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Abstract
This study investigates the critical role of social identity in leadership, specifically examining identity 
leadership (IL) and the unique contributions of its four subdimensions: identity prototypicality, identity 
advancement, identity entrepreneurship, and identity impresarioship. To date, research has largely focused 
on the global construct of identity leadership and shown that in organizational contexts, it is a predictor 
of a range of outcomes, including group members’ burnout and organizational citizenship. However, 
the distinct roles of the four subdimensions remain little understood. Extending earlier findings, we 
address this gap by testing the hypothesis that the four subdimensions are differentially implicated in 
two key mechanisms that underlie the relationship between IL and group outcomes: (a) trust in the 
leader and (b) team identification. The present study explores this proposition by using structural 
equation modeling with latent factors to test a mediation model in 2020–2021 data from the Global 
Identity Leadership Development project (GILD; N = 7,855). As hypothesized, we found that identity 
prototypicality and identity advancement predominantly predicted greater trust in the leader, whereas 
identity entrepreneurship primarily predicted greater team identification. Contrary to our hypothesis, 
identity impresarioship showed a negative relation with trust. In turn, both trust in the leader and team 
identification were positively associated with organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), and negatively 
with burnout. We conclude by reflecting on the implications of these findings for both the theory and 
practice of leadership.
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For about two and a half  millennia, scholars have 
sought to understand and explain the nature of  
leadership, leading to the development of  a range 
of  different approaches to the topic. Haslam 
et  al. (2015) organized these approaches into 
three distinct perspectives: classical, contextual, 
and identity. The classical perspective views lead-
ership as an individualist process rooted in  
the unique psychology of  each leader. This per-
spective includes theories such as the “great man” 
approach (Carlyle, 1840; Plato, 380 BC/1993), 

which portrays leaders as exceptional and supe-
rior individuals (Haslam et al., 2015). In contrast, 
the contextual perspective emphasizes that lead-
ership needs to be sensitive to context and that 
leaders need to be attuned to group needs. 
Leadership models such as the transformational 
approach (Bass & Avolio, 1997; Burns, 1978) 
reflect this by exploring followers’ motivations 
and expectations (Haslam et al., 2015). The iden-
tity perspective extends this understanding by 
suggesting that leadership involves not only 
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addressing the group’s needs but also the leader’s 
identification as part of  the group. This view 
emphasizes the importance of  leaders aligning 
their sense of  identity with that of  the group in 
ways that build and advance a shared sense of  
purpose and collective commitment within the 
group (Haslam et  al., 2015). Building on this 
foundation, the social identity approach to lead-
ership has gained increasing scientific attention in 
recent years (Epitropaki et  al., 2017; Haslam 
et al., 2020). 

This approach argues that leadership is funda-
mentally a group process in which leaders exert 
influence by virtue of  their capacity to mobilize a 
sense of  social identity (a sense of  “us-ness”) in 
the groups they lead—a process referred to as 
identity leadership (Haslam et  al., 2020; Steffens 
et al., 2014; van Dick et al., 2018).

Early work on the social identity approach to 
leadership focused largely on identity prototypical-
ity, which refers to the leader being seen to rep-
resent the group by embodying what it means 
to be “one of  us.” Speaking to the importance 
of  this, a meta-analysis of  35 independent stud-
ies by Barreto and Hogg (2017) found a strong 
positive relationship (r = .49) between leaders’ 
identity prototypicality and followers’ positive 
evaluations of  their leadership. This relation-
ship was subsequently corroborated by Steffens 
et  al. (2021) in a meta-analysis of  128 studies 
which found that the relationship between 
leader prototypicality and leader effectiveness 
held not only for evaluations of  leaders but also 
for measures of  leaders’ behavioral impact 
(overall r = .39).

However, social identity researchers have 
argued that there is more to leadership than sim-
ply being seen to represent the group. In partic-
ular, Haslam et  al. (2020) argued that identity 
leadership also involves being seen to champion 
and promote the group’s interests (“doing it for 
us” or identity advancement; Haslam & Platow, 
2001), being seen to create a sense of  shared 
identity in the group (“creating a sense of  us” or 
identity entrepreneurship; Reicher et al., 2005), and, 
ultimately, being seen to create opportunities 
and structures that allow followers to live  

out their group membership in meaningful and 
positive ways (“making us matter” or identity 
impresarioship).

To assess these claims, Steffens et al. (2014) 
developed an instrument that sought to capture 
these four dimensions of  identity leadership—
the Identity Leadership Inventory (ILI). The 
ILI’s construct and discriminant validity were 
supported in a series of  studies that showed 
both that the four dimensions of  identity leader-
ship are conceptually distinct, and that identity 
leadership itself  is distinct from other leadership 
constructs (e.g., authentic leadership). Following 
on from this, van Dick et al. (2018) went on to 
explore the predictive validity of  the ILI in over 
20 countries as part of  the Global Identity 
Leadership Development (GILD) project. This 
found identity leadership to be linked to multi-
ple positive work outcomes, including those 
related to both productivity (notably, job satis-
faction, organizational citizenship behavior 
(OCB), and innovative work behavior) and 
health (notably, reduced burnout; van Dick 
et al., 2021).

