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ABSTRACT

MARY MONROE HAUSFELD.The Effectiveness of Charismatic Signaling by Gender
Prospective Met#nalytic Review (Under the direction of DR. GEORGE C. BANKS)

While charismatic leadership tactics (CLTs) have been validated across a variety of settings and
shown to improvéeaderevaluations andausefollower behaviors, the role gender may play in
charismatic leadership has been understudied. The present iatrestassesses the influence of
leader gender as well as a host of contextual variables on the efficacy of CLTs in influencing
follower evaluations of leaders as well as follower prosocial behéwearfinancial donations)
Using signaling theorthe airrent workexamines critical moderators of the charismatic effect
and integrategende as asignal that may influencine efficacy of charismatic signaling
Througha set ofindependent experimental studiasich | conducted and thenetaanalyzedk
= 8;n= 1,002, this paperdentifiesthat the relationships between charismatic signaleagler
gender, and contextual moderators are nuanced and comnfgerda moderatenain effect for
charisma sucthat charismatic signaling drésult in more positive follower evaluatiofts=
.20, 95% CI = [11t0 .30]) and increased prosocial donation behagdor .13, 95% CI = [.(0/ to
.19)) butthe metaanalytic results revealed an interaction, suchttiege effects wereften
stronger for women than for mée.g, attributed charismd= .27, 95% CI = [15t0 .39] for
women compared ta = .13 95% CI = [. to .26] for men) Furthermorel found a main effect
of gender for influencéd = .16, 95% CI = [.( to .25]) and donation behavidd = .11, 95% CI =
[.05 to .18]) favoring women, but this gender differengas reduced atisappeareéntirely

when the leader engageddostly signaling behavidqinfluenced = .08, 95% CI = }.04 to .21])



or held only informal authorit{influenced = .11, 95% CI 9-.06 to .29]). Future directions and

the need for a more nuanced theory of charismatic signaling are discussed.
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THE EFFECTIVENESS OF CHARISMATIC SIGNALING BY GENDER:

A PROSPECTIVE METAANALYTIC REVIEW

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Though not a new theory of leadership, charismatic leadership has remained in the
forefront of leadership research as leaders make use of charismatic techniques to influence the
behaviors of their subordinates and beyond. Charismatic leadership hasfireshasévalues
based, symboliand emotiodadenleader signalingbehaviordAntonakis, Bastardoz, Jacquart,

& Shamir, 2016 p. 309. Charismatic leadership tactics (CLTs) are verbal and nonverbal
signaling behaviors that include a variety of technsgiat Antonakis and colleagues have
demonstrated to be trainalfientonakis, Fenley, & Liechti, 2011Yalidated across multiple
settings and contextdensen et al., 2021; Meslec, Curseu, Fodor, & Kenda, 2020; Tur, Harstad,
& Antonakis, 2021)use of CLB by leaders has been showmdsult inleader emergence
(Antonakis et al., 2011; Jacquart, Fenley, & Antonakis, 20h6)e positive evaluations of the
leader as well as follower behaviors and outcor{esist et al., 202 Jacquart & Antonakis,

2015) Despite the incredible progress made in the past decade in terms of charismatic

|l eadershipds definit i olngeringguestiang ren@in gedaidingahei o n ,
efficacy of charismatic leadership for women lead#rd under different conteaal conditions

The present research aimsatid to the literature on charismatic leadership in several ways.

First, there idimited directevidence supporting the efficacy of CLTs for women leaders,
asit is unclear the extent to which leader gender impacts the charismatic effeentiRheta
analytic findings suggest that women may be evaluated as slightly more charismatic compared to

men, lut these results are based on primary studies measuring evaluations of charisma and



failing to measure the actual leader charismatic behaviors independently from these evaluations
(Banks et al., 2017)Yhis problem is not unique to charismatic leaderspacsically, as the

entire leadership literatuand beyonduffers from the conffation of evaluations and behaviors
(Fischer et al., 2020; Banks et al., in pre$h)s problem becomes especially apparent when
reviewing metaanalysesForexample PaustiarUnderdahl, Walker, and Woehr (20X#)d that
women may have slightly better leadership evaluations on average compared to men, but they
identify only evaluations withowtontrolling for actual leader behaviors. Similadgshi, Son,

and Roh (20%) found no significant differencas performance evaluations for men and women,
butagain, the primary studies included in this remalysisdid not separately measure

behaviors and evaluations of those behavissa result, the conflation of behawsaand

evaluations of those behaviors make identifying the potential influence of bias impass e
cannot know whether any difference or lack thereof is due to a difference in individual behavior
or a difference in evaluation of those behaviiiscrer & Sitkin, 2022)

In previous work on charismatic leadershdpsign issues such as the abmaailt in a
literature that does nadentify whether charismatic behaviors are as effective for worietd
studies investigating the efficacy of CLTs in real world contexts such as TE{Talkst al.,

2021) politics(Jacquart & Antonakis, 2015; Jensen et al., 20249 entertainment award shows
(Hausfeld, 2020have included women leaders, but tlaeg underrepresented likaty part

because of the underrepresentation of women in the l@azrshipopulations of interest
(Samuelsonet al., 2019)For example, in the United States, there have been fewer women
presidentgzeroat the national lesf) and governors than men, and most awards in the
entertainment industry are given to men rather than women; the samples used in research reflect

this disparity(Represent Women, 2021; Woetzel et al., 20T&g small numbers of women in



these samples pides direct comparisons of CLT efficacy for men and women leaders, as
there is insufficient statistical power to detect an effect should it exist, especially considering the
effectcould besmall to medium in magnitud#.is worth noting, however, that manyfield
contextsresearchers could choose to oversample women leaders to alldwetdrgender
comparisonsk-urthermore, to rule out alternative explanatjonake causal inferencesxamine
evaluations separately from behaviasd explicitly include womerexperimental design is
ideal (Antonakis et al., 2010)o date, the entirety @fusalevidence of the efficacy of CLTs for
women comes frorirnst et al. (202) andJacquart et al. (20168)hich do not allow for direct
gendercomparisonsandTur et al. (2021yvho include women leaders in their field stumy not
in sufficient numbers to power a direct gender comparison

Answering to what extent (and under what conditions) CLTs prove effective for women
leaders is paramourfailing to include nearly half the workfor¢g.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics, 2020agnd 40% of all manage(s).S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2020b)
charismatic leadership research is a tremendous oversight and contributes to the gender data gap.
Thegender data gap has different consequences in different areas, with effects ranging from
inefficient use of public resources in termsmdlebiasedsnow clearingschedule¢eading to
costly and avoidablpedesrian accidents ankdospitalizationsto the absolutely unacceptable
disproportionate loss of life in healthcare based on incomplete and inaccurate information
regarding how certain illnesses present in wo@radoPerez, 2019)The scope of the fallout
for failingtoexamm e womendés | eadership behavi dhes separ
present stateould obscure bias ievaluations of women leaddrampeing their ascent to
higher levels of the organizationof@sequencesf biased evaluation systemmay include

inefficient use of human capital and unrealized benefits to the global GDP, whiclaoonuieht



to trillions of dollars(Woetzel et al., 2015)n neglecting to consider the unique challenges
women leaders face in investigations of charismatic leadershipespdtuating the gender data
gap, the current | i toetisgyender oblivious. not M@Agender ne

Secongwhile recent investigations into charismatic leadership have begun to probe the
boundary conditions of charismatic signaling, there has been insufticemreticaintegration
of different contextual factorghe surroundings asseted with the situain) into charismatic
leadership. Signaling theory has proven useful as an overarching framework through which to
view charismatic signalinfAntonakis et al., 2016; Connelly, Certo, Ireland, & Reutzel, 2011;
Grabo, Spisak, & van Vugt, 201 Hut severallements of the context and characteristics of the
individuals involved have not yet been translated into the language of signaling theory and thus
integrated into the overall theoretical framework of charismatic leadership. Of primary interest
for thisdissertationis how leader characteristics such as geraezven societal expectations
regarding gender influendke receiver and potentially interfere with the signaling process.

Many prevalent and influentistheories like role congruity theofiagly & Karau, 2002)the

lack of fit framework(Heilman & Caleo, 2018}the backlash effe¢t Ph e | a n, Moss Racu
Rudman, 2008; Rudman & Glick, 200%})atus characteristics theoBerger et al.1972, the

shifting standards modeBiernat Fuegen, & Kobrynowz, 2010, andothers contribute to our
understanding of challenges women may face in the workplace.

The disparate nature of these theories, however, make integrating research relying on
different frameworks difficult and slow the accumulation of knowledge, especially in the
charismatic leadership space. By transposing the arguments made by these disganiat into
the language of signaling theotyan integrate their suppositions into models of charismatic

leadership and develop clear, testable hypothasesistent with best practi¢Bacharach, 1989)



to determine the extent to which leader gemafidmences the evaluations of charismatic leaders.
Furthermore, to make progress in the realm of charismatic leadership and to present a clear path
forward, a more comprehensive model of charismatic leaddasshgeded, ideally one that
accounts fothe potential influence ofontextand competing signatich as leader gendéihe
present work aims to consolidate and integrate theories of evaluations of women leaders through
the lens of signaling theory, presenting a straightforward and parsimonioesvoakrfor
researchers to utilize in futuresearchiegardless of their discipline. This theoretical
contribution advances the study of women leaders and charisma, as well as paving the way for a
clear and concise messagdaoailitatethe dissemination dindings and maximize their impact.

A third major gap in the charismatic leadership literature consists of the need to further
explore boundary conditions of the charismatic efieetddition to leadegender. Further
expansion of and examination of theundaries of charismatic leadership are needed to best
understand the extent to whiand under what conditions CLTs can lead to more positive leader
evaluationsOnecontextual factor that has been understudied is signal cost. When engaging in
signaling leaders can add credence toitfiegrity or veracity of their signaling by engaging in
signaling behaviors that are costyonnelly et al., 2011)The reasoning behind this argument is
that the signal is more likely to be a truthful indicator of uryilegl leader quality when it is
costly for the leader to engage in that particular signaling beh&aoexampleactorsMila
Kunis and Ashton Kutcher urged their followers in a heartfelt Instagram video
(https:/Iwww.instagram.com/p/Caq@&v8u/) to supportUkrainianrefugees through donatians
Kunis shared that she was originally born in Ukraine and has always been@bzudrt
Ameri can, Abut that today, I have never been

organized a GoFundMe page to collect money for humanitarian groups supporting Ukrainian



refugees ang@ledged to match donations up to three million dollars thighgoal of raising thirty

million dollars.While talk may be cheap, by investitigeir own personal resources toward the

causetheyencourag®thers to supporkunis and Kutchedemonstrate their own commitment

to supportingJkraineand t h e & 0 thaidsigniling. Research on charismatic

signaling, however, has yet to explore the proposed impact of signahdbst efficacy of

charismatic signalingor the magnitude of this effe&urthermoresignal cost may be

differentially beneficial byeader gender. For example, demonstrating that a signal is costly may

Al egitimized a wo ma (Viall Nagied, & Bréssol,20d@® of chari s ma
Additionally, while formal leadership hdsstoricallybeen the primary focus of

charismatic leadership research, informal leadership has risen in prominence over the last few

years(e.g., Tur et al., 2021As a resultywhile there is evidence supporting CLT efficacy in both

formal and informal leadership segs,there isno experimentatesearctcomparingthe efficacy

of CLTs in settings of informal vs formal leadershippere is a need to further investigate and

better understanithe impact formaleader authorityhas on the efficacy of charismatic signgli

There is potential for a gender effect here as well, as resesittéive arguetthat formal

authoritycan reduce bias in evaluations of women leaders as it alleviates concerns regarding

their competencand legitimacyHeilman, 2001; Ridgeway, 20QI)his information could

prove especially valuable fractitioners but alsoontributes to our understandiofjthe

boundaries of charismatic signalirigmore nuanced investigation of contextual factors that may

impact the effectiveness of CL,Tsuch as those discussed hax@eeded to further probe the

boundaries of charismatic leadership theory and faeilitee development adppropriate

practical implications.



Building upon the foundation of earlier researchcharismatic signaling aim to
venture beyond the current confines of the literature to examine to what extent CLTs remain
effective outside offte set of circumstancaaost commonly assumed by researcliiees, the
leader is a man and has formal authooigr followersdelivers a charismatic speeah
relativelylow personakost) The present paper addresses these gaps in the litdhatwrgh a
series of experiments. Within each experiment, | directly compare the efficacy of CLTs for men
and women leader$hese experiments differ according to the contextual factors discussed
abowe, and the resultarethen metaanalyzedThis design is advantageous in numerous ways.
First, the experimental methodology allows for increased control which assists in ruling out
alternative explanations and supports robust causal inferGhtEmakis,Bendahan, Jacquart,
& Lalive, 2010; Lonati, Quiroga, Zehnder, & Antonakis, 2Q18¢cond, a prospective meta
analysi® a type of systematic review where study variables, hypotheses, and analyses are
designed in advandeavoids many of the pitfalls of tradibnal retrospective metanalyses
(Seidler et al., 2019) make use of this method to include and account for potential
methodological moderators, overcome limitations of and issues with individual samples, develop
more precise estimates of the true nairthe effect, avoid publication bias and selective
reporting, and hasten the accumulation of knowledge. Furthermore, there is practical significance
in that the knowledge gained regarding evalua
signaling tactis will prove invaluable for future work in training, development, and assessment
methodology for leaders of all genders.

The current investigation consistsfotirindependent experimental studies each
involving 250 participants. The independent variahiesnipulated within each study include the

gender of the leader (man or woman) as well as the use of CLTs (high or low), resulting in a 2 X



2 betweersubjects design. This presents an internal replication, such that if an interaction
between leader gendand CLT use exist$,am likely todetectit in at least one of thiour
experiment®r in the metaanalysis Other contextual factors that may impact CLT efficacy and
leader evaluationaremanipulated between studies. These factors include whether the leader has
formal authority vs. informal authorignd whether the signa represented as high cost.
Specifically, the experiments will follow the following scheme:

Table 1

Summary of Experiments
Experiment Target N Leader gender Formal authority High cost

1 125 Man Yes No
1 125 Woman Yes No
2 125 Man No No
2 125 Woman No No
3 125 Man Yes Yes
3 125 Woman Yes Yes
4 125 Man No Yes
4 125 Woman No Yes

To lay the foundationdr this endeavor, | first review the literature on charismatic
leadership, with an emphasis on recent empirical investigations. Next, | introduce signaling
theory and its use within the charismatic leadership research space. Then, | present a
comprehensivéheoretical model for charismatic leadership drawing from signaling theory and
integrating insights from other research on evaluationgoofienleaders and other areas of
leadership remarch. The significance of this model for the purposes of the piasestigation
is then discussed. | then present the methodology of the studies and their results, and | conclude
with a discussion of the significance of this work including limitationsahuedor future
research.

