promoting team cohesion, and 

other leadership responsibilities as necessary.” 

 Performance Pressure. The performance pressure manipulation was adapted from 

Stenmark and Mumford’s (2012) study on how performance pressure impacted leader ethical 

decision-making. Participants in the high performance pressure treatment were informed that 

their organization was not performing well and that it was imperative that they do well to keep 

the organization afloat. In support of their manipulation, the authors found that performance 

pressure is tied to the consequences affiliated with one’s performance for both the organization 

and the individual. To emulate these characteristics, the manipulation employed in this study 

emphasized the importance that participants do well both for themselves and for the university. 

In the high performance pressure treatment, the following paragraph appeared after the 

description of the CSSP initiative: 

“Compared to peer institutions, Texas Tech’s students are under-performing on 

assessments of their case analysis skills. These skills are critical because 

prospective employers are reluctant to hire graduates who do not possess strong 

analytical skills. As such, it is extremely important that you perform well in this 

program.” 
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 In the low performance pressure manipulation, the following paragraph appeared after the 

description of the CSSP initiative: 

“Compared to peer institutions, Texas Tech’s students are performing very well 

on assessments of their case analysis skills. These skills are viewed positively by 

prospective employers who prefer to hire graduates with strong analytical skills. 

So, view this as good practice and an opportunity to develop your skills.” 

 Threat of Evaluation. The threat of evaluation manipulation was adapted from King and 

Gurland’s (2007) study on how the threat of evaluation impacted individual’s beliefs in 

themselves and their creative abilities. In their study, they found that individuals felt less 

competent, but they exerted more effort, on their tasks when under a threat of evaluation. Similar 

to the manipulation employed in their study, I emphasized that their work would be evaluated by 

a panel of experts and compared to both their peers and the standard to which they were expected 

to perform. In the high threat of evaluation condition, the following statement was included: 

“Once your work has been completed, a panel of experts will closely evaluate 

your responses and compare them to other students’ responses to ensure your 

work is adequate.” 

 In the low threat of evaluation condition, the following appeared: 

“Once your work has been completed, only the researchers will have access to 

your responses. Otherwise, your submission will remain completely confidential.” 

Manipulation Checks 
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 Three total manipulations were employed in this study, with all participants receiving the 

leader/member role manipulation and half the participants receiving the performance pressure 

manipulation (high/low) and the other half receiving the threat of evaluation manipulation 

(high/low). In order to ensure that the manipulations were effective, manipulation check 

questions corresponding were administered at the end of the experimental session after the 

dependent variable scales were completed. 

 Leader/Member Role. To assess whether the leader/member manipulation was successful, 

I asked the participants to indicate the extent to which they agreed with two statements on a scale 

with anchors ranging from 1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree. The first statement read, 

“I was assigned to serve as the leader of the team.” The second statement read, “Another member 

of the team was assigned to serve as the leader of the team.”  

 Performance Pressure. To test whether the performance pressure manipulation was 

successful, I asked participants about how the university was performing relative to peer 

institutions. More specifically, I asked the participants to indicate the extent to which they agreed 

with two statements on a scale ranging from 1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree. The 

first statement read, “My institution is under-performing relative to peer institutions.” The 

second statement read, “My institution is performing well relative to peer institutions.”  

 Threat of Evaluation. To ensure that the threat of evaluation manipulation was effective, I 

asked participants if they expected that others would be evaluating their work. More specifically, 

I asked the participants to indicate the extent to which they agreed with two statements on a scale 

ranging from 1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree. The first statement read, “A panel of 

experts will closely evaluate my work to ensure it is adequate.” The second statement read, “My 

work will remain completely confidential.”  
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Measures 

 State IP. The SIPS created through the scale development and validation processes 

described in Chapter 3 was employed to measure State IP. A sample item is “I give the 

impression that I am more competent than I really am.” These 5 items were anchored on a 1-7 

Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly agree, 7 = Strongly disagree) and demonstrated acceptable levels 

of reliability with a Cronbach alpha of .72. Due to the SIPS being recently developed, it was 

necessary to again examine its factor structure. As such, I conducted a CFA and found that the 5 

items loaded onto the posited single factor with model fit indices of (𝜒2 (5) = 5.53, p = .355; CFI 

= .99, TLI = .99, RMSEA = .02; SRMR = .02). These indices indicate that the our proposed 5-

item, single-factor model had a good fit. The final version of the SIPS can be found in Appendix 

C.  

 State PA/NA. State PA and NA were assessed using the same state version of the PANAS 

developed by Watson and colleagues (1988) as was used in the scale development study in 

Chapter 3. Each demonstrated acceptable reliabilities with state PA having a Cronbach alpha 

of .91 and state NA having an alpha of .81. The state version of the PANAS can be found in 

Appendix C.  

 State CSE. Individuals’ state CSEs were assessed using the scale developed by Doci and 

Hofmans (2015). Doci and Hofmans developed their scale to assess fluctuations in leaders’ state 

CSEs in response to situations they encounter. Similarly, I used this scale to assess individuals’ 

current CSEs specifically in the situation presented in the experimental session. This measure has 

4 items with each item reflecting one of the four dimensions of CSEs. An example item is “To 

what degree did you feel confident about your abilities?” These items were anchored on a 5-
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point Likert-type scale (1 = Not at all; 5 = Absolutely) and demonstrated a Cronbach alpha 

of .67. The state CSE scale can be found in Appendix C. 

 Leadership Efficacy. Participant’s level of leadership self-efficacy was assessed using the 

Leadership Efficacy Questionnaire (LEQ) developed by Hannah and Avolio (2013). The LEQ 

was developed to assess leadership self-efficacy in organizational settings. As such, the 

instructions include a phrase “think about yourself as a leader in your organization.” Because the 

participants were students in a laboratory experimental setting, these instructions were modified 

to “think about yourself as the leader of your team.” This measure has 22 items used to assess an 

individual’s overall leadership self-efficacy. A sample item is “As a leader I can motivate myself 

to take charge of groups.” Consistent with Hannah and Avolio’s original scale, as well as other 

self-efficacy scales (Bandura, 2006), responses were anchored on a scale ranging from 0 to 100 

in increments of 10 (0 = not at all confidence; 100 = totally confident). The LEQ demonstrated 

acceptable reliability (α = .90) and can be found in Appendix C. 

 Performance. Performance was assessed by examining the participants’ responses to the 

case questions that were made in preparation for the ostensible team portion of the bogus CSSP 

in the experimental session. Once the participants read the case study, they were asked four 

questions. Specifically, these questions asked participants  to identify and explain the perspective 

of the relevant stakeholders (question 1), identify and explain the various problems (question 2), 

identify and explain various solutions (question 3), and provide their recommended solution and 

justification for why that solution (question 4). Asking these questions elicited responses which 

allowed me to evaluate the participants’ performance on several criteria, including the range of 

perspectives, problem identification, alternatives generated, and quality of the solution. 
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 To evaluate the participants’ respopnses using these criteria, I followed the rating 

protocol developed and employed by Watson, Kumar, and Michaelson (1993) in their study 

examining the impact of team homogeneity or diversity on performance. More specifically, two 

RCOB doctoral students from the accounting department were selected as independent raters of 

the response. These raters were chosen for two reasons. First, doctoral students are familiar with 

case study analyses and grading, making them highly competent and qualified to assess the 

quality of the case study responses. Second, I selected doctoral students external to the 

management department because they were completely naive to the study goals and hypotheses 

This helped to reduce the potential for any bias from students from within the management 

department who may be familiar with the topic under investigation.  

 Both doctoral students were provided with assessment materials, including grading 

rubrics (in Appendix C). They were then instructed to rate each participant’s responses on the 

same 5-point Likert-type scale used by Watson and colleagues (1993; 1 = Very poor 

performance; 2 = Poor; 3 = Average; 4 = Good; 5 = Very superior performance), creating a 4-

item assessment of performance. Once both doctoral students completed the coding, it was 

necessary to establish inter-rater reliability (LeBreton & Senter, 2008). To establish inter-rater 

reliability, I calculated their intra-class correlation (ICC) for the mean performance score. The 

ICC (2) was .77, which exceeds .7, the commonly used rule of thumb for what is adequately 

reliable Klein et al., 2000). Next, I calculated within-group agreement (Rwg; James, Demaree, & 

Wolf, 1984). The mean Rwg between the raters was just over .90, indicating strong agreement 

between the raters. These findings suggest there is sufficient inter-rater reliability and 

aggregation of the two ratings is warranted.  
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 Trait IP. Individuals’ level of trait IP was measured using the same CIPS (Clance, 1985) 

as was used in the scale development study in Chapter 3. This measure demonstrated acceptable 

reliability with a Cronbach alpha of .86 and can be found in Appendix B.  

 Trait PA/NA. The same trait version of the PANAS used in the scale development study 

was used to assess participants trait PA and NA. Both trait PA and NA demonstrated acceptable 

reliabilities with trait PA having a Cronbach alpha of .83 and trait NA having an alpha of .84. 

The trait version of the PANAS can be found in Appendix B.  

 Trait CSE. Participant’s level of trait CSEs was captured using the Core Self-Evaluations 

Scale (CSES) developed by Judge and colleagues (2003). The CSES was developed as a direct 

measurement of CSEs and an alternative to the indirect measurement which required the separate 

measurement of each of CSEs dimensions. Indeed, this direct, unidimensional measure is now 

one of the most commonly used measures of CSEs. Participants were instructed to read the 12 

items about themselves and indicate the level to which they agree or disagree with them on a 5-

point scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 7 = Strongly agree). An example item is “I am capable of 

coping with most of my problems.” This measure demonstrated acceptable reliability (α = .84) 

and can be found in Appendix B.  

 Trait Self-Efficacy. Participants level of overall self-efficacy was measured using the new 

generalized self-efficacy scale (GSES; Chen et al., 2001). The GSES was developed by Chen 

and colleagues (2001) as a way to measure one’s assessment of their general ability to complete 

tasks and exercise control over one’s life. This approach differ from the traditional task specific 

approach of Bandura (1997). Participants will be asked to read each of the 8 items and indicate 

their level of agreement or disagreement with each of them on a 7-point scale (1 = Strongly 

disagree, 7 = Strongly agree). An example item is “I will be able to successfully overcome many 
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challenges.” This measure demonstrated acceptable reliability (α = .88) and can be found in 

Appendix B. 

 Leader Identity. It is possible that individuals who possess a higher identification as a 

leader might not feel like a fraud or a phony when placed in a leadership role. As such, it is 

necessary to capture leader identity as a possible confounding variable. To do so, I measured 

leader identity using the 4-item leader identity scale originally developed by Hiller (2005). 

Participants were asked to assess the extent to which they thought various statements were 

descriptive of themselves on a 5-point scale (1 = Not at all descriptive; 5 = Extremely 

descriptive). An example item is “I see myself as a leader.” Overall, this item demonstrated 

acceptable reliability (α = .87) and can be found in Appendix B. 

 Balanced Inventory for Desirable Responding (BIDR). Social desirability was assessed 

utilizing the same BIDR-16 (Hart et al., 2015) that was used in the scale development study in 

Chapter 3. This measure demonstrated acceptable reliability (α = .73) and can be found in 

Appendix B.   

 Demographic measures. To collect the demographic information, a demographic form 

was created for this study. Included on the demographic form are the following: gender, age, 

ethnicity, employment status, GPA, and class standing. These demographic variables were 

collected to provide insights into the nature of the sample and potentially be included in the 

analysis as control variables. The demographic form indicating their collection and coding can be 

found in Appendix B.  

 Control Variables. To minimize the possibility of extraneous variables influencing the 

study such that the results are called into question, I included several control variables (Atinc, 
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Simmering, Kroll, 2012). Based on current literature on IP, I include age, gender, and social 

desirability (Cowman & Ferrari, 2002; Crawford et al., 2015; Rohrmann et al., 2016). Next, I 

considered the study’s focus on state IP and various state outcomes and included trait IP, trait 

PA/NA, trait CSE, and generalized self-efficacy as possible variables which might obfuscate the 

hypothesized relationships. This afforded the opportunity to control for dispositional tendencies 

and more purely examine the state experiences of the participants. Consistent with 

recommendations for the treatment of control variables, I examined the data for evidence of any 

meaningful relationships between these selected controls and the dependent variables (Becker, 

2005). If they were determined to have a meaningful relationship, they will be retained. If not, 

they will not be included as part of the analysis. 

Analysis and Results  

 In this section, I describe the analytic techniques employed to test the hypotheses 

advanced in previous sections as well as the accompanying results. A summary of the hypotheses 

and the associated analytical strategies employed to test them can be found in Table 5. 

Hypotheses 1 through 3 posit the direct relationships between the administered manipulations 

and state IP, whereas hypotheses 9 and 10 posit their interactive effects on state IP. To test 

hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 9 and 10, I conducted two different two-way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) tests to examine both the direct and interactive effects of the manipulations on 

participant’s level of state IP. Hypotheses 4 through 8 concern the direct relationship between 

state IP and the outcomes of state PA, state NA, state CSE, LSE, and task performance and 

hypotheses 11, 12, and 13 consider the indirect, mediation effects of the administered 

manipulations on these outcomes. Following Preacher and Hayes (Preacher & Hayes, 2008), I 

conduced mediation analyses, specifically by employing model 4 (See Figure 3) in the 
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PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013) which tests the direct and indirect effects of the specified 

model. All analyses were conducted using SPSS 24 software. The analyses and results are 

reported in the following section.  
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Table 12. Summary of Hypotheses and Analysis Strategies 

Hypotheses Analysis Strategy 

Hypothesis 1: Individuals in leader roles, as opposed to 

member roles, will be more likely to experience heightened 

levels of state IP.  

 

Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA; Direct Effects) 

Hypothesis 2: High, as opposed to low, threat of evaluation 

will be more likely to experience heightened levels of state IP.  

 

Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA; Direct Effects) 

Hypothesis 3: High, as opposed to low, levels of performance 

pressure will be more likely to experience heightened levels of 

state IP. 

 

Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA; Direct Effects) 

Hypothesis 4: State IP will be negatively related to state PA 

 

Moderated Mediation 

(PROCESS; Direct Effects) 

Hypothesis 5: State IP will be positively related to state NA 

 

Moderated Mediation 

(PROCESS; Direct Effects) 

Hypothesis 6: State IP will be negatively related to state CSE 

 

Moderated Mediation 

(PROCESS; Direct Effects) 

Hypothesis 7: State IP will be negatively related to LSE 

 

Moderated Mediation 

(PROCESS; Direct Effects) 

Hypothesis 8: State IP will be negatively related to task 

performance. 

 

Moderated Mediation 

(PROCESS; Direct Effects) 

Hypothesis 9: The interaction between role and threat will be 

such that the highest levels of state IP will be experienced 

under both the leader role and high threat of evaluation while 

the lowest levels of state IP will be experienced under the 

member role and low threat of evaluation with intermediate 

levels of state IP found in between 

 

Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA; Interactive Effects) 

Hypothesis 10: The interaction between role and performance 

pressure will be such that the highest levels of state IP will be 

experienced under both the leader role and high performance 

pressure while the lowest levels of state IP will be experienced 

under the member role and low performance pressure with 

intermediate levels of state IP found in between. 

 

Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA; Interactive Effects) 

Hypothesis 11: State IP will mediate the relationship between 

role and (a) state PA, (b) state NA, (c) state CSE, (d) LSE, and 

(e) task performance.  

 

Moderated Mediation 

(PROCESS; Indirect Effects) 

Hypothesis 12: State IP will mediate the relationship between 

threat of evaluation and (a) state PA, (b) state NA, (c) state 

CSE, (d) LSE, and (e) task performance. 

Moderated Mediation 

(PROCESS; Indirect Effects) 
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Hypothesis 13: State IP will mediate the relationship between 

performance pressure and (a) state PA, (b) state NA, (c) state 

CSE, (d) LSE, and (e) task performance. 

 

Moderated Mediation 

(PROCESS; Indirect Effects) 

 

 

Figure 3. PROCESS Macro – Model 4 

Descriptive Statistics 

 The descriptive statistics, including the means, standard deviations, and correlations of 

the study’s variables can be found in Table 6. These findings provide insight regarding the data, 

its relationships, and valuable information which was used in conducting the analyses to test the 

hypothesized relationships. For instance, the relationships between the control variables collected 

and the variables of interest is used to determine which variables to ultimately include in the 

analyses.
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Table 13. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 
 

Variables  M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Gender 1.53 .50 
        

2. Age 21.48 2.12 -.18* 
       

3. Ethnicity 5.48 1.19 -.06 -.13* 
      

4. Employment Status 2.30 .56 -.16* -.15* .06 
     

5. Class Standing 3.61 .63 -.01 .33** -.03 -.17** 
    

6. GPA 3.39 .44 .11 -.13* .16* .01 -.07 
   

7. Leader Identity 3.42 .90 -.13* -.02 .02 -.11 -.04 -.02 
  

8. Trait IP (CIPS) 2.81 .56 .26** -.06 .12 .03 -.02 -.02 -.22** 
 

9. Trait PA 3.61 .57 -.13* .02 -.02 -.09 -.03 .01 .49** -.38** 

10. Trait NA 2.19 .66 .11 -.07 .01 .09 -.11 -.03 -.13* .53** 

11. Trait CSE (CSES) 4.84 .85 -.20** .09 .01 -.13* .00 .03 .26** -.67** 

12. Generalized Self-Efficacy (GSES) 5.70 .72 -.13* -.02 -.03 -.12 -.04 .08 .38** -.44** 

13. Social Desirability (BIDR-16) 4.08 .68 -.17** .07 -.07 .07 .01 -.08 .16* -.49** 

14. State IP (SIPS) 3.51 1.00 .21** -.07 .04 .08 -.02 -.05 -.28** .75** 

15. State PA 2.76 .84 -.20** .08 -.02 .05 -.02 -.05 .24** -.20** 

16. State NA 1.44 .47 .03 -.09 .03 .13* -.15* .05 -.08 .24** 

17. State CSE (SCSES) 4.16 .61 -.21** .15* .01 -.17** .10 -.11 .38** -.42** 

18. Leader Self-Efficacy (LEQ) 8.55 .99 .07 .08 -.10 -.11 .02 -.04 .31** .31** 

19. Task Performance  3.08 .62 -.14* .18** .19 .04 .15* .16* .02 .07 
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Note: N = 248; ** p < 0.01 level, * p < 0.05; GPA = Grade Point Average; IP = Imposter Phenomenon; PA = Positive Affect; NA = Negative Affect; CSE = Core 

Self-evaluation; aDummy variable coding was as follows: Gender (1 = Male, 2 = Female); Ethnicity (1 = American Indian or Alaskan Native, 2 = Asian, 3 = Black 

or African American, 4 = Hispanic or Latino, 5 = Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, 6 = White, 7 = From multiple races); Employment Status (1 = Full-

time, 2 = Part-time, 3 = Unemployed); Class Standing (1 = Freshman, 2 = Sophomore; 3 = Junior; 4 = Senior; 5 = Graduate Student) 

        

 
Variables 

 
9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

1. Gendera 
         

 

2. Age 
         

 

3. Ethnicitya 
         

 

4. Employment Statusa 
         

 

5. Class Standinga 
         

 

6. GPA 
         

 

7. Leader Identity 
         

 

8. Trait IP (CIPS) 
         

 

9. Trait PA 
         

 

10. Trait NA -.19** 
        

 

11. Trait CSE (CSES) .46** -.59** 
       

 

12. Generalized Self-Efficacy (GSES) .48** -.37** -.57** 
      

 

13. Social Desirability (BIDR-16) .30** -.43** .54** .37** 
     

 

14. State IP (SIPS) -.41** .42** -.64** -.49** -.42** 
    

 

15. State PA .48** -.11 .11 .21** .20** -.21** 
   

 

16. State NA -.18** .37** -.36** -.19** -.23** .31** .01 
  

 

17. State CSE (SCSES) .48** -.33** .52** .43** .32** -.50** .42** -.34** 
 

 

18. Leader Self-Efficacy (LEQ) .28** -.07 .06 .30** .11 -.16* .36** -.16** .30**  

19. Task Performance  -.09 .05 -.09 -.06 -.12 .04 .12 -.11 .-.01 .30 
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Manipulation Checks 

 A total of three manipulations were utilized in the study with every participant only 

receiving two of the three. As outlined in the experimental design and conditions table (Table 3), 

every participant received the first manipulation (leader versus member role) and half the 

participants received the second manipulation (high performance pressure versus low 

performance pressure) while the other half received the threat of evaluation manipulation (high 

threat of evaluation versus low threat of evaluation). In order to determine the effectiveness of 

the manipulations administered, a series of t-tests were conducted on the manipulation check 

measures administered at the end of the experimental session. For the first manipulation 

regarding participant assignment as a leader or member, the two-tailed t-test showed significant 

differences (t = -13.27, p <.05) between those in the leader condition (M = 5.57, SD = 1.74) and 

those in the member condition (M = 2.62, SD = 1.75) when asked using a disagree to agree 5 

point anchored scale if they were assigned to be the leader of the team. Similarly, the second 

manipulation check which asked on an disagree to agree 5 point anchored scale if another 

individual was assigned to be the leader of the team, significant differences (t = 11.87, p < .05) 

were found between those in the leader condition (M = 3.10, SD = 1.70) and those in the member 

condition (M = 5.59, SD = 1.61). Together, these results provide evidence that the first 

manipulation being effective. 