Yet despite there being a conceptual and 
empirical case for seeing the four components of  
identity leadership as distinct, to date, researchers 
have tended to treat this as a unitary, global con-
struct. With a view to developing a more nuanced 
understanding of  the workings of  identity leader-
ship, the present research therefore seeks to 
explore the (potentially) distinct role of  different 
dimensions of  identity leadership in affecting  
the performance-related outcome OCB and the 
health outcome burnout. In other words, it seeks 
to establish whether different dimensions of  
identity leadership might have an impact on  
followers via different processual pathways.

The possibility that this might be the case is 
suggested by previous work by Krug et al. (2021), 
which focused on the distinct role of  (a) trust  
in the leader and (b) team identification as pro-
cessual correlates of  identity leadership. This 
research showed that both these mechanisms 
were predicted by identity leadership, and indeed, 
by manipulating identity leadership, it showed 
that this link was causal.
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Again, though, Krug et al.’s (2021) experimen-
tal research focused on the overall construct of  
identity leadership when studying its relationship 
with group member outcomes and mediating 
processes. Consequently, we know little about 
how the distinct components of  identity leader-
ship contribute to these outcomes via distinct 
pathways.

Theoretically, there is good reason to think 
that they might. In particular, on the basis of  
arguments put forward by Haslam et al. (2020), 
Steffens et al. (2014), and Krug et al. (2021), it 
seems reasonable to hypothesize that leaders 
who represent and advance social identity (i.e., 
who are “one of  us” and who “do it for us”) 
would be effective because they are trusted by 
team members (H1a, H1b), whereas leaders who 
build and embed social identity (i.e., who “create 
a sense of  us” and who “make us matter”) would 
be effective because they help build team mem-
bers’ identification with the group (H2a, H2b). It 
is these twin hypotheses that the present research 
seeks to test. We will do so by simultaneously 
testing the two mediation pathways illustrated in 
Figure 1—where both trust in the leader (H3a) 
and team identification (H3b) are linked both to 
group members’ performance (i.e., OCB) and 
their psychological health (i.e., burnout). Note, 

however, that we do not presume that the iden-
tity leadership dimensions only relate to either 
trust or team identification but rather that both 
links exist with one relationship, respectively, 
being dominant. Consequently, we also allow the 
other pathways (i.e., that identity prototypicality 
and identity advancement also relate to team 
identification, while identity entrepreneurship 
and identity impresarioship also relate to trust in 
the leader), as we do not exclude their respective 
associations.

Theoretical Framework

Identity Prototypicality and Identity 
Advancement Build Trust
A widely accepted definition by Rousseau et  al. 
(1998) refers to trust as “a psychological state 
comprising the intention to accept vulnerability 
based upon the positive expectation of  the inten-
tions or behavior of  another” (p. 712). Researchers 
stress that definitions may have changed over the 
years, yet vulnerability and expectation have 
always been core elements (Evans & Krueger, 
2009). Although trust in leadership is by now a 
widely studied phenomenon, it remains to be 
answered what exactly leaders must portray to 

Figure 1.  Proposed structural equation model and anticipated relationships of all variables.

Note. Bold blue and red colored lines indicate the proposed stronger relationships between the subdimensions and underlying 
mechanisms.
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shape trust. Based on theoretical understandings 
of  identity leadership, there is good reason to 
assume that trust in the leader is primarily trig-
gered by the first two dimensions of  identity 
leadership: identity prototypicality and identity 
advancement.

The first dimension, identity prototypicality 
(“being one of  us”) has received the most atten-
tion from scholars thus far (e.g., Steffens et  al., 
2021). A leader who is perceived as highly proto-
typical represents and embodies the group’s 
unique core qualities (Haslam et al., 2020; Hogg, 
2001). In contrast to differentiating oneself  from 
the group, the focus is placed on highlighting 
similarities and thus being an exemplary group 
member. A scientific review by van Knippenberg 
(2011) argued that prototypical leaders are per-
ceived as embodying the identity of  the in-group, 
including its values and norms. This shared sense 
of  identity and connectedness, in turn, might  
foster a feeling of  trust. In line with that reason-
ing, experimental studies by Giessner and van 
Knippenberg (2008) showed that leaders who 
emphasize and embody in-group qualities are 
more trusted by their fellow group members than 
those who do not.

Furthermore, meta-analyses emphasized a 
strong and consistent association between leader 
identity prototypicality and group members’ trust 
in the leader (Barreto & Hogg, 2017; Steffens 
et al., 2021).

Identity advancement (“doing it for us”) 
means the leader stands up for and, if  necessary, 
defends the group’s goals and interests. In other 
words, this captures the leader’s encouragement 
and promotion of  the group’s main interests. A 
leader high in identity advancement, therefore, 
supports them in realizing group objectives 
(Haslam et al., 2020). Interestingly, Giessner and 
van Knippenberg (2008) suggested that leaders 
who are highly invested in their group and behave 
in ways that benefit the in-group (thus showing 
more identity advancement) convey a sense of  
trust, as group members perceive their leader to 
be acting in the group’s best interest (Giessner & 
van Knippenberg, 2008; Hogg et al., 2012). Thus 
far, little research has focused on the isolated 

effects of  identity advancement. However, the 
limited existing research showed that trust in the 
leader was mainly associated with the dimension 
of  identity advancement (van Dick et al., 2018). 
Moreover, considering the elements of  vulnera-
bility and positive expectation of  the trust defini-
tion (Evans & Krueger, 2009; Rousseau et  al., 
1998), group members make themselves vulner-
able by trusting their leader’s good intentions as 
well as having positive expectations concerning 
the leader’s action. Therefore, if  leaders are evalu-
ated as highly prototypical and simultaneously 
have the group’s best interests at heart when act-
ing (identity advancement), this is suggested to 
predominantly strengthen group members’ trust 
in their leader. Thus, we predict:

Hypothesis 1: Employees’ evaluation of  their 
leader’s (a) prototypicality and (b) advance-
ment is more strongly associated with their 
trust in the leader than with their team 
identification.

