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A B S T R A C T   

The existing literature has explored the role and importance of personality traits in leader prototypicality. 
However, limited research exists concerning the link between personality traits and leader emergence or pro-
totypicality in ad hoc teams. Based on the relational leadership and attachment literature, we examine whether 
leader attachment orientations can serve as antecedents of leader prototypicality in ad hoc teams. Utilizing an ad 
hoc problem-solving task featuring a round-robin design in a sample of 197 participants, we find that individuals 
with a dominant avoidant attachment orientation were more likely to be perceived as leader-like or leader 
prototypical. In comparison, individuals with a dominant anxious attachment orientation were much less likely 
to emerge as leader prototypical. We interpret these findings in alignment with attachment theory and relational 
leadership and discuss the role of relational personality traits in ad hoc teams with no formally appointed leader.   

1. Introduction 

Leader emergence, the degree to which one or more team members 
perceive an individual with no formal status or authority as exhibiting 
leaderlike influence (Hanna et al., 2021: 7), has been studied extensively 
in the leadership literature. The well-timed emergence of a leader pro-
motes cooperation and improved performance in groups and organiza-
tions (Liu et al., 2018; Zhang et al., 2012) and reduces uncertainty and 
anxiety about what lies ahead (Gruda, Karanatsiou, Mendhekar, et al., 
2021; Gruda, Ojo, & Psychogios, 2022). Furthermore, because leader 
emergence partially depends on cognitive perceptions, the more lead-
erlike or leader prototypical a team member seems, the more likely that 
others will recognize this person as a team leader (Epitropaki et al., 
2017). 

Prior research on the antecedents of leader emergence in traditional 
organizational settings has focused primarily on the Big Five personality 
traits (e.g., Cogliser et al., 2012; Ensari et al., 2011; Hu et al., 2019) or 
the dark triad traits (Gruda, Karanatsiou, et al., 2022; Gruda, Kar-
anatsiou, Hanges, et al., 2021; Gruda, Karanatsiou, Mendhekar, et al., 
2021). However, no previous studies have examined relational person-
ality traits as antecedents of leader emergence in ad hoc teams. The 
nature of ad hoc teams dictates that such teams have little or no shared 
history but must work together effectively mere moments after their 

initial meeting (Bienefeld & Grote, 2014; Bigley & Roberts, 2001; Klein 
et al., 2006). Therefore, it is unlikely that existing findings on ante-
cedents of leader emergence in traditional long-term teams directly 
apply to the study and understanding of ad hoc teams. This study takes a 
step forward toward the understanding of leader emergence in ad hoc 
teams by applying a relational leadership perspective. 

A growing body of literature conceptualizes leadership as relational, 
defined as an interpersonal process of influence (Marchiondo et al., 
2015; Tsai et al., 2017) in which individuals commonly seek high- 
quality relationships with others, including leaders, to foster and in-
crease their psychological well-being. Indeed, interpersonal interactions 
and the phenomena nested within them are critical antecedents to 
relationship quality and presuppose the need to examine relational 
leader-follower characteristics (Gruda & Kafetsios, 2020) such as 
attachment orientations. We argue that attachment orientations are 
particularly well-suited to explaining leader emergence because 
attachment orientations predict relationship quality in leader-follower 
relationships (Gruda, Berrios, et al., 2022; Gruda & Kafetsios, 2020; 
Harms et al., 2016; Kafetsios & Gruda, 2018). However, although the 
relational leadership literature has propelled attachment theory to the 
forefront of the study of leader-follower relationships and dynamics (e. 
g., Epitropaki et al., 2013; Thomas et al., 2013), a relative paucity of 
studies (for an exception see Yang et al., 2020) have examined the role of 
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attachment orientations as antecedents of leader emergence and pro-
totypicality. No single study has examined the role of these relational 
traits in non-traditional teams, such as ad hoc teams. This fact is sur-
prising, as attachment theory is one of the most well-established rela-
tionship theories in psychology, and prior research serves as evidence 
for the application of attachment theory within the leader-follower 
domain (e.g., Gruda & Kafetsios, 2020). As a result, and at the center-
piece of this study, we argue that individuals' relational traits are asso-
ciated with (other team members') attributed perceptions of leader 
prototypicality, specifically in ad hoc teams. We examine this associa-
tion in a sample of 197 work professionals in 51 teams resulting in 586 
observations using a round-robin research design. 