 Next, two-tailed t-tests were conducted examining the two manipulation checks that were 

administered at the end of the experimental session for the second manipulation (high versus low 

performance pressure). For the first manipulation check, significant differences were found (t = -

4.53, p < 05) between those in the high performance pressure condition (M = 4.50, SD = 1.73) 

and those in the low performance pressure condition (M = 3.23, SD = 1.35) when they were 
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asked to indicate on a disagree to agree 5 point anchored scale if the university was under-

performing relative to peer institutions. In the next performance pressure manipulation check, the 

two-tailed t-test found significant differences (t = 4.23, p < .05)  between those in the high 

performance pressure condition (M = 4.11, SD = 1.76) and those in the low performance pressure 

condition (M = 5.23, SD = 1.10) when they were asked on a disagree to agree 5 point anchored 

scale if the university was performing well. Both of these manipulation checks provide evidence 

that the second manipulation of performance pressure was effective.  

 Finally, two-tailed t-tests examining the two manipulation check items for the third 

manipulation (high versus low threat of evaluation) which were administered at the end of the 

experimental session were conducted. For the first manipulation check, significant differences (t 

= -2.54, p < .05) were found between those in the high threat of evaluation (M = 5.60, SD = 1.38) 

and those in the low threat of evaluation (M = 4.98, SD = 1.31) when they were asked to indicate 

on a 5 point disagree to agree scale that a panel of experts would closely evaluate their work. In 

the second threat of evaluation manipulation check, significant differences (t = 2.48, p < .05) 

were found between those in the high threat of evaluation condition (M = 4.82, SD = 1.96) and 

those in the low threat of evaluation condition (M = 5.62, SD = 1.62) when asked on a disagree 

to agree 5 point anchored scale if their work would remain completely confidential. Overall, 

these differences both provide evidence in support of the threat of evaluation manipulation’s 

effectiveness. 

Hypothesis Testing 

Hypotheses 1, 2, and 9: Persons in leader roles and those exposed to threat of evaluation are 

more likely to experience heightened levels of state IP 
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 Prior to conducting the two-way ANOVA, I first examined the control variables and 

covariates to determine if they were relevant to the analysis. Among the possible controls and 

covariates, only four had significant correlations with state IP (gender, trait IP, social 

desirability, and leader identity). As such, these were retained and included in the ANOVA. The 

two-way, leader/member by threat of evaluation ANOVA for state IP revealed no significant 

mean effects of the leader/member manipulation (F(1, 117) = .321, p = .572, η2 = 0.003). Thus, 

no support was obtained for hypothesis 1. There was also no support for hypothesis 2’s 

prediction that high versus low threat of evaluation would elicit higher levels of state IP (F(1, 

117) = .541, p = .464, η2 = 0.005). Finally, the interaction effect between the leader/member and 

threat of evaluation manipulation was not significant (F(1, 117) = .091, p = .763, η2 = 0.001), 

generating no support for hypothesis 9.  

Hypotheses 1, 3, and 10: Persons in leader roles and those exposed to performance pressure are 

more likely to experience heightened levels of state IP 

 As with the previous set of hypothesis testing, I first considered the control variables and 

covariates which should be included in the analysis. Again, only four variables had significant 

correlations with state IP (gender, trait IP, social desirability, and leader identity) and as such, 

they were retained and included in the ANOVA. The two-way, leader/member by performance 

pressure ANOVA for state IP revealed no significant main effects for the leader/member 

manipulation (F(1, 115) = .255, p = .615, η2 = 0.002), again generating no support for hypothesis 

1. There was also no support for the prediction of hypothesis 3 that high performance pressure 

would be related to higher levels of state IP (F(1, 115) = 1.283, p = .260, η2 = 0.011). Finally, 

there was no evidence of the posited interactive effect between the leader/member and 
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performance pressure manipulation (F(1, 115) = 1.745, p = .189, η2 = 0.015), generating no 

support for hypothesis 10.  

Hypotheses 4, 5, 6, 7, & 8 (direct effects) and 11, 12, & 13 (indirect effects) 

 State IP was posited to have direct effects on five outcomes (state PA, state NA, state 

CSE, LSE, and task performance). In addition, it was posited to  serve as a mediator variable 

through which the manipulations (leader/member role, performance pressure, and threat of 

evaluation) would impact these five outcomes. Following Preacher and Hayes (2008), I 

conducted a series of mediation analyses to examine both the direct and indirect effects. More 

specifically, I conducted three series of mediation analyses (each with 5 models run for each of 

the 5 dependent variables) using model 4 of the PROCESS macro in SPSS (Hayes, 2013) with 

10,000 bootstrapped samples to test for mediation. While all three series of analyses included 

state IP as the mediating variable and state PA, state NA, state CSE, LSE, and task performance 

as the dependent variables, the manipulations of leader/member role, threat of evaluation, and 

performance pressure served as the independent variables in the first, second, and third series of 

analyses, respectively. Additionally, while all three series of analyses examined the direct effects 

of state IP on the various outcomes, the first series of analyses, rather than the second and third, 

were used to test the direct effects of state IP on the various outcomes. This is because the first 

series of analyses used the entirety of the sample (n = 248), while the second (n = 123) and third 

(n =125), used approximately half of the sample. All of the result tables for these analyses are 

presented in Appendix D. 

 In the first model (Model 1), the first series examined the leader/member role as the 

independent variable (X), state IP as the mediator (M), and state PA as the dependent variable 

(Y). Also included were selected control variables, including gender, age, social desirability, 
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leader identity, trait IP, and trait PA. Though hypothesis 1 received no support in the previous 

section, the results indicate again there were no differences in state IP for those who were 

assigned to be leaders as opposed to members (B = .00, t(240) = .03, p = .97). Additionally, no 

support was found for hypothesis 4, which predicted that a direct, negative relationship between 

state IP and state PA (B = -.03, t(239) = -.31, p = .76). Finally, no support was found for 

hypothesis 11, which posited indirect effects of leader/member role on state PA through state IP 

(b = .00, SE = .01, 95% CI [-.02, .01]). 

 The second model of the first series (Model 2) included the same independent and 

mediating variables as the first, but examined their relationship with state NA as the dependent 

variable. The same controls were used except for the inclusion of trait NA instead of trait PA. 

Again, no support was found for hypothesis 1 and the hypothesized differences in the levels of 

state IP between those who were assigned to be leaders as opposed members (B = .00, t(240) = 

-.03, p = .98). Hypothesis 5, which posited a direct, positive relationship between state IP and 

state NA, was supported (B = .13, t(239) = 2.95, p = .00). However, o support was found for 

hypothesis 11, which posited indirect effects of leader/member role on state NA via state IP (b = 

-.00, SE = .01, 95% CI [-.02, .02]). 

 Model 3 of the first series of analyses examined the effects of leader/member role 

assignment and state IP on state CSE. This model included the same controls as Model 2, except 

state CSE was included rather than state NA. There were no differences in state IP levels based 

on leader or member role assignment (B = .01, t(240) = .06, p = .95), again generating no support 

for hypothesis 1. Results indicated a direct, negative relationship between state IP and state CSE 

(B = -.16, t(239) = -3.30, p = .00), in support of hypothesis 6. However, the indirect effect of 
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leader/member role assignment on state CSE through state IP was not significant (b = -.00, SE 

= .01, 95% CI [-.03, .03]), generating no support for hypothesis 11. 

 In Model 4 of the first series of analyses, I considered the effects of leader/member role 

assignment and state IP on LSE as the dependent variable. Model 4 used the same set of control 

variables as Model 3, except GSE was included in place of trait CSE. Again, no differences in 

state IP were found between the leader versus member role assignments (B = .00, t(240) = .01, p 

= .99), generating no support for hypothesis 1. Results indicated a trend at the p < .1 level 

between state IP and LSE (B = -.16, t(239) = -1.80, p = .07), but not support was found for the 

relationship between them which was put forth in hypothesis 7. No support was generated for 

hypothesis 11, which posited mediation of role assignment on LSE through state IP (b = -.00, SE 

= .02, 95% CI [-.04, .03]). 

 In the final model (Model 5) of the first series of analyses, I examined the relationship of 

the leader/member role manipulation and state IP with task performance. The controls used in 

Model 5 are the same as those used in Model 4, with the exclusion of GSE. Again, no differences 

in state IP were detected between the leader versus member role (B = -.00, t(241) = -.05, p = .96), 

producing no support for hypothesis 1. Next, no support was found for hypothesis 8, which 

posited a relationship between state IP and task performance (B = -.03, t(240) = -.43, p = .67). 

Finally, no support was found for hypothesis 1, which predicted a relationship between 

leader/member role assignment and task performance through state IP (b = .00, SE = .01, 95% CI 

[-.01, .01]).  

 Moving to the second series of analyses, I now shift my attention to threat of evaluation 

as the independent variable (X) and explore its relationship with state IP (M) and the five 

outcome variables (Y). More specifically, with the direct relationships between state IP and the 
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outcome variables already examined in Models 1-5, I focus solely on the indirect, mediational 

effects of threat of evaluation on the dependent variables though state IP (see Appendix D for 

full results). In Models 6-10, using the same controls as Models 1-5 respectively, no support is 

found for any of the posited indirect effects of threat of evaluation through state IP on state PA (b 

= .00, SE = .02, 95% CI [-.03, .04]), state NA (b = .01, SE = .01, 95% CI [-.01, .04]), state CSE 

(b = -.01, SE = .01, 95% CI [-.04, .02]), LSE (b = -.01, SE = .02, 95% CI [-.07, .03]), or task 

performance (b = .00, SE = .02, 95% CI [-.03, .04]). Thus, these results provide no support for 

hypothesis 12.  

 In the third series of analyses, I included the performance pressure manipulation as the 

independent variable (X) and state IP (M) and the five dependent variables (Y). As in Models 6-

10, I focused on the indirect effects of performance pressure  with the various outcome variables 

through state IP. Using the same control variables as Models 1-5, respectively, no evidence was 

obtained for the indirect effects of performance pressure through state IP on state PA (b = .00, 

SE = .02, 95% CI [-.03, .05]), state NA (b = -.03, SE = .02, 95% CI [-.08, .02]), state CSE (b 

= .04, SE = .03, 95% CI [-.02, .10]), LSE (b = .03, SE = .04, 95% CI [-.02, .13]), or task 

performance (b = .02, SE = .02, 95% CI [-.02, .07]). As such, hypothesis 13 is not supported. A 

summary of findings and hypotheses test results can be found in Table 14.  

Table 14. Summary of Hypotheses and Results 

Hypotheses Results 

Hypothesis 1: Individuals in leader roles, as opposed to 

member roles, will be more likely to experience heightened 

levels of state IP.  

 

Not Supported 

Hypothesis 2: High, as opposed to low, threat of evaluation 

will be more likely to experience heightened levels of state IP.  

 

Not Supported 
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Hypothesis 3: High, as opposed to low, levels of performance 

pressure will be more likely to experience heightened levels of 

state IP. 

 

Not Supported 

Hypothesis 4: State IP will be negatively related to state PA. 

 

Not Supported 

Hypothesis 5: State IP will be positively related to state NA. 

 

SUPPORTED 

Hypothesis 6: State IP will be negatively related to state CSE. 

 

SUPPORTED 

Hypothesis 7: State IP will be negatively related to LSE. 

 

Not Supported 

Hypothesis 8: State IP will be negatively related to task 

performance. 

 

Not Supported 

Hypothesis 9: The interaction between role and threat will be 

such that the highest levels of state IP will be experienced 

under both the leader role and high threat of evaluation while 

the lowest levels of state IP will be experienced under the 

member role and low threat of evaluation with intermediate 

levels of state IP found in between 

 

Not Supported 

Hypothesis 10: The interaction between role and performance 

pressure will be such that the highest levels of state IP will be 

experienced under both the leader role and high performance 

pressure while the lowest levels of state IP will be experienced 

under the member role and low performance pressure with 

intermediate levels of state IP found in between. 

 

Not Supported 

Hypothesis 11: State IP will mediate the relationship between 

role and (a) state PA, (b) state NA, (c) state CSE, (d) LSE, and 

(e) task performance.  

 

Not Supported 

Hypothesis 12: State IP will mediate the relationship between 

threat of evaluation and (a) state PA, (b) state NA, (c) state 

CSE, (d) LSE, and (e) task performance. 

 

Not Supported 

Hypothesis 13: State IP will mediate the relationship between 

performance pressure and (a) state PA, (b) state NA, (c) state 

CSE, (d) LSE, and (e) task performance. 

 

Not Supported 
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Supplemental Analyses: Moderated Mediation 

 To this point, all of the hypotheses advanced in this dissertation have been examined and 

determined to be supported or not supported. These hypotheses posited direct, indirect, and 

interactive effects. However, these hypotheses and the corresponding analyses have considered 

these effects in isolation. As such, further examination of these effects in conjunction with one 

another is warranted. To do so, I conduct two series of supplemental analyses to test for 

moderated mediation and conditional indirect effects that were not originally hypothesized but 

deserve consideration. The first series of analyses focused on the potential interactions of the 

leader/member and threat of evaluation manipulations on each of the five outcomes. The second 

series explored the potential interactions of the leader/member and performance pressure 

manipulations on each of the five outcomes. 

 Following Preacher and Hayes (2008) recommendation, I used model 7 (See Figure 4) in 

the PROCESS macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2013) with 10,000 bootstrapped samples to test for 

moderated mediation (Hayes & Preacher, 2010). Because half of the sample only received one of 

the performance pressure or threat of evaluation manipulations and I am conducting 

bootstrapping, the sample size for the first five analyses is 125 and the sample size for the second 

five analyses is 123. The first series of analyses will include Model’s 16-20 and the second series 

of analyses will include Models 21-15. The table of results for all these models can be found in 

Appendix D.  
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Figure 4. PROCESS Macro – Model 7 

 In my first model (Model 16) of the first series of supplemental analyses, I included 

leader/member role and threat of evaluation as independent variables, state IP as a mediator, and 

state PA as the dependent variable. The control variables used were the same as Model 1 

(gender, age, social desirability, leader identity, trait IP, and trait PA). Results indicate that there 

are no direct effects of leader versus member role  (B = -.11, t(115) = -.61, p = .54), high versus 

low threat of evaluation (B = .07, t(115) = .40, p = .69), or the interaction between the two (B 

= .06, t(115) = .24, p = .81), on state IP. There was also no relationship between state IP and state 

PA (B = -.00, t(116) = -.04, p = .97). No indirect effects of leader/member role on state PA 

through state IP at the high (b = .00, SE = .016, 95% CI [-.03, .04]) or low threat of evaluation (b 

= .00, SE = .02, 95% CI [-.05, .04]) levels were found, and no support was shown for moderated 

mediation (indirect effect = -.00, SE = .03, 95% CI [-.05, .06]). 
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 Model 17 examined leader/member role and threat of evaluation as the independent 

variables, state IP as the mediator, and state NA as the dependent variable. The controls were the 

same as those included in Model 16, except trait NA is substituted in for trait PA. The results are 

consistent with the previous models in that no evidence was obtained for direct effects of 

leader/member role (B = -.12, t(115) = -.66, p = .51), threat of evaluation (B = .07, t(115) = .39, p 

= .70), or the interaction between the two (B = .08, t(115) = .33, p = .75) on state IP. Moreover,  

no support was obtained for a direct relationship between state IP and state NA (B = .08, t(116) = 

1.26, p = .21). Lastly, there was no evidence of indirect effects of the leader/member role at high 

(b = -.00, SE = .02, 95% CI [-.04, .02]) or low (b = -.01, SE = .02, 95% CI [-.05, .03]) threats of 

evaluation or moderated mediation (indirect effect = .01, SE = .02, 95% CI [-.05, .05]). 

 In Model 18, the leader/member role and threat of evaluation serve as the independent 

variables, state IP as the mediator, and state CSE as the dependent variable. The control variables 

are the same as those included in Model 17, except trait CSE is substituted in for trait NA. 

Again, the results revealed no effects of leader/member role (B = -.09, t(115) = -.50, p = .62), 

threat of evaluation (B = .09, t(115) = .53, p = .60), or the interaction between the two (B = .01, 

t(115) = .04, p = .97) on state IP. Moreover, no support was found for the hypothesized 

relationship between state IP and state CSE (B = -.09, t(116) = -1.18, p = .24). The results also 

provide no support for the indirect effects of leader/member role through state IP on state CSE at 

either high (b = .01, SE = .01, 95% CI [-.03, .04]) or low (b = .01, SE = .02, 95% CI [-.03, .07]) 

threat of evaluation levels and no support for moderated mediation was generated (indirect effect 

= -.00, SE = .028, 95% CI [-.07, .05]). 