Identity Entrepreneurship and Identity 
Impresarioship Promote Team Identification
Team identification is the degree to which people 
feel a psychological connection and a sense of  
belonging to a specific team. It reflects the extent 
to which a person defines themselves as a mem-
ber of  that team, seeing it as an integral part of  
their social identity (e.g., Riketta & van Dick, 
2005). As team identification is characterized by a 
deep emotional attachment (e.g., shared goals and 
a strong “we” and “us” sense), it influences peo-
ple’s attitudes and behaviors within the context 
of  that team—it is that powerful capacity to 
influence different group outcomes positively 
that shaped and still shapes the keen interest in its 
antecedents (Haslam et al., 2020).

As both dimensions, identity entrepreneurship 
and impresarioship, conceptually emphasize cre-
ating a shared team identity, there is a rationale 
assuming that they must share a strong relation-
ship. In fact, the dimension of  identity entrepre-
neurship (“crafting a sense of  us”) involves the 
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leader bringing group members together and 
thereby generating a shared understanding of  
what it means to be a part of  the group (a sense 
of  “we” and “us”; Haslam et al., 2020). By foster-
ing a sense of  inclusiveness, the different mem-
bers should have a stronger feeling that the group 
is one to which they can belong. Moreover, group 
norms and values should be clear and well estab-
lished so that group members know what the 
group stands for (Haslam et  al., 2020). Besides 
theoretical arguments, scientific indication for the 
strong relationship between identity entrepre-
neurship and team identification was provided by 
van Dick et al. (2018), as multiple regression anal-
yses revealed that team identification was mainly 
associated with identity entrepreneurship.

Ultimately, identity impresarioship focuses 
on the leader embedding the sense of  the group 
in physical and material reality by promoting 
events, activities, and structures that allow group 
members to experience their membership (e.g., 
through a team logo, team meetings, and other 
team activities such as retreats). From a theo
retical perspective, similar to identity entrepre-
neurship, identity impresarioship is inherently 
collaborative in nature. For instance, planning 
and participating in a team retreat involves con-
tributions from both leaders and followers. In 
other words, identity impresarioship relies on 
interactions between leaders and followers, as 
well as followers’ participation and contribu-
tions (Haslam et al., 2020).

So, as both dimensions rely on the participa-
tion and cooperation of  the respective group 
members, it is reasonable to assume that identity 
entrepreneurship and identity impresarioship 
relate more to the sense of  team identification 
(rather than to trust in the team leader).

Up to now, studies lack exploration of  the 
unique effects of  identity impresarioship. Never
theless, examining previous studies (e.g., van Dick 
et  al., 2018), impresarioship was more closely 
related to team identification than to trust in the 
leader. Consequently, more formally, we hypo
thesize that:

Hypothesis 2: Employees’ evaluation of   
their leader’s (a) entrepreneurship and (b) 

impresarioship is more strongly associated 
with their team identification than with their 
trust in the leader.

Trust and Team Identification Facilitate 
Performance and Psychological Health
Contemporary organizational research investi-
gates mechanisms that reinforce a healthy and 
effective work environment. Both, trust in the 
leader (Dirks & de Jong, 2022) and team identi-
fication (van Dick et al., 2018) are hitherto well 
recognized mechanisms contributing to both 
performance-related and health-related group 
outcomes.

Organ (2014, p. 95) defined OCB as “perfor-
mance that supports the social and psychologi-
cal environment in which task performance 
takes place.” More practically, this means that 
OCB captures whether employees exceed 
expectations delineated in their job role respon-
sibilities to support overall organizational func-
tioning. Due to the expectation of  OCB being 
positively associated with overall organizational 
effectiveness (N. P. Podsakoff  et  al., 2009), 
studying its antecedents still represents a lead-
ing aspiration. 

Past meta-analytic findings have already estab-
lished a consistent link between trust in the leader 
and OCB (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002); but also, a more 
recent meta-analytic review by Dirks and de Jong 
(2022) confirmed previous findings and identi-
fied numerous positive work outcomes accompa-
nied by trust, including organizational as well as 
team citizenship behavior.