Theoretical Background

Review of Chalsmatic Leadership



The study of charisma has spanned both millennia and disciplines to evolve into our
current conceptualization of charisma and charismatic leadership. The word charisma originates
with the Greelcharis and was used by philosophers sugi&stotle in describing the ideal
characteristics of leade¢Antonakis et al., 2016)nitially considered scientifically and
systematically by sociologists such as Max Wdh668) charisma was framed as a tactic to be
used by individuals to resistgtitutional and bureaucratic contr@fsntonakis et al., 2016)

Later, in the 1970s, management and applied psychology scholars revisited and reimagined
charisma within the context of leadership stylgass, 1985; House, 197 )hile the behavioral
framework sought to focus on what leadéisinstead of who leadeese (Lord, Day, Zaccaro,
Avolio, & Eagly, 2017) the researchers of the day still relied primarily uponregbrt or other
report questionnaires assesso-called behaviors rather than observational techniques or the
capturing of actual leader behavigFsscher, Hambrick, Sajons, & Van Quaquebeke, 20D0¢
most common tool to assess charismatic leadership was the Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire, hich captures other reports of charisma through the subscales of idealized
influence (attributed), idealized influence (behaviors), and inspirational moti(B&ss &

Avolio, 1995) During this period, the very thing that made a leader charismatic wepge

el seds evaluation of their charisma, rather t
charisma existed entirely in the eye of the beholbile more recent operationalizations have
begun to emphasize the distinction between charismatavtmband resultingvaluations

Charismatiand transformational leadership began to draw criticism from the field of
|l eader ship, with Va R01R)aoritigogoétnebVe® and thercahstr8atstofk i n 6 s
transformational and charismatic leadgodbecoming especially influentigheveral prominent

critiquestargetedhe MLQ as a measurement instrument, given the lack of appropriate and
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consistent factor structure as well as the constructs of charismatic and transformational
leadership supposeditye f i ned as fAwhat the MLQ measures. o0
the confounding of leader behaviors with follower evaluations leads to a whole host of problems
including the inability to identify the impact of contextual factors on the efficacyarfstha.
Antonakis et al. (2018&)uilt off this criticism to review the extant literature, develop a new
definition and conceptualization of charismatic leadership, and indicate a way forward for the
construct in management research and beyond. They defined r i s ma -based, ival ues
symbolic,andemotich aden | eader signaling, 0 arguing tha
to justify the mission, communicate symbolica
t he mission vi aAntoonakig et ab.,r2@16, p. 804mken taggtisen these
charismatic techniques lead to increased leader prototypicality assumptions and the attribution of
positive traits such as courage, wisdom, and competence. This has marked advantages over
previous concepalizations of charisma, as the definition explicitly avoids tautology and is
focused on leader behaviors, grounded in signaling theory.
Charismatic Leadership Tactics

Antonakis and others have operationalized this new definition through charismatic
leadeship tactics (CLTs), a set of trainable verbal and nonverbal behaviors that signal charisma
(Antonakis et al., 2016)CLTs are comprised of nine verbal behaviors and three nonverbal
behaviorsdescribed in detail bg&ntonakis, Tur, and Jacquart (201E)nst et al. (202), and
Antonakis et al.Z022. Thefirst of these verbal behaviors is the use of metaphor or siByle
using metaphor or similéeaders can simplify a message and invoke symbo$sanies and
anecdotesire CLTs that make a message more memorable through the use of emotion or

visualization techniques. When using the technique of moral conviction, leadersighs&am
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wrong and lay out clear values, which can allow followers to identify with therleadetheir
message. Another techniquesentiment of the collective, where the leader shares what they
believe thdollowersarethinking, demonstrating similarityetween the followers and leader to
encourage followers to see the leader as a reprasentathe groupThe technique of setting
high expectations involves expligibal settingwhich can motivate followers to work especially
hard toperform. Similarly, leaders can also use the CLT of creating confidence that goals can be
achieved bydemant r at i ng belief in the foll owersd abil
follower selfefficacy.A more rhetorically oriented CLT is that of contrasts, a figure of speech
where two ideas are presented in opposition to provide fraamddocus for an ideas well as
clarifying a position by contrasting it with an opposing idea. Charismatic leaders can also signal
completeness as well as providkeaway messages that are easy to remetmioergh the use of
lists and repetitionThe final verbal CLT is rhetorical question, which a leader may use to
increase anticipation as well as follower engagement.

In addition, there are several nonverbal behaviorssigatl charisma. The first is the use
of body gestures. When a leadeesiband, arm, or body movements to emphasize a point, they
demonstrate passidar the topic and leave a memorable impression. Facial expressions are
another nonverbal CLT that operate in a similar vy smiling, frowning, or otherwise
changing facial gagressions in conjunction with the message, a leader alia themselves and
the message more memorable. Finally, leaders can use an animated voice tone through raising
and lowering their pitch or volume as well as pausing intentionally during delivemg of t
messageThis CLT also helps convey passiand can increase anticipation or interest on the
part of followers.

Charisma and Signaling Theory
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Signaling theory provides a rich opportunity to encompass and organize other theories of
person perception drthe evaluation of women leaders by serving as a foundational theory.
Others have used signaling theory as an overarching framework for leadership behaviors,
including charismatic leadershigrnst et al., 202, Grabo et al., 2017jransformational
leadeship (Stock, Banks, Voss, Woznyj, & Tonidandel, 2022)d ethical leadersh{Banks,

Fischer, Gooty, & Stock02]). In this section, | introduce signaling theory, explain its
significance in management research, identify important elements of sigtiedoryg, and
demonstrate how terms from signaling theory map onto charismatic leadership.

Signaling theorySpence, 1973)riginally came to prominence in the natural sciences
(for a review, see Dawkins, 197@)he basic tenets of the theory are that infdrom
asymmetries exist in nature, and actors engage in behaviors or series of behaviors in order to
convey information to others. The theory has been used to examine and explain behaviors as far
ranging as animal mating behaviors and job applicant betsgRgnes, Bretz Jr, & Gerhart,

1991, Spence, 1973%ignaling theory has become quite influential in a variety of disciplines,
including Management and Economics. In Management research specifically, signaling theory
has been used as an organizing frantekwo describe and explain a variety of signaling actors,
ranging from macro investigations such as fimide signals sent during the recruiting process
(Banks et al., 2019p micro investigations including the study of individual leader behavior
(Ernst et al., 202). Information asymmetries in the context of Management research can involve
economic uncertainty or ambiguity of firm performance sig(als., Jacquart & Antonakis,

2015)or simply an unequal distribution of knowledge concerning #ieants or employees

(e.g., Rynes et al., 19918s discussed Bergh, Ketchen Jr, Orlandi, Heugens, and Boyd
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(2019) Overall, use of the theory management has increag&bnnelly et al., 2011 )and it
remains useful to macro and moaesearchersiak (Bergh et al., 2019)

To discuss the relevance of signaling theory to leadership behaviors and charismatic
leadership specifically, several terms must first be definegen@leiis an individual who
provides the signal. For the purposes of charisnhedidership, the sender is often a leader or
someone vying to become a leader. The sender intends to influemeediver the person
attending to and interpreting leader signals. In terms of charismatic leadership, the most obvious
receiveristheleadérs subordinates or followers, but oth
peers and supervisor. #Aignalis defined as an action or behavior that communicates relevant
information regarding underlying quality. CLTs serve as charismatic signals thagyco
information regarding the moral component of the mission in a symbolic and vivid way as well
as affirming the | eaderds passion for and com
working of the definition and operationalization of charismagadershipAntonakis et al.
(2016) arguel that while charismatic signals in themselves may not neceskatiiye or
accurate, observers use charismatic signals to infer certain qualities about the leader, especially
in situations where there is some leskuncertainty. Some have argued that charismatic
signaling behaviors operate by increasing evaluations of leader prototypiéalionakis et al.,
2011; Tur et al., 2021)

Signaling can prove patrticularly useful in situations such as these where inferences must
be made. One way to describe this would be the presemnd®mhation asymmetries
Information asymmetries refer to the unequal distribution of relevant informataecision
making processes. Signals are then intended to convey information, reducing asymmetry. In

terms of charismatic leadership, outside observers have limited information about the underlying
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guality of a leader, while the leader, if salfiare, haknowledge of their own quality. The

leader attempts to reduce this asymmetry through the use of signals intended to convey leader
quality. In this way, the leader can reduce ambiguity regarding their underlying quality as a
leader through signaling, hopdify reducing information asymmetry to facilitate a shared
understanding of the level of competence of the leader.

Several different terms and criteria have been introduced for the purpose of evaluating
signals. One such criterion is sigealst Costlysignals, signals that require significant effort or
pose some sort of risk for the leader are generally seen as more truthful and more powerful
(Spence, 1973)When signals do not require significant cost, they are more susceptible to
Af aki ngo sgnalind,iwkithandermines the value of that specific signal, eventually
leading to receivers disregarding such sigf@tnnelly et al., 2011 Duration and frequency of
signals has also been discussed, as receivers are more likely to attend tehgigaedshappen
more often or endure longer.

Followers play a critical role ithe selection of leaders and the process of leadgidhip
WaalAndrews & van Vugt, 2020)xnd the signals followers attendatiee not necessarily
relevant taunderlyingleadership tragt That being said, from the embodiment perspective, key
leader attributeand interaction characteristican shape perceptions and evaluations of
charismaReh, Van Quaquebeke, & Giessner, 20Edy example, individuals who are tall,
attractive,or wearing red are attributed more charisma by observers than individuals who are
short, unattractive, and not wearing (edy., Maran, Liegl, Moder, Kraus, & Furtner, 2021; Tur
et al., 2021)The act of wearing red does not make someone infhereate charismatidyut
follower (receiver) attention to these signals of appearance andatyrenterfere witHeader

signaling behaviorsSome have argued that attention to thgpes ofsignalsand use of them as
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abasis to make inferencesisath@d ver fr om human evolution. Whil
prove relevant i n (Jacgudre&yAdtsnakis,@lbparpreserit gitenton e n a
toward this seemingly irrelevasignalmay be the residual effect of when statway have been

critical to leadeemergencéBastardoz & Van Vugt, 2019Dne example of this process in

action is our preference for sugary foods. In nature, foods with high sugar are relatively rare.
Evolutionary scholars have argued that our predilection for sugary a®d &wds is the result

of how it would have been advantageous to consume larger amounts of sugary food when they

are encountered in the wild, as they can provide an abundance of quick @ralgy et al.,

2017) In modern times, artificially sweet foodse readily available, and overconsumption of

these foods can lead to obesity among other problEeower & Schulkin, 2013)Thus, vestiges

of our evolutionary history hijack our current behaviors in a way that is no longer adaptive.
Furthermore, research anthropology and archaeology has increasingly called into question the
assumption of male leaderstapd traditional gender rolé@s the paleolithic and neolithieras,

as evidencesuppstwvo menés <cr eat i on dArthur, 2080¢cHaasfetabunt i ng t
2020) as well as womeengaging in intense physical labor and traveling great distances

(Macintosh, Pinhasi, & Stock, 201Th essencdrrelevant or outdated signals can hijdbk

evaluation process as followers attend to the wrong signals or those signals interfenenith

relevant signals of competence.

Leader gender could operate in the same agastatureas receivers may attend to the
signalofa | e gahder (@gardless actual relevance) as a vestige of our evolution. This
focus on gender may then interfere wather,more relevant signals of competence such as
CLTs or previous performance information when the leader is a woman. In this way, our

attention to leader geler isnotadaptive(and likely never wasjs it prioritizes attention toward
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the active role followers play in the process of leader@gstardoz & Van Vugt, 2019; de

WaalAndrews & van Vugt, 2020)f followers make choices (conscious or unconscious)

regarding whom to follow and to what extent they offer their coatéhn and cooperation, the

methodological separation between leader behgworgextual factorsgnd follower

evaluations becomes even more critical. The followership framework is consistent with models
of signaling theory in that leader signals do exist in a vacuum but are instead interpreted and

evaluated by the receiver based on the interactional context as well as factors specific to the

receiver.

Figure
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To investigate the impact charismatic signaling, leader gender, and contextual moderators

may have on evaluations of leaders, a more comprehensive theoretical model is needed. See

p
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Figure 1 for a full theoretical model and Figure 2 for the elements ahibitel tested in this

paper.

Box 1 in Figurel refers to the antecedents of charismatic signaling behaviors. Previous

research has identified several antecedents of charismatic behaviors such as intelligence and

extraversior{Antonakis et al., 2011; Jacquat al., 2016)However, one of the most

revolutionary findings regarding the antecedents of charisma is that charismatic leadership

tactics are trainable, and interventions to increase levels of charismatic signaling have proven

effective in several diérent sample$Antonakis et al., 2011)As CLTs are trainable behaviors

that anyone can be taught to employ, antecedents of charisma are not a focus of the present

investigation.