 Model 19 included the leader/member role and threat of evaluation as the independent 

variables, state IP as the mediating variable, and LSE as the dependent variable. The controls are 
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the same as those included in Model 18, except GSE was included in place of trait CSE. Results 

indicate no relationship between leader/member role (B = -.11, t(115) = -.66, p = .51), threat of 

evaluation (B = .07, t(115) = .39, p = .70), or the interaction between the two (B = .01, t(115) 

= .05, p = .96) and state IP. Moreover, no evidence was obtained for the posited relationship 

between state IP and LSE (B = -.09, t(116) = -.79, p = .43). The results provided no evidence of 

the predicted indirect effects of leader/member role on LSE at either high (b = .01, SE = .03, 

95% CI [-.03, .09]) or low threats of evaluation (b = .01, SE = .03, 95% CI [-.06, .08]). Finally, 

no support was generated for moderated mediation (indirect effect = -.00, SE = .04, 95% CI 

[-.06, .11]). 

 In Model 20, leader/member role and threat of evaluation served as the independent 

variables, state IP as the mediator, and task performance as the dependent variable. The controls 

included the same variables as Model 19, minus GSE. Similar to the previous models, no effects 

of leader/member role (B = -.11, t(116) = -.65, p = .52), threat of evaluation (B = .08, t(116) 

= .44, p = .66), or the interaction between the two (B = .07, t(116) = .30, p = .77) on state IP were 

found. No support was found for the posited relationship between state IP and task performance 

(B = .04, t(117) = .44, p = .66). The results also provided no evidence of mediation of 

leader/member role at either high (b = -.00, SE = .02, 95% CI [-.04, .04]) or low (b = -.00, SE 

= .02, 95% CI [-.06, .03]) levels of threat of evaluation. Finally, no support was generated for 

moderated mediation (indirect effect = .00, SE = .03, 95% CI [-.04, .07]). 

 Overall, Models 16-20 generated no support for any conditional indirect effects or 

moderated mediation when the leader/member role and threat of evaluation manipulations were 

considered together. Next, I examined the possible conditional indirect effects and moderated 

mediation when leader/member role and performance pressure manipulations were considered 
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together. Models 21-25 follow the same process and include the same control variables as those 

presented in Models 16-20, respectively. 

 Model 21’s results indicate that there were no differences in state IP for participants who 

were assigned to be leaders, as opposed to members (B = .26, t(113) = 1.53, p = .13) or for those 

exposed to high levels versus low levels of performance pressure (B = .03, t(113) = .20, p = .84). 

There was also so support for the predicted interactive effect of leader/member role with 

performance pressure (B = -.34, t(113) = -1.42, p = .16). In addition, no support was found for 

the predicted relationship between state IP and state PA (B = -.03, t(114) = -.31, p = .76). 

Moreover, no evidence was obtained for the prediction that state IP mediates the relationship 

between leader/member role and state IP, regardless of whether performance pressure was high 

(b = .00, SE = .02, 95% CI [-.05, .04]) or low (b = -.01, SE = .03, 95% CI [-.08, .06]). Lastly, 

there was no support for moderated mediation (indirect effect = .01, SE = .04, 95% CI 

[-.08, .10]). 

 In Model 22, again, there was no evidence for the posited effects of the leader/member 

role manipulation (B = .23, t(113) = 1.36, p = .18), the high/low performance pressure 

manipulation (B = .02, t(113) = .12, p = .90), or the interaction between the two (B = -.33, t(113) 

= -1.35, p = .18), on state IP. However, the results revealed a positive direct relationship between 

state IP and state NA (B = .17, t(114) = 2.78, p = .01). Nonetheless, no evidence was obtained of 

the posited mediation effect of state IP for the relationship of leader/member role on state NA, 

regardless of whether performance pressure was high (b = -.02, SE = .03, 95% CI [-.09, .04]) or 

low (b = .04, SE = .030, 95% CI [-.01, .10]). Finally, no support was found for moderated 

mediation (indirect effect = .05, SE = .05, 95% CI [-.15, .02]). 
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 Model 23 revealed no direct effects of leader/member role (B = .22, t(113) = 1.36, p 

= .18), high/low performance pressure (B = .03, t(113) = -.21, p = .83), or the interaction 

between the two (B = -.24, t(113) = -1.07, p = .29), on state IP. A direct, negative relationship 

was found between state IP and state CSE (B = -.24, t(114) = -3.39, p = .00). Nonetheless, no 

support was found for the posited indirect effect of the leader/member role on state CSE through 

state IP, whether there was high (b = .01, SE = .04, 95% CI [-.07, .09]) or low performance 

pressure (b = -.05, SE = .04, 95% CI [-.15, .02]). Finally, no support was found for moderated 

mediation (indirect effect = .06, SE = .06, 95% CI [-.04, .19]). 

 In Model 24, no direct effects of the leader/member role (B = .25, t(113) = 1.46, p = .15), 

high/low performance pressure (B = -.00, t(113) = -.02, p = .98), or the interaction between the 

two (B = -.30, t(113) = -1.28, p = .20) on state IP were found. Additionally, no support for the 

direct, negative relationship between state IP and LSE, was found (B = -.19, t(114) = -1.39, p 

= .17). There were no indirect effects of leader/member role on LSE through state IP at high (b 

= .01, SE = .04, 95% CI [-.07, .11]) or low (b = -.05, SE = .06, 95% CI [-.19, .05]) levels of 

performance pressure, nor was there any support for moderated mediation (indirect effect = .06, 

SE = .07, 95% CI [-.04, .25]). 

 Model 25, consistent with the previous four models, found no direct effects of 

leader/member role (B = .22, t(114) = 1.30, p = .20) or high/low performance pressure (B = .02, 

t(114) = .14, p = .89) on state IP, nor were there any interactive effects (B = -.33, t(114) = -1.35, 

p = .18). No support for the posited direct, negative relationship between state IP and task 

performance was found (B = -.10, t(115) = -1.24, p = .22). No indirect effects of leader/member 

role on task performance through state IP at high levels of performance pressure (b = .01, SE 

= .03, 95% CI [-.03, .07]) or performance pressure (b = -.02, SE = .03, 95% CI [-.08, .02]) were 
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identified. Finally, there was no support for moderated mediation (indirect effect = .03, SE = .04, 

95% CI [-.03, .13]). 

 Like Models 16-20, Models 21-25 generated no support for any conditional indirect 

effects or moderated mediation when the leader/member role and performance pressure 

manipulations were considered together. While no support was found for any conditional indirect 

effects, Models 17 and 18 generated further support for the hypothesized, direct relationships 

between state IP and both state NA. These findings contribute additional support for these 

relationships which found support in the primary analyses. Overall, the supplemental analyses 

produced no evidence of any moderated mediation. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 The primary goal of this study was to develop a state perspective of IP that is 

complementary to the predominant trait perspective, thereby extending current understanding of 

IP. To challenge the assumption that IP is experienced solely as a trait and developing the state 

IP perspective, researchers can examine state IP’s situational antecedents and its role as a 

mechanism that explains various organizational outcomes. Toward this end, the state IP construct 

was put forth and developed by taking a self-concept perspective and positing that state IP is 

experienced when self-concepts become unfavorably discrepant in response to some stimuli. 

State IP was defined as the experience of intellectual phoniness and fear of being exposed as 

being less than capable. Relative to traditional trait IP, state IP is situationally caused, temporally 

bound (i.e., short-lived), and more concretely experienced (Fridhandler, 1986).  

 Once conceptualized, a measure was developed to properly operationalize the newly 

theorized state IP. Taking an approach that integrated elements of Hinkin’s (2008) tutorial for 

scale development and Snyder and colleagues’ (1996) development of the state hope scale out of 

their extant trait hope scale (Snyder et al., 1991), I developed the SIPS. Starting with the 

predominant measure of trait IP, I modified the CIPS’s (Clance, 1985) items and instructions to 

more appropriately assess the state experience of IP, rather than the trait experience. Then, to 

avoid being limited to the content domain captured by the CIPS, I conducted a focus group with 

individuals who have been shown to regularly experience IP to generate additional items for the 

SIPS. I then took this initial pool of items and began the item reduction process by subjecting 

them to content adequacy assessment (Schriesheim et al., 1999). The retained items were then 

subjected to further assessment. 
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 The results derived from a four-wave matched sample, provided insights regarding state 

IP and its measurement that resulted in initial support for the 5-item SIPS ultimately used in this 

study (found in Appendix C). The SIPS demonstrated acceptable levels of reliability.  A simple, 

single-factor structure emerged from both an exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis 

conducted using two different portions of a split sample. In support of its convergent validity, the 

SIPS significantly correlated with both CIPS and other variables that previous research has 

shown IP to be related. By demonstrating these relationships, I present evidence that the SIPS 

possesses a highly similar nomological network to that of trait IP, which is expected. Next, 

evidence of the SIPS’ discriminant validity was obtained by demonstrating differential or non-

existing relationships with dissimilar variables and an acceptable AVE indicative of capturing 

unique variance. Together, these results provide support for the SIPS as a psychometrically 

sound instrument for examining the elicitation and effects of state IP. 

 Deploying the newly developed SIPS, the hypothesized relationships between situational 

antecedents, state IP, and its outcomes were tested in an experimental setting. The findings of 

this study are summarized in Table 1. Despite the initial support for the psychometric properties 

of the SIPS, this study’s hypotheses were largely unsupported. None of the hypothesized 

relationships between the situational antecedents and state IP were supported as neither the direct 

nor the interactive effects exhibited any impact on individual’s level of state IP. No significant 

results for the hypothesized mediating effects of the situations on the various outcomes through 

state IP were found either. However, several of the hypothesized direct relationships between 

state IP and the outcomes were supported. While no significant relationship with state PA, LSE,  

or task performance emerged, state IP did have a significant relationship with state NA and state 
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CSE, as well as a non-significant marginal trend with LSE. Lastly, although not hypothesized, no 

significant moderated mediation effects were found in the supplemental analyses. 

 Each of the contextual factors hypothesized to impact state IP – leader/member role, 

threat of evaluation, and performance pressure – were rooted in SDT (Higgins, 1987) and the 

belief that each of these factors would produce momentary discrepancies characteristic of the IP 

experience. First, I based my predictions for the leader/member on ILT (Eden & Leviathan, 

1975; Lord et al., 1999) and the concept of leader prototypicality (Hogg, 2001). Specifically, I 

expected that participants assigned to leadership roles would be thrust into a transition where 

their new role would have new, ascribed role expectations for how they should behave, resulting 

in momentary discrepancy and heightened state IP. Second, individuals subjected to performance 

appraisals and evaluations have been shown to have both affective and behavioral responses 

(Lam et al., 2002). For the high versus low threat of evaluation treatment, it was posited that 

participants would experience paranoia about being exposed as less than capable and thus 

experience higher levels of state IP. Finally, it was posited participants placed under higher 

levels of performance pressure would question their own abilities and whether they meet the 

standards necessary to perform at the expected level. By giving individuals a task that is 

critically important, others implicitly suggest to the person they hold their ability in high regard, 

creating a self-concept discrepancy and momentary experience of state IP. Despite the theoretical 

strength of these arguments drawn from the SDT literature, no direct or interactive effects were 

found to significantly influence one’s experience of state IP. Indeed, there were no effects found 

for the mediating effects of state IP either. 

 Interpretation of these null findings could be informed by the challenge stressor 

hindrance stressor framework (LePine, Podsakoff, & LePine, 2005). Among the stressors 
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individuals encounter, challenge stressors are viewed as having the potential to generate or 

promote gain. In contrast, hindrance stressors are viewed as having potential harm or serving as 

deterrence of possible gain or growth. The recognition and identification of a stressor as 

challenge- or hindrance-related is likely to trigger different emotional responses. Challenge 

stressors are likely to elicit more positive emotions and active problem-solving responses (e.g., 

increasing and effort), whereas hindrance stressors are more likely to generate negative emotions 

and passive problem-solving responses (e.g., withdrawal behaviors). In the current study, it was 

assumed that the three manipulations would provide a contest that elicited hindrance stressors, 

which would in turn impact state IP. However, if viewed as challenge stressors rather than the 

hindrance stressors, it would be unlikely that the manipulations would generate the experience of 

state IP. Rather, they could produce insignificant effects, as seen in this study, or perhaps even 

effects in the opposite direction in future studies. 

 Another stream of research that might shed light on the null findings is the work done on 

identity construction (DeRue & Ashford, 2010) and leader identity threat (Branscombe, 

Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999). Leadership identity construction posits that leadership 

identity is constructed through granting and claiming behaviors during social interactions. This 

suggests that rather than being rooted entirely in the occupation of a leadership position and a 

solely internalized belief in oneself as a leader, leadership identity is rooted in relationships with 

others that are iteratively negotiated, developed, and reinforced. Our non-findings may be 

explained by the absence of this negotiation process, as the participants were just assigned to the 

leader role. The omission of this negotiation process may have eliminated the opportunity for 

participants’ self-concepts to become more clearly discrepant resulting in heightened levels of 
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state IP. A further examination of the extent to which state IP is induced through the process of 

identity negotiation may garner insights to explain this study’s non-findings. 

 Despite the absence of evidence for the elicitation of state IP, support was found for 

gender’s relationship with both trait and state IP. While IP has been found to affect both males 

and females (Topping & Kimmel, 1985), it was originally identified among high achieving 

women (Clance & Imes, 1978). In this study, gender was significantly related to both trait and 

state IP, such that females experienced higher levels of both forms of IP. These gender effects 

are consistent with other studies of IP (Badawy et al., 2018; King & Cooley, 1995) as well as 

studies of related constructs. For instance, Kling, Hyde, Showers, and Buswell’s (1999) meta-

analytic examination of gender and self-esteem showed that males score higher on measures of 

globalized self-esteem than females. While explanations for these differences have been 

proposed, little empirical evidence in support of explanations has been produced. As such, the 

conversation regarding gender and its relationship with IP should continue.  

 While no significant relationships were found between situations and the levels of state 

IP, support was found for state IP’s relationship with several outcomes, including state NA and 

state CSE. Extant research has already provided empirical support for the relationship between 

trait IP and trait NA (Thompson et al., 2000) and trait CSE (Vergauwe et al., 2015). So, the 

supported relationships between state IP and state NA and state CSE are consistent with previous 

studies. Among the outcomes hypothesized to be related to state IP, no relationship was found 

with LSE, state PA, or task performance. The null findings regarding the relationship between 

state IP and state PA were surprising given the established relationship between trait IP and state 

PA found in Thompson and colleagues’ (2000) study. In their study, the authors found that those 

with higher levels of trait IP reported less positive affect following their participation in a task 
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relative to those with lower levels of trait IP. Perhaps no support was generated for the 

relationship between state IP and state PA due to the diminished realism associated with the 

laboratory setting. This is one of the limitations of this study, which will be discussed further in 

the limitation section. 

 Little is understood regarding the relationship between trait IP and task performance 

(Thompson et al., 2000; Want & Kleitman, 2006). This has led to initial consideration of 

intervening mechanisms and boundary conditions that may explain when IP impacts 

performance, and when it does not  (Badawy et al., 2016). However, studies of direct 

relationships between personality traits and outcomes, such as task performance, often yield 

small effects, especially in strong contexts such as organizations (Davis-Blake & Pfeffer, 1989). 

In this study, I hypothesized that a more contextually induced state IP experience would be more 

likely to have a direct, negative effect on performance, than trait IP. Future studies should follow 

the lead of research on the trait IP-performance relationship and consider the boundary 

conditions and contextual influences that impact the state IP-performance relationship. 

 The largely unsupported findings revealed a number of limitations of this study. In the 

next section, further elaboration of these limitations and a discussion of future research directions 

is provided. 

Limitations and Future Research 

 The central goal of this dissertation was to challenge the underlying assumption of IP 

research that IP is solely experienced and consequently researched as a trait. In doing so, this 

study developed a state-based perspective of IP which complements the predominant trait 

perspective and allows researchers to consider what elicits the experience of IP and how this 

experience relates to various outcomes common to organizational research. This is the first study 
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that conceptually advances this state-based perspective and provides evidence of the 

accompanying scale’s reliability, factor structure, and validity. Despite the initial support for the 

SIPS, this study’s hypotheses were largely unsupported. These non-supportive findings 

underscore the need for continued refinement and development of state IP and its assessment. To 

effectively refine and build off this study, it is imperative to consider the study’s limitations and 

outline future research directions. A more detailed discussion of these limitations and future 

research suggestions is provided below. 

 From a conceptual standpoint, the development of the state perspective of IP out of the 

trait perspective has its limitations. Perhaps the biggest limitation is due to the theoretical 

development of IP. Rooted in clinical psychology by Clance and Imes (1978), it was identified as 

a phenomenon experienced by high-achieving women, described as an experience commonly 

described in the context of psychotherapy where individuals were undergoing psychological 

strain. As noted previously, even its original identifier Pauline Clance, has stated that she would 

change the name from the “imposter phenomenon” to the “imposter experience” if she were 

starting this research program anew. As a result of the ambiguity of the theoretical underpinning 

of IP, it took on the characterization of a trait by default, rather than by design.  

 The lack of conceptual clarity in IP’s original conceptualization continues to manifest 

itself in the IP literature with most theoretical refinements to IP being resultant of empirical 

findings. For instance, the debate regarding trait IP’s dimensionality only surfaced due to a scale 

validation performed by Chrisman and colleagues (1995). In their validation, they found that 

three factors emerged, which they labeled as fake, discount, and luck. However, these were not 

theorized, and few studies have replicated these authors’ findings. So, most studies treat trait IP 

as a unidimensional construct. Because the state IP perspective advanced in this study was 
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developed out of the trait IP perspective, it inherits some of its conceptual shortcomings, such as 

the dimensionality ambiguity of trait IP.  

 One of the biggest limitations of this study is the lack of responsiveness of the state IP 

concept to the contextual factors examined. The conceptualization process used in this study is 

modeled from those employed in previous trait to state development studies, such as Snyder and 

colleagues’ (1996) study of hope. However, because IP was adopted as a trait by default as 

opposed to being originally conceptualized as one, its degree of malleability is perhaps not 

comparable to that found for other state measures that are developed from trait measures. As a 

result, initial evidence of the SIPS indicates it is less responsive to experimental manipulations, 

and perhaps field manipulations. As such, future research should continue to develop the 

conceptualization of both state IP and the trait construct from which it originates. 