1.1. Attachment orientations and leader perception 

Attachment is the tendency to develop emotional bonds with others 
(Bowlby, 1969) and shapes the way people interact, think, and feel to-
ward others across their life span (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2018). 
Attachment is more indicative of relationship quality than broader traits 
(Richards & Hackett, 2012; Yip et al., 2018), and attachment orienta-
tions also relate to leader perception (Gruda, 2017; Gruda & Kafetsios, 
2020; Kafetsios & Gruda, 2018), emotion regulation (Kafetsios et al., 
2014), and organizational dynamics (Ramos & Lopez, 2018; Yip et al., 
2018). A few previous studies examined the relationship between 
attachment orientations and leadership, including leader perceptions 
(Keller, 2003), leader performance (Bresnahan & Mitroff, 2007; Keller, 
2003), and leader transference (Gruda & Kafetsios, 2020). The primary 
objective of the behavioral attachment system is to protect against un-
pleasant experiences with an attachment figure (e.g., a leader) by 
influencing how individuals process and interpret social interactions 
and cues (Dykas & Cassidy, 2011; Thompson, 2008), including during 
workplace interactions with peers and supervisors. 

Reactions to relational stimuli shape whether individuals view 
themselves as valued and worthy of affection by others or unworthy of 
recognition and affection (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2018). While anxious 
attachment reflects individual differences in the monitoring and 
appraisal of others concerning availability and accessibility, avoidant 
attachment reflects attachment-related regulation of thoughts, feelings, 
and behavior. Secure attachment results from relatively low levels of 
avoidant and anxious attachment dimensions, and most individuals 
score low on anxious and avoidant attachment dimensions, indicating a 
dominant secure attachment orientation (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2018). 
All three attachment orientations are part of every individual, although 
one is usually prepotent. Individuals differ significantly in their rela-
tional reaction and affective perception of others, depending on their 
dominant attachment orientation. We posit that these relational char-
acteristics may predict leader prototypicality in specific team settings 
that do not allow team members to build long-term relationships, spe-
cifically ad hoc teams. 

1.2. Attachment orientations and leader perception in ad hoc team 
settings 

Teamwork and team composition are essential factors to ensure team 
success. However, not all teams serve as long-term teams. One exception 
to traditional long-term (organizational) teams is ad hoc teams. Team 
members in ad hoc teams must a) collaborate and work toward a com-
mon objective, such as reaching a consensus and communicating a de-
cision on a particular matter (e.g., public policy), b) must do so without 
the opportunity to establish or specify coordination mechanisms and c) 
team composure is determined by an external authority or selection 
process, leaving team members without any say on this matter (Mirsky 
et al., 2022). Moreover, because ad hoc teams are composed “on the fly” 
based on available human resources and talent at a particular time, ad 
hoc teams can also be described as teams with varying membership. Put 
differently, roles in ad hoc teams are filled by different people over time, 

with team members changing across shifts and rotations. Examples 
include teams in the medical sector (White et al., 2018) or the aviation 
sector (i.e., multi-system aircrew teams; Bienefeld & Grote, 2014). These 
teams are composed of autonomous individuals – frequently experts in 
their respective specialized fields – who must collaborate with very little 
notice. In these sectors, most teams are composed on an ad hoc basis. For 
example, 72 % of medical teams rely on ad hoc teamwork (White et al., 
2018). 

