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This study advanced knowledge on charisma by (a) introducing a new personality-based model to
conceptualize and assess charisma and by (b) investigating curvilinear relationships between charismatic
personality and leader effectiveness. Moreover, we delved deeper into this curvilinear association by (c)
examining moderation by the leader’s level of adjustment and by (d) testing a process model through
which the effects of charismatic personality on effectiveness are explained with a consideration of
specific leader behaviors. Study 1 validated HDS charisma (Hogan Development Survey) as a useful
trait-based measure of charisma. In Study 2 a sample of leaders (N ⫽ 306) were assessed in the context
of a 360-degree development center. In line with the too-much-of-a-good-thing effect, an inverted
U-shaped relationship between charismatic personality and observer-rated leader effectiveness was
found, indicating that moderate levels are better than low or high levels of charisma. Study 3 (N ⫽ 287)
replicated this curvilinear relationship and further illustrated the moderating role of leader adjustment, in
such a way that the inflection point after which the effects of charisma turn negative occurs at higher
levels of charisma when adjustment is high. Nonlinear mediation modeling further confirmed that
strategic and operational leader behaviors fully mediate the curvilinear relationship. Leaders low on
charisma are less effective because they lack strategic behavior; highly charismatic leaders are less
effective because they lack operational behavior. In sum, this work provides insight into the dispositional
nature of charisma and uncovers the processes through which and conditions under which leader
charisma translates into (in)effectiveness.
Keywords: charismatic personality, curvilinear relationships, leader effectiveness, process model,
too-much-of-a-good-thing

The topic of charisma is characterized both by ambiguity and
intense debate. Vivid questions about this intriguing and everydaylife construct involve its underlying nature (e.g., Bono & Judge,
2004; Resick, Whitman, Weingarden, & Hiller, 2009) as well as its
consequences, particularly in, but not limited to, organizational