 From a methodological standpoint, there is a limitation that the SIPS was developed 

solely using same source data. While steps were taken to promote the integrity of the data, 

including the use of features available through Turkprime (Litman et al., 2017), careless 

responder items (Meade & Craig, 2012), and temporally separating survey administrations by an 

average of two to three weeks, all responses were nonetheless collected through self-report 

survey measures. This means that it is possible that common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003) 

could have impacted the findings. While I argue that the content under examination was best 

examined using self-report data (Chan, 2009), future research should consider other methods of 

measurement to combat the potential biases resultant of same source methodologies. An 

interesting avenue of future research might be involve the application of neuro/bio measures 

(Heaphy & Dutton, 2008). Given the intrapersonal nature of the state IP experience, these 

measurement techniques may offer unique insights. 
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 There are also limitations associated with the experimental design employed in this study. 

Most notably, there are concerns about the external validity of the findings. The experimental 

design promoted internal validity due to the control achieved over the research setting, but the 

generalizability of the findings is limited because of the lack of realism associated with the 

setting. Despite this limitation, I believe the experimental design was appropriate as a first step in 

assessing the conception of state IP. In addition to calls for greater use of experimental designs in 

both leadership (Antonakis, Bastardoz, Liu, & Schriesheim, 2014; Brown & Lord, 1999) and 

social sciences in general (Falk & Heckman, 2009), this is a fairly nascent stream of research that 

is concerned about whether state IP could respond to contextual factors, and hence experimental 

methods are well-suited to answer the focal research question. Future research concerning 

whether state IP would respond to various situations should employ field study designs that 

possess greater external validity and hence more generalizable findings.  

 Another limitation associated with the experimental design is the diminished realism of 

the experimental tasks and manipulations. This study utilized manipulations that were developed 

in previous research, but had not been utilized in IP-related studies. It also relied on deception to 

create a more realistic setting and task for participants. These design decisions mean that it is 

possible that the manipulations and overall experimental setting were neither powerful nor 

precise enough to elicit the hypothesized effects and state IP responsiveness. As such, more work 

is needed to develop manipulations that of sufficient strength and realism to invoke state IP. 

Future research should also adopt more field study designs with greater ecological validity.  

 There are several reasons why conducting more field studies, specifically field 

experiments,  could be beneficial to IP-related research. First, conducting studies in the field 

could produce more realistic scenarios and hence more powerful manipulations than those 
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created in a lab setting. By invoking situations that vary in strength, greater variance in the 

experience of state IP may arise. Second, field studies would help to address the external validity 

concerns of this experimental study. Findings with greater generalizability would help 

researchers garner confidence in their ability to suggest what would happen, rather than what 

could happen. Finally, more field studies are necessary not just as a response to this study, but to 

the entire IP stream of literature. Experimental designs are overwhelmingly the primary 

methodology used by IP researchers. While this is not surprising provided its clinical psychology 

roots, the literature would benefit from increased methodological diversity.  

 Lastly, the sample used in our experiment to test the hypotheses consisted solely of 

undergraduate students from Texas Tech University. As such, the sample is relatively 

homogenous both in terms of demographics and work-related experience. The generalizability of 

the findings could potentially be enhanced by future studies that utilize samples other than 

students, such as working professionals.  

Conclusion 

 This dissertation sought to challenge the underlying assumption that IP is experienced 

solely as a trait. To do so, I articulated a state perspective complementary to the predominant 

trait perspective taken by most research and developed an accompanying measure of state IP. 

This alternative lens allows researchers to address questions that previously went unasked, 

particularly in organizational research. Theoretically, I took a self-concept approach to explicate 

how state IP often reflects a discrepancy between an individual’s self-concept as a result of 

situational contingencies. To empirically explore this new state perspective, an instrument was 

developed to measure state IP and test its relationship with theoretically relevant constructs. 

Initial support for the psychometric properties of the measure was provided; however, the 
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experimental findings provided no support for its responsiveness to various situations, including 

the leader/member role to which participants were assigned, the performance pressure they 

experienced, or an impending evaluation of their work. Significant relationships were detected 

between state IP with state NA and state CSE.  

 Overall, this study takes a very important step, both theoretically and empirically, toward  

clarification of the experience of IP. The largely null findings make it even more evident that 

much work is still needed in the refinement of both the conceptualization and operationalization 

of state IP. While much work remains, this study has started the conversation and offers a 

valuable starting point for the necessary continued research of state IP.  

 

 

  



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

120 

REFERENCES 

Allen, B. P., & Potkay, C. R. (1981). On the arbitrary distinction between states and 

traits. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 41, 916-928. 

 

Allen, B. P., & Potkay, C. R. (1983). Just as arbitrary as ever: Comments on Zuckerman's 

rejoinder. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 1087-1089.  

 

Anderson, D. W., Krajewski, H. T., Goffin, R. D., & Jackson, D. N. (2008). A leadership self-

efficacy taxonomy and its relation to effective leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 19, 

595-608. 

 

Anderson, L.V. (2016). Feeling like an imposter is not a syndrome. It’s a totally normal part of 

experiencing success. Slate. Retrieved from http://www.slate.com/culture/2018/03/love-

simon-is-a-metacommentary-on-rom-coms.html 

 

Atinc, G., Simmering, M. J., & Kroll, M. J. (2012). Control variable use and reporting in macro 

and micro management research. Organizational Research Methods, 15, 57-74. 

 

Badawy, R. L., Gazdag, B. A., Bentley, J. R., & Brouer, R. L. (2018). Are all impostors created 

equal? Exploring gender differences in the impostor phenomenon-performance 

link. Personality and Individual Differences, 131, 156-163. 

 

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: Freeman. 

 

Bandura, A. (2006). Guide for constructing self-efficacy scales. Self-efficacy Beliefs of 

Adolescents, 5, 307-337. 

 

Barsky, A., & Kaplan, S. A. (2007). If you feel bad, it's unfair: A quantitative synthesis of affect 

and organizational justice perceptions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 286. 

 

Bass, B. M. (1990). Bass and Stogdill’s handbook of leadership. New York: Free Press. 

 

Baumeister, R. F. (1984). Choking under pressure: self-consciousness and paradoxical effects of 

incentives on skillful performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 46, 

610-620. 

 

Becker, T. E. (2005). Potential problems in the statistical control of variables in organizational 

research: A qualitative analysis with recommendations. Organizational Research 

Methods, 8, 274-289. 

 

Behrend, T. S., Sharek, D. J., Meade, A. W., & Wiebe, E. N. (2011). The viability of 

crowdsourcing for survey research. Behavior Research Methods, 43, 800-813. 

 

Bernard, N. S., Dollinger, S. J., & Ramaniah, N. V. (2002). Applying the big five personality 

factors to the impostor phenomenon. Journal of Personality Assessment, 78, 321-333. 



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

121 

 

Bono, J. E., & McNamara, G. (2011). Publishing in AMJ—part 2: research design. Academy of 

Management Journal, 54, 657-660. 

 

Boyle, G. J. (1991). Does item homogeneity indicate internal consistency or item redundancy in 

psychometric scales?. Personality and Individual Differences, 12, 291-294. 

 

Brislin, R. W. (1970). Back-translation for cross-cultural research. Journal of Cross-Cultural 

Psychology, 1, 185-216. 

 

Buhrmester, M., Kwang, T., & Gosling, S. D. (2011). Amazon's Mechanical Turk: A new source 

of inexpensive, yet high-quality, data?. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6, 3-5. 

 

Burke, P. J. (1991). Identity processes and social stress. American Sociological Review, 56, 836-

849. 

 

Campbell, J.P. (1976). Psychometric theory. In M.D. Dunnette (Ed.), Handbook of industrial and 

organizational psychology. (pp. 85-122). Chicago: Rand McNally. 

 

Chandler, J. J., & Paolacci, G. (2017). Lie for a dime: When most prescreening responses are 

honest but most study participants are impostors. Social Psychological and Personality 

Science, 8, 500-508. 

 

Chen, G., Gully, S. M., & Eden, D. (2001). Validation of a new general self-efficacy 

scale. Organizational Research Methods, 4, 62-83. 

 

Cheung, J. H., Burns, D. K., Sinclair, R. R., & Sliter, M. (2017). Amazon Mechanical Turk in 

organizational psychology: An evaluation and practical recommendations. Journal of 

Business and Psychology, 32, 347-361. 

 

Chrisman, S. M., Pieper, W. A., Clance, P. R., Holland, C. L., & Glickauf-Hughes, C. (1995). 

Validation of the Clance imposter phenomenon scale. Journal of Personality 

Assessment, 65, 456-467. 

 

Churchill, G. A. (1979). A paradigm for developing better measures of marketing constructs. 

Journal of Marketing Research, 16, 64-73. 

 

Clance, P. R. (1985). The impostor phenomenon: Overcoming the fear that aunts your success. 

Atlanta, GA: Peachtree Pub Ltd. 

 

Clance, P. R., Dingman, D., Reviere, S. L., & Stober, D. R. (1995). Impostor phenomenon in an 

interpersonal/social context: Origins and treatment. Women & Therapy, 16, 79–96. 

 

Clance, P. R., & Imes, S. A. (1978). The imposter phenomenon in high achieving women: 

Dynamics and therapeutic intervention. Psychotherapy: Theory, Research & 

Practice, 15, 241-247. 



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

122 

 

Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., Rodell, J. B., Long, D. M., Zapata, C. P., Conlon, D. E., & Wesson, 

M. J. (2013). Justice at the millennium, a decade later: A meta-analytic test of social 

exchange and affect-based perspectives. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98, 199-236. 

 

Cook, J. D., Hepworth, S. J., & Warr, P. B. (1981). The experience of work. San Diego: 

Academic Press. 

 

Cowie, M. E., Nealis, L. J., Sherry, S. B., Hewitt, P. L., & Flett, G. L. (2018). Perfectionism and 

academic difficulties in graduate students: Testing incremental prediction and gender 

moderation. Personality and Individual Differences, 123, 223-228. 

 

Cowman, S. E., & Ferrari, J. R. (2002). “Am I for real?” Predicting impostor tendencies from 

self-handicapping and affective components. Social Behavior and Personality: An 

International Journal, 30, 119-125. 

 

Cozzarelli, C., & Major, B. (1990). Exploring the validity of the impostor phenomenon. Journal 

of Social and Clinical Psychology, 9, 401-417. 

 

Crawford, W. S., Shanine, K. K., Whitman, M. V., & Kacmar, K. M. (2016). Examining the 

impostor phenomenon and work-family conflict. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 31, 

375-390. 

 

Daly, T. M., & Nataraajan, R. (2015). Swapping bricks for clicks: crowdsourcing longitudinal 

data on Amazon Turk. Journal of Business Research, 68, 2603-2609. 

 

Davis-Blake, A., & Pfeffer, J. (1989). Just a mirage: The search for dispositional effects in 

organizational research. Academy of Management Review, 14, 385-400. 

 

De Vries, M. F. R. K. (2005). The dangers of feeling like a fake. Harvard Business Review, 83, 

108-116. 

 

Dóci, E., & Hofmans, J. (2015). Task complexity and transformational leadership: The mediating 

role of leaders' state core self-evaluations. The Leadership Quarterly, 26, 436-447. 

 

Donnellan, M. B., Oswald, F. L., Baird, B. M., & Lucas, R. E. (2006). The mini-IPIP scales: 

tiny-yet-effective measures of the Big Five factors of personality. Psychological 

Assessment, 18, 192-203. 

 

Eden, D. and U. Leviathan (1975). Implicit leadership theory as a determinant of the factor 

structure underlying supervisory behavior scales. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60, 

736-741. 

 

Fazio, R. H., Effrein, E. A., & Falender, V. J. (1981). Self-perceptions following social 

interaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 41, 232-242. 

 



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

123 

Ferrari, J. R., & Thompson, T. (2006). Impostor fears: Links with self-presentational concerns 

and self-handicapping behaviours. Personality and Individual Differences, 40, 341-352. 

 

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable 

variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18, 39-50. 

 

French, B. F., Ullrich-French, S. C., & Follman, D. (2008). The psychometric properties of the 

Clance Impostor Scale. Personality and Individual Differences, 44, 1270-1278. 

 

Fridhandler, B. M. (1986). Conceptual note on state, trait, and the state–trait distinction. Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 50, 169-174. 

 

Fried-Buchalter, S. (1997). Fear of success, fear of failure, and the imposter phenomenon among 

male and female marketing managers. Sex Roles, 37, 847-859. 

 

Fujie, R. (2010). Development of the state impostor phenomenon scale. Japanese Psychological 

Research, 52, 1-11. 

 

Gerbing, D. W., & Anderson, J. C. (1988). An updated paradigm for scale development 

incorporating unidimensionality and its assessment. Journal of Marketing Research, 25, 

186-192. 

 

Gerstmann, E. A. (1999). Impostor phenomenon: A test of basic assumptions. (Unpublished 

doctoral dissertation), Rutgers University, New Brunswick, NJ. 

 

Gibson‐Beverly, G., & Schwartz, J. P. (2008). Attachment, entitlement, and the impostor 

phenomenon in female graduate students. Journal of College Counseling, 11, 119-132. 

 

Grant, A. M. (2007). Relational job design and the motivation to make a prosocial 

difference. Academy of Management Review, 32, 393-417. 

 

Grant, A. M., & Parker, S. K. (2009). 7 redesigning work design theories: the rise of relational 

and proactive perspectives. Academy of Management Annals, 3, 317-375. 

 

Gravois, J. (2007). You’re not fooling anyone. The Chronicle of Higher Education, 54, 11. 

Retrieved April 15, 2018, from https://www.chronicle.com/article/Youre-Not-Fooling-

Anyone/28069 

 

Gross, T. (2016, April 26) Fresh Air. Retrieved from https://www.npr.org/programs/fresh-

air/2016/04/26/475583869/fresh-air-for-april-26-2016 

 

Grubb, W. L., & McDowell, W. C. (2012). The imposter phenomenon’s impact on citizenship 

behavior and employee commitment: flying under the radar. Journal of Business 

Issues, 1, 1-10. 

 

Hannah, S. T., & Avolio, B. J. (2013). Leader Efficacy Questionnaire. Mind Garden. 



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

124 

 

Hart, C. M., Ritchie, T. D., Hepper, E. G., & Gebauer, J. E. (2015). The balanced inventory of 

desirable responding short form (BIDR-16). Sage Open, 5, 1-9.  

 

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis: A 

regression-based approach. New York: Guildford Press. 

 

Heatherton, T. F., & Polivy, J. (1991). Development and validation of a scale for measuring state 

self-esteem. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 895-910. 

 

Higgins, E. T. (1987). Self-discrepancy: a theory relating self and affect. Psychological 

Review, 94, 319-340. 

 

Higgins, E. T., Roney, C. J., Crowe, E., & Hymes, C. (1994). Ideal versus ought predilections for 

approach and avoidance distinct self-regulatory systems. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 66, 276-286. 

 

Hinkin, T. R. (1998). A brief tutorial on the development of measures for use in survey 

questionnaires. Organizational Research Methods, 1, 104-121. 

 

Hinkin, T. R. (1995). A review of scale development practices in the study of 

organizations. Journal of Management, 21, 967-988. 

 

Hogg, M. A. (2001). A social identity theory of leadership. Personality and Social Psychology 

Review, 5, 184-200. 

 

Hoyt, C.L., Halverson, S.K., Murphy, S.E. and Watson, C.B. (2003) Group leadership: efficacy 

and effectiveness, Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 7, 259-274. 

 

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: 

Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6, 1-55. 

 

Huffington Post (2013, October 13). Tom Hanks Named ‘Most Likable Man In Hollywood’ And 

The World Nods In Agreement. Retrieved from 

https://www.huffingtonpost.com/2013/10/25/tom-hanks-most-likable-man-

hollywood_n_4163462.html 

 

Ibarra, H. (2015). The authenticity paradox. Harvard Business Review, 93, 53-59. 

 

James, L. R., Demaree, R. G., & Wolf, G. (1984). Estimating within-group interrater reliability 

with and without response bias. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69, 85-98. 

 

Johns, G. (2006). The essential impact of context on organizational behavior. Academy of 

Management Review, 31, 386-408. 

 



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

125 

Joo, B. K., Jun Yoon, H., & Jeung, C. W. 2012. The effects of core self-evaluations and 

transformational leadership on organizational commitment. Leadership & Organization 

Development Journal, 33, 564-582. 

 

Judge, T. A., & Bono, J. E. 2001. Relationship of core self-evaluations traits—self-esteem, 

generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and emotional stability—with job satisfaction 

and job performance: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 80-92. 

 

Judge, T. A., Erez, A., Bono, J. E., & Thoresen, C. J. (2003). The core self-evaluations scale: 

Development of a measure. Personnel Psychology, 56, 303-331. 

 

Judge, T. A., Locke, E. A., & Durham, C. C. (1997). The dispositional causes of job satisfaction: 

A core evaluations approach. Research in Organizational Behavior, 19, 151-188. 

 

Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D., Judge, T. A., & Scott, B. A. 2009. The role of core self-evaluations in 

the coping process. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94, 177-195. 

 

Keller, T., & Dansereau, F. (2001). The effect of adding items to scales: An illustrative case of 

LMX. Organizational Research Methods, 4, 131-143. 

 

King, J. E., & Cooley, E. L. (1995). Achievement orientation and the impostor phenomenon 

among college students. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 20, 304–312. 

 

King, L., & Gurland, S. T. (2007). Creativity and experience of a creative task: Person and 

environment effects. Journal of Research in Personality, 41, 1252-1259. 

 

Lam, S. S., Yik, M. S., & Schaubroeck, J. (2002). Responses to formal performance appraisal 

feedback: The role of negative affectivity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 192-201. 

 

Leary, M. R., Patton, K. M., Orlando, A. E., & Wagoner Funk, W. (2000). The impostor 

phenomenon: Self‐perceptions, reflected appraisals, and interpersonal strategies. Journal 

of Personality, 68, 725-756. 

 

LeBreton, J. M., & Senter, J. L. (2008). Answers to 20 questions about interrater reliability and 

interrater agreement. Organizational Research Methods, 11, 815-852. 

 

Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. (2002). Organizational citizenship behavior and workplace deviance: The 

role of affect and cognitions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 131-142. 

 

Leonhardt, M., Bechtoldt, M. N., & Rohrmann, S. (2017). All impostors aren’t alike–

differentiating the impostor phenomenon. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, 1505-1515. 

 

Lewis, B. P., & Linder, D. E. (1997). Thinking about choking? Attentional processes and 

paradoxical performance. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 23, 937-944. 

 



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

126 

Litman, L., Robinson, J., & Abberbock, T. (2017). TurkPrime. com: A versatile crowdsourcing 

data acquisition platform for the behavioral sciences. Behavior Research Methods, 49, 

433-442. 

 

Lord, R. G., Brown, D. J., & Freiberg, S. J. (1999). Understanding the dynamics of leadership: 

The role of follower self-concepts in the leader/follower relationship. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 78, 167-203. 