Ad hoc teams can differ significantly from long-term organizational 
teams in traditional settings. For example, in ad hoc teams, role desig-
nations to individual team members may not be viable as teams are 
composed continuously and are situation- or context-specific based on 
the available resources. Due to the inconsistent makeup of ad hoc teams, 
such teams face some challenges, including lack of cohesion, less 
developed team identity, and reduced trust; however, ad hoc teams may 
also benefit from lower susceptibility to group biases such as groupthink 
(Mannion & Thompson, 2014). In addition, ad hoc multidisciplinary 
teams, such as public committees or organizational committees (Chan-
drasekaran et al., 2017) often bring together experts in various fields to 
discuss, reach a consensus and make essential decisions on matters such 
as public or health policy, organizational accountability, or re-
sponsibility (Agmon et al., 2014), or recruitment-panel decisions 
(Chandrasekaran et al., 2017). Frequently, these ad hoc teams do not 
have much time to make a joint decision, as was the case with the 
committees set up to make initial decisions on social movement re-
strictions due to the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic (McCleskey & Gruda, 2020). 
Interestingly, in such multidisciplinary ad hoc teams, leadership is not 
always predetermined by an external authority; instead, power and 
leadership often transcend existing hierarchies and are not always 
centered around the person at the top of the hierarchy (Frauendorfer 
et al., 2015). A degree of familiarity or previous relevant experience 
with the matter at hand (i.e., specialized knowledge or expertise in a 
niche topic or field) can be predictive of seizing and maintaining au-
thority and team leadership. 

We argue that it is likely that in these kinds of settings, team mem-
bers who forgo building long-term relationships with their team mem-
bers – a sought-after quality in leaders in traditional organizational 
settings – and instead focus on completing the task and reaching a 
consensus or team decision are most likely to emerge as leaders. To test 
this relationship, we examine the role of leader attachment orientations, 
namely anxious and avoidant attachment, in predicting leader emer-
gence in an ad hoc team setting. 

The attachment literature states that anxiously attached individuals 
seek psychological intimacy and nurturing support (i.e., they remain 
close to others and consistently worry about others' being there for 
them). Anxiously attached individuals “feel they are unworthy of 
responsiveness from others” (Richards & Schat, 2011: 170). They are 
perceived as less competent or dependable and lacking leadership 
abilities (Davidovitz et al., 2007; Kafetsios et al., 2014). In contrast, 
avoidantly attached individuals tend to experience deactivation by 
limiting their interactions with others as much as possible, becoming 
self-reliant, and preferring emotional distance to shield themselves from 
the expected lack of dependability from and support of, others (Miku-
lincer & Shaver, 2005, 2018). This deactivating strategy impairs their 
socio-emotional functioning (Rom & Mikulincer, 2003), represses 
negative emotions, and diminishes the value of supportive relationships 
(i.e., they stereotypically view others negatively; Gruda & Kafetsios, 
2020; Karanatsiou et al., 2022). Statements such as “others cannot be 
trusted to be responsive when needed” (Richards & Schat, 2011: 170) 
are indicative of avoidant attachment. 

We argue that this self-reliance and non-reliance on others likely 
makes avoidantly attached individuals likely to emerge as leaders and be 
perceived as most leader-like, specifically in ad hoc team settings that 
reward collaboration without prior knowledge of, or coordination with 
others. For example, some previous empirical support suggested that 
based on the task and cultural perceptions of the population, avoidantly 
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attached individuals are more likely to be preferred in authority posi-
tions than anxiously attached individuals (Kafetsios et al., 2014). We 
argue that, within an ad hoc team environment, avoidantly attached 
individuals' tendency to express their assertiveness and take over control 
due to their mistrust of others and others' abilities likely leads others to 
perceive avoidantly attached individuals as more leader prototypical 
than anxiously attached participants. Accordingly, we hypothesize the 
following: 

Hypothesis. Avoidant attached individuals are more likely to be 
perceived as leader-like in an ad hoc team setting (1a), and avoidantly 
attached individuals are more likely to be perceived as leaders than 
anxiously attached individuals (1b). 