Figure 2. Conceptual Model for the Present Investigation
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RQ3: Charisma X Gender Interaction
RQ4: Charisma X Gender Interaction

RQ5 and 6: Context X Charisma Interaction

Evaluations
Behaviors

Formal Authority
Signal Cost

Box 2 of Figurel refers to leader charismatic behaviors, most commaudyationalized

as charismatic leadership tactics (CLTs). As discussed earlier, CLTs are trainable verbal and

nonverbal signaling behaviors that signal charisma through framing and creating a vision and
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providing substance to a messédgcquart & Antonakis2015) Furthermore, CLTs can increase
the salience and memorability of a message as well as arouse follower erffatiomskis,
d'Adda, Weber, & Zehnder, 2021y both experimental and field settings, leaders who make use
of CLTs tend to be evaluated more positively, and sophisticated design combined with analytic
techniques increase confidence that this relationship is causal in (fttoeakis et al., 2011;
Tur et al., 2021)CLTs have also been demonstrated to directly influence follower behaviors
(Box 5 Figure 1), such that CLT use can lead to improvements in job performance comparable
with interventions such as economic incentives includingfpaperfomance(Antonakis et al.,
2022). This causal linkage to both follower evaluations and behaviors is depicted in Figure 2.
Given prior evidence and research on charismatic signalprggdict:

Hypothesis 1Leaders who exhibit high levels of charismatic algrg will havemore

positive evaluations comparedleaders whdow levels of charismatic signaling

regardless of leader gender.
The Main Effect of Gender

Box 2 of Figure 2epicts leader gender as a i@ predictor of leadershigvaluations
and follower behaviors r egar dl es s o f Therdisliteiatarensuggesting thet | ue nc e
leader gender may impact leadership evaluatimsreactions of followersverall due to the
influence of leader prototypes, stereotypes, and biases in evaluation processes. For example, role
congruity theoryEagly & Karau, 2002argues that stereotypes regarding leaders and
stereotypes regarding women are inherently contradictdmgfvean lead for a double bind for
women as when they act in stereotypically feminine ways such as communal behavior, they are
evaluated as less suitable for leadership, but when they act in ways consistent with stereotypes
about leaders such as behavimgn agentic manner, they violate prescriptive stereotypes for

how women should behave and may face bacKRbkklan et al., 2008; Rudman & Glick, 2001)
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Similarly, He (2018)lackof-ft frainewdik brgudfdtsh e negati ve per f

expectabns that arise from the perception of lack of fit between what women are like and what

is required to perform in a matgped position are likely to promote gender bias in evaluative

decision making andp./@ompt discriminationo
Womenare evaluatedchore poorly than men despite equal performance in a variety of

arenasncluding leadershiDe Paola, Gioia, & Scoppa, 202%¢holarshigHospido & Sanz,

2019) and higher educatidffrisher, Stinson, & Kalajdzic, 2019; Mengel, Sauermann, & Zdlitz,

20199 The descriptive stereotypes regarding wome.l

men would suggest lower evaluations of leadership effectiveness and comfidtgimean,

2001; Heilman & Caleo, 20155 owever,some previous work indicates that the gimstances

surrounding the type of work (e, dpistorically dominated by men or women, blue collar or white

collar) can play a large role in influencing evaluations of individ(dsorsky, 2019)Even so,

in the situations where men and women have corbfmevaluations oevaluations favor

women, behaviors associated with those evaluatmgs fewards such as promotion or

compensation) still favor men (Joshi et al., 2015). There is still much to learn regarding the

potential main effect of gender on leader evaluations and follower behduiotftsermore, meta

analytic estimates of gender diféerces in leadership evaluations have ranged depending on

inclusion criteria, buPaustiarUnderdahl et al. (2014pund that otheratings of leadership

effectiveness actually favored womenough it is possible this is due to a selection effect where

only the most qualified women are promoted to leadership roless, | ask:

Research Question To what extent does leader genddluencefollower evaluations
of leaders?

Research Question 2: To what extent does leader gender influence followeiob2ha

Gender as a Potential Moderator
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Box 3 of Figure 1 refers to leader, follower, and interaction characteristics that may
moderate charismads effect on subsequent outc
be influenced by a whole host of factors, and there is evidence thattcahieariables such as
ambiguity(Jacquart & Antonakis, 2015¢hanging performance signéldeilman, Manzi, &

Caleo, 2019)follower characteristics and beligBrescoll, Okimoto, & Vial, 2018; Jensen et al.,
2021) and gendered contefiisher et al.2019; Mengel et al., 201@an all influence

evaluations of identical behaviors. While charismatic signaling has been well established in the
literature as an effective intervention in terms of promoting positive evaluations as well as
follower behavior, mch remains unknown or unclear regarding the moderators of the
charismatic effectAntonakis et al., 2016)Io improve collective understanding of charismatic
signaling, for whom it is effective and when, | investigate through a series of experiments and
subsequent metanalysisthe role of leader and interactional characteristics in moderating CLT
efficacy. See Figure 2 for the model tested in the present investigation. Leader gender (Box 2
Figure 2) represents one of the most critical and untested pbtaoilerators of the charismatic
effect. To date, no investigation has directly compared the efficacy of CLTs when used by men
and women. There is a rich history in other literatures, however, of differential evaluations of
men and women enacting the sam@avior(Schein, 1973)

While based on existing research, | can confidently predicttieismatic signalingill
improve leadership evaluations on averaggmay not be the case that women and men benefit
equally from the use of charistiasignaling Pr evi ous research has fou
are perceived as | NsbuhrcThgimeiers&ahiveisturtht 20d me n 6 s
that evalwuations of a | eaderdés charisma can d

behavior is congruentitth gendered expectatiofBrands, Menges, & Kilduff, 2015)
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Furthermore, humor has been considered an element of charismatic signaling in the past
(Antonakisetal.,2011) and experi mental evidence suggests
humor atworkisew| uat ed di fferently, with womends use
than functionalEvans, Slaughter, Ellis, & Rivin, 2019)he differential evaluations of men and
womends use of the exact same behaviatwr s (i n t
signaling such that womends use of CLWh#e i s ev
some research hasovided evidence that women can be trained to use CLTs and receive more
positive evaluation§lacquart et al., 2016here has been nareict comparison of efficacy for
men and women,aidh e ef fect si zes inthiscaseami®othefsgy., char i s m:
Ernst et al., 202) tend to be smalleand do not consistenthgachstatistical significance.

Another element to consider is the role of emotion in charismatic signAlgnakis et
al. (2016)describé the use of correctly calibrated and appropriate emotional displays as a
component of charisma. The problem hereoisectly calibratedandapprapriate areinherently
evaluativeterms and what is deemed an appropriate display of emotion at work is dependent on
gender, as men and women face dramatically different expectations in thi$Brestall,
2016) Identical displays of emotion are peragvas more extreme when enacted by women,
and women often face backlash for violating proscriptive stereotypes through the display of
traditionally masculine emotions such as anger and fBidescoll, 2016) There are elements of
charismatic signalingtha coul d be considered emotional, in
Acreating conf i de noAechaismatic kader signalibges described asv e d
valuesbasedemotion ladereader signalingAntonakis et al., 2016}here is the potential tha

women face backlash for using CLTs and receive lower evaluations compared to men as a result.
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However, there is also evidence to support the idea that women may benefit just as much
or even more than men when it comes to the use of charismatic sigialdtgnds et al. (2015)
under certain gend@ongruent circumstances, women were evaluated as more charismatic than
men. Given increased emphasis on the collaborative and empowering aspects of leadership,
which are seen as traditionally feminifienig, Eagly, Mitchell, & Ristikari, 2011)the context
of leadership may actually advantage women in these experiments such that they are evaluated as
more effective than mesome workhas demonstrated that disparities in evaluations dissipate in
the case of ery high performing men and women, as these women become the extegdtion
confirms the rul€lbarra, Ely, & Kolb, 2013)Thus, it may be the case that the highly
charismatic depiction of a woman leageoves effective because it goes against traditional
gendered expectation&dditionally, metaanalytic estimates of gender differences in evaluations
of charisma of leaderstually favored womefBanks et al., 2017Another possible outcome is
that leader gender does not impact the efficacy of Glisthese techniques prosgually
effective for both men and womdrurther research is needed to identify whether women
receive the same benefit to CLT use as men, or if the efficacy of these signaling tactics differ by
leader gender. Thus, | ask:

Research Questiadt To what extent does gender moderate the relationship between
charismatic signaling and leadewvaluation®

Charisma and Follower Behavior

Previous investigations have demonstrated that chaitseignaling cannfluence
follower behaviorssuch as improving follower performan@entonakis et al., 202, Meslec et
al., 2020) as well asncreasing the likelihood of engaging in prosocial behaygush as social
distancing(Jensen et al., 2021)s demonstrated in the conceptual model in Figure 1,

charismatic signaling is proposed to influence follower behavior directly asisvieldirectly
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through follower evaluation3.ur et al. (2021§lescribé this mechanisnht hus: fi ndi vi du a
express some prototypical behaviors of charismatic leadership (i.e., the signal) will be assumed

to hold some underlying leadership qualites . , str ong Theradsome hi p ski |
discussion, however, regarding whether charismatic signialipgwerful enough to influence

behavior even in a virtual context, Bmst et al. (202) did not find significant positive effect

sizes in their samples where the charismatic manipulation occurred virAgdlgionally, Fest,

Kvalgy, Nieken, and Schottner (20219d mixed findingsegarding the impact of charismatic

signaling in a virtual entext while Nieken (2022¥ound that video presentations of CLTs were

effective at influencing follower behavidn the present study, | aim to investigate whether

charismatic signaling will influence follow@rosocialbehavior(see Figure 2 Box 4h a virtual

context Thus, | hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2: The high charisma condition will leadhigher levels ofollower
prosocial behavior compared to the low charisma condition, regardless of leader gender

There is the potential fayender to moderate the efficacy of charismatic signaling on
influencing follower behavigras Joshi et al. (2G) found tat even when men and women
received equivalent performance evaluations, men still received rewards thatpteced those
of their women peers. It could be the case that while leader gender may not impact the evaluation
of leadergor women may even be advantaged in evalugtmrrismatic women leaders receive
fewer rewardgor these behaviorsr their use bCLTs does not have the same impact on
foll ower b e h a Rlieraatively, keaden gemdiersmaymetpact charismatic
s i g n aihfluencgfdlleswer behaviorAs so | ittle is known regardi
efficacycharismatic signalingn follower behaviorl ask:

Research Question 4: To what extent does gender moderate the relationship between
charismatic signaling and follower behaviors?
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Contextual Moderators

As discussed earlier, contextual factors such as elements of the interaction environment
can impachow a signal is received and interpre(€dnnelly et al., 2011)'he contextual
factors varied in the present stug@ge Figure 2 Box 3re relatively nogl in the charismatic
leadership space, and thus there is insufficient evideneartant formal predictions regarding
the nature of the relationships between these variables. Furthermore, as these contextual factors
vary between experiments rather thathim experiments, the role of these potential moderators
will be exploredin the metaanalytic reviewFirst, signal cost has long been suggested as
impacting the efficacy of charismatic signaling, but it has been understudied. In their updated
conceptuatation of charismatic leadership as charismatic leader signafitanakis et al.
(2016)wr ot e, Al eaders cannot say one thing and d:
l osing their credibilit(p 3@nwWhiedimatlccentradioctery c har i s
actions would almost certainly interfere with the efficacy of charismatic signaling, the impact of
signal cost has yet to be directly studied. Signal cost is sometimes assumed in research on
signaling theory, a€onnelly et al. (2011pointedout that scholars includingird and Smith
(2005)evenreferredt o it as the fAtheory of costly signal
leadership, however, has yet to directly manipulate signal cost to identify its impact on CLT
efficacy. Furthermorethere may be a gender difference in terms of the role signal cost plays in
the efficacy of charismatic signaling. | will investigate this possibility in an exploratory and
inductive mannerThus, | ask:

Research Questidst To what extent doesgnal cosimoderate the charismatic effect
and doesignal cost operate differently based on leader gender?

Another potential contextual moderator to consider is the formality of the authority of the

leaderRecent work has solidified the idea that i
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positional powe(Van De Mieroop, Clifton, & Verhelst, 2020and thisemains true within
charismatic leadership specificall@bservational studies haegplored CLT efficacy in the
context of informal leadership settings where leaders seek to influence(ethger€EO tweets
and TED Talk speakers in Tur et al., 2024t experimental work has largely focused on
leaders providing explicit instruction to followeas if they were a formal supervider.g.,
Antonakis et al., 202 Meslec et al., 2020 harismatic leadership has proven effective in both
contexts, but to date there has been no direct compaosdentify whether the magnitude of
the effect varies depending on the formality of the confgyain, there is the potential far
gendered eéct here, as formal authority may benefit women more than it benefitsagien
formal authority can adperceived legitimacy as it can be interpreted as evidence of
competenceThus, | ask:

Research Questiodt What role does formality of authority playnimoderating the
charismatic effes and doedormality operate differentlpased on leader gender

Details regarding the design of the experiments and operationalizatielewdnt variables

to test the hypothesized relationships are discussed below.
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CHAPTER TWO: METHODOLOGY
Overview of Experiments

To test the above hypothesand research questiongohductedour separate
experiments, all of which tesdfor a 2 X 2 gender and charisma interaction. The experiments
differedin the contextual factorsf signal cosandwhether the leader has formal autharity
Namely,Experimentl featurel aleaderwith formal authority andow signalcost Experiment2
feaured a leader without formal authority atalv signal costExperiment3 featurel a leader
with formal authority andhigh signal costandExperiment4 featurel a leader without formal
authorityand highsignal costDatawerecollectedthrough nationally representative panels of
working adults accessed through Prolificonducted analysis first within the experimeiaisd
thenfor the purpose of metanalysis, kplit each experiment into two samplspending on the
gender of the leader the manipulationl conducted metanalysis orthese 8 samples to

identify theinfluence ofleader gender and contextual varialdaghe charismatic effect.
Open ScienceéPractices

All studieswerepreregistere@nd are available via the project pagetmOpen Science
Framework(https://osf.io/vbgkx/?view_only=19ffb14611c044ad91bee2ce071p2fhkre data,
analytic codescale itemsand study materialgreavailable. Additionally, theompleted
transparency checkligfczel et al., 2020js available in Appendi¥. Furthermorestudy
materials andhefull surveyadministered to participants aaeailable inAppendices A through

C.