contexts. Is charisma something that can be measured independently from those perceiving a person as charismatic? If it is, can
we identify a cluster of personality characteristics that meaningfully predicts others’ ratings of charisma? And finally, is it always
beneficial for leaders in organizational contexts to demonstrate
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high levels of charisma? The overall objective of our work was to
investigate these open questions.
Although most of us can easily imagine a charismatic person,
and are able to tell whether someone is charismatic or not, to date,
charisma is still a fuzzy construct in the scientific literature. At the
core of the debate lies the question: Does charisma represent a
personal characteristic of the leader (e.g., Judge, Piccolo, & Kosalka, 2009; Riggio, 2009) or is it an attribution based on relational
processes (e.g., Conger, Kanungo, & Menon, 2000; Howell &
Shamir, 2005)? Traditional models of charismatic leadership, such
as Conger and Kanungo’s (1987) model, conceptualize charisma
as an attribution based on follower perceptions of their leader’s
behavior. Stated differently, according to these models, charisma
only exists “in the eye of the beholder.” More recently, however,
increased attention is being devoted to trait-perspectives on leadership (e.g., Judge et al., 2009; Zaccaro, 2012), referring to charisma as a constellation of personal characteristics that allows an
individual to influence other people by affecting their feelings,
opinions, and behaviors (Riggio, 2009). As a compromise, the
literature now acknowledges that charismatic leaders have certain
characteristics that distinguish them from noncharismatic leaders
(DuBrin, 2012). In other words, individual differences in personality play an important role in the level of charisma that is attributed to a specific leader. Previous efforts to uncover this dispositional nature of charisma have mainly focused on Big Five
personality traits (Bono & Judge, 2004), showing only modest
associations. The starting point of our work was the aim to provide
an in-depth investigation of the dispositional nature of charisma,
by establishing a trait-based model of charisma that can be assessed independently from the observer’s perspective.
Turning to the outcomes of charisma, we can say that organizational research has generally shown that charisma is positively
related to individual-, group-, and firm-level outcomes. Charismatic leaders have the ability to inspire followers toward higher
levels of performance and to instill deep levels of commitment,
trust, and satisfaction (e.g., Conger et al., 2000; Dvir, Eden,
Avolio, & Shamir, 2002; Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993). As a
result, they are generally perceived as more effective by their
subordinates compared with less charismatic leaders (Amirul &
Daud, 2012; Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996). However,
in the light of recent theoretical advances in organizationalbehavior and management literatures, it can be questioned whether
this positive association between charisma and leader effectiveness
is appropriately represented by a continuous and linear relationship. Specifically, the now widely established too-much-of-agood-thing (TMGT) effect (Pierce & Aguinis, 2013) has challenged the assumption that more of a desirable trait is always
better. The alternative to this linear model is a perspective in which
ordinarily beneficial antecedents are no longer advantageous when
taken too far. Studies have indeed indicated that, after a certain
point, too much leader assertiveness (Ames & Flynn, 2007), too
much leader-member exchange (Harris & Kacmar, 2006), and too
much contingent-reward leadership (Harris & Russell, 2013) can
be detrimental for leadership outcomes. In the context of charisma,
the critical question arises whether a leader can be too charismatic,
meaning that from a certain point more charisma may no longer be
advantageous or may even become a hindrance with respect to his
or her effectiveness. Therefore, our work extended the available
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literature in this domain by investigating curvilinear relationships
between charismatic personality and leader effectiveness.
A central tenet in the TMGT principle is that the inflection
point— or the point after which further increases in the “desirable
trait” become counterproductive— is context-specific or depends
on specific boundary conditions (Pierce & Aguinis, 2013). With
regard to this context, charismatic leaders are more likely to
emerge in situations of crises (Pillai & Meindl, 1998) and in
environments characterized by a high degree of challenge and
opportunities for change (Shamir & Howell, 1999). In this respect,
a leader’s typical way of coping with stressful situations has been
put forward as a boundary condition that influences the likelihood
that charisma also translates into beneficial outcomes (Hogan &
Hogan, 2007). Our work therefore investigated the role of leaders’
levels of adjustment as a condition under which the curvilinear
relationship between charisma and effectiveness may vary.
Finally, an overview of the literature indicates that the mechanisms that explain any relationship between leader charisma and
effectiveness are still unclear. Moreover, because the nature of the
metatheoretical TMGT principle is more descriptive than exploratory, the presence of a curvilinear relationship would not explain
why charisma can backfire. That is, whereas the TMGT principle
offers a prediction about the functional form of the association
between charisma and effectiveness, it provides no account for the
specific mechanisms that intervene in this relationship. Thus,
explanatory frameworks underlying the TMGT effect become increasingly important (Busse, Mahlendorf, & Bode, 2016). As a
final objective, our work also investigated specific leader behaviors as mechanisms through which leader charisma can result in
leader (in)effectiveness.
In sum, our aim was to enhance the understanding of charisma
and its role in leader contexts in four different ways. In Study 1 we
made a case for HDS charisma (Hogan Development Survey;
Hogan & Hogan, 2009), as a new personality-based model to
conceptualize and assess charisma (objective 1). In Study 2, this
measure of charisma was related to leader effectiveness, with
particular attention to curvilinear relationships, as this may signal
a too-much-of-a-good-thing effect (objective 2). Besides replicating this curvilinear relationship, Study 3 delved deeper into this
association by examining adjustment as a potential moderator
(objective 3) and by testing a process model in which the effects of
charismatic personality on effectiveness can be explained through
specific leader behaviors (objective 4). An integrative research
model, including these four objectives, is presented in Figure 1.