2. Methodology 

We adopted a two-dimensional approach to measuring followers' 
attachment orientations (Fraley et al., 2015). It is important to note that 
although one dominant attachment orientation guides individuals, 
everyone embodies and exhibits associated behaviors of both insecure 
attachment orientations to various degrees, similar to Big Five person-
ality traits. In keeping with previous research studies (e.g., Gruda & 
Kafetsios, 2020), and because we base our hypothesis on a comparison 
between anxious and avoidant attachment, we tested our hypothesis by 
examining the interaction between anxious and avoidant attachment 
within the same model. 

2.1. Procedure and sample 

A sample of 197 MSc and MBA students with work experience (57.36 
% female, Mage = 22.60 years; SD = 2.33 years) across 51 groups con-
sisting of 4–5 randomized team members participated in a series of in-
dividual measurements and an ad hoc problem-solving task (see below 
for description), which facilitated initial interactions between team 
members. After task completion, we asked participants to evaluate all 
other team members, resulting in 586 total observations across 51 
groups (4–5 members per group). 

First, on an individual basis, students completed a fluid intelligence 
test (Vernon, 1993) and measures of attachment, Big Five personality 
traits, and demographics. Second, after a quick break, we randomized 
participants into groups of four (and one team of five). We ensured that 
group members collaborated with others without prior coordination in 
an ad hoc team setting. We handed each team a set of sequential pictures 
in randomized order, known as the “Zoom-Rezoom Task” (Banyai, 
1998). The task involves handing out a series of (30) pictures in a ran-
domized order to team members. We used a slightly modified version of 
the same task to save time since group sizes were limited to four team 
members. Instead of each team receiving all 30 pictures, each team 
member received three pictures, hence 12–15 pictures in total. Each set 
of 12–15 images tells a story. Participants were not allowed to show 
their assigned pictures to their team members during this task but 
instead had to rely on describing each picture they held in their hands to 
the rest of their team. Each team must reach an agreement and deter-
mine the correct picture sequence. Due to this difficulty, the respective 
task requires a high degree of communication, interdependence, and 
interaction between team members. Once the team reached an agree-
ment on the correct picture order and handed the ordered images back 
to the instructor, the task was marked as completed. The task itself lasted 
15–20 min. 

Subsequently, participants evaluated all their team members on 
leadership prototypicality. The leader prototypicality items (Cronshaw 
& Lord, 1987) were modified to refer to the team task. 

2.2. Measures 

2.2.1. Dependent variable 

2.2.1.1. Leader prototypicality. All participants evaluated each other in 
terms of their leader prototypicality using the General Leadership 
Impression (GLI) scale by Cronshaw and Lord (1987). While this scale 
does not measure specific leadership behaviors, it is a reasonable 
assumption that as individuals engage more often in leader-specific 
behaviors, they would also be more likely to be perceived as more 
leader-like than team members who do not display leadership-related 
behaviors. In addition, it might be of scholarly interest to dissect 
which specific leader behaviors are most likely to lead to higher leader 
prototypicality ratings, given the short duration of the task. 

We replaced “superior” with “this person” in this study, asking all 
participants to evaluate all other team members. Based on this rating, 
each participant received an aggregated leadership score (i.e., leader 
prototypicality was assessed based on within-group ratings of leadership 
prototypicality; α = 0.95). Importantly, self-rated leader prototypicality 
scores were excluded from the analysis. Hence, every person in each 
team received a composed leader prototypicality score based on the 
ratings of three other team members (in a team of four). 

We examined intraclass correlations (ICC1s) from one-way analyses 
of variance for peer-rated measures of leader prototypicality to evaluate 
the adequacy of within-team agreement and between team differences 
(Kenny & Lavoie, 1984). We found high agreement between various 
raters on leader prototypicality (ICC1 = 0.69). Sample items include “To 
what degree does this person fit your image of what a leader should be?” 
and “How much leadership does this person exhibit?”, scored on a 5- 
point Likert scale from 1 (“none”) to 5 (“a lot”). 