Participants
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Through a power analysisdeterminedhat each condition of the 2 X 2 between subjects
design needed 50 participantsiEmonstrate adequate statistical powitih an assumed power
of .80 alpha of .05and an effect size af=0.20. Thus,| soughtto recruitapproximately250
participants per experimemnwith a total of 1,000 participantsr the four experiment#s the
main focus would be the metenalytic summaryattracting enough participants to ensure
sufficient power taletect a significant effeeit the level of each experiment was pooritized.
Panel data was obtainga Prolific andconsisedof a nationally representative samgle
collected usable data from 1,004 participaatsl demographic features of the full sample as
well as participants for each experiment can be fonrichble 2 Overall, both the randomitzan
and the selection of a representative sampldegbwell. The final demographic breakdown of
the sample closely match2815US Census dat@S Census Bureau, 201%)ith the exception
of Hispanic/LatinX representatidb% in the present sample comgadito 17% US population),
which can be expected Bsolific does notnclude this criterion in the creation of representative

samples.
Experimental Procedureand Measurement
Procedure

Participantsvere recruited via Prolific bubteractedwith all study materialthrough
Qualtrics an online survey platfornThey completeda consent formand then watchedfive-
minutevideo of a speecbontaining the experimental manipulatievhich is describedhigreater
detail below. Participants completed a questionra@eprised of questions about the content of
the speech, their evaluation of the leader, and their demographic infornRatidoipantsn each
experimenwererandomly assigned to onetbie four conditions: woman low charisma, woman

high charisma, man low charisma, or man high chari3ima content of the surveand nature of
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the manipulation are described in greater detail belowstay materialgare available in

Appendices A C.
Leader Gender

Depending on condition, the participavaspresented with a speegiven by awhite
man(Georgé or by awhite woman (Jane) The man and the womalelivering the speeches
werethe same race (white) astnilar in age, height, and haiolor. All speeches were recorded
within the same sessioand the actorsollaborated to ensure their pacing and manner of

speaking was consistent to minimize differences betweanpidormances
Charismatic Signaling

The actors delivered two vers®of the same speech, which described the mission and
history of the charitable organization Feeding America as well as providing background on food
insecurity and hunger in the United States. The speeches dthsefarmation on ways to
support Feedindmericaand encourage participants to contribute their money, food items, or
time to the causd heinformationalcontent of the two speeches was the same, with the key
difference being thainewashigh in charismatic signaling behaviors and the otvesa
standard speecfihe charismatiand standardpeecksconsisted o749 and 742 words,
respectivelyThe difference in charismatic signaling between the two speeches was confirmed
both byhand codingas wellasobjective mans Thefirst author and adtonal coder found 1
and12 CLTs in the norcharismatic speech al@ and45 CLTs in the charismatic speech,
respectivelyl ensuredhe charismatic speech was significantly more charismatic than the
standard speech using the NLP algorithm developeddrger, Bornet, Loupi, Antonakis, and
Rohner (2019)The NLP algorithntonfirmed thedifferencebetween the two speechesgh the

charsmatic speech featuring 31.23 CLTs and the standard speech featuring 13.86 CLTs.
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Examples of CLTs featured in the charismatic speechinchueld aphor s (fAstruggl i |
afl oato and dAafighti ng ohetoritahgaestiomé @anyouimagme s of h

having to choose between paying your bills and buying f@ad?
Signal Cost

Signal costvasmanipulated through a short vignette preceding the vafiioe speech
which has been shown to be effective in experiments regarding charismatic sigvaliag et
al., 2021) In Studes 1 and 2, no mention of personal as@asmade. In Studies 3 and 4,
however, the vignettexplainedthat the leader devoted much of the#rsonal time and
resources to the cause, in that tbégn donate food itemend volunteer one Saturday per

month.
Formal and Informal Authority

Similar to signal cost, formal or informal authontsasmanipulated in the vignette
preceding the speecin Studes 1 and 3, the leademasdescribed athe volunteer coordinator
for the organizationa formal, paid leadership position that the leader has hetddgrears.In
Studies 2 and 4, tHeaderwasdescribed as fiequentvolunteerwithin the organization who has
been volunteering thefreetime fortwo years
Evaluations: Attributed Charisma

To capture evaluations of leader charispaticipants completefive scales from the
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter (1988asire of transformational leadership.
These subscal@sarticulating a vision, providing a role model, setting high performance
expectationsintellectual stimulationand fostering acceptance of group gdagse consistent
with updated definitions and conceptualizations of charismatic lead€Asttgnakis et al.,

2016) Thel8items wereratedonafiygoi nt Li kert scale from 1 dAst
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Astronwl yA asgarnepd .e i tem i s AinspiresThet hers wi't
wording of items was slightly adaptedltpaddfeminine pronoung) ensure the items were

appropriate for a single observation. Items are listed in full in the appendix. Theeneasu

demonstrated sufficient internal consistemath anomegahierarchical value of .8# this

sampleindicating that 84% othe variance attributed to the overarching factor is shared by all
items(Cortina et al., 2020).

Evaluations: Leader Prototypicality

Participantgatedthear perceptionsoftht eader 6 s prototypicality
developed byCronshaw and Lord (1987) as used in previous research (Antonakis et al., 2011).
The threeitemsa®t he person | amadar i mghawimomde,t rfatt lkees |
rating acts |ike a typical | eader o, and At he
were slightly adapted following the lead of Ernst et al. 202 that the wording of the first item
was changed slightly teeflect a single observatiohemswererated on dive-point Likerttype
scale ranging fronbAktirotnrgdThegriegavduds e r ee 0 t o

prototyprality scale in this sample was .92.
Additional Evaluations

Several different sées used in previous research on charisma attributions and
evaluations of leademgereused for the purposes of this reseald$ing a series of singiéem
measures, participants rdtdeir positive affect toward the leaderi | |l i ke this persc
| eadteustinjheleaddr it he person t hat |,leadearcampetenceg i s e
(At he per son st hcaot mpl e taenm anddazsiemadludnang dbdityi & h e
person lamratingisabteo easi | y i rFindlly manicdpantsertedise asked tp

respondo what extent they believe the leader deserves to be promoted to the next level of
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leadershigi The person | am r at inexglevel bfmanbgemeanfEhespr o mot e
items have been used in previous studies on charismatic leadénstupakis et al., 2011; Ernst

et al., 202; Jacquart et al., 201@nd are thus useful for comparisoiiresults between studies

Itemswere ratedn afive-point Likertt y pe scal e ranging f5rom 1 Ast |

Astr on gang exargnedenel@pendently.
Follower Behavior

Participantsvereofferedii b o n us ¢ o mp Bwhitlathey tben lithe f $
opportunity tokeep or tadomate toFeedng America with donationoptions ranging from $0 to
$2 in half dollar incrementsin fact, theparticipantseceivedhe full fibonu® compensation
amountregardless of their choice, but the researchers pledgatth the amount participants
intended to donat® honor theiwishes Participantsveredebriefedat the end of the survey and
offered an opportunity to email the research teanafionpdateegading the contribution made

to Feeding America.
Attention Check

To ensure participantttended to thepeech and the gender of the leader, participants
answered few questions regarding thignette,and the leade hese itemsvereadministered
afterthe mainsurvesampl e i tems include fAwhat was the |
a man or irmadditionnatha questioriwas the leader a paid employee of Feeding

America or a volunteed?
Participant Demographics

After completing the main survey questions, participar@seasked tdndicatetheir

demographic information, includirtgeir gender identityage race and ethnicity
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Incentive and Donation

Participantsverecompensated for their time, widach participant receivin@2%0
Additionally, participantsvereoffered an additionalZin compensation, which theyere led to
believe they maghoose to keep, partially donate, or donate in fuldeding Americaln
actuality, participants receidehe full bonus compensation regardless of their cheibde the
research teamid indeedmatch the intended donatiorkhus, all participants were compensated

$4.50 regardless of the condition or their choegarding donation.
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CHAPTER THREERESULTS
Data Preparation and Screening

Data were collected online through Qualtrics and exp@seglcsv file for analysis in the
statisticalsoftware package R. | review#lte data and excludguarticipants who did not finish
the surveyn = 4). This resulted in a final sample &@f004 participantsThe median completion
time for the survey was just under 11 minutesiactliding the bonus paymenhe average

hourly reward for participantsas$23.83
Descriptive Statisticsand Correlations

Participant demographics by experiment can be found in Table 2,eatspstandard
deviations, andorrelations for study variables can be found in T&bl@escriptivestatisticsand

correlatiors for each individual experiment can lo&ifid in AppendiD.

Table 2
Sample Characteristics by Experiment
Experiment 1 Experiment 2 Experiment 3 Experiment 4  Total Sample

N 254 246 248 256 1004

Women 124 118 134 130 506 50%
Men 126 122 110 122 480 48%
Non-Binary or

Prefer not to Say 4 6 4 4 18 2%
Age 45.39(16.29) 44.13(15.26) 45.61(16.02) 43.46(16.43) 44.64 (16.02)
White 194 188 189 205 776 77%
Black or African

American 30 34 32 31 127 13%
Asian or Pacific

1slander 17 14 18 12 61 6%
Multiracial 11 9 8 8 36 4%
American Indian o

Alaska Native 2 1 1 0 4 0%

Hispanic/LatinX 12 11 11 17 51 5%
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Overall,randomization worked quite weilith the experimentieaturing comparable
distributions of participants of different demographic characteristiderins of participant
responsegatings for leader charisnzand leader prototypicalityere quite high, with means of
4.00and 3.95, respectively. Average ratings for leader outcomes were also higmeaiik
ranging from 3.84 (promotability) to 4.25 (competente terms of the behavioral outcome,
about half ofparticipants chose to donate at leastsaifthe bonus compensatifm= 497), and
the average amount donated across all participants was $0.69. The most commonly selected
donationwas$1.00 (= 225) closely followed by donatirtge full $2.00 6 = 218).1 tested the
normality of the outcome variables and found that most of the outcome variablediglethe
negatively skewed and showed indication of ceiling efféldi® one exception to thigas the
donation variable, which wasronglypositively skewed anfeatured a trimodal distribution,
with participants most likely to donate $0, $1, or $2 in order of frequency. | conducted all
analyses witlatransformed and netransformedionation vaibleto ensure the nenormal
distributiondid not impact the findings. For ease of interpretability, results withtramsformed

variables are presentéist.



35

Table 3

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations with Confidence Intervals

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
1. Participant gender 0.51 0.5
2. Age 4464 16.02 .08*
[.01, .14]
3. Leader woman 0.5 0.5 -0.02 0.01
[-.08,.04] [-.05,.07]
4.CLT 0.5 0.5 0 -0.05 0
[-.07,.06] [-11,.01] [-.06,.06]
5. Formal authority 0.5 0.5 0.02 0.05 0.01 0
[-.04,.08] [-.01,.12] [-.06,.07] [-.06,.07]
6. Cost 0.5 0.5 0.04 -0.01 0 0 -0.02
[-.02,.10] [-.07,.05] [-.06,.06] [-.06,.07] [-.08,.05]
7. Attributed charisma 4 0.66 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.06 -0.04 0.02
[-.03,.09] [-.03,.09] [-01,.12] [-.00,.12] [-.10,.02] [-.04,.09]
8. AC vision 4.26 0.66 0.04 0.03 .07* 0.06 -0.03 -0.01 87+
[-.02,.10] [-.03,.09] [.01,.13] [-.00,.12] [-.09,.04] [-.07,.05] [.86,.89]
9. AC model 4.23 0.81 0.05 13% 0.02 0.03  -.09** 2% 79% 67
[-01,.11] [.06,.19] [-.04,.08] [-.03,.09] [-.16,-.03] [.06,.18] [.76,.81] [.63,.70]
10. AC group 4.29 0.72 0.06 -0.01 0.03 0.04 -0.04 0.04 .84 T4 67
[-01,.12] [-.07,.05] [-03,.09] [-.02,.10] [-.10,.02] [-.03,.10] [.82,.86] [.71,.77] [63,.70]
11. AC performance 3.38 0.95 -0.03 -0.01 .07* 0.06 -0.03 -0.01 70%* 48** .39% AT
[.09, .03] [-.07,.05] [.00,.13] [-.00,.12] [-10,.03] [-.08,.05] [.67,.73] [43,.52] [34,.44] [42, .52]
12. AC intellectual 3.69 1 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.05 0 0 .84 .64** .55%* .58** 52rx
[-.04,.08] [-.04,.08] [-02,.10] [-.01,.11] [-.07,.06] [-.06,.06] [.82,.86] [.60,.68] [51,.59] [53,.62] [47,.56]
13. Prototypicality 3.95 0.98 0.06 .07* .10%* .08* 0.01 0.05 W iiad 67 .65% .62%* A46% 57
[-00,.12] [01,.13] [03,.16] [02,.14] [-06,.07] [-01,.11] [70,.76] [63,.70] [61,.68] [58,.66] [41,.50] [.53,.61]
14. Like 4.19 0.95 0.05 .07 0.05 .07 0.01 0.05 T2%* .69 .70 .63 .36% .58** 76%*
[-01,.11] [.01,.13] [-01,.12] [.01,.13] [-.05,.07] [-.01,.11] [.69,.75] [.65,.72] [.66,.73] [60,.67] [.30,.41] [.53,.62] [.74,.79]
15. Trust 4.18 0.9 .07+ .09** 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.02 .60** .55%* .58 .53 29% 51 .58* 71
[.00,.13] [.03,.15] [-.02,.10] [-03,.09] [-06,.07] [-.04,.08] [56,.64] [50,.59] [53,.62] [.49,.58] [23,.34] [46,.55] [54,.62] [67,.74]
16. Competent 4.25 0.88 0.05 0.02 .07* 0.05 0 0.04 71 .68** .66** .65** .36%* .55** 75 .81* .68**
[-01,.11] [-05,.08] [.01,.13] [-.01,.11] [-.06,.06] [-02,.10] [.68,.74] [.65,.72] [62,.69] [61,.68] [31,.42] [51,.59] [.72,.78] [.78,.83] [.65,.71]
17. Influence 4.01 0.95 0.05 0.04 .08* R -0.06 0 71 .68** .58+ .63** A4 57+ 70% 70% .58** 2%
[-01,.11] [-02,.10] [.02,.14] [.05,.17] [-.12,.00] [-.06,.06] [.68,.74] [.64,.71] [53,.62] [59,.66] [.39,.49] [.53,.61] [67,.73] [67,.73] [54,.62] [.69,.75]
18. Promote 3.84 1 0.06 -0.01 .09** .10% -0.04 0.03 71 .64** .60** 57 45% B1* .69 T3 .58** 70** .70
[-.00,.12] [-.08,.05] [.03,.15] [.04,.16] [-.10,.02] [-.03,.09] [.68,.74] [.60,.67] [56,.64] [53,.61] [40,.50] [.56,.64] [66,.72] [70,.76] [.54,.62] [.67,.73] [67,.73]
19. Donate (binary) 0.5 0.5 .09** .18* 0.05 0.01 0.02 0.02 14 .16** .16% A1 -0.01 14 A3 .20% .16%* A3 .A3* A3
[.03,.15] [12,.24] [-01,.11] [-.05,.07] [-.04,.08] [-.04,.08] [.08,.20] [.10,.22] [10,.22] [.04,.17] [-07,.05] [.08,.20] [07,.19] [14,.26] [.10,.22] [.07,.19] [07,.19] [07,.19]
20. Donate (amount) 0.69 0.8 .10%* .18% 0.06 0.03 0 0.04 i .16%* .16% .10%* -0.04 1% i A7 A3 .10% 2% .10% 87
[.04,.16] [12,.24] [-00,.12] [-.03,.10] [-.06,.06] [-.02,.10] [.06,.18] [.10,.22] [.10,.22] [04,.16] [-10,.02] [.05,.17] [06,.18] [11,.23] [07,.19] [.04,.16] [.06,.18] [04,.16] [.85,.88]

Note: n=1,004; *indicates p <.05; ** indicates p < .01; Participant gender 0 = man, 1 = woman; Leader woman O = no, 1 = yes; CLT 0 = low charisma, 1 = high charisma; AC vision = articulating a vision; AC model = provide apy
Donate (binary) 0 = no, 1 = yes; Donate (amount) in USD.