Charismatic behavior/
Charismatic leadership
1

Interpersonal behavior:
Forceful / Enabling
4

2

4

Charismatic personality

Overall leader effectiveness
4

4

Organizational behavior:
Strategic / Operational
3

Adjustment

Figure 1. Research model: The (curvilinear) relationship between charismatic personality and (observer-rated) overall leader effectiveness, as
moderated by leader adjustment and mediated through leader behaviors.
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A Trait-Based Perspective on Charisma
Conceptualizing charisma in terms of personality raises the
question of which traits to consider. Investigating the relationship
between charisma and the five-factor model of personality, Bono
and Judge (2004) found that the highly charismatic leader tends to
score high on extraversion and low on neuroticism. Nevertheless,
their results also showed that the Big Five explained only 12% of
the variability in charisma, which made the authors conclude that
charisma might have dispositional antecedents that cannot be
captured by the Big Five.
The current study proposes the HDS charismatic cluster, named
after the personality instrument used to assess the personality of
leaders (i.e., the Hogan Development Survey; Hogan & Hogan,
2009), as a useful trait-based measure of charisma. The HDS is an
empirically validated personality instrument grounded in socioanalytic theory (Hogan, 2007). A central premise of the theory is that
personality is conceptualized as an individual’s reputation—that is,
in terms of attributions observers make about that person’s characteristic behavior. In addition, socioanalytic theory identifies a
dark side to reputation, referring to attributes that may be beneficial in some contexts but counterproductive in other contexts. The
four personality tendencies constituting this charismatic cluster—
that is, Bold, Mischievous, Colorful, and Imaginative— have been
selected based on their conceptual overlap with the construct of
charisma and have previously been referred to as the “charismatic
cluster” (Kaiser & Hogan, 2007; Kaiser, LeBreton, & Hogan,
2015; VanBroekhoven, 2011). Generally, however, it has been
labeled the “moving against” people factor (Horney, 1950), referring to the tendency to overwhelm, coopt, intimidate, manipulate,
and persuade as a technique for managing insecurities and selfdoubts (Hogan & Hogan, 2009). This factor resembles what Tellegen (1985) calls “positive affectivity” and has been related to
management potential (Furnham, Trickey, & Hyde, 2012), leadership performance (Benson & Campbell, 2007), and innovative
potential (Zibarras, Port, & Woods, 2008). Moreover, there is
convincing empirical evidence linking each of these traits separately to charismatic leadership.
A first crucial feature of the charismatic personality concerns
self-confidence (Bass, 1998; Bono & Judge, 2004; House & Howell,
1992). Self-confidence allows leaders to convey that they are credible
in their conviction that high-performance expectations can be
achieved (Dóci & Hofmans, 2015; Judge & Bono, 2000). This feature
is captured in the HDS Bold scale. Second, charismatic persons are
captivating, and this relates to a tendency to be expressive, energetic,
and optimistic about the future (Bono & Judge, 2004). Charismatic
leaders are extraverted and inspirational, with excellent rhetoric abilities (e.g., Emrich, Brower, Feldman, & Garland, 2001), which allow
them to evoke enthusiasm, confidence, and commitment in their
followers (Bass, 1998). This second dimension is captured in the HDS
Colorful scale. Third, charismatic persons stand out because of their
tendency to explore the unknown, persuading themselves and others
to keep on pushing the limits. Charismatic leaders usually enjoy
challenging the status quo and taking risks (Conger, Kanungo,
Menon, & Mathur, 1997; House & Howell, 1992; Shamir et al.,
1993), which is captured in the Mischievous scale of the HDS. Fourth
and finally, charismatic leaders are visionary (Judge & Bono, 2000;
House & Howell, 1992) and are seen as thinking in creative ways

(Mueller, Goncalo, & Kamdar, 2011). This is captured in the HDS
Imaginative scale.
In the light of the “trait versus attribution” debate described above,
evidence for the construct validity of the HDS charismatic cluster can
be obtained by linking people’s self-reports on this personality cluster
to observers’ perceptions of charisma levels. More specifically, if
HDS charisma truly captures charismatic personality, then we should
find positive associations between HDS charisma self-reports and
observers’ perceptions of charisma-related tendencies such as selfconfidence, expressiveness, energy, optimism about the future, rhetorical ability, being inspirational, risk taking, challenging the status
quo, and creativity. Similarly, when HDS charisma is applied to a
leadership context, we should observe positive associations between
leaders’ self-reports on HDS charisma and followers’ attributions of
charismatic leadership.