Perhaps even more crucial than employees’ 
performance capabilities in contributing to a 
functional working environment is employees’ 
health. When talking about employee health, it is 
almost unavoidable to think of  burnout syn-
drome—specified as an ongoing emotional reac-
tion to continuing stressors at work (Maslach & 
Leiter, 2016). Impairing personal and social func-
tioning manifests in exhaustion, professional 
inefficacy, and cynicism (Maslach & Leiter, 2016). 
The immense interest in burnout might be due to 
the wide-ranging consequences, which are severe 
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on an organizational and individual level. The 
scope of  the issue is, for instance, illustrated by a 
recent study of  over 20,000 healthcare workers 
during the COVID-19 pandemic (Prasad et  al., 
2021). Results demonstrated that up to 49% of  
respondents suffered from burnout. As the con-
sequences of  burnout are so extreme, studying 
factors that help mitigate its occurrence remains 
very relevant.

A recent review of  burnout in the healthcare 
sector identified 39 studies demonstrating the 
importance of  working relationships and leader-
ship (Dall’Ora et al., 2020). Though these studies 
all underline the importance of  relationships and 
given that trust is known to play an elementary 
role in relationships (e.g., Rousseau et al., 1998), 
the role of  trust in one’s leader was rarely included 
in the studies (Dall’Ora et al., 2020).

However, a study by Lambert et  al. (2012) 
demonstrated the major value of  trust in acting as 
a practical resource, buffering against stress-
related burnout factors. It was argued that 
employees’ trust in supervisors creates positive 
emotions. In contrast to feeling left alone with 
problems or job demands, trust in supervisors 
contributes to feelings of  support, security, and 
confidence (Lambert et  al., 2012), which all 
potentially buffer against stress.

Overall, extending earlier findings, we suggest 
that trust in the leader can enhance citizenship 
behaviors in the organizational context (OCB) 
while simultaneously acting as a safeguard, miti-
gating symptoms of  burnout. Consequently, we 
hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3a: Trust in one’s leader is posi-
tively associated with employees’ OCB and 
negatively associated with burnout.

Besides trust in the leader, team identifica-
tion has been determined as another crucial fac-
tor for increasing OCB. A meta-analysis by Lee  
et  al. (2015) identified a strong correlation 
between OCB and organizational identifica-
tion. Additionally, in their systematic review and 
meta-analysis about employees’ identification 
types and citizenship behaviors within 

organizations, Sidorenkov et al. (2023) discussed 
that compared to overall organizational identifi-
cation, other forms of  identification (e.g., team 
identification) are little studied. Greco et  al. 
(2022), in their meta-analysis, found a relation 
between OCB and organizational identification 
in over 100 studies, but only in 23 studies was 
OCB related to team identification. The fact 
that other identification levels within organiza-
tions play a significant role, too, is, for example, 
highlighted in a study by Haslam et al. (2009) in 
which it was shown that people who identify 
strongly with their direct team are also more 
likely to engage in citizenship behaviors. Having 
this finding in mind and additionally addressing 
the need to attend to various identification types 
in OCB research (Sidorenkov et  al., 2023), we 
consider it of  great importance to continue 
investigating the relationship of  OCB with team 
identification.

Speaking of  employee health, various studies 
that targeted the reduction of  burnout rates in 
organizational settings also stressed the protec-
tive role of  team identification. For example, the 
same longitudinal study by Haslam et  al. (2009) 
that found high team identification to be posi-
tively associated with OCB, additionally demon-
strated that those people who more strongly 
identified with their team also showed lower 
burnout rates. Furthermore, a meta-analytic 
review conducted in the organizational setting 
reported that fostering a collective identity, char-
acterized by a shared sense of  “us”, positively 
affects individuals’ perceived social support, resil-
ience, and overall well-being (Steffens et  al., 
2017). Simultaneously, this shared sense of  “us” 
acts as a protective factor, shielding individuals 
from the negative impacts of  stress and averting 
burnout.

Addressing the need to further examine differ-
ent identification types in OCB research, together 
with verifying team identification’s shielding capa-
bilities against burnout, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3b: Team identification is posi-
tively associated with employees’ OCB and 
negatively associated with burnout.
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 As illustrated in Figure 1, combining hypoth-
eses H1a–b and H3a, we expect indirect relation-
ships of  identity prototypicality and identity 
advancement on OCB and burnout via trust in 
the leader. At the same time, combining hypoth-
eses H2a–b and H3b, we expect indirect relation-
ships of  identity entrepreneurship and identity 
impresarioship on OCB and burnout via team 
identification.

Method

Sample and Procedure
To test our hypotheses, we used the most 
recent wave of  the Global Identity Leadership 
Development (GILD) project, collected in 2020–
2021. Participants were recruited via convenience 
sampling in all countries. Participants were 
employees who responded to questions about 
their supervisor and organizational experiences. 
In every country, researchers employed snowball 
methods to disseminate the online survey link, 
intending to collect data from diverse and varied 
working samples. The overall sample included 
7,855 participants from the respective countries: 
Australia (n = 269), Belgium (n = 285), Bosnia 
and Herzegovina (n = 241), Brazil (n = 222), 
Canada (n = 353), China (n = 445), Czech 
Republic (n = 256), France (n = 123), Germany 
(n = 859), Greece (n = 210), India (n = 192), 
Israel (n = 215), Italy (n = 191), Japan (n = 284), 
Kazakhstan (n = 161), the Netherlands (n = 
270), Norway (n = 200), Pakistan (n = 172), the 
Philippines (n = 281), Poland (n = 375), Portugal 
(n = 202), Slovenia (n = 96), Spain (n = 692), 
Switzerland (n = 216), Turkey (n = 190), Russia 
(n = 171), United Kingdom (n = 263), United 
States (n = 318), and Uzbekistan (n = 103). 
Overall, the sample was heterogeneous in age and 
gender. We assessed five different age groups: 
between 18 and 25 years (18.2%), between 26 and 
35 years (33.4%), between 36 and 45 years 
(23.8%), between 46 and 55 years (17.3%), and 56 
years or older (7.2%). Furthermore, 56.9% were 
female, 42.6% were male (and the rest being of  

another gender). Table 1 provides an overview of  
sample characteristics (see Monzani et al., 2024, 
for further information).