 

Lord, R. G., & Hall, R. J. (2005). Identity, deep structure and the development of leadership 

skill. The Leadership Quarterly, 16, 591-615. 

 

Maner, J. K., & Mead, N. L. (2010). The essential tension between leadership and power: When 

leaders sacrifice group goals for the sake of self-interest. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 99, 482-497. 

 

Markus, H. (1977). Self-schemata and processing information about the self. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 35, 63-78. 

 

Markus, H., & Kunda, Z. (1986). Stability and malleability of the self-concept. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 858-866. 

 

McElwee, R. O. B., & Yurak, T. J. (2007). Feeling versus acting like an impostor: real feelings 

of fraudulence or self-presentation?. Individual Differences Research, 5, 201-220. 

 

McGuire, W. J., & McGuire, C. V. (1982). Significant others in self-space: Sex differences and 

developmental trends in the social self. Psychological Perspectives on the Self, 1, 71-96. 

 

Meade, A. W., & Craig, S. B. (2012). Identifying careless responses in survey 

data. Psychological Methods, 17, 437-455. 

 

Merton, R. K. (1948). The self-fulfilling prophecy. The Antioch Review, 8, 193-210. 

 

Mortimer, J. T., & Lorence, J. (1981). Self-concept stability and change from late adolescence to 

early adulthood. Research in Community & Mental Health, 2, 5-42.  

 

Mumford, M. D., Devenport, L. D., Brown, R. P., Connelly, S., Murphy, S. T., Hill, J. H., & 

Antes, A. L. (2006). Validation of ethical decision making measures: Evidence for a new 

set of measures. Ethics & Behavior, 16, 319-345. 

 

Neureiter, M., & Traut-Mattausch, E. (2016). An inner barrier to career development: 

preconditions of the impostor phenomenon and consequences for career 

development. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, 48-63. 

 

Ng, K. Y., Ang, S., & Chan, K. Y. (2008). Personality and leader effectiveness: a moderated 

mediation model of leadership self-efficacy, job demands, and job autonomy. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 93, 733-743. 



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

127 

 

Nübold, A., Muck, P. M., & Maier, G. W. (2013). A new substitute for leadership? Followers' 

state core self-evaluations. The Leadership Quarterly, 24, 29-44. 

 

Offermann, L. R., Kennedy Jr, J. K., & Wirtz, P. W. (1994). Implicit leadership theories: 

Content, structure, and generalizability. The Leadership Quarterly, 5, 43-58. 

 

Paglis, L. L., & Green, S. G. (2002). Leadership self‐efficacy and managers' motivation for 

leading change. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23, 215-235. 

 

Paulhus, D. L. (1988). Assessing self-deception and impression management in self-reports: The 

Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding. University of British Columbia, 

Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada. 

 

Pearce, J. L., & Porter, L. W. (1986). Employee responses to formal performance appraisal 

feedback. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71, 211-218. 

 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method 

biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended 

remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 879-903. 

 

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and 

comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior Research Methods, 40, 

879-891. 

 

Rohrmann, S., Bechtoldt, M. N., & Leonhardt, M. (2016). Validation of the impostor 

phenomenon among managers. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, 821-833. 

 

Sakulku, J., & Alexander, J. (2011). The impostor phenomenon. International Journal of 

Behavioral Science, 6, 75-97. 

 

Sandberg, S. (2013). Lean in: Women, work, and the will to lead. New York: Random House. 

 

Sande, G. N., Ellard, J. H., & Ross, M. (1986). Effect of arbitrarily assigned status labels on self-

perceptions and social perceptions: The mere position effect. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 50, 684-689. 

 

Schriesheim, C. A., Cogliser, C. C., Scandura, T. A., Lankau, M. J., & Powers, K. J. (1999). An 

empirical comparison of approaches for quantitatively assessing the content adequacy of 

paper-and-pencil measurement instruments. Organizational Research Methods, 2, 140-

156. 

 

Simon, M., & Choi, Y. J. (2018). Using factor analysis to validate the Clance Impostor 

Phenomenon Scale in sample of science, technology, engineering and mathematics 

doctoral students. Personality and Individual Differences, 121, 173-175. 

 



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

128 

Snyder, C. R., Harris, C., Anderson, J. R., Holleran, S. A., Irving, L. M., Sigmon, S. T., ... & 

Harney, P. (1991). The will and the ways: Development and validation of an individual-

differences measure of hope. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 570-585. 

 

Snyder, C. R., Sympson, S. C., Ybasco, F. C., Borders, T. F., Babyak, M. A., & Higgins, R. L. 

(1996). Development and validation of the State Hope Scale. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 70, 321-335. 

 

Sonnak, C., & Towell, T. (2001). The impostor phenomenon in British university students: 

Relationships between self-esteem, mental health, parental rearing style and 

socioeconomic status. Personality and Individual Differences, 31, 863-874. 

 

Stenmark, C. K., & Mumford, M. D. (2011). Situational impacts on leader ethical decision-

making. The Leadership Quarterly, 22, 942-955. 

 

Swann, W. B. (1983). Self-verification: Bringing social reality into harmony with the self. In J. 

Suls, & A. G. Greenwald (Eds.), Social psychological perspectives on the self, 33-66. 

Hillsdale, NJ: Eribaum. 

 

Sy, 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, 73-84. 

 

Thompson, T., Davis, H., & Davidson, J. (1998). Attributional and affective responses of 

impostors to academic success and failure outcomes. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 25, 381-396. 

 

Thompson, T., Foreman, P., & Martin, F. (2000). Impostor fears and perfectionistic concern over 

mistakes. Personality and Individual Differences, 29, 629-647. 

 

Thurstone, L. L. (1947). Multiple-factor analysis. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

 

Topping, M. E., & Kimmel, E. B. (1985). The imposter phenomenon: Feeling phony. Academic 

Psychology Bulletin, 7, 213-226. 

 

Tsaousides, T., & Jome, L. (2008). Perceived career compromise, affect and work-related 

satisfaction in college students. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 73, 185-194. 

 

Uhl-Bien, M., Riggio, R. E., Lowe, K. B., & Carsten, M. K. (2014). Followership theory: A 

review and research agenda. The Leadership Quarterly, 25, 83-104. 

 

Van Knippenberg, D. (2011). Embodying who we are: Leader group prototypicality and 

leadership effectiveness. The Leadership Quarterly, 22, 1078-1091. 

 

Van Knippenberg, D., Van Knippenberg, B., De Cremer, D., & Hogg, M. A. (2004). Leadership, 

self, and identity: A review and research agenda. The Leadership Quarterly, 15, 825-856. 



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

129 

 

Vergauwe, J., Wille, B., Feys, M., De Fruyt, F., & Anseel, F. (2015). Fear of being exposed: the 

trait-relatedness of the impostor phenomenon and its relevance in the work 

context. Journal of Business and Psychology, 30, 565-581. 

 

Vogt, D. S., King, D. W., & King, L. A. (2004). Focus groups in psychological assessment: 

enhancing content validity by consulting members of the target population. Psychological 

Assessment, 16, 231. 

 

Want, J., & Kleitman, S. (2006). Imposter phenomenon and self-handicapping: Links with 

parenting styles and self-confidence. Personality and Individual Differences, 40, 961-

971. 

 

Watson, C. B., Chemers, M. M. & Preiser, N. (2001). Collective efficacy: a multilevel analysis, 

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27, 1057-1068. 

 

Watson, D. (2000). Mood and temperament. New York: Guilford Press.  

 

Watson, D., & Clark, L. A. (1984). Negative affectivity: The disposition to experience negative 

emotional states. Psychological Bulletin, 96, 465– 490. 

 

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief measures 

of positive and negative affect: the PANAS scales. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 54, 1063-1070. 

 

Watson, W. E., Kumar, K., & Michaelsen, L. K. (1993). Cultural diversity's impact on 

interaction process and performance: Comparing homogeneous and diverse task 

groups. Academy of Management Journal, 36, 590-602. 

 

Weiss, H., & Cropanzano, R. (1996). Affective events theory: A theoretical discussion of the 

structure, causes, and consequences of affective experiences at work. Research in 

Organizational Behavior, 18, 1–74. 

 

Zuckerman, M. (1983). The distinction between trait and state scales is not arbitrary: Comment 

on Allen and Potkay's "On the arbitrary distinction between traits and states." Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 1083-1086. 

 

  



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

130 

 

APPENDICES 

 Appendix A 

Scale Development Measures and Materials 

 

Demographics 

 

1. What is your gender identity? 

1  Male 

2  Female 

3  Other 

 

2. What is your age? 

(Slider from 18 up to 100) 

 

3. What is the highest level of education you have completed or the highest degree 

received? 

1  Less than high school degree 

2  High school degree or equivalent (e.g., GED) 

2  Some college, but no degree 

4  Associate degree 

5  Bachelors degree 

6  Graduate degree 

 

4. What is your ethnicity? 

1  American Indian or Alaskan Native 

2  Asian 

3  Black of African American 

4  Hispanic or Latino 

5  Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 

6  White 

7  From multiple races 

8  Other race 

9  Prefer not to answer 

 

5. What is your marital status? 

1  Married 

2  Widowed 

3  Divorced 

4  Separated 

5  Never married 
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6. Which of the following categories best describes your employment status? 

1  Full-time employed (Working 40 or more hours per week) 

2  Part-time employed (Working 1-39 hours per week) 

3  Unemployed 

 

7. What industry do you work in? 

1  Farming/Mining 

2  Construction 

3  Manufacturing 

4  Transportation/Utilities 

5  Retail/Service 

6  Healthcare 

7  Government/Education 

8  Banking/Finance 

9  Student 

10  Other 

 

8. Which of the following describes your current job/position? 

1  Artist 

2  Educator 

3  Engineer 

4  Manager 

5  Nurse 

6  Office Worker 

7  Physician 

8  Police Officer/Firefighter 

9  Sales 

10  Scientist 

11  Secretary 

12  Student 

13  Other 

 

9. In terms of years, how long have you worked in your current: 

Organization (Slider from 0-40) 

Job/Position (Slider form 0-40) 
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Clance Imposter Phenomenon Scale (CIPS)  

 

Clance, P. R. (1985). The impostor phenomenon: Overcoming the fear that haunts your success. 

Peachtree Pub Ltd. Atlanta, GA. 

 

Instructions: Please answer the questions as honestly as possible and select the response 

according to the way the statement applies to you. 

 

1 = Not at all true 

2 = Rarely 

3 = Sometimes 

4 = Often 

5 = Very true 

 

1. I have often succeeded on a test or task even though I was afraid that I would not do well 

before I undertook the task. 

2. I can give the impression that I’m more competent than I really am. 

3. I avoid evaluations if possible and have dread of others evaluating me. 

4. When people praise me for something I’ve accomplished, I’m afraid I won’t be able to 

live up to their expectations of me in the future. 

5. I sometimes think I obtained my present position or gained my present success because I 

happened to be in the right place at the right time or knew the right people. 

6. I’m afraid people important to me may find out that I’m not as capable as they think I am. 

7. I tend to remember incidents in which I have not done my best more than those times I 

have done my best. 

8. I rarely do a project or task as well as I’d like to do it. 

9. Sometimes I feel or believe that my success in my life or in my job has been the result of 

some kind of error. 

10. It’s hard for me to accept compliments or praise about my intelligence or 

accomplishments. 

11. At times, I feel my success has been due to some kind of luck. 

12. I’m disappointed at times in my present accomplishments and think I should have 

accomplished much more. 

13. Sometimes I’m afraid others will discover how much knowledge or ability I really lack. 

14. I’m often afraid that I may fail at a new assignment or undertaking even though I 

generally do well at what I attempt. 

15. When I’ve succeeded at something and received recognition for my accomplishments, I 

have doubts that I can keep repeating that success. 

16. If I receive a great deal of praise and recognition for something I’ve accomplished, I tend 

to discount the importance of what I have done. 

17. I often compare my ability to those around me and think they may be more intelligent 

than I am. 

18. I often worry about not succeeding with a project or on an examination, even though 

others around me have considerable confidence that I will do well. 

19. If I’m going to receive a promotion or gain recognition of some kind, I hesitate to tell 

others until it is an accomplished fact. 
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20. I feel bad and discouraged if I’m not “the best” or at least “very special” in situations that 

involve achievement. 
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Mini-International Personality Item Pool (Mini-IPIP) 

 

Donnellan, M. B., Oswald, F. L., Baird, B. M., & Lucas, R. E. (2006). The mini-IPIP scales: 

tiny-yet-effective measures of the Big Five factors of personality. Psychological 

Assessment, 18(2), 192-203. 

 

Instructions: How much do you agree with each statement about you AS YOU GENERALLY 

ARE NOW, not as you wish to be in the future? 

 

"In general, I..." 

 

1 = Strongly disagree 

2 = Disagree  

3 = Somewhat disagree 

4 = Neither agree nor disagree 

5 = Somewhat agree 

6 = Agree 

7 = Strongly agree 

 

1. Am the life of the party. - E 

2. A Sympathize with others’ feelings. - A 

3. Get chores done right away. - C 

4. Have frequent mood swings. - N 

5. Have a vivid imagination. - I 

6. Don’t talk a lot. – E (R) 

7. Am not interested in other people’s problems. – A (R) 

8. Often forget to put things back in their proper place. – C (R) 

9. Am relaxed most of the time. – N (R) 

10. Am not interested in abstract ideas. – I (R) 

11. Talk to a lot of different people at parties. - E 

12. Feel others’ emotions. – A  

13. Like order. - C 

14. Get upset easily. - N 

15. Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas. – I (R) 

16. Keep in the background. – E (R) 

17. Am not really interested in others. – A (R) 

18. Make a mess of things. – C (R) 

19. Seldom feel blue. – N (R) 

20. Do not have a good imagination. – I (R) 

 

C = Conscientiousness 

E = Extraversion 

A = Agreeableness 

N = Neuroticism 

I = Intellect/Imagination 

  



Texas Tech University, Daniel P. Gullifor, August 2019 

135 

Trait version of the PANAS 

 

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief measures 

of positive and negative affect: the PANAS scales. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 54, 1063-1070. 

 

Instructions: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and 

emotions. Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that word. 

Indicate to what extent you GENERALLY feel this way, that is, how you feel ON THE 

AVERAGE. Use the following scale to record your answers. 

 

1 = Very slightly or not at all 

2 = A little 

3 = Moderately 

4 = Quite a bit 

5 = Extremely 

 

1. Interested (PA) 

2. Distressed (NA) 

3. Excited (PA) 

4. Upset (NA) 

5. Strong (PA) 

6. Guilty (NA) 

7. Scared (NA) 

8. Hostile (NA) 

9. Enthusiastic (PA) 

10. Proud (PA) 

11. Irritable (NA) 

12. Alert (PA) 

13. Ashamed (NA) 

14. Inspired (PA) 

15. Nervous (NA) 

16. Determined (PA) 

17. Attentive (PA) 

18. Jittery (NA) 

19. Active (PA) 

20. Afraid (NA) 

 

PA = Positive Affect 

NA = Negative Affect 
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Balanced Inventory for Desirable Responding – Short Form (BIDR-16) 

 

Hart, C. M., Ritchie, T. D., Hepper, E. G., & Gebauer, J. E. (2015). The balanced inventory of 

desirable responding short form (BIDR-16). Sage Open, 5, 1-9. 

 

Instructions: Using the scale below as a guide, write a number beside each statement to indicate 

how much you agree with each statement. 

 

1 = Strongly disagree 

2 = Disagree 

3 = Somewhat disagree 

4 = Neither agree nor disagree 

5 = Somewhat agree 

6 = Agree 

7 = Strongly agree 

 

1. I have not always been honest with myself. – SDE (R) 

2. I always know why I like things. – SDE 

3. It’s hard for me to shut off a disturbing thought. – SDE (R) 

4. I never regret my decisions. – SDE 

5. I sometimes lose out on things because I can’t make up my mind soon enough. – SDE (R) 

6. I am a completely rational person. – SDE 

7. I am very confident of my judgments. – SDE 

8. I have sometimes doubted my ability as a lover. – SDE (R) 

9. I sometimes tell lies if I have to. – IM (R) 

10. I never cover up my mistakes. – IM 

11. There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of someone. – IM (R) 

12. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. – IM (R) 

13. I would like you to mark “Strongly disagree for this answer. - CRI 

14. I have said something bad about a friend behind his or her back. – IM (R) 

15. When I hear people talking privately, I avoid listening. – IM 

16. I never take things that don’t belong to me. – IM 

17. I don’t gossip about other people’s business. – IM 

 

SDE = Self-deceptive enhancement 

IM = Impression management 

CRI = Careless Responder Item 
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Daily Report Form 

 

Adapted from: Snyder, C. R., Sympson, S. C., Ybasco, F. C., Borders, T. F., Babyak, M. A., & 

Higgins, R. L. (1996). Development and validation of the State Hope Scale. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 70(2), 321-335. 

 

Instructions: Please list 5 events that have transpired today (e.g., I started a new project at work, I 

had a meeting with coworkers, I has a disagreement with someone). Then, rate each listed event 

on its favorability.  

 

Events 

Extremely 

Negative 

 Extremely 

Positive 

1. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Instructions: Please list 5 thoughts that you have had throughout today (e.g., I thought I could do 

something better than another person, I thought I was in trouble for running late, I thought I 

would never finish a task). Then, rate each listed thought on its favorability.  

 

Thoughts 

Extremely 

Negative 

 Extremely 

Positive 

1. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Please assess the day as a whole on the following scale: 

The Worst  The Best 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Initial State Imposter Phenomenon Scale 

 

Developed for this survey/study 

 

Instructions: Read each of the following statements as they apply to you at work. After reading 

each item carefully, please select the response according to the way the statement applies to you 

RIGHT NOW. There is, of course, no right answer for any statement. The best answer is what 

you feel is true of yourself AT THIS MOMENT. Be sure to answer all of the items, even if you 

are not certain of best answer. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with 

each of the statements below: 

 

1 = Strongly disagree 

2 = Disagree 

3 = Somewhat disagree 

4 = Neither agree nor disagree 

5 = Somewhat agree 

6 = Agree 

7 = Strongly agree 

 

1. I give the impression that I am more competent than I really am. 

2. I dread others evaluating me. 

3. I am afraid I will not be able to live up to other’s expectations of me. 

4. My success is due to some kind of luck. 

5. I am afraid others will discover how much ability I really lack. 

6. Others around me have more confidence in my ability than I do myself. 

7. I question whether or not I deserve my success. 

8. I need to justify that I am worthy of my accomplishments.  

9. I discount my deservingness for what I have achieved. 

10. I only achieved my success because the odds were in my favor. 

11. I fear others are going to find out that I am not really as competent as they think I am.  

12. Others believe I know more than I actually do. 
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State Self-Esteem Scale: 

 

Heatherton, T. F., & Polivy, J. (1991). Development and validation of a scale for measuring state 

self-esteem. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60(6), 895-910. 