AC group = fostering acceptance of group goals; AC performance = high performance expectations; AC intellectual = intellectual stimulation;
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Experiments 1-4: Results

The first step in testing my hypotheses aegkarch questions was to run a series of
ANOVAs within each experimenThus | wasable to identify main effects of the study
variables as well aslentify where an interaction might existNOVA output forattributed
charisma and leader prototypitgifor each study can be foundTiable4 and Table 5
respectivelyFur t her modeal Cohends CLT use and | eader
additional evaluationare presented in Table Bo test Hypothesis,1 examined theharisma
coefficient to identify whether charismatic signalings associated with more positive
evaluationgegardless of leader gendes hypothesizedithin each of the four experiments
While the pattern of results suggested a positive main effect for chddsigmaling the small
samplewithin each studyesulted in limited power. For Experimentadwo-way ANOVA
suggested a significant main effect of charisosignaling(F(1,252 =3.892 p = .050), such
thatcharismatic signalingesulted irmore positive evaluationgVhencollapsing the
experiments into one datasedsults ofa twoway ANOVA revealedhe main effect of
charisméc signalingdid not reach statistical significanE€1,437) = 3.743p = .053 Results for
leader preotypicality were slightly more supportive of a main effect of charisnsignaling
with somesignificant effects emerging for ExperimentF(1,250) =4.083,p = .044)and the
full sample F(1,1000) =6.643,p = .010).In terms of theadditional evaluationsharisméc
signalingled to significantly higher ratings of influence, competence, and promotability in
Experiment 1andincreased ratings dikeability, influence, and promotabilityr the full sample
(see Table 6)The main eféct of charismiéc signalingdiffered in magnitude and significance
across the experiments and spe@fraluationsso no consistent evidence emergedupport

for Hypothesis 1.
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Table 4 Table 5

Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Perceived Leader

Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Attributed Charisma by y g ; "
Prototypicality by Charismatic Condition and Leader Gender

Charismatic Condition and Leader Gender

Expefiment 1: Formal Authority No Cost Experiment 1: Formal Authority No Cost

df ss  Ms F p _ df SS_MS F P
Charismatic 1 135 1353 2275 0.133 Charismatic 1 413 4134 4083 0044
Worran 1 141 1406 2364 0104 Woman 1 907 9071 8958 0.003
Charisma*Woman 1 229 2286 3.845 0.051 Charsma*Wonk 1 081 0814 0804 0371
Residuals 250 148.64 0.595 Residuals 250 253.16 1.013
Expefiment 2: No Authority No Cost Experiment 2: No Authority No Cost

df SS  MS F p _ df SS___MS F P
Charismatic 1 040 0403 1018 0314 Charismatic 1 004 0040 0040 0841
Wornan 1 910 2099 5307 0022 Woman 1 675 6754 6908 0.009
Charsma*Woman 1 046 0459 1.160 0.283 Charsma*Wom: 1 002 0021 0022 0.883
Residuals 242 9572 0.396 Residuals 242 236.60 0.978
Expefiment 3: Formal Authority High Cost Experiment 3: Formal Authority High Cost

df SS  MS F b _ df SS_MS F p
Charismatic 1 066 0664 1822 0.178 Chartsmatic 1 186 1861 2129 0.146
Woman 1 0.09 0.095 0259 0611 Woman 1 0.55 0.549 0.628 0.429
Charisma*Woman 1 000 0002 0004 0.948 Charsma*Wome 1~ 015 0153 0175 0.676
Residuals 244  88.95 0.365 Residuals 244 21328 0874
Expefiment 4: No Authority High Cost Experiment 4: No Authority High Cost

df ss  Ms F b ___ df SS _MS_F P
Charsmatic 1 147 1470 3892 0050 Charismatic L 819 3187 3575 0.060
oot 1 000 0030 0008 092 Woman 1 018 0179 0201 0.654
Charsma*Woman 1 003 0033 0087 0.769 Charismarwome 1 020 = 0200 0225 0636
Residuals 2592 95.19 0378 Residuals 252 224.63 0.891

Full Sample

Full Sample

df SS  MS F p — df SS_MS F P
Charismatic 1 160 1639 3743 0053 Charismatic L 630  6.267 6643 0010
o 1 120 1396 3189 0.0 Woman 1 870 8745 9269 0.002
Charisma*Woman 1 010 0122 0279 0.597 CharismaWorm 1 0.10 = 0130 0138 0711
Residuals 1000 437.80 0.438 Residuals 1000 943.40 0.943

Table 6

Impact of CLT use and Leader Gender on Additional Evaluatoions
Experiment 1: Formal Authority No Cost

Like Trust Influence  Competent Promote
Charisma 0.185 0.111 0.387 0.299 0.298
Woman 0.184 0.159 0.249 0.278 0.424
Experiment 2: No Authority No Cost

Like Trust Influence  Competent Promote
Charisma 0.120 0.118 0.038 0.161 0.080
Woman 0.184 0.167 0.204 -0.289 0.244
Experiment 3: Formal Authority High Cost

Like Trust Infuence  Competent Promote
Charisma 0.248 0.121 0.241 0.089 0.154
Woman 0.166 0.089 0.154 0.115 0.104
Experiment 4: No Authority High Cost

Like Trust Influence  Competent Promote
Charisma 0.222 0.109 0.166 0.161 0.245
Woman 0.110 0.068 0.026 0.115 0.045
Full Sample

Like Trust Influence  Competent Promote
Charisma 0.137 0.059 0.215 0.102 0.196
Woman 0.108 0.087 0.160 0.144 0.188

Cohen's d values of |.249| or greater in magnitude are significant at the p < .05
the individual experiments. For the full sample, Cohen's d values of |.13| or grea
magnitude are significant at the p < .05 level.
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To test Hypothesis &nd identify the impact of charismatic signaling on donation behavior,

conductedanother series of ANOVAs with follower donating behawsrthe outcome variablk.
operationalized donating behavior asto variable (0i did not donate, .50 donated $.50, 1
donated $1.00, 16donated $1.50, andi2donated $2.00).ran ANOVAsto identify main

effects and potential interactigrmesults of which can be seen in Tabl§ o identify whether

leader charisiatic signaling was associated with follower donating behavior and test Hypothesis
2, | examined th& value for charismatic signalinfhe main effect for charismatic signaling

was not significantvithin any of the experiments or across the full samfihes Hypothesis 2

was not supportelly analysis within experiments

Table 7

Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Donating Behavior (Continuc
by Charismatic Condition and Leader Gender
Experiment 1: Formal Authority No Cost

df SS MS F p
Charismatic 1 0.46 0.464 0.776 0.379
Woman 1 0.52 0.521 0.872 0.351
Charisma*Woman 1 0.23 0.227 0.380 0.538
Residuals 250 149.24 0.597
Experiment 2: No Authority No Cost

df SS MS F p
Charismatic 1 0.65 0.647 1.010 0.316
Woman 1 0.23 0.230 0.359 0.550
Charisma*Woman 1 0.44 0.438 0.683 0.409
Residuals 242 155.02 0.641
Experiment 3: Formal Authority High Cost

df SS MS F p
Charismatic 1 1.46 1.463 2351 0.126
Woman 1 0.29 0.291 0.468 0.495
Charisma*Woman 1 1.04 1.039 1.669 0.198
Residuals 244 151.86 0.622
Experiment 4: No Authority High Cost

df SS MS F p
Charismatic 1 0.35 0.352 0.511 0.476
Woman 1 135 0.330 1.3347 0.165
Charisma*Woman 1 0.85 0.854 1.240 0.266
Residuals 252 173.44 0.688
Full Sample

df SS MS F p
Charismatic 1 0.70 0.717 1.128 0.289
Woman 1 2.10 2.118 3.331 0.068
Charisma*Woman 1 0.40 0.387 0.609 0.435

Residuals 1000 635.80 0.636
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To investigate Research Question &xamined théeadergender coefficient of the
ANOVAs. For attributed charisma, a main effect of leader gender emégEstperiment 2
(F(1,242) =5.307p = .022) such that the woman leader vedsibuted more charisman
averageompared to the leadethowasaman Tu k ey 6 s tHE &teraceouiwgafdr e d
multiple comparisons the main effect of gender remained signifioahthere were no
significant differences between cell means of the different condifimndeader prototypicality,
significant main effects emerged for Experiment 1 (F(1,258)058, p = .003), Experiment 2
(F(1,242) = 6.908, p = .00%and the full sample (F(1,1000) = 9.269, p = .08R¢h that the
woman leader was rated as more prototypical compared to the leader who waJ aunkae.y 6 s
HSD revealedhat the main effect ajender persisted for ExperimentBxperiment 2and the
full sample,and also that there was a significant difference in means between the woman high
charisma condition and the man low charisma cond{periment 1full samplg as well as
the woman hlgh charisma and man high charisma condit{@periment 1)For the other leader
outcomesywomen were advantaged in ratings of influence, competence, and promotability in
Experiment landwere advantaged in ratings of promotability but disadvantagedirigsaof
competence in Experiment Zhe advantage iperceived influence, competence, and
promotability held for womemwhen collapsing the experiments imt@inglesample Thus, these
results from within the experiments suggibestre may be a bias in favof womenin this
context providing an initial answer to Research Questiohhat being said, there was one
instance of a significant gender difference that actually benefited Experiment 2,

competencel = -.289.)

| then turned tgarticipant behavioto address Research Questiom&there is evidence

to suggest that even when men and women are evaluated similarly, men are réawvargiester
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extent than their women peddoshi et al., 2015)urning to the second set of ANOVASs
examined the gendemnain effectto identify whetheparticipantsdonatedsimilarly for men and
women leaders, regardless of charismatic condifibe main effect for gender wast
significant across the full samp1,1000) = 3.331, p = .06&houghthe pattern of the results
maysuggest a potential main effect for gendiee results at the withiexperiment level do not

support the idea of a main effect for gender on participant donation behavior.
Gender and Charisma Interactionwithin Experiments

To test the potential interaction between leader gender and charismatic signaling and
answer Research Questiorl @xamined the interactiorpefficientof the ANOVAs.I did not
predict the form of thisnteraction as there was insuffnt evidence to support a solid
hypothesisFor attributed charisma, theme significant interaction between leader gender and
charismatic signalinghoughthe interaction term fdexperiment Japproachedtatistical
significance(F(1,250 = 3.845,p = .051).Leader prototypicality exhibited rinteraction effect,
nor did any of the other evaluatiotngpon examination of thiorm of the relationshifor the one
interaction effect that bordered on significanteppears that leader gender hasranghening
interactionsuch that woren leaders could benefit more from the use of charismatic leadership
tactics than merwhich is described bgardner, Harris, Li, Kirkman, and Mathieu (2058)
accentuatingThat being said, there wasg statistically sigificant evidencewithin each
experimensupporting thigpotentialinteraction To identify whether this pattern held for
participant behaviors and answer Research Question 4, | repeated the same procedure for
participant donations'here was no evidence of ameractive effect betwedrader gender and

charismatic signaling for participant donation behawiithin Experiments 4.
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Meta-Analytic Resultsand Summary Effect Sizes

To create a summary effect size and understangetter and charisntiz signaling
relationship across the experiments, | used the metafor package in R to condueaiaatysta
(Viechtbauer, 2010)The metaanalytic estimates of effect size are more credible as they are
least influenced byandomsampling error angrovide an overall summamgstimate ofnain
effects Furthermore, a metanalytic procedure allows us ¢tompare the influence of
charismat signaling between groups with women leaders vs men le&ddrsesults from the
metaanalysisof the charismatic signaling effect sizan be found in Tabl& One note is that
caution should be used whigierpreting thd?values as they can be biased in either direction
when the number of studies is snabn Hippel, 2015)As k for this prospective metanalysis
ranges betweefand8, 12 valuesmay not be representative of actual heterogeriEitgt being
said, thepresat data quality is far highéghan previous metanalysessdataare not