Measures
Perceived identity leadership.  To assess how partici-
pants perceived the identity leadership of their 
supervisors at work, we made use of the ILI 
developed by Steffens et al. (2014) and validated 
across all implicated languages by van Dick et al. 
(2018, 2021). Overall, the ILI consists of 15 items 
measuring the four distinct dimensions: identity 
prototypicality (four items; e.g., “My team leader 
embodies what the team stands for”; α = .94), 
identity advancement (four items; e.g., “My team 
leader acts as a champion for the team”; α = .94), 
identity entrepreneurship (four items; e.g.,  
“My team leader creates a sense of cohesion 
within the team”; α = .95), and identity impresa-
rioship (three items; e.g., “My team leader creates 
structures that are useful for team members”;  
α = .92). All dimensions were measured on a 
7-point scale (1 = disagree completely, 7 = agree 
completely).1

Trust in the leader.  Trust in the leader was meas-
ured using the scale by P. M. Podsakoff  et  al. 
(1990), consisting of  six items (e.g., “I have  
complete faith in the integrity of  my leader”;  
α = .87). Responses were made on a 7-point 
scale (1 = does not apply, 7 = applies fully).

Team identification.  To assess team identification, 
we used a four-item measure by Doosje et  al. 
(1995; e.g., “I consider myself  as a part of  my 
team”; α = .93). Responses were given on a 
7-point scale (1 = disagree completely, 7 = agree 
completely).

Burnout.  We used the nine-item Emotional 
Exhaustion Subscale from Maslach and Jack-
son’s (1981) Burnout Inventory. All items were 
measured on a 7-point scale (1 = never, 7 = every 
day; e.g., “I feel emotionally drained from work”; 
α = .93).
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OCB.  To measure OCB, we used a five-item 
scale proposed by van Dick et al. (2006; e.g., “I 
gladly help orient new colleagues”; α = .73). 
Responses were given on a 7-point scale (1 = 
disagree completely, 7 = agree completely).

Statistical Analysis
We conducted the statistical analysis with SPSS 
Version 29 (IBM Corp, 2022) and Mplus Version 
8.8 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2017). Using SPSS, 
we calculated scale mean scores, descriptive  
statistics, and Pearson correlations of  all study-
relevant variables.

All hypotheses were tested in one structural 
model. First, we regressed trust in the leader and 
team identification on the identity leadership 
dimensions (i.e., identity prototypicality, identity 
advancement, identity entrepreneurship, and 
identity impresarioship). Second, we simultane-
ously regressed OCB and burnout on trust in the 
leader, team identification, and all four identity 
leadership dimensions. We ran this model twice. 
In Structural Model 1, we constrained the regres-
sion weights linking every identity leadership 
dimension to the respective mediators (i.e., trust 
in the leader and team identification) to be equal. 
Thus, for instance, the regression weight indica-
tive of  the relationship between identity proto-
typicality and trust in the leader was constrained 
to be as strong as the regression weight repre-
senting the relationship between identity proto-
typicality and team identification. In Structural 
Model 2, we allowed the regression weights to 
differ, and statistically compared them to deter-
mine whether the identity leadership dimensions 
related more strongly to trust in the leader or to 
team identification (testing H1a–H2b). We statis-
tically compared Model 1 and Model 2 with the 
Satorra–Bentler scaled chi-square difference test 
(Satorra & Bentler, 2010), and model fits were 
determined through the established fit indices: 
nonsignificant χ2, p > .05; root mean square 
error of  approximation (RMSEA) < .08; stand-
ardized root mean square residual (SRMR) < .08; 
comparative fit index (CFI) > .90; Tucker–Lewis 
index (TLI) > 0.90 (Wang & Wang, 2020). The 

product of  the unstandardized regression coeffi-
cients was calculated to determine the indirect 
effect, and we used 95% CIs to obtain the direct 
and indirect effect. We also took the cultural 
diversity of  our sample into account by perform-
ing culture-specific analysis. We present the com-
plete results in the Supplemental Material.