2.2.2. Independent variables 

2.2.2.1. Attachment orientations. Attachment orientations were 
measured using the Richards and Schat (2011) adaptation of Brennan 
et al. (1998) Experience in Close Relationships scale (ECR). The ECR 
consists of 36 items on two subscales: attachment anxiety and attach-
ment avoidance. Participants rated, on a seven-point scale ranging from 
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), the extent to which each item 
described their feelings in close relationships. Anxious attachment (α =
0.84) comprises eighteen items, for example, “I need a lot of reassurance 
that I am liked and appreciated by other people” and “My desire to be 
very close sometimes scares people away.” Similarly, the subscale for 
avoidant attachment (α = 0.87) also contains eighteen items, for 
example, “I turn to others for many things, including comfort and 
reassurance” and “I am very comfortable being close to others” (both 
reverse-scored). 

2.2.3. Control variables 

2.2.3.1. Big Five personality traits. o ensure appropriate discriminant 
validity analyses, we controlled for the effects of the five-factor model 
(FFM) or the so-called “Big Five”. Controlling for the Big Five is 
important as certain Big Five traits (e.g., neuroticism) overlap to some 
extent with both attachment orientations, as is the case in this study. 
Therefore, by controlling for all Big Five traits in our models, we are 
accounting for respective shared variance (or overlap) between these 
traits. We do so using the IPIP scale (International Personality Item Pool; 
Goldberg et al., 2006). The IPIP measures all five personality traits 
including openness to experience (α = 0.78); conscientiousness (α =
0.81); extraversion (α = 0.88); agreeableness (α = 0.85); and neuroti-
cism (α = 0.77), on a five-point scale ranging from (1) “very inaccurate” 
to (5) “very accurate” using ten items for each dimension. 

2.2.3.2. Fluid intelligence. Because leadership tends to be a generally 
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cognitively demanding task in terms of performance requirements, 
higher cognitive ability or intelligence likely increases the likelihood of 
engaging in such tasks (Reitan & Stenberg, 2019; Zaccaro et al., 2018), 
in turn increasing the likelihood of leader role occupancy (Daly et al., 
2015) and leader emergence (Day & Sin, 2011). Another perspective is 
that individuals higher in general intelligence also tend to be perceived 
as more leader-like by followers (Lord et al., 1986). To control for the 
importance of this association between intelligence and leader emer-
gence, we account for intelligence as a potential leader prototypicality 
control variable. To save time, however, instead of administering a 
complete intelligence test, we tested fluid intelligence. This task is 
known as the “Zahlenverbindungstest” (Vernon, 1993) and correlates 
highly with intelligence. This task is a “trail-making test in which sub-
jects draw lines to connect, in order, circled numbers from 1 to 90, which 
are positioned more or less randomly on a piece of paper, and four other 
different versions of the ZVT” (Vernon, 1993: 35). Performance mea-
sures across the four rounds formed a new variable (α = 0.89). 

2.2.3.3. Demographics. We also controlled for basic demographics, 
including age, gender, and education. 

3. Results 

As individual participants are nested within teams, observations 
within our dataset are non-independent (Rabe-Hesketh & Skrondal, 
2008). Hence, we fitted a multilevel mixed-effects regression model, 
which accounted for the two levels of nesting in the data. We introduced 
individual differences characteristics, one at a time, as controls. Table 1 
provides the correlations between the main variables, and Table 2 pre-
sents the results of step-by-step multilevel regressions. The complete 
model (M5) includes all examined controls (i.e., fluid intelligence, Big 
Five personality traits, and demographics). 

We find a significant positive relationship between avoidance 
attachment and leader prototypicality (M5; b = 0.22, SE = 0.10, z = 2.14 
p = .032). This effect remains significant across all models. It seems 
individuals who score high on avoidance attachment are likely to be 
perceived as prototypical leaders. Additionally, they are more likely to 
be perceived as leaders than individuals with an anxious attachment 
dimension (M5: b = 0.17; SE = 0.10, z = 1.75 p = .081). The interaction 
between anxious and avoidant attachment, namely fearful attachment, 
also was significant (M5: b = − 0.06; SE = 0.027, z = − 2.03, p = .042). 
To interpret these results, we graphed the interaction accordingly 
(Fig. 1). 