The Curvilinear Effect of Charismatic Personality
Turning to the outcomes of charisma, we note that a key
question driving the current research is whether the association
between people’s charismatic personality and their levels of effectiveness, particularly in a leadership context, is best represented by
a curvilinear (cf. too-much-of-a-good-thing) instead of a linear
relationship (cf. more is better).
Closer inspection of the four personality traits constituting the
charismatic cluster already signals curvilinearity, given that each
of these traits can be linked to dysfunctional tendencies when they
are taken too far (Hogan & Hogan, 2009). Specifically, selfconfidence (i.e., Bold) can translate into overconfidence, hubris,
and narcissism in highly charismatic leaders (Deluga, 1997; House
& Howell, 1992; Popper, 2002; Sankowsky, 1995), posing valid
threats to their overall effectiveness. In line with these thoughts, a
curvilinear relationship was found between the Bold scale and
leader effectiveness (Grijalva, Harms, Newman, Gaddis, & Fraley,
2015). Similarly, the enthusiastic and entertaining nature of charismatics (i.e., Colorful) may turn into attention-seeking behaviors
that distract the organization from its mission. In this context,
Gardner and Avolio (1998) described highly charismatic leaders as
“the epitome of drama” (p. 33). Further, risk tolerance and persuasiveness of charismatics (i.e., Mischievous), the third cornerstone of the charismatic cluster, may turn into manipulative and
exploitative behavior. This is in line with research showing that
high charisma in leaders is also associated with Machiavellianism
(Deluga, 2001). Finally, at the extreme of creativity (i.e., Imaginative), highly charismatic leaders have also been described to
think and act in fanciful, eccentric ways (Kaiser & Hogan, 2007),
which may represent a final threat to their level of effectiveness in
organizational settings. In sum, it can be expected that a certain
degree of charismatic tendencies is indeed desirable and associated
with higher effectiveness, whereas too much causes harm. Very
low levels of charisma should manifest as a lack of the confidence,
strategic vision, and dynamism often associated with effective
leadership (Den Hartog et al., 1999; Lord, Foti, & DeVader, 1984).
At very high levels, on the other hand, the self-absorbed tendencies
associated with charisma—arrogance, manipulation, grandiose visions, and dramatic attention seeking—may negatively affect observers’ evaluation of leader effectiveness (Benson & Campbell,
2007; Epitropaki & Martin, 2004). These effects are expected to
give shape to a curvilinear relationship between charisma and
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leader effectiveness. To further understand these curvilinear effects, we needed to take a closer look at the specific behaviors
displayed by charismatic leaders.

Charismatic Personality and Leader Behaviors
An important objective of our work was to enhance our understanding of the (curvilinear) association between charisma and
leader effectiveness by investigating specific leader behaviors. To
this end, we considered four leader-behavior dimensions, which
serve as mediating mechanisms in our research model. Specifically, we drew on the versatile leadership model (Kaiser, Overfield, & Kaplan, 2010) in which leader behaviors are covered by
two pairs of opposing leadership dimensions: Forceful versus
enabling leadership, representing the interpersonal side, or how
one leads; and strategic versus operational leadership, representing
the organizational side, or what one leads. Forceful leadership
includes assuming authority and using power to push for performance, while enabling leadership concerns creating conditions for
others to contribute, through empowerment, participation, and
support. Strategic leadership can be defined as positioning the
organization for the future by setting direction, expanding capability, and supporting innovation, whereas operational leadership
includes guiding the team to get things done in the near term by
managing the tactical details of execution, focusing resources, and
managing with process discipline (Kaiser et al., 2010, 2015).
Although each of the two classes of leader behaviors are conceptualized as opposing dimensions (i.e., highly forceful leaders are
usually low on enabling), a small percentage of “versatile” leaders
can use opposing leader behaviors with equal ease. This leadership
model overlaps with other taxonomies of leader behavior (e.g.,
DeRue, Nahrgang, Wellman, & Humphrey, 2011; Yukl, 2006).
For instance, in terms of Yukl’s (2006) taxonomy, forceful and
enabling cover the relation-oriented category of leader behavior,
strategic taps into the change-oriented category, and operational
covers the task-oriented category of leader behavior. Importantly,
each of these dimensions has clear conceptual associations with
charismatic personality.

Interpersonal Leader Behavior
A forceful leader takes charge by assuming authority and giving
direction, is decisive, speaks up, and doesn’t back down easily.
Moreover, forceful leaders express high performance expectations
and push people hard to get there (Kaiser et al., 2010)—features
that are also characteristic of charismatic leaders (e.g., Conger &
Kanungo, 1987; Shamir et al., 1993; Waldman, Ramirez, House, &
Puranam, 2001). In addition, the high need for power, along with
manifestations of authoritarian behavior that have been observed
in charismatic leaders (House & Howell, 1992), suggests that
charismatic personalities will be more likely to be forceful in their
interpersonal style. Enabling behaviors, on the other hand, include
listening to others, seeking their input, and supporting others by
showing appreciation and being sensitive to people’s feelings
(Kaiser et al., 2010). In this regard, the leadership literature has
demonstrated an extensive overlap between charismatic leadership
and narcissistic tendencies (e.g., Deluga, 1997; Galvin, Waldman,
& Balthazard, 2010; Howell, 1988; Sankowsky, 1995), which are
assumed to make charismatic leaders poor listeners and highly
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sensitive to criticism (Maccoby, 2004). Narcissism is not only
associated with an inflated sense of self-importance and a preoccupation with fantasies of unlimited success but also with interpersonal exploitation, a lack of empathy, and indifference toward
others (House & Howell, 1992). As such, we expected highly
charismatic leaders to be perceived as more forceful and less
enabling by coworkers, compared with less charismatic leaders.