endogenous.
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Table 8

Meta-Analytic Results - Charismatic Signaling Effect Size

Overall Formal Authority
Outcome k n d SE 95% Cl 12 Outcome k n d SE 95% Cl 12
Attributed Charisma 8 1002 0.1854 0.0318 [ 1232 0.00%2 4 7A8ributed Charisma 4 502 0.1797 0.0449 [ 0917 70.00%2
Prototypicality 8 1002 0.1766 0.0501 [ . 07 8 4 %9.84%2 7 4PBojotypicality 4 502 0.2186 0.0449 [ . 1306 10.009%3
Like 8 1002 0.1943 0.0318 [ . 1320 0.00%2 5 6LKkg 4 502 0.2164 0.0449 [ . 1284 10.00%3
Trust 8 1002 0.1146 0.0318 [ . 0524 0.00%1 7 6T8udt 4 502 0.1156 0.0449 [ . 027 6 10.00%2
Influence 8 1002 0.2081 0.0729 [ . 06 52 81.0593 5 1lirffljence 4 502 0.3144 0.0733 [ . 1706 ©62.52%
Competence 8 1002 0.1776 0.044 [ . 0915 47.82%2 6 3C®rhpetence 4 502 0.1939 0.1049 [ 0117 81.69%
Promote 8 1002 0.1949 0.0481 [ . 1006 5$6.39%2 8 9Ptoote 4 502 0.2263 0.0715 [ . 0861 ¥©0.59%
Donate 8 1002 0.1308 0.0318 [ . 0685 0.00%1 9 3D@rate 4 502 0.1526 0.0449 [ . 06 46 10.00%2
Woman Leader Informal Authority
Outcome k n d SE 95% Cl 12 Outcome k n d SE 95% Cl 12
Attributed Charisma 4 498 0271 0.0614 [ . 1506 45.49%3 9 1Atributed Charisma 4 500 0.1906 0.0576 [ . 0777 B9.2698
Prototypicality 4 498 0.2105 0.0679 [ . 07 7 3 55.42%3 4 3PBojotypicality 4 500 0.1344 0.1031 [ 0678 81.04%
Like 4 498 0.284 0.0454 [ . 1951 0.00%3 7 2Likg 4 500 0.1719 0.0507 [ . 0725 P1.54%
Trust 4 498 0.1801 0.0476 [ . 0869 D.00%2 7 3T8Ut 4 500 0.1135 0.0449 [ . 0255 10.00%2
Influence 4 498 0.2511 0.106 [ . 0433 81.70%4 5 8irdlJence 4 500 0.1025 0.0637 [ 022 4 50.34%
Competence 4 498 0.2321 0.0567 [ . 1211 35.92%3 4 3Cdrhpetence 4 500 0.1609 0.0449 [ . 0729 10.009%2
Promote 4 498 0.2844 0.0674 [ . 1523 54.74%4 1 6Péomote 4 500 0.1632 0.0824 [ . 0016 V0.31%
Donate 4 498 0.1545 0.0777 [ . 0022 65.90%3 0 6D®rate 4 500 0.109 0.0449 [ . 0210 10.00%1
Man Leader 4 498 High Cost
Outcome k n d SE 95% Cl 12 Outcome k n d SE 95% Cl 12
Attributed Charisma 4 504 0.1342 0.0643 [ . 0082 50.779% 6 OAftributed Charisma 4 502 0.2101 0.0448 [ . 1223 10.009%2
Prototypicality 4 504 0.1436 0.0592 [ . 027 6 41.98%2 5 9PBojotypicality 4 502 0.2123 0.0448 [ . 124 4 10.00%3
Like 4 504 0.1051 0.056 [ 0047 3519% Like 4 502 0.2349 0.0448 [ . 1471 170.00%3
Trust 4 504 0.087 0.0451 [ 0014 0.00% Trust 4 502 0.115 0.0448 [ 0271 70.00%2
Influence 4 504 0.2156 0.0451 [ . 127 2 D.00%3 0 4irdldence 4 502 0.2025 0.0448 [ . 1147 10.009%2
Competence 4 504 0.1217 0.0451 [ . 0333 10.00%2 1 OCbrhpetence 4 502 0.1255 0.0448 [ . 037 7 10.009%2
Promote 4 504 0.1046 0.0451 [ . 0162 0D.00%1 9 2P8omote 4 502 0.2005 0.0453 [ . 1117 12.20%2
Donate 4 504 0.1344 0.059 [ . 0188 4155%2 5 OD@rate 4 502 0.1416 0.0531 [ . 0375 P8.86%
No Cost
Outcome k n d SE 95% Cl 12
Attributed Charisma 4 500 0.1605 0.045 [ . 07 23 10.00%2
Prototypicality 4 500 0.1406 0.1095 [ 0739 83.10%
Like 4 500 0.1533 0045 [ . 0651 10.009%2
Trust 4 500 0.1142 0.045 [ 0260 10.00%2
Influence 4 500 0.2129 0.1746 [ 129 4 93.36%
Competence 4 500 0.2302 0.0689 [ . 0951 ¥57.39%
Promote 4 500 0.1892 0.1086 [ 0237 82.84%
Donate 4 500 0.1201 0.045 [ . 0319 10.009%2
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To further test Hypothesis 1, | examined the natalytic effect size estimate for
evaluations of leaderEor the influence of charismatic signaling on attributed charisma we
found amediumeffect d = .185 k= 8; n= 1,002 standard error 0318 95%CI .12t0 .25; 12 =
0.0099, aneffectof practically significant magnitud&he impact of charismatic signaling on
evaluations of leaders was positive and consistent across outcome vawihles confidence
intervals for theampact of CLT use on evaluations of the leadetuding zero. The largest
summary effect size within the overall metaalysis waifluence ad =.21 (k=8; n= 1,002;
standard error 0729; 95% CI .0 to .35;1% = 81.0%%), while the smallest was trustét .11 K
=8; n=1,002; standard error 8318 95% CI .® to .18; I> = 0.00%). Taken together, these
metaanalytic estimates provide support for Hypothesis 1, that charismatic signaling leads to
more positiveevaluations of leaderggardless ofeader gendeilo evaluate Hypothesis 2, |
examined the metanalytic summary effect size fparticipant donation. The resulting effect
size estimate is small to moderate in magnitude and positile dt3 (k = 8; n = 1,002; standard
error =.0318 95% CI .07 to .19; 12 = 0.00%). This effect size providesupport for Hypothesis 2,
that charismatic signaling increases follower prosocial behavior of donation regardless of leader

gender.
Meta-Analytic Results: Subgroup Differences

Another advantage of the medaalysis was that | was able to compare the chatisma
signalingeffect size across different conteatsd betweethe man leader and woman leader
conditions This comparison woulllelp answer Research Question 3 and identify the extent to
which leader gender impacted the magnitude of the charismatic éffeatpared the effect size
estimates for charismatic signaling follower evaluations for participants who rated the woman

leader vs participants in the same experiment who rated the leader who wasFonevery
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follower evaluation, the metanalytic estimate of the magnitude of the charismatic effect was
larger for women than formem.h e di f f e r edvalees rangeff@asmatadds
statisticallynon-significantdifference of.04 (influence)to a substantial difference df8
(promotability) Thetest for subgroup differencegs statistically significant for likeability (@
=7.70,df = 1,p = .01)and promotability (Q = 5.53,df = 1, p = .02).The forest plots fothe
impact of charismatic signaling on likeability and promotability@esented in Figure 3 and

Figure 4, respectively.

While not everyleader outcome featured a statistically significant difference in the
magnitude of the charismatic effeetewing the form of the results leaves the impression of an
overall advantage for womefmihis providesupport for the argument that in these experits
the woman leadatid not see less of a benefit frarharismatic signaling thahe manand for
some outcomes (promotability and likeability)eithuse of CLTs led to greater benefithius,|
present initiakevidencefor an interaction between dliematic signaling and leader gender such
t hat womeno6s c¢ hcautdieasl toanbre mositive egaluations frogn followers

compared to the exact same signaling from men.
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Figure 3
Meta-Analytic Estimates ofhe Impact ofCharismatic Signaling on Likeability
Womman Loader
Experiment 4 I - | 030(0.12,0.47)
Experiment 3 b - 1 0.24[0.06, 0.42]
Experiment 2 t . - 0.23(0.05,041]
Experiment 1 [ - 0.37(0.19,0.54]
RE Model for Subgroup (Q = 1.48,df = 3, p = 0.69; F = 0.0%, «* = 0.00) e 0.28(0.20,0.27]
Mon Loader
Experiment 4 — . i 0.14[0.04, 0.31]
Experiment 3 I - 0.25(0.07,0.43]
Experiment 2 . | 002016, 0.20]
Experiment 1 b . | 0.02[-0.16, 0.19]
RE Model for Subgroup (Q = 4.64, df = 3, p = 0.20; F = 35.2%, ©* = 0.00) et 0.11[-0.00, 0.21]
RE Model for All Studies (Q = 13.97, df = 7, p = 0.05, F = 49.9%, 1 = 0.01) e 019(0.11,0.28]
Tostfor Subgroup Dierences; O = 7.70, &= 1, = 001
r T N T T 1
05 019 012 044 075
Observed Outcome
Figure 4
MetaAnalytic Estimates of the Impact of Charismatic Signaling on Promotability
Woman Leader
Experiment 4 0.32[0.15, 0.50]
Experiment 3 —_— 0.27[0.09, 0.45]
Experiment 2 e 0.11[-0.07, 0.29]
Experiment 1 —_— 0.43[0.25,0.61]
RE Model for Subgroup (Q = 6,62, df = 3, p = 0.08; I = 54.7%, 7° = 0.01) e —— 0.28[0.15,0.42]
Man Leader
Experiment 4 . 0.16 [-0.02, 0.33]
Experiment 3 | 0.02 [-0.16, 0.20]
Experiment 2 —_—- 0.07[-0.11,0.24]
Experiment 1 e 0.17 [-0.00, 0.35]
RE Model for Subgroup (Q = 2.07, df = 3, p = 0.56; I = 0.0%, * = 0.00) i 0.10[0.02,0.19]
RE Model for All Studies (Q = 16.71, df = 7, p= 0.02; = 58.1%, 1° = 0.01) —i——— 0.19[0.10,0.29]
Testfor Subgroup Differences: Q, = 553, df=1,p = 0.02
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To answer Research Question 4 and identify whether this interaction persisted for
donation behavior, | examined the mataalytic effect size estimates for men and women across
the fourexperiments. The test of subgroup differences between the magnitirdecbirismatic
effect on donating behavior for men and women did not reveal a statistically significant

difference (@ = .04,df = 1,p = .84). This result suggests that the efficacy of CLTs in increasing
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donations was not significantly different betwersan and women. The range of these
confidence intervals for each subgroup, however, were comparatively large, leading me to
examine the distribution of estimated effect sizes between the individual experiments.
Interestingly, the impact of CLT use on daoatbehavior (as well as leader outcomes) varied
substantially for men and women depending on the experiment. | present the forest plot of
estimated effect sizes for the CLT to donation relationship by subgroup in Figure 5 as an
example. These findings Wibe discussed further in the presentation of the results of the

contextual moderators as well as the discussion section.

Figure 5

Meta-Analytic Estimates of the Impact of Charismatic Signaling on Donation Amount
Woman Leader
Experiment 4 | — 0.05[-0.13,0.23]
Experiment 3 0.36[0.18, 0.54]
Experiment 2 e 0.02[-0.16, 0.20]
Experiment 1 _— 0.18[0.01,0.36]
RE Model for Subgroup (Q = 8.78, df = 3, p = 0.03; I = 65.9%, T° = 0.02) e ———— 0.15[0.00, 0.31]
Man Leader
Experiment 4 e — 0.23[0.05,0.41]
Experiment 3 1 0.03[-0.15,0.21]
Experiment 2 S | 0.24[0.07,0.42]
Experiment 1 | EEE— 003[-0.14,0.21]
RE Model for Subgroup (Q =5.13,df =3, p = 0.16, =41 B%,TZ=OD1] e 0.13[0.02,0.25]
RE Model for All Studies (Q = 14.01, df =7, p = 0.05; ¥ = 50.0%, t2:00‘1) e 0.14[0.06, 0.23]
Test for Subgroup Differences; Q,, = 0.04, df=1,p=0.84
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Observed Outcome

Meta-Analytic Results: Contextual Moderators Between Experiments

To identify the role that formal authority and signal cost play in the charismatic effect, |
compared the summary effect size between the experimedtsan tests to determine whether
theresults significantly diered based odemonstrated cost or leader authoritgxamined the
magnitude of the effect size of charismatic signaling for both evaluations of the leader as well as

participant donation behavior.
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Signal Cost

To answer Research Question 5 and idgntifiether signal cosinpacted the magnitude
of the charismatic effect,dompared the magnitude of tblearismatic signalingffect size
betweerExperiments 1 and 2 (no cost) and Experiments 3 and 4 (highAbBit¥t glance, cost
did not seem to greatly impattte impact of charismatic signaling on leader outcomes. With one
exception, differences in the effect size between the high cost and no cost conditions ranged from
.008 (trust)to .08 (likeability), andevery confidence interval overlappethich suggests a lack
of practical significance as wellhere was one greater difference that emerged based on signal
cost, and it was for evaluations of leader competddpen examination of the forest plot for
leader competenc@-igure6), it appears that themeas simply a wider range of possible effect
sizes for the no cost experiments compared to the relatively tight grouping of the high cost
experiments. A test for subgroup differences reveatesignificant dference between the

effect size for competence in the high cost and no cost experiments@3,df = 1,p = .18).

For the impact of cost on participant donation behaviexamined thenetaanalytic
effect size estimates for the impactcbfarismatic signaling on participant donation between the
high cost and no cost experiments. There was no significant difference betwe#adhsize
estimates, and the confidence intervals substantially overlappad, | conclude that when
collapsingacross leader gender, costly behavior did not substantially impact the efficacy of
charismatic signaling on follower evaluations or follower behawod there was no meaningful

practical difference between the high cost and no cost conditions for éolkmfavior.
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Figure 6
MetaAnalytic Estimates of Charismatic Signaling on Evaluations of Leader Competence
High Cost
Experiment 4 k i 0.16[0.04,0.28]
Experiment 3 F i 0.09[-0.04,0.21]
RE Model for Subgroup (Q = 0.65, df:1,p:042;|2:00%‘ 12:000) et ———— 0.13[0.04,021]
No Cost
Experiment 2 } - ! 0.16[0.04,0.29]
Experiment 1 0.30[0.17,0.42]
RE Model for Subgroup (Q = 2.35, df:1,p:013:|2:574%. 12:0.01) e —— 0.23[0.10,0.37]
RE Model for All Studies (Q = 5.75, df = 3, p = 0.12, P = 47.8%, 12:000) e —— 0.18[0.09,0.26]
Test for Subgroup Differences: Q,, = 1.83, df=1,p=0.18
I T T 1
-0.25 0 0.25 05 0.75

Observed Outcome

Formal and Informal Authority

To answer Research Questi®and identify whether leader authority impacted the
magnitude of the charismatic effectdmpared the charismatic signaling effect size estimates
between Experiments 1 and 3 where the leader had formal authority and Experiments 2 and 4
where the leader & described as a frequent volunt&er. the most part, estimates did not differ
substantially based on leader authority, with most differences between the effect size estimates
ranging between .002 (trust) a8 (prototypicality)andconfidence interva overlapping
indicating no differences of practical significand&e one exception to this was perceptions of
t he | e ad e (saeFigure)or infleence,deaders with formal authority were seen as
significantly more influential when using alematic signaling compared to leaders without
formal authority (@ = 4.76,df = 1, p = .03). Especially interesting about this resuth&st when

you examine the effect size estimates for the individual experiments, in Experiment 2 where the
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leader had no authority andddchot engage in the costly behavior of volunteering, charismatic
signaling did not lead to ratings of greater influeras themetaanalytic effect size estimate is
close to zero at .04 and tBB% confidence intervahcludes zeroFor the impact of formal
authority on the efficacy of CLTs in increasing participant donations, | compared the meta
analytic effect size estines(see Figure 8and found no significant difference time impact of
charismatic signaling oparticipant donation behavibased on whether the leader had formal
authority(Qw = .47,df = 1,p = .49).As the confidence intervals substantially overldpund no

meaningful difference between tfeemal authority and informal authority conditions.