Results
We specified two measurement models to test the 
statistical independence of  our constructs, in par-
ticular, the distinctiveness of  the four identity 
leadership dimensions. In Model 1, we treated all 
observed items as indicators of  their a priori 
latent factors, χ2 = 13,070.45, df = 637, p < .001, 
scaling correction factor multiple linear regres-
sion (MLR) = 1.36; CFI = .94, TLI = 0.93, 
RMSEA = .05, 90% CI [0.049, 0.051], SRMR = 
.04. In Model 2, we allowed all identity leadership 
items to load on one latent factor, while the 
remaining items loaded on their a priori latent 
factor, χ2 = 21,077.08, df = 655, p < .001, scaling 
correction factor MLR = 1.37; CFI = .90, TLI = 
0.89, RMSEA = .06, 90% CI [0.062, 0.064], 
SRMR = .04. To further improve model fit, we 
removed Item 6 of  the Trust Scale as this item 
loaded exceptionally low on the latent factor and 
was the only negatively worded item (“I have a 
divided sense of  loyalty towards my leader”). 
Results of  the Satorra–Bentler (Satorra & Bentler, 
2010) scaled chi-square confirmed that Model 1 
was superior to Model 2, which supports the statis-
tical independence of  the four identity leadership 
dimensions (Δχ2 = 6,438.81, Δdf = 18, p < .001).

Descriptive statistics and correlations between 
all variables are depicted in Table 2. Structural 
Model 1, in which the regression weights were 
constrained to be equal, had an acceptable fit to 
the data, χ2 = 14,433.07, df = 642, p < .001, scal-
ing correction factor MLR = 1.36; CFI = .93, 
TLI = 0.92, RMSEA = .05, 90% CI [0.052, 
0.053], SRMR = .07. However, Model 2 (χ2 = 
13,593.80, df = 638; p < .001, scaling correction 
factor MLR = 1.36; CFI = .93, TLI = 0.93, 
RMSEA = .05, 90% CI [0.050, 0.053], SRMR = 
.05), in which the regression weights were allowed 
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to differ, was superior to Model 1 (∆χ2 = 839.27, 
∆df = 4, p < .001). This result indicates that the 
associations between the identity leadership 
dimensions and the respective mediators differ in 
strength. As can be seen in Table 3, a more 
detailed examination of  Model 2 revealed that 
identity prototypicality was more closely related 
to trust in the leader than to team identification  
(γ = 0.23, SE = 0.04, z = 6.45, p < .001, 95% CI 
[0.16, 0.30]). Accordingly, the results support 
H1a. In line with H1b, identity advancement was 
more closely related to trust in the leader than to 

team identification (γ = 0.42, SE = 0.04, z = 
12.10, p < .001, 95% CI [0.35, 0.49]). Supporting 
H2a, identity entrepreneurship was more closely 
associated with team identification than with 
trust in the leader (γ = −0.14, SE = 0.04, z = 
−3.62, p < .001, 95% CI [−0.22, −0.07]). 
Finally, identity impresarioship was negatively 
related to trust in the leader and positively asso-
ciated with team identification. In line with 
H2b, these associations differed in strength  
(γ = −0.11, SE = 0.02, z = −5.34, p < .001, 
95% CI [−0.15, −0.07]).

Table 2.  Descriptive statistics and pearson correlations of all study variables.

M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.

1.  Prototypicality 4.83 1.63 -  
2.  Advancement 5.00 1.64 .86** -  
3.  Entrepreneurship 4.76 1.68 .87** .87** -  
4.  Impresarioship 4.36 1.73 .75** .75** .83** -  
5.  Trust 4.91 1.41 .72** .74** .72* .60** -  
6.  Team identification 5.36 1.35 .46** .46** .50** .46** .53** -  
7.  Burnout 3.19 1.45 −.30** −.31** −.30** −.26** −.38** −.36** -  
8.  OCB 5.92 0.80 .20** .18** .21** .19** .24** .35** −.13** -

Note. OCB = organizational citizenship behavior.
**p < 0.01.

Table 3.  Unstandardized results of the structural model (Model 2).

Trust in leader Team identification OCB Burnout

  γ (SE, z)
[95% CI]

γ (SE, z)
[95% CI]

γ (SE, z)
[95% CI]

γ (SE, z)
[95% CI]

Prototypicality 0.23 (0.04, 5.75)
[0.15, 0.31]***

−0.00 (0.04, −0.02)
[−0.09, 0.08]

0.02 (0.02, 0.82)
[−0.02, 0.06]

−0.02 (0.04, −0.61)
[−0.10, 0.05]

Advancement 0.51 (0.04, 13.47)
[0.43, 0.58]***

0.09 (0.04, 2.13)
[0.01, 0.17]*

−0.06 (0.02, −2.71)
[−0.10, −0.02]**

−0.07 (0.04, 1.75)
[−0.15, 0.01]

Entrepreneurship 0.16 (0.04, 3.72)
[0.08, 0.24]***

0.30 (0.05, 6.69)
[0.21, 0.39]***

0.01 (0.02, 0.55)
[−0.03, 0.06]

0.06 (0.04, 1.48)
[−0.02, 0.15]

Impresarioship −0.06 (0.02, −2.98)
[−0.10, −0.02]**

0.05 (0.02, 2.16)
[0.004, 0.09]*

0.01 (0.01, 0.53)
[−0.02, 0.03]

0.02 (0.02, 0.96)
[−0.02, 0.07]