 

Instructions:  This questionnaire is designed to measure what you are thinking AT THIS 

MOMENT. There is, of course, no right answer for any statement. The best answer is what you 

feel is true of yourself AT THIS MOMENT. Be sure to answer all of the items, even if you are 

not certain of the best answer. Again, answer these questions as they are true for you RIGHT 

NOW. 

 

1 = Not at all 

2 = A little bit 

3 = Somewhat 

4 = Very much 

5 = Extremely 

 

1. I feel confident about my abilities – P  

2. I am worried about whether I am regarded as a success or failure. – S (R) 

3. I feel satisfied with the way my body looks right now. – A  

4. I feel frustrated or rattled about my performance. – P (R) 

5. I feel that I am having trouble understanding things that I read. – P (R) 

6. I feel that others respect and admire me. – A  

7. I feel dissatisfied with my weight. – A (R) 

8. I feel self-conscious. – S (R) 

9. I feel as smart as others. – P  

10. I feel displeased with myself. – S (R) 

11. I feel good about myself. – A  

12. I am pleased with my appearance right now. – A  

13. I am worried about what other people think of me. – S (R) 

14. I would like you to mark “Extremely” for this answer. - CRI 

15. I feel confident that I understand things. – P  

16. I feel inferior to others at this moment. – S (R) 

17. I feel unattractive. – A (R) 

18. I feel concerned about the impression I am making. – S (R) 

19. I feel that I have less scholastic ability right now than others. – P (R) 

20. I feel like I’m not doing well. – P (R) 

21. I am worried about looking foolish. – S (R) 

 

P = Performance 

S = Social 

A = Appearance 

 

CRI = Careless Responder Item  
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State version of the PANAS: 

 

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief measures 

of positive and negative affect: the PANAS scales. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 54, 1063-1070. 

 

Instructions: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and 

emotions. Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that word. 

Indicate to what extent you feel this way RIGHT NOW, that is, AT THE PRESENT MOMENT. 

Use the following scale to record your answers. 

 

1 = Very slightly or not at all 

2 = A little 

3 = Moderately 

4 = Quite a bit 

5 = Extremely 

 

1. Interested (PA) 

2. Distressed (NA) 

3. Excited (PA) 

4. Upset (NA) 

5. Strong (PA) 

6. Guilty (NA) 

7. Scared (NA) 

8. Hostile (NA) 

9. Enthusiastic (PA) 

10. Proud (PA) 

11. Irritable (NA) 

12. Alert (PA) 

13. Ashamed (NA) 

14. Inspired (PA) 

15. Nervous (NA) 

16. Determined (PA) 

17. Attentive (PA) 

18. Jittery (NA) 

19. Active (PA) 

20. Afraid (NA) 
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Appendix B 

Pre-session Measures and Materials 

 

Demographics 

 

1. What is your gender identity? 

1  Male 

2  Female 

3  Other 

 

2. What is your age? 

(Slider from 15 up to 65) 

 

3. What is your ethnicity? 

1  American Indian or Alaskan Native 

2  Asian 

3  Black of African American 

4  Hispanic or Latino 

5  Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 

6  White 

7  From multiple races 

8  Other race 

9  Prefer not to answer 

 

4. Which of the following categories best describes your employment status? 

1  Full-time employed (Working 40 or more hours per week) 

2  Part-time employed (Working 1-39 hours per week) 

3  Unemployed 

 

5. What is your current class standing? 

1  Freshman 

2  Sophomore 

3  Junior 

4  Senior 

5  I am a graduate student 

 

6. What is your current major? 

1  Accounting 

2  Energy Commerce 

3  Finance 

4  Information Technology 

5  Management 

6  Marketing 

7  Supply Chain Management 
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8  Undecided 

9  Other 

 

7. In what range is your GPA? 

(Slider ranging from 0.00 to 4.00) 
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Clance Imposter Phenomenon Scale (CIPS) 

 

Clance, P. R. (1985). The impostor phenomenon: Overcoming the fear that haunts your success. 

Peachtree Pub Ltd. Atlanta, GA. 

Instructions: Please answer the questions as honestly as possible and select the response 

according to the way the statement applies to you. 

1 = Not at all true 

2 = Rarely 

3 = Sometimes 

4 = Often 

5 = Very true 

 

1. I have often succeeded on a test or task even though I was afraid that I would not do well 

before I undertook the task. 

2. I can give the impression that I’m more competent than I really am. 

3. I avoid evaluations if possible and have dread of others evaluating me. 

4. When people praise me for something I’ve accomplished, I’m afraid I won’t be able to 

live up to their expectations of me in the future. 

5. I sometimes think I obtained my present position or gained my present success because I 

happened to be in the right place at the right time or knew the right people. 

6. I’m afraid people important to me may find out that I’m not as capable as they think I am. 

7. I tend to remember incidents in which I have not done my best more than those times I 

have done my best. 

8. I rarely do a project or task as well as I’d like to do it. 

9. Sometimes I feel or believe that my success in my life or in my job has been the result of 

some kind of error. 

10. It’s hard for me to accept compliments or praise about my intelligence or 

accomplishments. 

11. At times, I feel my success has been due to some kind of luck. 

12. I’m disappointed at times in my present accomplishments and think I should have 

accomplished much more. 

13. Sometimes I’m afraid others will discover how much knowledge or ability I really lack. 

14. I’m often afraid that I may fail at a new assignment or undertaking even though I 

generally do well at what I attempt. 

15. When I’ve succeeded at something and received recognition for my accomplishments, I 

have doubts that I can keep repeating that success. 

16. If I receive a great deal of praise and recognition for something I’ve accomplished, I tend 

to discount the importance of what I have done. 

17. I often compare my ability to those around me and think they may be more intelligent 

than I am. 

18. I often worry about not succeeding with a project or on an examination, even though 

others around me have considerable confidence that I will do well. 

19. If I’m going to receive a promotion or gain recognition of some kind, I hesitate to tell 

others until it is an accomplished fact. 
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20. I feel bad and discouraged if I’m not “the best” or at least “very special” in situations that 

involve achievement. 
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Trait version of the PANAS: 

 

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief measures 

of positive and negative affect: the PANAS scales. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 54, 1063-1070. 

Instructions: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and 

emotions. Read each item and then select the appropriate answer using the scale provided. 

Indicate to what extent you GENERALLY feel this way, that is, how you feel ON THE 

AVERAGE. 

 

1 = Very slightly or not at all 

2 = A little 

3 = Moderately 

4 = Quite a bit 

5 = Extremely 

 

1. Interested (PA) 

2. Distressed (NA) 

3. Excited (PA) 

4. Upset (NA) 

5. Strong (PA) 

6. Guilty (NA) 

7. Scared (NA) 

8. Hostile (NA) 

9. Enthusiastic (PA) 

10. Proud (PA) 

11. Irritable (NA) 

12. Alert (PA) 

13. Ashamed (NA) 

14. Inspired (PA) 

15. Nervous (NA) 

16. Determined (PA) 

17. Attentive (PA) 

18. Jittery (NA) 

19. Active (PA) 

20. Afraid (NA) 

 

PA = Positive Affect 

NA = Negative Affect 
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Balanced Inventory for Desirable Responding – Short Form (BIDR-16) 

 

Hart, C. M., Ritchie, T. D., Hepper, E. G., & Gebauer, J. E. (2015). The balanced inventory of 

desirable responding short form (BIDR-16). Sage Open, 5, 1-9. 

Instructions: Using the scale provided, select the extent to which you agree with each statement. 

 

1 = Strongly disagree 

2 = Disagree 

3 = Somewhat disagree 

4 = Neither agree nor disagree 

5 = Somewhat agree 

6 = Agree 

7 = Strongly agree 

 

1. I have not always been honest with myself. – SDE (R) 

2. I always know why I like things. – SDE 

3. It’s hard for me to shut off a disturbing thought. – SDE (R) 

4. I never regret my decisions. – SDE 

5. I sometimes lose out on things because I can’t make up my mind soon enough. – SDE (R) 

6. I am a completely rational person. – SDE 

7. I am very confident of my judgments. – SDE 

8. I have sometimes doubted my ability as a lover. – SDE (R) 

9. I sometimes tell lies if I have to. – IM (R) 

10. I never cover up my mistakes. – IM 

11. There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of someone. – IM (R) 

12. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. – IM (R) 

13. I would like you to mark “Strongly disagree for this answer. - CRI 

14. I have said something bad about a friend behind his or her back. – IM (R) 

15. When I hear people talking privately, I avoid listening. – IM 

16. I never take things that don’t belong to me. – IM 

17. I don’t gossip about other people’s business. – IM 

 

SDE = Self-deceptive enhancement 

IM = Impression management 

 

CRI = Careless Responder Item 
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Leader Identity Scale 

 

Hiller, N. J. (2005). Understanding leadership beliefs and leadership self-identity: Constructs, 

correlates, and outcomes. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Pennsylvania State University, 

University Park, PA. 

Instructions: Please read the following statements and indicate how descriptive of you each 

statement is on the scale provided. 

 

1 = Not at all descriptive 

2 = Slightly descriptive 

3 = Moderately descriptive 

4 = Very descriptive 

5 = Extremely descriptive 

 

1. I am a leader 

2. I see myself as a leader. 

3. If I had to describe myself to others, I would include the word, “leader.” 

4. I prefer being seen by others as a leader.  
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Generalized Self-Efficacy Scale 

 

Chen, G., Gully, S. M., & Eden, D. (2001). Validation of a new general self-efficacy scale. 

Organizational research methods, 4(1), 62-83. 

Instructions: Below are several statements about you with which you may agree or disagree. 

Using the response scale provided, indicate your agreement or disagreement with each statement.  

 

1 = Strongly disagree 

2 = Disagree 

3 = Somewhat disagree 

4 = Neither agree nor disagree 

5 = Somewhat agree 

6 = Agree 

7 = Strongly agree 

 

1. I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself. 

2. When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them. 

3. In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me. 

4. I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind. 

5. I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges. 

6. I am confident that I can perform effectively on many different tasks. 

7. Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well. 

8. Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well. 
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Core Self Evaluations Scale (CSES) 

 

Judge, T. A., Erez, A., Bono, J. E., & Thoresen, C. J. (2003). The core self-evaluations scale: 

Development of a measure. Personnel Psychology, 56, 303-331. 

Instructions: Below are several statements about you which you may agree or disagree. Using the 

response scale provided, indicate your agreement or disagreement with each statement. 

 

1 = Strongly disagree 

2 = Disagree 

3 = Somewhat disagree 

4 = Neither agree nor disagree 

5 = Somewhat agree 

6 = Agree 

7 = Strongly agree 

 

1. I am confident I get the success I deserve in life.  

2. Sometimes I feel depressed. (R)  

3. When I try, I generally succeed.  

4. Sometimes when I fail I feel worthless. (R)  

5. I complete tasks successfully.  

6. Sometimes, I do not feel in control of my work. (R)  

7. Overall, I am satisfied with myself.  

8. I am filled with doubts about my competence. (R)  

9. I determine what will happen in my life.  

10. I do not feel in control of my success in my career. (R)  

11. I am capable of coping with most of my problems.  

12. There are times when things look pretty bleak and hopeless to me. (R)  
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Appendix C 

Experimental Measures and Materials 

 

Case Study Skills Program Description  

 

Welcome to the Case Study Skills Program (CSSP) and thank you for your participation. The 

CSSP is a program in which Rawls College students participate for our business college to retain 

the accreditation granted by the Association for the Advancement of Collegiate Schools of 

Business (AACSB). 

 

To be granted accreditation, the AACSB deems it necessary for business schools to teach its 

students certain skills. Among the skills the AACSB requires are analytical skills, team skills, 

and leadership skills. To ensure business schools are effectively teaching these skills, the 

AACSB requires that each school assess its students and demonstrate that they possess the 

required skills to retain its accreditation. 

 

The Rawls College of Business has developed the CSSP to assess and provide evidence of its 

students’ skills to the AACSB. The CSSP assesses these skills by breaking students into teams 

and tasking the teams with analyzing a business case study. One of the participants on each team 

will be assigned to serve as the leader of the team; however, the team must work together to 

successfully analyze and provide recommendations for courses of action within their assigned 

case study. 

 

Before we put you into your teams, you will be provided with information relevant to your role 

and asked to complete several tasks to prepare for the CSSP. Once you are ready, please click the 

“Next” button at the bottom of the page to proceed to the next page. Then, follow the instructions 

on each page until you have been instructed to wait to be put together with your team. 
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Manipulations 

 

Participants were only administered the manipulations for the condition to which they were 

randomly assigned.  

Below is your assignment and several pieces of information to keep in mind throughout your 

participation in the Case Study Skills Program (CSSP): 

Leader/Follower  

 

Leader: 

“You have been assigned to serve as the leader of the CSSP team. The duties of the 

leader role include influencing other members, motivating the team, resolving team 

conflicts, promoting team cohesion, and other leadership responsibilities as necessary.” 

 

Non-leader: 

“Another member of your team has been assigned to serve as the leader of the CSSP 

team. The duties of the leader role include influencing other members, motivating the 

team, resolving team conflicts, promoting team cohesion, and other leadership 

responsibilities as necessary.” 

 

High/Low Threat of Evaluation 

 

High Threat of Evaluation: 

“Once your work has been completed, a panel of experts will closely evaluate your 

responses and compare them to other students’ responses to ensure your work is 

adequate.” 

 

Low Threat of Evaluation: 

“Once your work has been completed, only the researchers will have access to your 

responses. Otherwise, your submission will remain completely confidential.” 

 

High/Low Performance Pressure 

 

High Performance Pressure: 

“Compared to peer institutions, Texas Tech’s students are under-performing on 

assessments of their case analysis skills. These skills are critical because prospective 
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employers are reluctant to hire graduates who do not possess strong analytical skills. As 

such, it is extremely important that you perform well in this program.” 

 

Low Performance Pressure: 

“Compared to peer institutions, Texas Tech’s students are performing very well on 

assessments of their case analysis skills. These skills are viewed positively by prospective 

employers who prefer to hire graduates with strong analytical skills. So, view this as good 

practice and an opportunity to develop your skills.” 

Again, please keep these pieces of information in mind as your progress through the Case Study 

Skills Program. 
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State Imposter Phenomenon Scale (SIPS) 

 

Developed for this survey/study 

Instructions: Read each of the following statements as they apply to you at work. After reading 

each item carefully, please select the response according to the way the statement applies to you 

RIGHT NOW. There is, of course, no right answer for any statement. The best answer is what 

you feel is true of yourself AT THIS MOMENT. Be sure to answer all of the items, even if you 

are not certain of best answer. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with 

each of the statements below: 

 

1 = Strongly disagree 

2 = Disagree 

3 = Somewhat disagree 

4 = Neither agree nor disagree 

5 = Somewhat agree 

6 = Agree 

7 = Strongly agree 

 

1. I give the impression that I am more competent than I really am. 

2. I am afraid I will not be able to live up to other’s expectations of me. 

3. Others around me have more confidence in my ability than I do myself. 

4. I discount my deservingness for what I have achieved. 

5. I only achieved my success because the odds were in my favor. 
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Case Study and Questions 

 

The case study was developed for this particular study. The questions asked at the bottom of the 

study, which will ultimately be used to assess performance, are from the following citation (p. 

594): 

Watson, W. E., Kumar, K., & Michaelsen, L. K. (1993). Cultural diversity's impact on 

interaction process and performance: Comparing homogeneous and diverse task 

groups. Academy of Management Journal, 36(3), 590-602. 

Greenway Manufacturing 

  

Greenway Manufacturing is a 40-year old family-owned company with 200 employees that 

makes golf carts. The company was founded by Brad Greenway, who served as its president for 

35 years. In the beginning, Brad offered golf cart repair services out of his garage to local golf 

courses. After doing this for several years, he identified several design flaws in the golf carts he 

was repairing which caused so many of them to break down. Having identified these flaws, he 

knew he could make better golf carts that wouldn’t break down and need repair. So, he started 

Greenway Manufacturing and began manufacturing golf carts. 

 

For 35 years, Brad served as the president of Greenway Manufacturing, leading the organization 

from the small start-up to the company becoming one of the top golf cart manufacturers in the 

region. Founded on manufacturing higher quality golf carts, Greenway’s golf carts have been 

primarily used on private golf courses where golfers are willing to spend more money on a 

higher quality golf outing, rather than public golf courses where customers spend less for their 

golf experience. While this business focus sacrificed potential business from public courses, it 

has allowed the Greenway brand to become both recognizable and synonymous with quality 

within the golf community. 

 

Greenway’s organization structure was very traditional with a clearly established hierarchy 

which was supported by a strong company culture. Brad was viewed as the patriarch of the 

company who took care of the business and everyone in it. For example, he hosted an annual 

golf outing for Greenway’s employees where he recognized and rewarded the year’s top 

employees. Events like this, in addition to his commitment to the organization and its people, 

helped Brad create a strong company culture where everyone was committed to making 

Greenway the best company possible. While Brad was beloved by everyone in the company, the 

time came for Brad to retire several years ago. This meant the company would need to find its 

first president other than its founder, Brad. 

 

After a lengthy search, Maria Kelly was named the new president of Greenway Manufacturing. 

Maria came to the company from a larger organization with strong credentials as a leader within 

the golf community. In her first several months as president, Maria launched an initiative to 

revamp the company’s organizational structure by making it flatter in order to give more 
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autonomy to the employees. She did this to achieve two goals. First, she wanted to empower the 

employees to take ownership of their work and achieve higher levels of collaboration and 

creativity. Second, she wanted to make the organization more flexible, so it could leverage its 

standing among the higher-end private golf course community to expand into the public golf 

course community. 

 

This initiative produced mixed results. Regarding the first goal, many found the restructure to be 

empowering and contributed to some of the most creative product developments Greenway has 

had in years. However, others found that the restructure introduced more ambiguity and 

instability which made their jobs more challenging. Regarding the second goal, Greenway was 

able to boost their positioning in the public golf course community. However, their positioning 

within the private golf course community began to suffer, as much of Greenway’s production 

and service had shifted to its new target market. As such, the two goals were met with both 

success and failure. 

 

These mixed results have put Greenway Manufacturing and Maria in a difficult position, unsure 

of the direction in which to take the company. As such, she has enlisted the help of a consulting 

team (you and your team) to provide an analysis of the company’s current standing and possible 

solutions to its current predicament. 

1. Consider the current state of the organization from multiple stakeholder’s perspectives. 

How would each stakeholder describe the state of the organization? 

2. Identify and list the problems which have contributed to the current state of the 

organization? 

3. Generate a list of solutions/alternatives which could be employed to address the problems 

you have identified. 

4. Which of the solutions/alternatives would you ultimately advise Maria to implement? 

Provide justification for your recommendation.  
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Leadership Efficacy Questionnaire (LEQ) 

 

Hannah, S. T., & Avolio, B. J. (2013). Leader Efficacy Questionnaire. Mind Garden. 