Graphing the interaction (+/− 1SD, Fig. 1) shows that avoidant 
attached participants (i.e., participants who score high on avoidance 
attachment and low on anxious attachment) were rated as more 

leaderlike or leader prototypical (simple slope = 0.08, SE = 0.04, z =
2.02, p = .043) than participants who scored high on anxious (and 
avoidant) attachment (simple slope = − 0.01, SE = 0.03 z = − 0.37, p >
.10). 

To better interpret these results, we also graph results using bar 
charts, as displayed in Fig. 2. Here, the positive association between 
avoidant attachment and leader prototypicality is displayed even more 
clearly. We discuss these results in the following section. 

4. Discussion 

Previous studies on attachment have shown that individuals with an 
insecure attachment style are prone to bias in how others perceive them, 
resulting in such individuals being frequently evaluated more negatively 
than securely attached individuals (Davidovitz et al., 2007; Dewitte & 
De Houwer, 2011; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2018). In this manuscript, we 
investigated whether – and in specific ad hoc team contexts - insecure 
individuals may be seen as more (not less) leader-like than other 
members of the team. Put differently, we examined whether attachment 
orientations can help predict leader emergence in ad hoc teams. 

We find that avoidant attachment positively predicts leader proto-
typicality attributions by team members in ad hoc team settings. Avoi-
dant attachment is strongly associated with self-protective responses 
without the need to consult with others or seek help (Ein-Dor, 2014). 
Mickelson et al. (1997) further argued that avoidantly attached in-
dividuals are likely to be protected from social and economic stressors 
due to the relative cognitive consistency associated with avoidant 
attachment in early socialization experiences. The same line of 
reasoning has been found and applied in other research on attachment 
orientations and attention control (Gillath et al., 2009). This cognitive 
consistency does not mean that avoidantly attached individuals are not 
preoccupied with attachment-related thoughts and emotions, but rather, 
as suggested by Sakman and Sümer (2018), avoidantly attached in-
dividuals have learned to suppress this information. This suppression 
likely means that avoidantly attached individuals are more concerned 
with getting ahead than getting along, as they are more focused on the 
task than creating and maintaining team harmony, and this finding is 
also consistent with socio-analytic theory (Hu et al., 2019). 

We argue that the presented results are due to this study's nature and 
type of problem-solving task. The goal was to randomize participants 
into artificially created ad hoc teams, and present teams with a problem- 
solving task that was a) short, b) only included one round of decision- 
making (instead of several repetitions over time, which would require 
team members to act in a more supportive, approachable, and 
emotionally sensitive manner) and c) did not allow for team formation 
to be changed by the team. Doing so ensured that team members did not 

Table 1 
Pairwise Correlations of main variables.  

Variables M SD (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) 

(1) Leader Prototypicality  3.30  0.47 (0.95)           
(2) Anxious Attachment  3.45  0.81 − 0.09 (0.84)          
(3) Avoidant Attachment  3.37  0.88 − 0.05 0.24*** (0.87)         
(4) Openness to Experience  3.79  0.59 0.01 − 0.13 − 0.10 (0.78)        
(5) Conscientiousness  3.72  0.69 − 0.05 0.08 − 0.12 0.04 (0.81)       
(6) Extraversion  3.50  0.78 0.09 − 0.14 − 0.47*** 0.31*** − 0.05 (0.88)      
(7) Agreeableness  3.32  0.63 0.10 0.05 − 0.38*** 0.12 0.05 0.33*** (0.85)     
(8) Neuroticism  1.65  0.67 − 0.15* 0.47*** 0.24*** − 0.12 − 0.06 − 0.14 − 0.05 (0.77)    
(9) Fluid Intelligence  51.21  8.09 − 0.01 0.10 − 0.15* − 0.01 0.20** 0.13 0.07 − 0.06 (0.89)   
(10) Age  22.61  2.33 0.08 − 0.19** − 0.04 − 0.01 − 0.00 − 0.09 − 0.20** − 0.14 − 0.24*** –  
(11) Gender  1.43  0.50 0.06 − 0.13 0.09 0.07 0.02 − 0.05 − 0.26*** − 0.22** − 0.08 0.12 – 
(12) Education  2.31  0.49 0.01 − 0.00 − 0.07 0.02 − 0.03 0.11 0.01 0.04 − 0.04 − 0.01 0.01 