Trust in the leader - - 0.04 (0.01, 3.44)
[0.02, 0.06]**

−0.23 (0.02, −10.97)
[−0.27, −0.19]***

Team identification - - 0.20 (0.01, 17.51)
[0.18, 0.22]***

−0.29 (0.02, −16.19)
[−0.32, −0.25]***

Note. OCB = organizational citizenship behavior.
*p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001.
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Moreover, trust in the leader was positively 
associated with OCB (γ = 0.04, SE = 0.01, z = 
3.44, p = .001, 95% CI [0.02, 0.06]) and nega-
tively related to burnout (γ = −0.23, SE = 0.02, 
z = −10.97, p < .001, 95% CI [−0.27, −0.19]). 
Thus, the results support H3a. Finally, and in line 
with H3b, team identification was positively 
related to OCB (γ = 0.20, SE = 0.01, z = 17.51, 
p < .001, 95% CI [0.18, 0.22]) and negatively 
related to burnout (γ = −0.29, SE = 0.02, z = 
−16.19, p < .001, 95% CI [−0.32, −0.25]). 
Therefore, the identity leadership dimensions 
were indirectly related to OCB and burnout via 
trust in the leader and team identification (see 
Table 4 for the indirect effects). Mediation analy-
ses were significant except for the indirect effects 
of  prototypicality via team identification on OCB 
and burnout.

For exploratory purposes, we also tested mod-
els in the opposite direction, namely whether the 
identity leadership dimensions mediate the rela-
tionship between team identification, trust, OCB, 
and burnout. All indirect effects reached signifi-
cance, but model fits were poor. Detailed results 
are reported in the Supplemental Material.

Discussion
Our study had two primary goals. First, we 
explored the four distinct dimensions of  identity 
leadership (identity prototypicality, identity 
advancement, identity entrepreneurship, and iden-
tity impresarioship) and their associations with the 
two key underlying mechanisms trust in one’s 
leader and team identification. Specifically, we 
examined whether the two dimensions of  identity 
prototypicality and identity advancement were 
predominantly associated with enhanced trust in 
one’s leader. At the same time, we investigated 
whether identity entrepreneurship and identity 
impresarioship were more strongly related to 
employee team identification than to trust in one’s 
leader.

Second, we explored the relationship between 
trust in the leader and team identification with 
the key group outcomes OCB and burnout.  
 Lastly, combining the study’s two aims, we tested 
the indirect relationships of  the identity leader-
ship dimensions on OCB and burnout via the 
two processual mediators trust in one’s leader and 
team identification.

Table 4.  Unstandardized indirect effects of the structural model.

Indirect effects OCB Burnout

γ (SE, z) [95% CI] γ (SE, z) [95% CI]

Prototypicality: Trust in the leader 0.01 (0.00, 2.96)
[0.00, 0.02]**

−0.05 (0.01, −5.20)
[−0.07, −0.03] ***

Prototypicality: Team identification 0.05 (0.01, 5.43)
[0.03, 0.06]***

−0.07 (0.01, −0.47)
[−0.09, −0.04]***

Advancement: Trust in the leader 0.02 (0.01, 3.32)
[0.01, 0.03]*

−0.12 (0.01, −8.51)
[−0.14, −0.09]**

Advancement: Team identification 0.10 (0.01, 10.66)
[0.08, 0.12]***

−0.15 (0.01, −10.52)
[−0.17, −0.12]***

Entrepreneurship: Trust in the leader 0.01 (0.00, 2.57)
[0.00, 0.01]*

−0.04 (0.01, −3.47)
[−0.06, −0.02]**

Entrepreneurship: Team identification 0.03 (0.01, 3.62)
[0.01, 0.05]***

−0.05 (0.01, −3.59)
[−0.07, −0.02]***

Impresarioship: Trust in the leader 0.00 (0.00, 2.31)
[0.00, 0.00]*

0.01 (0.01, 2.87)
[0.00, 0.02]**

Impresarioship: Team identification −0.01 (0.00, −2.90)
[−0.02, −0.00]**

0.02 (0.01, 2.93)
[0.01, 0.03]**

Note. *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001.
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 Concerning the study’s first aim, our results 
show that identity prototypicality and identity 
advancement were indeed more strongly associ-
ated with trust in one’s leader than with team 
identification. Also, as expected, identity entre-
preneurship showed a stronger association with 
team identification than with trust in one’s 
leader. Not entirely consistent with our hypoth-
esis was the effect of  identity impresarioship, 
which showed only a small relation to team 
identification and even a negative relationship 
with trust in the leader. This finding was  
rather unexpected and probably due to high cor-
relations between the constructs. Nevertheless, 
the predicted association between identity 
impresarioship and team identification was 
stronger than the relationship to trust in one’s 
leader.

In line with our hypotheses, it appears that 
leaders who portray in-group qualities (identity 
prototypicality) and act in in-group-serving ways 
(identity advancement) first and foremost are 
trusted more. Besides supporting literature that 
associated prototypical leader qualities with trust 
(see e.g., Giessner & van Knippenberg, 2008; 
Hogg et al., 2012), our study goes even further as 
it highlights the relationship’s actual power by 
including a comparative value in the model (team 
identification). Moreover, we provide support for 
the proposition that leaders who act in in-group-
serving ways, thereby portraying more identity 
advancement, also might predominantly encour-
age trust. Consistent with van Dick et al. (2018), 
by using team identification as a comparative 
value in the model, we present additional sub-
stantial support for the idea that identity advance-
ment primarily relates to more trust.