Instructions: Think about yourself as a leader and for each item below, indicate your level of 

confidence. A score of 100 represents 100% confidence, whereas a score of 0 means no 

confidence at all. 

0 = Not at all confident  

10 =  

20 =  

30 =  

40 =  

50 = Moderately confident  

60 =  

70 =  

80 =  

90 =  

100 = Totally confident 

“As a leader I…” 

1. Energize my followers to achieve their best.  

2. Develop agreements with followers to enhance their participation.  

3. Coach followers to assume greater responsibilities for leadership.  

4. Inspire followers to go beyond their self-interests for the greater good.  

5. Get my followers to meet the requirements we have set for their work.  

6. Utilize the forms of rewards and punishments that work best with each follower.  

7. Get followers to identify with the central focus of our mission.  

8. Rely on the organization to provide the resources needed to be effective.  

9. Go to my superiors for advice to develop my leadership.  

10. Effectively lead working within the boundaries of the organization's policies.  

11. Count on my leaders to support high standards of ethical conduct.  

12. Rely on my leaders to come up with ways to stimulate my creativity.  

13. Count on others to give me the guidance I need to complete work assignments.  

14. Rely on my peers to help solve problems.  

15. Determine what leadership style is needed in each situation  

16. Motivate myself to take charge of groups.  

17. Remain steadfast to my core beliefs when I'm challenged.  

18. Please select 100 as the answer for this one item. - CRI 

19. Motivate myself to perform at levels that inspire others to excellence.  

20. Develop detailed plans to accomplish complex missions.  

21. Strive to accomplish the targeted goals set by my superiors.  
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22. Think up innovative solutions to challenging leadership problems.  

23. Distinguish the ethical components of problems/dilemmas.  

 

CRI = Conscientious responder item 
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State Core Self-Evaluations Scale (SCSES) 

 

Dóci, E., & Hofmans, J. (2015). Task complexity and transformational leadership: The mediating 

role of leaders' state core self-evaluations. The Leadership Quarterly, 26, 436-447. 

 

Instructions: Indicate how you feel during the execution of the previous task on the scale below:  

 

1 = Not at all 

2 = A little bit 

3 = Somewhat 

4 = Very much 

5 = Absolutely 

 

1. To what degree did you feel confident about your abilities? (Self-Efficacy) 

2. To what degree did you feel in control of the situation? (Locus of Control) 

3. To what degree did you experience negative emotions? (Neuroticism) (R) 

4. To what degree did you feel good about yourself? (Self-Esteem) 
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State version of the PANAS (SPANAS): 

 

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief measures 

of positive and negative affect: the PANAS scales. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 54, 1063-1070. 

 

Instructions:  This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and 

emotions. Read each item and then indicate the extent to which you feel this way RIGHT NOW, 

that is, AT THE PRESENT MOMENT. 

 

1 = Very slightly or not at all 

2 = A little 

3 = Moderately 

4 = Quite a bit 

5 = Extremely 

 

1. Interested (PA) 

2. Distressed (NA) 

3. Excited (PA) 

4. Upset (NA) 

5. Strong (PA) 

6. Guilty (NA) 

7. Scared (NA) 

8. Hostile (NA) 

9. Enthusiastic (PA) 

10. Proud (PA) 

11. Irritable (NA) 

12. Alert (PA) 

13. Ashamed (NA) 

14. Inspired (PA) 

15. Nervous (NA) 

16. Determined (PA) 

17. Attentive (PA) 

18. Jittery (NA) 

19. Active (PA) 

20. Afraid (NA) 

 

PA = Positive Affect 

NA = Negative Affect 
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Manipulation Checks 

 

Developed for this study. Participants were only administered the manipulation checks for the 

manipulations which they received.  

 

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 

 

1 = Strongly disagree 

2 = Disagree 

3 = Somewhat disagree 

4 = Neither agree nor disagree 

5 = Somewhat agree 

6 = Agree 

7 = Strongly agree 

 

Leader/Member  

 

1. I was assigned to serve as the leader of the team. 

2. Another member of the team was assigned to serve as the leader of the team. 

 

Threat of Evaluation 

 

1. A panel of experts will closely evaluate my work to ensure it is adequate. 

2. My work will remain completely confidential. 

 

Performance Pressure 

 

1. My institution is under-performing relative to peer institutions. 

2. My institution is performing well relative to peer institutions. 
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Debrief 

 

We really appreciate your participation in this study.  

 

We are interested in the way people perceive themselves when found in certain scenarios. The 

CSSP is NOT a real program and any role, pressure, or evaluation are NOT real either. Some 

participants were placed in leadership roles and some were put in follower roles. Also, some 

people were put under high or low levels or performance pressure and others were put under a 

high or low level of a threat of evaluation. The conditions are assigned completely randomly.  

 

Previous studies have shown that people experience higher or lower levels of feeling like an 

intellectual fraud, depending on the circumstance. We are interested in whether the differences in 

this experience of feeling like an intellectual fraud are explained by the scenario you find 

yourself in. We are sorry that we could not inform you of this beforehand because you may have 

reacted differently knowing the scenarios were not real. For this reason, we would also like to 

ask you:  

 

NOT to share or disclose this deception and the details of the study to other students in Texas 

Tech University within the next 60 days to help us protect the integrity of the study.  

 

All of your responses are anonymous and confidential. All responses and information will be 

kept in a safe place and only the investigators have access to them.  

 

If you have any questions, please talk to me and I will help address your concerns. If you decide 

that you are uncomfortable with us using this data, please let me know on your way out and we 

will not use your response. If you think of anything later, you can contact me.
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Performance Rating Materials 

 

Watson, W. E., Kumar, K., & Michaelsen, L. K. (1993). Cultural diversity's impact on interaction process and performance: 

Comparing homogeneous and diverse task groups. Academy of Management Journal, 36(3), 590-602. 

The rubric below was developed following Watson and colleagues (1993) and provided to each of the raters.  

 

1

"Very poor 

performance"

2

"Poor"

3

"Average"

4

"Good"

5

"Very  Superior 

Performance"

Q1 - Quality of stakeholders

Stakeholders not clearly 

identified; Viewpoint is 

not explained or clear; 

Hard to follow or 

understand; Little to no 

response provided.

Few stakeholders 

identified; very little or 

no explanation of 

viewpoint; Little 

relevance to the case.

Stakeholders identified; 

brief explanation of 

viewpoint; sufficient 

relevance to the case.

Most appropriate 

stakeholders identified; 

Sufficient explanation of 

viewpoint; Mostly 

relevant to the case. 

Stakeholders clearly 

identified; Clear, 

appropriate explanation 

of their viewpoint; 

Highly relevant and 

connected to the case.

Q2 - Quality of problems

Problems not clearly 

identified; Hard to 

follow or understand; 

Little to no response 

provided.

Few probems identified; 

Little relevance to the 

case.

Problems identified; 

Somewhat relevant to 

the case.

Most appropriate 

problems identified; 

Brief explanation of the 

problems; Mostly 

relevant to the case. 

Problems clearly 

identified; Clear, 

appropriate explanation 

of their problem; 

Central to the case.

Q3 - Quality of solutions

Solutions not clearly 

identified; No 

explanation provided; 

Hard to follow or 

understand; Little to no 

response provided.

Few solutions identified; 

very little or no 

explanation of solutions; 

Little relevance to the 

case.

Solutions identified; 

brief explanation of 

solutions; Somewhat 

relevant to the case, but 

doesn't address 

identified problems

Appropriate solutions 

identified; Sufficient 

explanation of solutions; 

Mostly relevant to the 

case and at least 

somewhat addresses the 

identified problems.

High quality solutions 

clearly identified; Clear, 

appropriate explanation 

of the solutions; Highly 

relevant to the case and 

addresses the identified 

problems

Q4 - Quality of suggested solution

Suggested solution not 

clearly identified; No 

explanation/justification 

provided; Hard to 

follow or understand; 

Little to no response 

provided.

Suggested solution 

identified; Very little or 

no 

explanation/justification 

provided; Little 

relevance to the case.

Suggested solution 

identified; Brief 

explanation/justification 

provided; Somewhat 

relevant to the case, but 

doesn't address 

identified problems.

Appropriate solution 

suggested; Sufficient 

explanation/justification 

provided; Mostly 

relevant to case and at 

least somewhat 

addressed the identified 

problems.

High quality solution 

suggested; Clear, 

appropriate 

explanation/justifiction 

provided; Highly 

relevant to the case and 

addrssed the identified 

problems.
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Appendix D 

PROCESS Model Results Tables 

Model 1: Estimated Coefficients of Mediation Model (Macro Model 4)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 1.62** .72 2.26   

Gender -.01 .09 -.06   

Age -.01 .02 -.56   

Social Desirability -.07 .07 -.93   

Leader Identity -.08 .05 -1.55   

Trait IP 1.19*** .09 13.26   

Trait PA -.18** .09 -2.06   

Leader/Member (X) .00 .08 .03 48.6*** .59 

      

State PA (Y)      

Constant -.23 .82 -.28   

Gender -.23** .10 -2.32   

Age .02 .02 .90   

Social Desirability .07 .08 .86   

Leader Identity .01 .06 .08   

Trait PA .66*** .10 6.55   

Trait IP .07 .13 .55   

Leader/Member (X) .11 .09 1.18   

State IP (M) -.01 .07 -.15 10.28*** .26 

Note: N = 248 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 1: Bootstrapping results for test of indirect effects of Leader/Member Role 

Mediator 
Indirect 

Effect 
SE 

95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

State IP .00 .01 -.02 .01 

     

Note: N = 248 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01  
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Model 2: Estimated Coefficients of Mediation Model (Macro Model 4)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 1.04 .70 1.49   

Gender -.00 .09 -.04   

Age -.01 -.01 -.56   

Social Desirability -.08 .07 -1.08   

Leader Identity -.13*** .05 -2.72   

Trait IP 1.22*** .10 12.67   

Trait NA .03 .08 .33   

Leader/Member (X) -.00 .08 -.03 47.20*** .58 

      

State NA (Y)      

Constant 1.35*** .46 2.92   

Gender -.04 .06 -.68   

Age -.01 .01 -1.02   

Social Desirability -.04 .05 -.88   

Leader Identity .00 .03 .13   

Trait NA .22*** .05 4.30   

Trait IP -.12 .08 -1.43   

Leader/Member (X) .00 .06 .04   

State IP (M) .13*** .04 2.95 6.55*** .18 

Note: N = 248 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 2: Bootstrapping results for test of indirect effects of Leader/Member Role 

Mediator 
Indirect 

Effect 
SE 

95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

State IP -.00 .01 -.02 .02 

     

Note: N = 248 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 3: Estimated Coefficients of Mediation Model (Macro Model 4)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 2.45*** .74 3.31   

Gender -.01 .09 -.06   

Age -.01 .02 -.37   

Social Desirability .01 .07 .12   

Leader Identity -.10** .05 -2.19   

Trait IP 1.02*** .10 10.13   

Trait CSE -.27*** .07 -3.98   

Leader/Member (X) .01 .08 .06 52.53*** .61 

      

State CSE (Y)      

Constant 2.33*** .58 4.01   

Gender -.08 .07 -1.28   

Age .03* .02 1.97   

Social Desirability .03 .06 .50   

Leader Identity .16*** .04 4.32   

Trait CSE .21*** .06 3.84   

Trait IP .07 .09 .78   

Leader/Member (X) .07 .06 1.07   

State IP (M) -.16*** .05 -3.30 18.70*** .39 

Note: N = 248 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 3: Bootstrapping results for test of indirect effects of Leader/Member Role 

Mediator 
Indirect 

Effect 
SE 

95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

State IP -.00 .01 -.03 .03 

     

Note: N = 248 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 4: Estimated Coefficients of Mediation Model (Macro Model 4)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 2.24*** .76 2.94   

Gender -.00 .09 -.04   

Age -.02 -.02 -.74   

Social Desirability -.04 .07 -.60   

Leader Identity -.08 .05 -1.65   

Trait IP 1.15*** .09 12.82   

Generalized Self-Efficacy -.21*** .07 -3.07   

Leader/Member (X) .00 .08 .01 50.35*** .60 

      

Leader Self-Efficacy (Y)      

Constant 3.33*** 1.09 3.05   

Gender .24** .12 1.99   

Age .05* .03 1.91   

Social Desirability .06 .10 .60   

Leader Identity .26*** .07 3.77   

Generalized Self-Efficacy .33*** .10 3.34   

Trait IP .42** .16 2.56   

Leader/Member (X) .17 .12 1.51   

State IP (M) -.16* .09 -1.80 7.26*** .20 

Note: N = 248 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 4: Bootstrapping results for test of indirect effects of Leader/Member Role 

Mediator 
Indirect 

Effect 
SE 

95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

State IP -.00 .02 -.04 .03 

     

Note: N = 248 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 5: Estimated Coefficients of Mediation Model (Macro Model 4)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 1.09 .68 1.62   

Gender -.01 .09 -.06   

Age -.01 .02 -.57   

Social Desirability -.08 .07 -1.19   

Leader Identity -.13*** .05 -2.73   

Trait IP 1.23*** .09 14.04   

Leader/Member (X) -.00 .08 -.05 55.25*** .58 

      

Task Performance (Y)      

Constant 2.57*** .63 4.09   

Gender -.17** .08 -2.12   

Age .05*** .02 2.64   

Social Desirability -.11* .07 -1.66   

Leader Identity -.00 .05 -.01   

Trait IP .11 .11 .98   

Leader/Member (X) -.10 .08 -1.26   

State IP (M) -.03 .06 -.43 2.80*** .08 

Note: N = 248 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 5: Bootstrapping results for test of indirect effects of Leader/Member Role 

Mediator 
Indirect 

Effect 
SE 

95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

State IP -.10 .01 -.01 .01 

     

Note: N = 248 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 6: Estimated Coefficients of Mediation Model (Macro Model 4)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 1.82 1.16 1.56   

Gender -.05 .13 -.37   

Age -.04 .04 -1.01   

Social Desirability -.08 .10 -.80   

Leader Identity -.07 .09 -.80   

Trait IP 1.19*** .13 8.95   

Trait PA -.05 .13 -.38   

Threat of Evaluation (X) .10 .13 .77 22.06*** .57 

      

State PA (Y)      

Constant -.10 1.27 -.07   

Gender -.19 .14 -1.36   

Age .01 .04 .25   

Social Desirability .13 .11 1.19   

Leader Identity .02 .09 .16   

Trait PA .66*** .14 4.57   

Trait IP .00 .19 .00   

Threat of Evaluation (X) -.20 .14 -1.46   

State IP (M) .00 .10 .01 7.28*** .33 

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 6: Bootstrapping results for test of indirect effects of Threat of Evaluation 

Mediator 
Indirect 

Effect 
SE 

95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

State IP .00 .02 -.03 .04 

     

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 7: Estimated Coefficients of Mediation Model (Macro Model 4)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 1.70 1.12 1.52   

Gender -.05 .13 -.40   

Age -.04 .04 -1.01   

Social Desirability -.09 .10 -.87   

Leader Identity -.09 .08 -1.13   

Trait IP 1.21*** .14 8.74   

Trait NA -.02 .11 -.14   

Threat of Evaluation (X) .11 .12 .89 22.02*** .57 

      

State NA (Y)      

Constant 2.25*** .73 3.07   

Gender -.13 .09 -1.47   

Age -.05* .03 -1.94   

Social Desirability -.06 .07 -.94   

Leader Identity -.01 .05 -.27   

Trait NA .14* .07 1.91   

Trait IP .06 .12 .50   

Threat of Evaluation (X) .00 .08 .01   

State IP (M) .08 .06 1.28 3.62*** .20 

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 7: Bootstrapping results for test of indirect effects of Threat of Evaluation 

Mediator 
Indirect 

Effect 
SE 

95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

State IP .01 .01 -.01 .04 

     

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 8: Estimated Coefficients of Mediation Model (Macro Model 4)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 2.81** 1.26 2.22   

Gender -.05 .13 -.38   

Age -.04 .04 -1.00   

Social Desirability -.03 .11 -.26   

Leader Identity -.06 .08 -.74   

Trait IP 1.02*** .16 6.28   

Trait CSE -.20* .11 -1.79   

Threat of Evaluation (X) .10 .12 .80 23.08*** .58 

      

State CSE (Y)      

Constant 1.98** 1.00 1.98   

Gender -.12 .10 -1.20   

Age .06* .03 1.81   

Social Desirability .12 .08 1.43   

Leader Identity .15** .06 2.47   

Trait CSE .13 .09 1.51   

Trait IP -.05 .15 -.32   

Threat of Evaluation (X) -.17* .09 -1.86   

State IP (M) -.08 .07 -1.11 8.44*** .37 

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 8: Bootstrapping results for test of indirect effects of Threat of Evaluation 

Mediator 
Indirect 

Effect 
SE 

95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

State IP -.01 .01 -.04 .02 

     

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 9: Estimated Coefficients of Mediation Model (Macro Model 4)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 3.28** 1.31 2.51   

Gender -.06 .13 -.45   

Age -.06 .04 -1.38   

Social Desirability -.05 .10 -.46   

Leader Identity -.04 .08 -.48   

Trait IP 1.12*** .13 8.46   

Generalized Self-Efficacy -.24** .11 -2.20   

Threat of Evaluation (X) .07 .12 .62 23.62*** .59 

      

Leader Self-Efficacy (Y)      

Constant -.39 1.73 -.23   

Gender .50*** .16 3.04   

Age .12** .05 2.35   

Social Desirability .18 .13 1.37   

Leader Identity .17* .10 1.68   

Generalized Self-Efficacy .59*** .14 4.17   

Trait IP .47** .22 2.18   

Threat of Evaluation (X) -.05 .16 -.29   

State IP (M) -.11 .12 -.93 6.25*** .30 

Note: N =125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 9: Bootstrapping results for test of indirect effects of Threat of Evaluation 

Mediator 
Indirect 

Effect 
SE 

95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

State IP -.01 .02 -.07 .03 

     

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 10: Estimated Coefficients of Mediation Model (Macro Model 4)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 1.69 1.11 1.52   

Gender -.05 .13 -.40   

Age -.04 .04 -1.04   

Social Desirability -.09 .10 -.86   

Leader Identity -.08 .08 -1.13   

Trait IP 1.21*** .13 9.43   

Threat of Evaluation (X) .11 .12 .92 25.90*** .57 

      

Task Performance (Y)      

Constant 2.78 1.06 2.62   

Gender -.14 .12 -1.10   

Age .05 .04 1.33   

Social Desirability -.16 .10 -1.65   

Leader Identity .04 .07 .61   

Trait IP -.11 .16 -.66   

Threat of Evaluation (X) .16 .12 1.40   

State IP (M) .04 .09 .41 1.33 .07 

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 10: Bootstrapping results for test of indirect effects of Threat of Evaluation 