Figure 7
Meta-Analytic Estimate of the Impact of Charismatic Signaling on Perceived Leader Influence

Formal Authority
Experiment 3 024[012,0.37]
Experiment 1 e — 0.39[0.26,0.51]
RE Model for Subgroup (Q =267, df = 1, p = 0.10; " =62 5%, t°=0.01) e ————— 0.31[0.17,0.48]

No Authority
Experiment 4 — 0.17[0.04,029]
Experiment 2 —_— 0.04[-0.09, 0.16]
RE Model for Subgroup (Q = 2.01,df = 1,p = 0.16; 1" = 50.3%, 1°= 0.00) -~ ———m—— 0.10 [-0.02, 0.23]
RE Model for All Studies (Q = 1581, df=3,p < 01;I2:81,1%,t2:002) —— e —— 0.21[0.07,0.35]

Testfor Subgroup Differences: Gy, = 476, df =1,p =0.03

T T T 1

025 0 0.25 0.5 075

Observed Outcome

Testfor Subgroup Differences: Q, = 0.47, df =1, p = 0.49

Figure 8
MetaAnalytic Estimats of the Impact ofCharismatic Signaling on ParticipaDbnations

Study Estimate [95% CI]
Formal Authority

Experiment 4 0.09[-0.03,0.21]

Experiment 3 0.20[0.07,0.32]

RE Model for Subgroup (Q = 1.41,df=1,p=0.24; = 28.9%, =00 1] R ———— 0.14[0.04,0.25]
No Authority

Experiment 2 0.13[0.00, 0.26]

Experiment 1 0.11 [0.01,0.23]

RE Model for Subgroup (Q= 004, df=1,p = 0.83; £ =0.0%, ' = 0.00)  ——ee—m—————— 012[003,021]

RE Model for All Studies (Q = 1.56, df = 3, p = 0.67; * = 0.0%, 1° = 0.00 e E—— 0.13[0.07,0.19]

T

T T
-0.25 -0.06 0.12 031 05
Observed Qutcome
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Exploratory Results
Meta-Analytic Estimate of Main Effect of Gender

To further investigate Research Question 2 and identify whether the woman leader was
evaluated significantly differently than the man leader, | created aanatgtic dataset with the
mean difference between men and worftgreach outcome within each expeentaso;. This
was an exploratory investigation, as it was not part of theguistration but instead arosas an
attemptto better understand the subgroup differenmecedficacy of CLT useevealed by the
metaanalysisFull metaanalytic result$or the main effect of leader gender on evaluations and
donation behavior can be found in Table 9. Note that positive effect sizes indicate an advantage

for women, while negative effect sizes indicate an advantage for men.

Overall, there was significart main effect of leader gendfavoring womeron
evaluations of influenceRegardless of charismatic condition, on average the woman leader was
rated as more influential than the leader who was a thanlp, SE = .0483p = .00]). The
other significangenderdifference was in participant donation behavior, such that collapsing
across charismatic conditioparticipants on average donated more when the leader was a
woman compared to when the leader was a man14, SE=.0318 p < .001). This effect size
has practical significance, as regardless of use of charismatic signaling, participants donated

more for the woman leader compared to the man leader.
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Table 9

Meta-Analytic Results - Gender Difference Effect Size

Overall Formal Authority

Outcome k n d SE 95% ClI 12 Outcome k n d SE 95% ClI 2
Attributed Charisma 4 1002 0.1078 0.0819 [-.0527 -.2682] 84.96% Attributed Charisma 2 502 0.0635 0.128 [-.1874 -.3145] 87.70%
Prototypicality 4 1002  0.1886 0.1016 [-.0105 -.3876] 90.22% Prototypicality 2 502 0.2372 0.1364 [-.0302 - .5046] 89.17%
Like 4 1002 0.1054 0.0723 [-.0362 -.2470] 80.69% Like 2 502 0.1746 0.0449 [.0866 - .2626] 0.00%
Trust 4 1002 0.0863 0.0548 [-.211-.1936] 66.38%  Trust 2 502 0.1245 0.0449 [.0365 -.2125] 0.00%
Influence 4 1002 0.158 0.0483 [.0633-.2527] 56.81% Influence 2 502 0.2019 0.0474 [.1090 -.2948] 10.23%
Competence 4 1002 0.1414 0.0946 [-.0441 -.3269] 88.74% Competence 2 502 0.1968 0.082 [.0362 -.3574] 69.98%
Promote 4 1002 0.1818 0.1001 [-.0143-.3779] 89.93% Promote 2 502 0.2643 0.1599 [-.0491 -.5776] 92.11%
Donate 4 1002 0.1142 0.0318 [.0520-.1765] 0.00% Donate 2 502 0.1022 0.049 [.0141-.1902] 0.00%
High Cost Informal Authority

Outcome k n d SE 95% Cl 12 Outcome k n d SE 95% ClI 12
Attributed Charisma 2 502 -0.0262 0.0448 [-.1140 -.0616] 0.00% Attributed Charisma 2 500 0.1521 0.1413 [-.1249 - .4291] 89.90%
Prototypicality 2 502  0.022 0.0782 [-.1313-.1752] 67.16% Prototypicality 2 500  0.1401 0.1962 [-.2444 - 5247] 94.76%
Like 2 502 0.0274 0.1378 [-.2427 - .2976] 89.43% Like 2 500 0.0365 0.147 [-.2515 -.3246] 90.66%
Trust 2 502 0.0099 0.0788 [-.1446 - .1645] 67.69% Trust 2 500 0.0488 0.1176 [-.1817 -.2792] 85.41%
Influence 2 502 0.0897 0.0638 [-.0353 -.2147] 50.59% Influence 2 500 0.1147 0.0887 [-.0592 -.2886] 74.37%
Competence 2 502  -0.0008 0.115 [-.2262-.2247] 84.82% Competence 2 500 0.0864 0.2021 [-.3097 - .4826] 95.06%
Promote 2 502 0.0293 0.0744 [-.1166 - .1752] 63.76% Promote 2 500 0.0993 0.1443 [-.1834 -.3820] 90.31%
Donate 2 502 0.1311 0.0448 [.0432-.2189] 0.00% Donate 2 500 0.1261 0.0488 [.0304 -.2219] 15.48%
No Cost

Outcome k n d SE 95% ClI 12
Attributed Charisma 2 500 0.2419 0.0512 [.1416 -.3422] 22.62%
Prototypicality 2 500  0.353 0.045 [.2671-.4435] 0.00%
Like 2 500 0.1837 0.045 [.0955-.2719] 0.00%
Trust 2 500 0.1627 0.045 [.0746 -.2509] 0.00%
Influence 2 500 0.2267 0.045 [.1385-.3149] 0.00%
Competence 2 500 0.2835 0.045 [.1953-.3717] 0.00%
Promote 2 500 0.3343 0.0901 [.1577 -.5108] 75.05%
Donate 2 500 0.0973 0.045 [.0091 -.1854] 0.00%




52

Meta-Analytic Estimate of Gender Differences Based on Sign&lost

When | investigated the gender differences further, | discovered that many of these
gender differences were contingent upon the contextual moderators. For examipléere
was no statistically significant main effect of gender in attributed sinari when | examined the
range of metanalytic effect size estimates across experiments, | identifiedrlagavantage for
women emergednly in experiments where there was no cost associated with leader signaling
(see Figur®), as the confidence intaalsfor the gender difference in high cost armakcost
experimentglo not overlapThis pattern is consistent with the observation thaEfqgreriments
1 and 2 where there was no cost associated with leader signaling, the confidence intervals for the
efed si ze of womends CLT use on attributed cha
confidence intervals for the effect size of m
zero (see Figur&0). This pattern of results suggeststhat st | v behavior used t
charismatic signalingould bebeneficial for both men and women, but when there isostly
behavior associated with charismati cousbitgonal i n
and areewarded for their charismatic signaling with outsize benéfitsthermore, the variance
between the experiments associated with the contextual moderators may have created noise and

obscured gender main effects and interactions betweenrgamtieharismatic signaling.
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Figure9.
Meta-Analytic Estimate of the Impact of Leader Gender on Attributed Charisma
ascam
Experiment 4 ; . § 0.01[-0.11,0.13]
Experiment 3 F - . { -0.06 [-0.19, 0.06]
RE Model for Subgroup (Q = 0.71, df = 1, p = 0.40; F = 0.0%, «* = 0.00) —eeesl—— 0.03[-0.11, 0.06]
e
Experiment 2 | — 029[0.17,0.42)
Experiment 1 — 0.19[0.07,0.32)
RE Model for Subgroup (Q = 129, df = 1, p = 0.26, F = 22 6%, ©* = 0.00) -’-— 024[014,034)
RE Model for All Studies (Q = 19.81, df = 3,p < 01; = 85.0%, 1 = 0.02) e e 0.11[-:0.05,0.27]

025 [ 025 05 075
Observed Oulcome

FigurelO.

MetaAnalytic Estimate of the Impact of Charismatic Signaling on Attributed Charisma
Woman Leader
Experiment 4 0.20[0.03,0.38]
Experiment 3 & 016 [-0.01,0.34]
Experiment 2 —_— 0.27[0.09,0.45]
Experiment 1 e 044[026,062]
RE Model for Subgroup (Q = 5.50, df = 3, p = 0.14; I = 45.5%, t° = 0.01) ——enE——— 0.27[0.15,0.39]
Man Leader
Experiment 4 _ 029[012,047]
Experiment 3 —. 0.18[0.00, 0.36]
Experiment 2 . | 001[-017,018]
Experiment 1 ] 0.06 [-0.12,0.23]
RE Model for Subgroup (Q = 6.09, df = 3, p = 0.11; I = 50.8%, 1 = 0.01) e —— 0.13[0.01,026]
RE Model for All Studies (Q = 16.17, df = 7, p = 0.02; I = 56.7%, t = 0.01) —mlE—— 0.20[0.11, 0.30]

Testfor Subgroup Differences: Q,, = 2.37, df =1, p=0.12
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-0.5 -0.12 0.25 0.62 1
Observed Outcome

Signal cost seems to playawerful role in determining whether women are conferred an
advantage in ratings, as this pattern is repaatdte exploration ofender differences on
evaluations of leader prototypicalifgee Figure 11}rust,andpromotability,such that women
receve an advantage conditions of no cost. This difference then disappfarExperiments 3

and 4, which feature high cost.
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Figurell
MetaAnalytic Estimate othe Impact oLeader Gendeon Perceived Prototypicality
THgh Cost
Experiment 4 — 0.06[-0.18,0.07)
Experiment 3 e 0.10[-0.02,023)
RE Model for Subgroup (Q = 3.04, df = 1, p = 0.08; = 67 2%, < = 0.01) ——eeentl—— 0.02(0.13,0.18]
Mo Cost
Experiment 2 ————— 034[021,0.46]
Experiment 1 —— | 0.37[0.25,050]
RE Mode! for Subgroup (Q = 0.17, df = 1, p = 0.68; F = 0.0%, * = 0.00) et 0.36(0.27,0.44]
RE Mode! for All Studies (Q = 30.91, df = 3, p < 01; F =90.2%, * = 0.04) et ——— 0.19-0.01,0.39]
Testfor Subgrous Oifersnces: @, = 1716, df = 1.p =000
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‘Observed Outcome

Meta-Analytic Estimate of Gender Differences Based on Authority

| also investigated whether formal authority compared to informal authority resuded in
main effect for gender such that women were evaluated more positively thaStatestically
significant differences in the nmaeffect of gender did not emerge when comparing the
experiments Wwere the leader had formal authority and the experiments where they did not.
looking at the pattern of gender differences in a more granular fastiopedl to identify under
which ciraumstances men angbmen leaders were advantagéthile these gender differences
primarily favoredwomen, there is a circumstance where the gender difference appears to favor
men. As you can see in Figutg, for Experiment 4 where leaders have no formghanty but
engage ircostly behavior, the gender difference appears to reverse, such that man leaders are
rated as more likeable regardless of charismatic signaling. That advantage is replaced by a

benefit to women, however, in every other experiment.
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Figurel2.
Meta-Analytic Estimateof the Impact of Leader Gender on Likeability
~Formal Authority
Experiment 3 P 0.17[0.04,029]
Experiment 1 e — 0.18(0.06,0.31]
RE Model for Subgroup (Q = 0.04, df = 1, p = 0.84; I = 0.0%, ©* = 0.00) —eonsli—— 0.17(0.09,0.26]
No Authority
Experiment 4 e ——— -0.11[:0.23,001]
Experiment 2 I ———— 0.18(0.06,0.31]
RE Model for Subgroup (Q = 10.74, df = 1, p < 01:F = 80.7%, t° = 0.04) — e ——— 0.04[-0.25,0.32)
RE Model for All Studies (Q = 15.66, df = 3, p < .01 F = 80.7%, 1* = 0.02) ——ee 0.11[-0.04,0.25)
Testlor Subgroup Diflerences: @, =089, d1=1,p =035
-0I25 -ﬂlue 022 0|31 05

Observed Outcome

Meta-Analytic Estimates of Gender and Charisma Interaction Based on Contextual

Moderators

In examining thanagnitude of effect sizes for the impact of charismatic signaling for
men and womera pattern emerged. While charismatic signaling proved effective at improving a
variety of evaluations as well as increasing follower donation behavior on the whodeng se
thatthe magnitude of these effects may have depended both on leader gender and the contextual
moderators. For examplmetaanalytic effect size estimates for the impact of charismatic
signaling on attributed charisma are greatest for women in Expatrimand Ex@riment 2
(where there is no costihereas the effect size estimates are greatest for men in Experiment 3
and Experiment dwhere the leader engages in costly behavidris generapattern of results

repeats fotikeability and competence.