Organizational Leader Behavior
In addition to the effects at the interpersonal level, charisma has
also been described to influence behavior at the organizational or
business-related level. Most obviously, one of the hallmarks of
charismatic leadership involves displaying exceptional strategic
vision and articulation (Bass, 1985; Conger & Kanungo, 1998;
Maccoby, 2004). Charismatic leaders are believed to engage in
behaviors such as referring to collective history, emphasizing
collective identity, communicating a collective vision or mission,
and pursuing collective goals and interests. On the other hand, the
realization of this vision requires leadership that fosters goal
setting, planning, and task execution (Kaiser et al., 2010). It is
here, at the operational level, that highly charismatic leaders may
underachieve compared with those with lower charismatic tendencies. For instance, Conger (1990) noticed that charismatic leaders
can become so excited by their ideas that they can lose touch with
reality and get stuck in the process of implementing these visions.
Operational behavior involves the short-term handling and monitoring of daily tasks, and this may appear less appealing to highly
charismatic leaders, who are mainly interested in the bigger picture
and long-term objectives. Taken together, we expect highly charismatic leaders to be more strategic and less operational compared
with less charismatic leaders.
How can these expected behavioral manifestations of leader
charisma explain lower effectiveness ratings for the highest charisma levels? Drawing on the Antecedent-Benefit-Cost (ABC)
framework (Busse et al., 2016), we theorized that the explanatory
mechanism underlying the curvilinear relationship was to be found
in inadequately proportioned patterns of leader behaviors associated with various charisma levels. The ABC framework adopts a
competitive-mediation perspective (e.g., Hayes & Preacher, 2010)
to explain the TMGT effect, by stating that an overall effect results
from the aggregation of multiple opposed effects. Specifically, a
special case is investigated in which a dependent variable is
affected by two (or more) mediators with opposite directionalities
of influence, which are caused by a common antecedent variable.
The competing mediators can be understood as benefits and costs
of the antecedent. From an ABC perspective, a decrease in effectiveness (i.e., TMGT effect) occurs at higher levels of a desired
antecedent variable, when the costs associated with the desired
variable outweigh its benefits. When applied to the research model
presented in Figure 1, the costs associated with operational leader
behavior may outweigh the benefits delivered by strategic behavior when a certain level of charisma is exceeded. Highly charismatic leaders may be strategically ambitious, but at the expense of
getting day-to-day work activities executed in a proper manner,
with detrimental effects on perceived effectiveness. Similarly, the
costs associated with enabling behavior may outweigh the benefits
that can be ripped from forceful behavior. Even when there are
benefits of giving direction and expressing high performance ex-
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pectations, beyond certain charisma levels leaders might be less
capable to meet their followers’ needs because of a lack of enabling behavior. Ultimately, this would also result in decreased
ratings of effectiveness.