Equally noteworthy is the dominant relation-
ship between entrepreneurship and team identifi-
cation. Our results support the view that identity 
entrepreneurship is far more dependent on inter-
active processes, requiring the cooperation of  the 
respective group members (Haslam et al., 2020), 
and, therefore, relates to team identification. 
Also, in this case, we demonstrated the associa-
tion’s dominance through the strength compari-
sons. Furthermore, the discovery that identity 

impresarioship was negatively linked to trust (as 
opposed to H2b) can probably be attributed to 
the strong correlations between the constructs.

Considering the study’s second objective, both 
trust in one’s leader and team identification were 
related to the key group outcomes OCB and 
burnout. Additionally, in most cases, trust in the 
leader and team identification mediated the iden-
tity leadership subdimensions to work outcomes. 
Instances in which the mediational links are not 
significant (e.g., the indirect effects of  prototypi-
cality via team identification on work OCB and 
burnout; see Table 4) further promote our 
assumption that the dimension prototypicality 
might predominantly work via the underlying 
mechanism of  trust in the leader.

Theoretical Implications
 We present empirical support for the idea that 
the dimensions of  identity leadership operate dif-
ferently in the sense that they vary in their 
strength with which they relate to the two mecha-
nisms of  trust in the leader and team identifica-
tion. Hitherto, studies either mainly focused on 
the dimension of  identity prototypicality (e.g., 
Barretto & Hogg, 2017; Steffens et al., 2021) or 
on the global construct of  identity leadership 
(e.g., van Dick et  al., 2018)—including all four 
dimensions—and linked them to valuable work-
related outcomes. The present study is an impor-
tant advance upon this prior work by showing the 
unique contributions of  the distinct dimensions 
of  identity leadership to key mechanisms and key 
outcomes. Though prior findings presented high 
correlations among the dimensions (e.g., Steffens 
et al., 2014; van Dick et al., 2018), our study fur-
ther highlights the relevance of  considering these 
dimensions separately, as also pointed out by 
Laguía et al. (2021).

Implications for Practice
An in-depth understanding of  the identity leader-
ship dimensions’ operating principles offers valu-
able practical implications for future work-related 
interventions such as leadership trainings. For 
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example, the 5R identity leadership development 
program (Haslam et al., 2017, 2023) places great 
emphasis on establishing a collective identity 
between leaders and followers through five struc-
tured steps: readying (“why is it important to 
engage with the ‘we-concept’?”), reflecting (“who 
are we?”), representing (“what defines us, and 
what do we want to become?”), realizing (“how 
do we become what we want to be?”), and rein-
forcing (“are we evolving in the way we want 
to?”). Together, these steps help foster team 
engagement and inclusiveness. In contrast to tra-
ditional leadership programs that practically 
focused on shaping the leaders’ identity exclu-
sively, 5R holds that for creating healthy and 
engaged teams, reinforcement of  “a sense of  us” 
is vital (Haslam et al., 2017, 2023). For such pro-
grams, the findings that leadership qualities such 
as identity prototypicality and identity advance-
ment predominantly relate to the mechanism of  
trust, whereas identity entrepreneurship and 
identity impresarioship primarily correlate with 
team identification are useful by allowing for a 
more tailored application of  social identity theo-
rizing. Simply put, if  the blind spot is lack of  trust 
in one’s leader, future programs using identity 
leadership might focus on the leader’s prototypi-
cality of  the team and advancement of  the team’s 
interests. Alternatively, if  there is a lack of  team 
identification among members, prioritizing work-
ing on creating a strong sense of  “us” (identity 
entrepreneurship) and devising more activities 
and events that strengthen that sense of  cohesion 
(identity impresarioship) might be more benefi-
cial. In this way, identity leadership programs 
could be implemented and tailored on a content 
level, thus being more mindful of  the individual 
team’s needs.

Limitations and Future Implications
The first limitation we must acknowledge is the 
cross-sectional nature of  the data, which makes 
it impossible to infer causality. However, this 
design choice was necessary in light of  our goal 
of  collecting a large global dataset. In order to 

make causal claims, future research should test 
our hypotheses in experimental studies that 
manipulate each subdimension separately and 
then assess their relative impact on trust and 
team identification.

Moreover, although our dataset is heterogene-
ous, with participants from 29 different countries, 
including both individualistic and collectivistic 
cultures, we cannot ensure that participants of  
each country were representative of  the respec-
tive country’s population. While we have such an 
extensive dataset, with countries from almost 
every continent, which is clearly an asset of   
the present study, future data collections about 
identity should also include countries from the 
African continent—this would be an essential 
step towards generalizability.

Another point worth mentioning is that due 
to the large sample size, the likelihood that even 
minor effects become significant increases. 
Nevertheless, our analysis centers mainly on 
comparisons of  the strength of  effects, and so 
we do not see this as inherently problematic for 
our conclusions.

Conclusion
Our findings suggest that the identity leadership 
subdimensions differ in the strength with which 
they relate to the two mechanisms trust in the 
leader and team identification, respectively. 
Furthermore, our study demonstrates that trust 
in one’s leader and team identification relate to 
essential group outcomes that advance per
formance and facilitate health. These findings 
have the potential to fundamentally contribute to 
future leadership training and interventions, as 
those can be designed to be more responsive to a 
company’s specific demands.
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