Mediator 
Indirect 

Effect 
SE 

95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

State IP .00 .02 -.03 .04 

     

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 11: Estimated Coefficients of Mediation Model (Macro Model 4)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 2.09** 1.01 2.08   

Gender -.00 .12 -.00   

Age -.01 .02 -.31   

Social Desirability -.08 .10 -.73   

Leader Identity -.09 .07 -1.32   

Trait IP 1.19*** .13 9.49   

Trait PA -.30** .13 -2.38   

Performance Pressure (X) -.13 .12 -1.11 26.67*** .62 

      

State PA (Y)      

Constant .05 1.22 .04   

Gender -.27* .15 -1.81   

Age .02 .03 .86   

Social Desirability .03 .12 .26   

Leader Identity .01 .08 .09   

Trait PA .61*** .15 3.93   

Trait IP .15 .20 .73   

Performance Pressure (X) .01 .14 .06   

State IP (M) -.03 .11 -.24 3.58*** .20 

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 11: Bootstrapping results for test of indirect effects of Performance Pressure 

Mediator 
Indirect 

Effect 
SE 

95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

State IP .00 .02 -.03 .05 

     

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 12: Estimated Coefficients of Mediation Model (Macro Model 4)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant .89 .99 .90   

Gender .02 .13 .14   

Age -.01 .02 -.19   

Social Desirability -.08 .11 -.71   

Leader Identity -.16* .07 -2.40   

Trait IP 1.21*** .14 8.81   

Trait NA .09 .11 .81   

Performance Pressure (X) -.14 .12 -1.15 24.88*** .60 

      

State NA (Y)      

Constant .56 .64 .88   

Gender .01 .08 .06   

Age .01 .02 .35   

Social Desirability .03 .07 .49   

Leader Identity .03 .04 .73   

Trait NA .32*** .07 4.41   

Trait IP -.30* .11 -2.58   

Performance Pressure (X) .10 .08 1.26   

State IP (M) .18*** .06 2.94 4.51*** .24 

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 12: Bootstrapping results for test of indirect effects of Performance Pressure 

Mediator 
Indirect 

Effect 
SE 

95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

State IP -.02 .02 -.08 .02 

     

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 13: Estimated Coefficients of Mediation Model (Macro Model 4)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 2.69*** .98 2.75   

Gender .01 .12 .09   

Age -.00 .02 -.07   

Social Desirability .02 .10 .19   

Leader Identity -.13** .06 -2.09   

Trait IP 1.03*** .13 7.87   

Trait CSE -.34*** .09 -3.83   

Performance Pressure (X) -.16 .12 -1.36 29.89*** .65 

      

State CSE (Y)      

Constant 2.51*** .76 3.32   

Gender -.03 .09 -.32   

Age .02 .02 1.30   

Social Desirability -.03 .08 -.43   

Leader Identity .15*** .05 3.22   

Trait CSE .25*** .07 3.61   

Trait IP .16 .12 1.28   

Performance Pressure (X) .02 .09 .24   

State IP (M) -.23*** .07 -3.27 11.72*** .45 

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 13: Bootstrapping results for test of indirect effects of Performance Pressure 

Mediator 
Indirect 

Effect 
SE 

95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

State IP .04 .03 -.02 .10 

     

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 14: Estimated Coefficients of Mediation Model (Macro Model 4)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 2.09** 1.02 2.04   

Gender .01 .12 .10   

Age -.01 .02 -.26   

Social Desirability -.05 .11 -.47   

Leader Identity -.11 .07 -1.55   

Trait IP 1.18*** .13 9.35   

Generalized Self-Efficacy -.20** .09 -2.18   

Performance Pressure (X) -.15 .12 -1.29 26.34*** .62 

      

Leader Self-Efficacy (Y)      

Constant 5.53*** 1.55 3.57   

Gender .05 .18 .28   

Age .04 .04 1.00   

Social Desirability -.06 .16 -.35   

Leader Identity .31*** .10 2.97   

Generalized Self-Efficacy .17 .14 1.16   

Trait IP .41 .25 1.65   

Performance Pressure (X) -.10 .18 -.53   

State IP (M) -.19 .14 -1.40 2.63** .16 

Note: N =123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 14: Bootstrapping results for test of indirect effects of Performance Pressure 

Mediator 
Indirect 

Effect 
SE 

95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

State IP .03 .04 -.02 .13 

     

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 15: Estimated Coefficients of Mediation Model (Macro Model 4)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 1.13 .94 1.20   

Gender .01 .13 .09   

Age -.01 .02 -.30   

Social Desirability -.10 .11 -.97   

Leader Identity -.16** .07 -2.42   

Trait IP 1.26*** .12 10.14   

Performance Pressure (X) -.14 .12 -1.14 29.00*** .60 

      

Task Performance (Y)      

Constant 2.55*** .84 3.03   

Gender -.21* .11 -1.91   

Age .04** .02 2.01   

Social Desirability -.10 .09 -1.10   

Leader Identity -.03 .06 -.49   

Trait IP .33** .15 2.21   

Performance Pressure (X) -.15 .11 -1.39   

State IP (M) -.11 .08 -1.38 2.48** .13 

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 15: Bootstrapping results for test of indirect effects of Performance Pressure 

Mediator 
Indirect 

Effect 
SE 

95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

State IP .02 .02 -.02 .07 

     

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 16: Estimated Coefficients of Moderated Mediation Model (Macro Model 7)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 1.83 1.17 1.56   

Gender -.05 .13 -.37   

Age -.04 .04 -1.04   

Social Desirability -.08 .11 -.76   

Leader Identity -.07 .09 -.76   

Trait IP 1.21*** .14 8.86   

Trait PA -.05 .14 -.35   

Leader/Member (X) -.11 .17 -.61   

Threat of Evaluation (W) .07 .17 .40   

Leader/Member x Threat of Evaluation .06 .25 .24 16.98*** .57 

      

State PA (Y)      

Constant -.09 1.28 -.07   

Gender -.20 .14 -1.40   

Age .00 .04 .01   

Social Desirability .11 .11 .96   

Leader Identity .01 .09 .06   

Trait PA .72*** .14 5.17   

Trait IP .00 .19 .02   

Leader/Member (X) .12 .13 .88   

State IP (M) -.00 .10 -.04 7.03*** .33 

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 16: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role at 

low and high levels of moderator (Threat of Evaluation) 

Mediator 

Value of 

Threat of 

Evaluation 

Conditional 

Indirect 

Effect 

SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

      

State IP Low .00 .02 -.05 .04 

 High .00 .02 -.03 .04 

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 16: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role 

Moderator Index SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

Threat of Evaluation .02 .03 -.05 .09 

     

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 17: Estimated Coefficients of Moderated Mediation Model (Macro Model 7)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 1.73 1.13 1.53   

Gender -.05 .13 -.38   

Age -.04 .04 -1.02   

Social Desirability -.09 .11 -.85   

Leader Identity -.12 .17 -1.06   

Trait IP 1.23*** .14 8.66   

Trait NA -.02 .11 -.19   

Leader/Member (X) -.12 .17 -.66   

Threat of Evaluation (W) .07 .18 .39   

Leader/Member x Threat of Evaluation .08 .25 .33 16.96*** .57 

      

State NA (Y)      

Constant 2.25*** .73 3.08   

Gender -.13 .09 -1.49   

Age -.05 .03 -2.00   

Social Desirability -.06 .07 -.89   

Leader Identity -.01 .05 -.25   

Trait NA .14* .07 1.92   

Trait IP .07 .12 .57   

Leader/Member (X) -.03 .08 -.44   

State IP (M) .08 .06 1.26 3.65*** .20 

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 17: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role at 

low and high levels of moderator (Threat of Evaluation) 

Mediator 

Value of 

Threat of 

Evaluation 

Conditional 

Indirect 

Effect 

SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

      

State IP Low -.01 .02 -.05 .03 

 High -.00 .02 -.04 .02 

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 17: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role 

Moderator Index SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

Threat of Evaluation .01 .02 -.05 .05 

     

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 18: Estimated Coefficients of Moderated Mediation Model (Macro Model 7)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 2.81** 1.27 2.21   

Gender -.05 .13 -.40   

Age -.04 .04 -1.02   

Social Desirability -.02 .11 -.18   

Leader Identity -.05 .08 -.70   

Trait IP 1.04*** .17 6.26   

Trait CSE -.20* .12 -1.78   

Leader/Member (X) -.09 .17 -.50   

Threat of Evaluation (W) .09 .17 .53   

Leader/Member x Threat of Evaluation .01 .25 .04 17.77*** .58 

      

State CSE (Y)      

Constant 2.06** 1.01 2.04   

Gender -.12 .10 -1.23   

Age .05 .03 1.50   

Social Desirability .10 .08 1.20   

Leader Identity .15** .06 2.59   

Trait CSE .15 .09 1.62   

Trait IP -.04 .15 -.25   

Leader/Member (X) .06 .09 .68   

State IP (M) -.09 .07 -1.18 7.87*** .35 

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 18: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role at 

low and high levels of moderator (Threat of Evaluation) 

Mediator 

Value of 

Threat of 

Evaluation 

Conditional 

Indirect 

Effect 

SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

      

State IP Low .01 .02 -.03 .07 

 High .01 .01 -.03 .04 

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 18: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role 

Moderator Index SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

Threat of Evaluation -.00 .03 -.07 .05 

     

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 19: Estimated Coefficients of Moderated Mediation Model (Macro Model 7)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 3.33** 1.32 2.53   

Gender -.06 .13 -.48   

Age -.06 .04 -1.43   

Social Desirability -.04 .11 -.34   

Leader Identity -.03 .08 -.40   

Trait IP 1.14*** .13 8.45   

Generalized Self-Efficacy -.25** .11 -2.26   

Leader/Member (X) -.11 .17 -.66   

Threat of Evaluation (W) .07 .17 .39   

Leader/Member x Threat of Evaluation .01 .25 .05 18.27*** .59 

      

Leader Self-Efficacy (Y)      

Constant -.64 1.70 -.38   

Gender .52*** .16 3.20   

Age .13** .05 2.54   

Social Desirability .14 .13 1.10   

Leader Identity .15 .10 1.57   

Generalized Self-Efficacy .63*** .14 4.56   

Trait IP .40* .21 1.86   

Leader/Member (X) .32** .15 2.15   

State IP (M) -.09 .12 -.79 7.06*** .33 

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 19: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role at 

low and high levels of moderator (Threat of Evaluation) 

Mediator 

Value of 

Threat of 

Evaluation 

Conditional 

Indirect 

Effect 

SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

      

State IP Low .01 .03 -.06 .08 

 High .01 .03 -.03 .09 

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 19: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role 

Moderator Index SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

Threat of Evaluation -.00 .04 -.06 .11 

     

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 20: Estimated Coefficients of Moderated Mediation Model (Macro Model 7)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 1.71 1.12 1.52   

Gender -.05 .13 -.38   

Age -.04 .04 -1.06   

Social Desirability -.09 .10 -.83   

Leader Identity -.08 .08 -1.06   

Trait IP 1.22*** .13 9.31   

Leader/Member (X) -.11 .17 -.65   

Threat of Evaluation (W) .08 .17 .44   

Leader/Member x Threat of Evaluation .07 .25 .30 19.24*** .57 

      

Task Performance (Y)      

Constant 2.63** 1.06 2.49   

Gender -.14* .12 -1.11   

Age .06 .04 1.54   

Social Desirability -.13 .10 -1.41   

Leader Identity .04 .07 .52   

Trait IP -.08 .16 -.47   

Leader/Member (X) -.18 .11 -1.57   

State IP (M) .04 .09 .44 1.41 .08 

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 20: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role at 

low and high levels of moderator (Threat of Evaluation) 

Mediator 

Value of 

Threat of 

Evaluation 

Conditional 

Indirect 

Effect 

SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

      

State IP Low -.00 .02 -.06 .03 

 High -.00 .02 -.04 .04 

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 20: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role 

Moderator Index SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

Threat of Evaluation .00 .03 -.04 .07 

     

Note: N = 125 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 21: Estimated Coefficients of Moderated Mediation Model (Macro Model 7)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 2.05** 1.00 2.04   

Gender -.01 .12 -.08   

Age -.01 .02 -.44   

Social Desirability -.07 .10 -.70   

Leader Identity -.09 .07 -1.30   

Trait IP 1.19*** .13 9.57   

Trait PA -.32** .13 -2.47   

Leader/Member (X) .26 .17 1.53   

Performance Pressure (W) .03 .17 .20   

Leader/Member x Performance Pressure -.34 .24 -1.42 21.13*** .63 

      

State PA (Y)      

Constant .04 1.21 .03   

Gender -.28* .15 -1.92   

Age .02 .03 .87   

Social Desirability .03 .12 .27   

Leader Identity .01 .08 .14   

Trait PA .59*** .16 3.81   

Trait IP .16 .20 .80   

Leader/Member (X) .13 .14 .92   

State IP (M) -.03 .11 -.31 3.71*** .21 

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 21: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role at 

low and high levels of moderator (Performance Pressure) 

Mediator 

Value of 

Performance 

Pressure 

Conditional 

Indirect 

Effect 

SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

      

State IP Low -.01 .03 -.08 .06 

 High .00 .02 -.05 .04 

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 21: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role 

Moderator Index SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

Performance Pressure .01 .04 -.08 .10 

     

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 22: Estimated Coefficients of Moderated Mediation Model (Macro Model 7)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant .80 1.00 .81   

Gender .01 .13 .09   

Age -.01 .02 -.30   

Social Desirability -.07 .11 -.67   

Leader Identity -.16** .07 -2.42   

Trait IP 1.22*** .14 8.85   

Trait NA .10 .12 .86   

Leader/Member (X) .23 .17 1.36   

Performance Pressure (W) .02 .17 .12   

Leader/Member x Performance Pressure -.33 .24 -1.35 19.61*** .61 

      

State NA (Y)      

Constant .63 .64 .98   

Gender -.01 .08 -.10   

Age .00 .02 .28   

Social Desirability .04 .07 .51   

Leader Identity .03 .04 .61   

Trait NA .33*** .08 4.43   

Trait IP -.28** .11 -2.43   

Leader/Member (X) .03 .08 .34   

State IP (M) .17*** .06 2.78 4.27*** .23 

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 22: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role at 

low and high levels of moderator (Performance Pressure) 

Mediator 

Value of 

Performance 

Pressure 

Conditional 

Indirect 

Effect 

SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

      

State IP Low .04 .03 -.01 .10 

 High -.02 .03 -.09 .04 

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 22: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role 

Moderator Index SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

Performance Pressure -.05 .05 -.15 .02 

     

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 23: Estimated Coefficients of Moderated Mediation Model (Macro Model 7)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 2.60*** .98 2.65   

Gender .00 .12 .00   

Age -.00 .02 -.17   

Social Desirability .02 .10 .20   

Leader Identity -.13** .06 -2.09   

Trait IP 1.04*** .13 7.92   

Trait CSE -.34*** .09 -3.77   

Leader/Member (X) .22 .16 1.36   

Performance Pressure (W) -.03 .16 -.21   

Leader/Member x Performance Pressure -.24 .23 -1.07 23.43*** .65 

      

State CSE (Y)      

Constant 2.53*** .75 3.39   

Gender -.04 .09 -.43   

Age .02 .02 1.31   

Social Desirability -.03 .08 -.40   

Leader Identity .15** .05 3.24   

Trait CSE .25*** .07 3.50   

Trait IP .16 .12 1.35   

Leader/Member (X) .07 .09 .75   

State IP (M) -.24*** .07 -3.39 11.83*** .45 

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 23: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role at 

low and high levels of moderator (Performance Pressure) 

Mediator 

Value of 

Performance 

Pressure 

Conditional 

Indirect 

Effect 

SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

      

State IP Low -.05 .04 -.15 .02 

 High .01 .04 -.07 .09 

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 23: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role 

Moderator Index SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

Performance Pressure .06 .06 -.04 .19 

     

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 24: Estimated Coefficients of Moderated Mediation Model (Macro Model 7)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 2.02** 1.02 1.98   

Gender .00 .12 .02   

Age -.01 .02 -.38   

Social Desirability -.05 .11 -.43   

Leader Identity -.11 .07 -1.54   

Trait IP 1.19*** .13 9.41   

Generalized Self-Efficacy -.21** .10 -2.21   

Leader/Member (X) .25 .17 1.46   

Performance Pressure (W) -.00 .17 -.02   

Leader/Member x Performance Pressure -.30 .24 -1.28 20.79*** .62 

      

Leader Self-Efficacy (Y)      

Constant 5.41*** 1.53 3.53   

Gender .05 .18 .26   

Age .04 .04 1.05   

Social Desirability -.05 .16 -.34   

Leader Identity .31*** .10 3.06   

Generalized Self-Efficacy .16 .14 1.10   

Trait IP .40 .25 1.63   

Leader/Member (X) .13 .18 .72   

State IP (M) -.19 .14 -1.39 2.67*** .16 

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 24: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role at 

low and high levels of moderator (Performance Pressure) 

Mediator 

Value of 

Performance 

Pressure 

Conditional 

Indirect 

Effect 

SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

      

State IP Low -.05 .06 -.19 .05 

 High .01 .04 -.07 .11 

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 24: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role 

Moderator Index SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

Performance Pressure .06 .07 -.04 .25 

     

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 25: Estimated Coefficients of Moderated Mediation Model (Macro Model 7)  

Predictor B SE t F R2 

      

State IP (M)      

Constant 1.06 .94 1.13   

Gender .01 .13 .04   

Age -.01 .02 -.43   

Social Desirability -.10 .11 -.95   

Leader Identity -.16** .07 -2.44   

Trait IP 1.27*** .12 10.20   

Leader/Member (X) .22 .17 1.30   

Performance Pressure (W) .02 .17 .14   

Leader/Member x Performance Pressure -.33 .24 -1.35 22.02*** .61 

      

Task Performance (Y)      

Constant 2.40*** .84 2.84   

Gender -.20* .11 -1.77   

Age .05** .02 2.09   

Social Desirability -.10 .09 -1.09   

Leader Identity -.02 .06 -.35   

Trait IP .31** .15 2.04   

Leader/Member (X) .02 .11 .14   

State IP (M) -.10 .08 -1.24 2.17** .12 

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

Model 25: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role at 

low and high levels of moderator (Performance Pressure) 

Mediator 

Value of 

Performance 

Pressure 

Conditional 

Indirect 

Effect 

SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

      

State IP Low -.02 .03 -.08 .02 

 High .01 .03 -.03 .07 

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 
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Model 25: Bootstrapping results for test of conditional indirect effects of Leader/Member Role 

Moderator Index SE 
95% 

Lower CI 

95%  

Upper CI 

     

Performance Pressure .03 .04 -.03 .13 

     

Note: N = 123 

* p < .10 

** p < .05 

*** p < .01 

 

 

 

 

 