The Moderating Role of Adjustment
The central idea in our work was that charismatic tendencies
become maladaptive, particularly in relation to leader effectiveness, when taken too far. Importantly, however, a core tenet in the
TMGT principle is that the inflection point— or the point after
which further increases in the “desirable” trait are no longer
beneficial—is context-specific (Pierce & Aguinis, 2013). Consistent with these thoughts, previous work in this area, studying for
instance the curvilinear association between conscientiousness and
job performance (Le et al., 2011), has indeed indicated that situational features play a crucial role in determining this inflection
point. Findings particularly indicate that there needs to be a match
between a person’s trait levels and the requirements that are
imposed in a certain environment or situation. In this regard, a
leadership context can be thought of as an environment that
typically combines high pressure with high discretion. High pressure indicates that leaders often face difficult decisions with potentially far-reaching implications for themselves, their subordinates, and their entire organizations. Charismatic leaders in
particular often encounter such stressful conditions, as they are
more likely to emerge in situations of crises and in environments
characterized by a high degree of challenge and opportunities for
change (Pillai & Meindl, 1998; Shamir & Howell, 1999). High
discretion means that they can and are even required to take
responsibility for their actions. Kaiser and Hogan (2007) have
described both conditions as situations in which derailment is more
likely to occur.
A crucial element that can help leaders to cope with these high
levels of pressure is the leader’s ability to remain self-composed
and adjusted (Hogan & Hogan, 2007). For instance, Kaiser et al.
(2015) argued that low adjustment or increased reactivity to difficult circumstances diminishes the resources needed to selfregulate, and the resulting experience of threat triggers selfprotective strategies. It is these self-protective strategies that define
the dark side of charisma and which have the potential to render
charisma dysfunctional in terms of leaders’ effectiveness. In other
words, it can be predicted that a leader’s level of adjustment, or his
or her general ability to cope with stressful events, plays an
important role in determining at which level charisma loses its
beneficial effects.

Predictions and Plan of Study
Our account of the current investigation of charisma and its
outcomes in a leadership context led to four sets of predictions,
which are also summarized in our research model (see Figure 1).
The first set of predictions relates to the construct validity of HDS
charisma as a trait-based measure of charisma. We expected HDS
charisma to relate positively to self and observers’ perceptions
of charisma-related personality tendencies (Hypothesis 1a) and to
followers’ attributions of charismatic leadership (Hypothesis 1b).
The second prediction focused on the link between charismatic
personality and leader effectiveness. In line with the TMGT prin-

ciple, a curvilinear effect was expected for charismatic personality
and observer-ratings of leader effectiveness: Leaders with both
low and high charismatic personalities would be perceived as
being less effective than leaders with moderate levels of charisma
(Hypothesis 2).
The third prediction addressed the potential moderating effect of
the leader’s level of adjustment. Specifically, adjustment was
expected to moderate the curvilinear effect of charisma on leader
effectiveness, in such a way that the inflection point after which
the relation turns asymptotic and negative occurs at higher levels
of charisma when adjustment is high (Hypothesis 3). As such, the
decrease in effectiveness (cf. the right part of the inverted U-shape)
would present itself at higher levels of charisma when adjustment
is high.
Our final set of predictions addressed the underlying mechanisms of the curvilinear relationship between leader charisma and
effectiveness. With regard to interpersonal leadership, we expected
charisma to be positively associated with forceful behavior (Hypothesis 4a) and negatively associated with enabling behavior
(Hypothesis 4b). With regard to organizational leadership, we
expected charisma to be positively associated with strategic behavior (Hypothesis 5a) and negatively associated with operational
behavior (Hypothesis 5b). Moreover, we expected these leader
behaviors to mediate the curvilinear relationship between charismatic personality and leader effectiveness (Hypothesis 6). Beyond
a certain optimal level (i.e., the inflection point), further increases
in charismatic personality might reduce the effectiveness of leaders in two important ways (Busse et al., 2016): Enabling costs may
outweigh forceful benefits, and operational costs may outweigh
strategic benefits.
These hypotheses were tested in three studies. In Study 1,
evidence of construct validity was provided for the HDS charismatic cluster as a trait-based measure of charisma. In Study 2,
ratings of leader effectiveness (i.e., from self, subordinates, peers,
and superiors) were collected to test for the relationship between
charismatic personality and leader effectiveness. Finally, in Study
3, a second sample of 360-degree-rated leaders was used to replicate the curvilinear relationship between charismatic personality
and observer-rated leader effectiveness, as well as to examine
interaction-effects with the leader’s level of adjustment (i.e., moderation) and to explore the underlying mechanisms (i.e., mediation).