Note: Education = completed degree (1 = High-School, 2 = Bachelor degree, 3 = Master degree); Gender coded as 1 (male) and 2 (female); Cronbach alpha reliabilities 
on the diagonal in parentheses, where applicable; n = 197. 

*** p < .001. 
** p < .01. 
* p < .05. 
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Table 2 
Multilevel regression predicting leader prototypicality.   

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 

b SE z b SE z b SE z b SE z b SE z [95 % CI]. 

Anxious Attachment    0.16† 0.09 1.79 0.16† 0.09 1.71 0.16 0.10 1.60 0.17† 0.10 1.75 [− 0.02, 0.36] 
Avoidant Attachment    0.21* 0.10 2.14 0.20* 0.10 2.00 0.21* 0.10 1.99 0.22* 0.10 2.14 [0.02, 0.43]  

Anxious * Avoidant Attachment    − 0.06* 0.03 − 2.19 − 0.06* 0.03 − 2.07 − 0.05† 0.03 − 1.95 − 0.06* 0.03 − 2.03 [− 0.11, 0.00]  

Fluid intelligence 0.00 0.00 − 1.00    0.00 0.00 − 1.00 0.00 0.00 − 1.09 0.00 0.00 − 0.78 [− 0.01, 0.00] 
Openness − 0.03 0.03 − 0.94       − 0.03 0.03 − 0.99 − 0.03 0.03 − 0.89 [− 0.09, 0.03] 
Conscientiousness 0.00 0.02 − 0.11       0.00 0.02 0.09 0.00 0.02 − 0.07 [− 0.04, 0.04] 
Extraversion − 0.01 0.03 − 0.31       0.00 0.03 − 0.10 0.01 0.03 0.42 [− 0.04, 0.07] 
Agreeableness 0.04 0.04 1.25       0.05 0.04 1.30 0.06 0.04 1.53 [− 0.02, 0.13] 
Neuroticism − 0.04 0.03 − 1.43       − 0.05 0.03 − 1.49 − 0.04 0.03 − 1.24 [− 0.11, 0.02] 
Age 0.01† 0.01 1.75          0.02* 0.01 2.09 [0.00, 0.03] 
Gender 0.04 0.04 1.14          0.03 0.03 0.86 [− 0.04, 0.09] 
Education (completed)                  

High-School degree (baseline)          (baseline) 
Bachelor degree 0.13 0.14 0.93          0.15 0.15 1.05 [− 0.13, 0.44] 
Master degree 0.11 0.15 0.78          0.13 0.15 0.87 [− 0.16, 0.42]  

Constant 3.05*** 0.38 8.01 2.71 0.36*** 7.60 2.85*** 0.40 7.13 2.86*** 0.53 5.39 2.14*** 0.65 3.30 [0.87, 3.41] 
Wald χ2 13.77 8.16* 9.01† 21.84** 32.08** 
N (observations) 577 586 580 580 577 

n(groups) = 51. 
† p < .10. 
*** p < .001. 
** p < .01. 
* p < .05. 
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have the opportunity to establish or specify coordination efforts or 
mechanisms before the task commenced. Put differently, they had to 
collaborate without prior coordination, a key feature of ad hoc teams 
(Mirsky et al., 2022). In addition, since participants were assigned 
randomly to teams, we could control the degree of (little to no) prior 
knowledge of team members. Therefore, team members were less in-
clined to establish a trusting relationship with all team members and 
instead relied on initial impressions and generalized team member ex-
pectations. We argue that in this kind of ad hoc team environment, 
behavioral strategies focusing on getting ahead rather than getting along 
are more likely to succeed; these are behavioral strategies most akin to 
avoidantly attached individuals, who seem more likely to thrive and be 