There are other outcome variables where formal authority seems to play a larger role than

cost. For example, for leader prototypicalityo men | eader 6s | argest eff e
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1 wherethe leader has formal authority, whereas the largest effect size for men leaders is
Experiment 4, where the leader is described as a frequent volurtiestarkesexample of this

pattern of results is for participant donation behavior, where the sitecof charismatic

signalingon participant donation is highest for women in Experiments 1 and 3, whereas the
estimates for the magnitude of the effect size for women straddle zero for Experiments 2 and 4.
Converselyfor Experiments 1 and 3 the effecteifor men straddle zero, while tefect size

for Experiments 2 and 4 is much larger and distinctly different from(zeFiguré). These

results taken together suggest that the contextual factors of authority and signal cost may operate
differently for men and women leaders, resultinguigreater or weaker charismatic effect

depending on the gender and context combination.
Robustness Checks

| conducted several robustness checks to ensure these resulssalvksand replicable
under slightly different condition®©nerobustness check of particular importance to note is that
| conducted all analyses with the origit@havioral outcome vaableas well asa transformed
version, as the distribution was rRoarmal Furthermore, | conducted analyses again
operationalizing donation behavior as binary @d not donate, 1 donated any amount) and
tested the impact of charismatic signaling tlgio a binary logistic regressiowhich provided an
effect size to then be metaalyzedMetaanalytic effect size estimates and the overall pattern
of results remained consistent with the transformed variable as well as the binary
operationalization of@hation behaviorFor a comparison of metmalytic results for the three

differenthdonat ed vari alhl es, see Appendi x
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CHAPTER FOUR: DISCUSSION

Charismatic leadership and charismatic signaling in particuldraaiieg a moment in
management and leadership scholarship. CLTs have been demonstrated to positively influence
evaluations and behaviofantonakis et al., 2011; Ernst et al., 2Q0densen et al., 2021; Nieken,
2022; Tur et al., 2021and our knowledge dhe extent of the charismatic effect continues to
grow. Overall, the present dissertation supports and reinforces lessons learned from previous
research in a variety of ways. | also, however, extend the theory of charismatic signaling and
present evidendat challenges current assumptions and poses critical questions about the future

direction of research on charismatic leadership.
Extending and Supporting the Charismatic Leadership Literature

First, the support and extension of recent work on chatisisignaling. The evidence
presented here reinforces fhr@sence of the charismatic effect. Charismatic leader signaling
operationalized through CLTs has a positive influence on both evaluations and bemathors
participants rating leaders using thésehniques as more charismatic, prototypical, likeable,
trustworthy, competent, influential, and promotable. Furthermore, the use of these tactics
resulted inparticipants engaging in prosocial behavior and donating more to a charitable
organization. Thesfindings are in line with previous experimental wddimonstrating the
influence of charismatic signaling on evaluations of the leader and follower behavior. To put
these findings into context of the broader experimental work on charismatic leadangignal
present a comparison of effect sizes for evaluations (Table 10) and behavior (Table 11). The
effect sizes in the present study tend to be smaller in magnitude, which is understandable given
the variability between experimentse(,changing contextual factors) as well asfdn thatthe

non-charismatic speech was still persuasive in naiiems and Seif el Dahan (202Zpr
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example, feature a very strong contrast between the charismatic andar@matic speeches to

maximize he effect size.

Another way this work extends the present literature is through demonstrating that
women | eader s&6 c h a reffestive@iten vehensdeligeredih a virtgal condert, b e
which Ernst et al. (202) raised as a potential concernv@i theevidence of the efficacy of
CLTs for women, future investigations of charismatic signaling should include women leaders
experimental manipulatis of charismatic leadership ensure inclusive portrayals of leadership
as well as ecological vaitg. As women | ead in the 6éreal worl doé
leaders irresearch. Finally, the present wadsponds directly to calls Byntonakis et al. (2016)
to include manipulation afontextual variables relevant to charismatic signaling siscsignal
cost and leader gender. By answering these calls to acpoegdnt initial evidence supporting
thetheoretical model represented by Figure 1, which suggests that leader and interaction

characteristics can impact thficacy of charismatic signaling.
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Table 10

Comparison of Experimental Effect Sizes of Charismatic Signaling on Follower Evaluations
Sample In-Persor Leader Attributed Perceived

Authors Year size Speech Gender Charisma Prototypicality Like Trust Influence Competence
Hausfeld Experiment 1 2022 254 No _,,“_,wo:am%% 0.188 0.250 0185 0111 0387  0.299
. Man and
Hausfeld Experiment 2 2022 246 No Woman 0.132 0.031 0.120 0.118 0.038 0.161
. Man and
Hausfeld Experiment 3 2022 248 No o 0,172 0.187 0248 0121 0241  0.089
. Man and
Hausfeld Experiment 4 2022 256 No oot 0.248 0.237 0222 0109 0.166  0.161
Hausfeld Meta-Analytic 2022 498 No  Woman 0271 0.211 0284 0180 0251  0.232
Summary Effect Size: Women
Hausfeld Meta-Analytic 2022 504 No Man 0.134 0.144 0.105 0.087 0216  0.122
Summary Effect Size: Men
Hausfeld Meta-Analytic 2022 1002 No  Manand g, o0 0.177 0194 0115 0208  0.178
Summary Effect Size: Total Woman
Wilms and Seif el Dahan 2022 489 No Man 1.388 1.424 - - - -
Ernst et al. Study 4 2021 129 No Woman ; 0.360 0130 0230 0.450  0.420
Nieken Study 2 (Written) 2022 99 No Man 0.566 - - - - -
Nieken Study 2 (Video) 2022 99 No Man 0.770 - - - - -

Nieken Study 2 (Audio) 2022 99 No Man 0.469 - - - - -
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Table 11

Comparison of Experimental Effect Sizes of Charismatic Signaling on Follower Behavic
Sample In-Person Leader Follower

Authors vear size Speech Gender  Behavior

Hausfeld Experiment 1 2022 254 No Manand 4,4
Woman

Hausfeld Experiment 2 2022 246 No Manand 44,
Woman

Hausfeld Experiment 3 2022 248 No Man and 0.195
Woman

Hausfeld Experiment 4 2022 256 No Manand — ;oq
Woman

Hausfeld Meta-Analytic

Summary Effect Size: Women 2022 498 No Woman 0.155

Hausfeld Meta-Analytic

Summary Effect Size: Men 2022 °04 No Man 0.134

Hausfeld Meta-Analytic Man and

Summary Effect Size: Total 2022 1002 No Woman 0.131

Antonakis et al. Field 2022 76 Yes Man 0.481

Experiment

Ernst et al. Study 1 2021 121 Yes Woman 0.520

Ernst et al. Study 2 2021 128 No Woman -0.090

Ernst et al. Study 3 (Austria) 2021 134 No Woman 0.020

Ernst et al. Study 3 (France) 2021 137 No Woman 0.130

Ernst et al. Study 3 (India) 2021 128 No Woman 0.010

Ernst et al. Study 3 (Mexico) 2021 124 No Woman -0.250

Fest et al. 2021 888 No NA 0.170

Meslec et al. Study 1 2020 118 No Man 0.140

Meslec et al. Study 2 2020 274 No Man 0.930

Jacquart and Antonakis Study 2 2015 717 No Man* 0.678

Note: * While the leader was identified as a man through context, the charismatic signalin
text form and read aloud by a third party, making leader gender perhaps not as salient.
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Challenging Current Assumptions and Posing Critical Questions

While there is much that supports and extends extant work on charismatic signaling, this
dissertation also challenges current assumptions in the literature and poses critical questions. |
demonstrate through a series of nearly identical experiments, afg@then metanalyzed,
several novel findings that drive the literature on charismatic leader signaling forward. First, |
provideinitial metaanalytic evidence of slight main effect for leader gender on follower
evaluations and behaviors such thathimitthe context of increasing awareness of and
supporting a Uased charitable organization, women are evalusadore influentighand are
rewarded with more donations compared to their peers who are men. While it is possible that this
effect is due tahe gender congruence of the message with the leader gandehe leader is
thus fulfilling positive, communal stereotypes about women through her aflBmmneat &

Manis, 1994; Eagly, Nater, Miller, Kaufmann, & Sczesny, 2020; Heilman, 2004)s anovel

finding in experimental charismatic leadership researhbls finding is in line with previous

work arguing that women exhibit leadership more consistent with charismatic sigiizdily,
2007)and are evaluated as more charism@anks efal., 2017) That being said, the majority

of the confidence intervals for gender differences in evaluations included zero, indicating that
should the gender difference exist for other evaluations such as prototypicality and attributions of
charisma, it ismall in magnitude. | can say with confidence that women are not disadvantaged

in the context of these experiments, but there is insufficient evidence to claim that they are
consistently advantagedhib dissertation is the firshoweverto demonstrateifferential

evaluations of men and women leaders in the context of experimental manipulations of

charismatic leadership.
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Second] find that formal authority of a leader may amplify the charismatic effect at the
in terms of eval Gluerce. Gamtsary toftheotizing that ahaxishwatic Signalingn
may be especially useful and relevant in situations of informal lead€maimiet al., 2021)the
present results suggest that the power of charismatic signaling may be amplified for those who
already possess power and influence via their formal authority in organizétiottsermore, it
is unclear whether different levels of formal authority have the same effsca lower level of
leadership such as in this dissertation may be seen as matabpafor women than that of an
executive. Authorityshould be incorporated into future reseagither in design or as a control
variable as it is uncleawhether the formal authority of the leaders in previexggerimental
examinations of charismatiggealing hasaugmented or even overstated the magnitude of the

charismatic effect.

Third, through subgroup analyses and the investigation ofametigtic effect size
estimates, establish an interactive relationship between charismatic signaling adergeich
that, in this context at the very least, women receive a greater benefit for charismatic signaling
compared to meiWhile charismatic signaling proved effective at improving evaluations and
donation rates for men and women alike, the magnitutleeatharismatic effect was
significantly larger for women leaders for multiple outconidss findingpresents a host of
guestions regarding the future of charismatic signaling reseanblbas the underlying
mechanisms of the charismatic effect. What drives differential evaluations of the same leader
behaviors exhibited by men and women? Under what circumstances does this advantage for
women persist€an future research on charismaignaling using only men as leaders truly

capture and understand the nature of the charismatic effect?
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Finally, | present evidence that tbentextual variables of authority and signal cost
differentially impact the efficacy of charismatic signaling éeddy men and by womewhen
there were no costs associated with signatimgre was a main effect for gender such that
women were evaluated more positively than nldns advantage, however, disappeared in the
experiments where the leader engaged itlcbghavior to reinforce their commitment to the
messageQuestions remain, however regarding the extent to which the costly behavior of
volunteeringused in these experiments was gendered and whether that influenced the results.
Furthermore, the interdoh between charismatic signaling and leader geselems contingent
upon formal authority, such that the impact of charisma is greatest for women when they already
have formal authority, while the impact of charismatic signaling for men is greatest in
circumstances where they are not formal leadéris poses agiential problem, as women are
underrepresented in positions of formal authority, but they appear to benefit most from
charismatic signaling when they are legitimizechbyding a formal positionf organizational

leadership.

There were certain gender atwhtextual conditions where the charismatic effect was
renderedndistinguishable from zere(g.,leader is a man, no cosittributed charisma as
outcome). What is especially compelling about these findings is that the only difference between
Experiments 1 4 for the man leades the content of the written vignette preceding the speech.

In some cases, ¢differenceconsiged of a single sentence. To seeh substantial differences

between experiments suggests ttattextual factors uch as t he | eader 6s aut

behaviors wieldh great deal of influence over the magnitude of the charismatic effect.

Theoretical Implications and Opportunities
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While this paper hataken a critical step forward in integrating theories from the gender
literature into the broader framework of signaling theory (see Figure 1), much work réonains
develop and refine the theory of cisaatic signalingAntonakis et al., 202, Jensen et al.,

2021; Nieken, 2022; Tur et al., 202The above results and discussion indicate that previously
individualistic theorizing on charismatic signaling and the charismatic effect may be insufficient
to describe, explain, and predict the nuanced relationships betwienal situational factors,

leader characteristics, charismatic signaling, follower cognitions, and follower behaviors. Thus, |
present a grand challen¢gela Banks et al., 20169 drive the theory of charismatic signaling

forward:

We must edvelopmore substantive and nuanced theory that accounts for and
explains the role of) external situational factor®) individualleader
characteristics such as gender, a)dollower individwal differencesand
cognitionsin shaping and influencing the charismatic effec

In order to progress, there are several areas where the theory of charismatic signaling
needs further development and the research on charismatic signaling can improubeFerst
a need to better understand under what conditions and for whom charismatic signaling is
effective. The results of this dissertation suggestltaater gender may play a role in the
strength of the charismatic effect, and that this relatiorisidppendent on situational and
contextual factors. More nuanced investigationthese issues are thus warranted. Second, there
is a need to further explore the cognitive and affective proctdssegh which followers
interpret charismatic signals and how these processes may be impacted by leader characteristics
and situational characteristigsgain, the results presented here suggestdohiatvers attend to
and incorporate factors such as leader gender and sitalatlmracteristics into their processing
of the charismatic effect, resulting disparateevaluations and behaviors under different

circumstances. The underlying mechanisms of the charismatic effect have too long been
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overlooked, and the findings of thisssertation suggest they are worthy of further investigation
Third, future research and future theorizing
d e f a(@QriadoBerez, 2019and explicitly include women, people of different racial

backgrounds, anpeople of varying demographic characteristics into investigations of and
theorizing about charismatic leadersijmt only is this incredibly importarib identify the

boundary conditions of the charismatic effdxtt it alsopaints a picture deadersip more

consistent with the present day workforce and pronmaegeslopment of theories of leadership

that are effective for leaders of different backgrounds.
Future Research

In addition to broader, more inclusive, and more comprehetisdagizing regarding
charismatic leader signaling, there are many opportunities to build upon thidRivstkthe
patterns that emerged from this dissertation point ta¢tige role of the follower in perceiving,
interpreting, and evaluating leaderrsadjng. This processhe theoretical underlying mechanism
of charismatic leadership, is tragically understudidue cognitive and affective processes that
result from exposure to charismatic signalingnd how these processes differ based on leader
gencer and situational characteristiceeed to be better understood in order to promote
sophisticated and nuanced theory of charismatic signdilmgemotional component of
charismatic signalingspecially warrants investigation. For exampleat do folloversfeel
when they receive charismatic signals, and do these feelings differ based on the eantext (
moral or immoral, gender congruent or incongruent) and the leader gdhaleeXample, are
menédés and womenbés char i s npahedause o stegeatygésialmogt ev al u
women and emotionalitfDennhag, Steinvall, Hakelind, & Deutschmann, 2@1@jior research

suggests that women leaders are afforded a narrower range of acceptable behaviors, especially