Study 1
In Study 1, we used two different samples to provide construct
validity evidence for HDS charisma as a useful trait-based measure
of charisma: Goldberg’s (2008) Eugene-Springfield community
sample (Sample 1) and a Belgian sample of leaders (Sample 2).
The first goal of this validation study was to empirically test
whether HDS charisma relates to charisma-related tendencies that
have been described in the literature, such as self-confidence,
expressiveness, energy, optimism about the future, rhetorical ability, being inspirational, risk taking, challenging the status quo, and
creativity (cf. Hypothesis 1a). To this end, the Eugene-Springfield
Community sample was used; with it HDS charisma could be
related to a list of self- and observer-rated personality descriptions
(i.e., Big Five Inventory; John & Srivastava, 1999). By relating
HDS charisma to a set of fine-grained behavioral descriptions
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reflecting personality tendencies, we gained an in-depth understanding of its content.
The second question we addressed in this validation study was
whether charismatic personality, as operationalized by leaders’
scores on HDS charisma, related to followers’ attributions of
charismatic leadership. This question was answered using data
from actual leaders, who were rated by subordinates in terms of
charismatic leadership (Sample 2). As charisma pertains to a
constellation of personal characteristics that allow an individual to
influence other people by affecting their feelings, opinions, and
behaviors (Riggio, 2009), charismatic personality should be reflected in followers’ attributions of charisma, a point also made by
socioanalytic theory (Hogan, 2007). Hence, if HDS charisma really captures charismatic personality, it should be positively related to charismatic leadership attributions (Hypothesis 1b).

Method
All research was conducted according to the ethical rules presented in the General Ethical Protocol of the Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences of Ghent University.
Procedure and participants.
Sample 1. Data were used from Goldberg’s (2008) EugeneSpringfield community sample. Previous research has, for instance, used this sample to investigate personality structure (DeYoung, Quilty, & Peterson, 2007), well-being (Naragon-Gainey &
Watson, 2014), and vocational interests (Pozzebon, Visser,
Ashton, Lee, & Goldberg, 2010). For the current study, a subsample (N ⫽ 156) was used, from which we have self- and
observer ratings of five-factor model personality in 1998 (Time 1:
Big Five Inventory) and self-ratings of charismatic personality in
2007 (Time 2: Hogan Development Survey). At Time 1, an average of three peers provided observer ratings of personality. Targets
were on average 47.67 years old (SD ⫽ 11.27), and 44% were
male (see Goldberg, 2008, for additional details about this sample).
Sample 2. In the context of a course assignment, third-year
psychology undergraduate students were asked to recruit one target leader. Students were only responsible for recruiting the target
and for delivering the informed consent. Three inclusion criteria
were imposed: Targets had to be (a) at least 25 years old, (b)
responsible for at least three subordinates, and (c) have at least 3
years of working experience. All target leaders received an email
including a personal login and a link to an online survey. In total,
204 Belgian leaders participated in the study by providing selfratings on their personality (HDS and NEO-Five Factor Inventory). Fifty-seven percent of the leaders were male and the mean
age of the sample was 45.96 years (SD ⫽ 8.62). The majority of
the leaders had completed a higher education program (89.4% had
a bachelor’s degree or higher) and the average job tenure was
24.01 (SD ⫽ 8.50) years. Each of the targets was asked to nominate one subordinate deemed willing and able to evaluate their
direct superior on charismatic leadership (Conger-Kanungo Scale).
Thirty-eight percent of the subordinates were male and their mean
age was 39.87 years (SD ⫽ 10.24). Subordinates reported frequent
personal contacts with their respective leaders (60.1% reported to
have daily contact or more) and indicated that they were familiar
with their target’s behavior at work (M ⫽ 4.08, SD ⫽ .78; on a
5-point Likert scale). On average, subordinates and leaders indi-
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cated that they had been working together for an average duration
of 71.49 months (SD ⫽ 68.60).
Measures.
Charismatic personality. In both samples the participants
completed the 56 items comprising the Bold, Mischievous, Colorful, and Imaginative scales of the HDS (Hogan & Hogan, 2009).
Participants responded by indicating whether they agreed or disagreed with the items. Consequently, the raw scale scores ranged
from 0 to 56, with higher scores indicating higher charisma levels.
Cronbach alphas of the combined HDS charisma scale were .84
(Sample 1) and .85 (Sample 2). Correlations between the four
scales ranged between r ⫽ .23 (Bold-Imaginative) and r ⫽ .45
(Bold-Colorful) in Sample 1 and between r ⫽ .19 (BoldImaginative) and r ⫽ .53 (Mischievous-Imaginative) in Sample 2.
Big Five traits. In Sample 1 both self-reports and observer
reports were provided on the 44-item Big Five Inventory (BFI;
John & Srivastava, 1999) and two additional items measuring
physical attractiveness (see Goldberg, 2008). For each of these 46
descriptions, we obtained an observer score by averaging the
separate peer ratings. The average rwg(j) interrater agreement coefficient (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984) among the peers was
relatively high (rwg(j) ⫽ .65), justifying this aggregation approach.
In Sample 2, leaders completed the 60-item NEO Five-Factor
Inventory (Hoekstra, Ormel, & De Fruyt, 2007) to measure their
standing on the Big Five traits (i.e., Neuroticism, Extraversion,
Openness, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness). The internal
consistencies of the five scales were acceptable to good, ranging
between .71 (Openness) and .88 (Neuroticism).
Charismatic leadership. In Sample 2, subordinates rated their
leader using the 20-item Conger-Kanungo Scale (CKS; Conger et
al., 1997) of charismatic leadership. The CKS consists of five
subscales: strategic vision and articulation (7 items), personal risk
(3 items), sensitivity to the environment (4 items), sensitivity to
members’ needs (3 items), and unconventional behavior (3 items).
Items were rated on a 5-point response format ranging from 1 (not
characteristic) to 5 (very characteristic). Example items are:
“Consistently generates new ideas for the future of the organization” and “Uses non-traditional means to achieve organizational
goals.” A high level of internal consistency was obtained for the
entire charismatic leadership scale (␣ ⫽ .92). The Cronbach alphas
for the separate subscales were also acceptable to good: ␣ ⫽ .92
for strategic vision and articulation, ␣ ⫽ .85 for personal risk, ␣ ⫽
.84 for sensitivity to the environment, ␣ ⫽ .78 for sensitivity to
members’ needs, and ␣ ⫽ .63 for unconventional behavior. All
descriptive statistics, correlations, and internal consistencies of the
study variables in Sample 2 are reported in Table 1.