perceived as leader prototypical in the examined context. 
Finally, this study is one of the few that studies the emergence of 

leadership in ad hoc teams. Indeed, while the vast majority of the 
leadership literature has focused on examining leadership in traditional 
corporate and long-term teams, very little is known about leadership in 
ad hoc teams. We argue that studying leadership in such teams is 
important because ad hoc teams fulfill important functions in organi-
zations (e.g., in the form of ad hoc committees) and are prevalent in 
other leadership-related environments as well, such as in medical set-
tings (White et al., 2018). In addition, ad hoc teams might prove to be 
more beneficial for organizations than traditional teams – depending on 
resourcing and team purpose – because they do not necessarily require 

Fig. 1. Interaction (plot) between anxious and avoidant attachment predicting leader prototypicality.  

Fig. 2. Interaction (bar chart) between anxious and avoidant attachment predicting leader prototypicality. 
Note: Secure = low anxious and avoidant attachment; Fearful = high anxious and avoidant attachment. 
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the apriori appointment of a team leader. Instead, leadership emerges 
more naturally in such teams, which makes them a very interesting and 
insightful setting for the study of leadership in general. 

5. Limitations 

We acknowledge that our study is not without limitations. First, the 
task simulates interactions between team members for research pur-
poses and cannot fully mimic real-life organizational settings and dy-
namics. Therefore, it might not be directly applicable in ad hoc teams 
such as public policy or organizational committees in organizational 
settings. Nevertheless, we argue that the critical features of the pre-
sented problem-solving task (i.e., lack of prior coordination, collabo-
rating with others toward a common goal, and the lack of autonomy to 
determine team composition) are comparable to the type of work and 
akin to the nature of ad hoc teams. 

Second, our measure of leader prototypicality is unlikely to relate to 
actual team performance since participants received their performance 
evaluation only after completing the study. While this does not allow us 
to stipulate how participants would have rated other team members if 
their team performance were revealed before having completed the 
measures of leader prototypicality, this also means that participants did 
not evaluate others based on team effectiveness but solely on perceived 
leader prototypicality. 

Third, while the majority of previous studies have focused exclu-
sively on leadership and leader prototypicality in long-term teams, the 
contribution of this study is to offer a different perspective, namely 
solely focusing on the study of a different team type (i.e., ad-hoc teams) 
which are generally overlooked in the leadership domain. However, we 
would encourage scholars to conduct a context comparison study – 
which would allow researchers to directly contrast leader proto-
typicality in both ad-hoc vs. long-term teams using the same (or similar) 
task. This would allow us to make an even stronger case for the differ-
ences due to the context in which leadership occurs. 

Finally, while we are confident that the applied task in the presented 
study was useful in examining the emergence of leaders in ad-hoc teams, 
we acknowledge that the task was solely applicable to this study and did 
not carry any meaningful organizational impact. For future studies, we 
would encourage using tasks that do have some degree of ultimate 
impact. An example of such a task could be an ad-hoc student committee 
deciding on the implementation of a university policy as part of a 
consultation with the wider student body community. It would be 
interesting to examine the effect of individual characteristics, such as 
attachment orientations, on natural leadership emergence in such 
teams. 

6. Conclusion 

In this manuscript, we argue and find that individuals' relational 
characteristics – namely attachment orientations – serve as antecedents 
of leader emergence in ad hoc teams. Using an ad hoc problem-solving 
team task, we find that avoidantly attached individuals emerge as 
more likely to be perceived as prototypical leaders by other team 
members and interpret our findings in line with the attachment theory 
and relational leadership literature. 
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