Results
Correlations between HDS charisma and self-rated and
observer-rated BFI descriptions were examined in the EugeneSpringfield sample (cf. Hypothesis 1a). Results in Table 2
confirm that, across rater sources, behavioral indicators tapping
into extraversion are highly relevant for describing charismatic
personalities. For self- and observer ratings respectively, positive associations were found with the following items: “Is
talkative” (r ⫽ .36 and .26), “Is full of energy” (r ⫽ .30 and
.28), “Is outgoing, sociable” (r ⫽ .34 and .31), and “Has an
assertive personality” (r ⫽ .36 and .32); negative associations
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Variable Intercorrelations in Study 1 (Sample 2: N ⫽ 204)
Variable
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

.81
.21ⴱⴱ
.06
.25ⴱⴱⴱ
.21ⴱⴱ
.01
.21ⴱⴱ

.92
.47ⴱⴱⴱ
.67ⴱⴱⴱ
.65ⴱⴱⴱ
.43ⴱⴱⴱ
.90ⴱⴱⴱ

.85
.34ⴱⴱⴱ
.31ⴱⴱⴱ
.61ⴱⴱⴱ
.69ⴱⴱⴱ

12

13

14

15

a

Sex
—
—
Age
45.96 8.62 ⫺.09
b
Experience
24.01 8.50 ⫺.10
HDS charismac
26.64 7.92
.10
Neuroticism
2.26 .65
.08
Extraversion
3.82 .53
.13
Openness
3.21 .51
.15ⴱ
Agreeableness
3.82 .44
.11
Conscientiousness 4.09 .42
.07
SVA
3.53 .82
.10
PR
2.39 1.03
.05
SE
3.69 .75
.11
SMN
3.67 .80
.14
UB
2.49 .84
.02
CKS_total
3.26 .66
.11

.96ⴱⴱⴱ
⫺.02
⫺.17ⴱ
⫺.10
.13
.22ⴱⴱ
.13
⫺.01
.04
.05
⫺.02
⫺.11
⫺.01

⫺.04
.85
⫺.17ⴱ ⫺.14
⫺.07
.44ⴱⴱⴱ
.11
.19ⴱ
.25ⴱⴱ ⫺.12
.17ⴱ
.02
.01
.27ⴱⴱⴱ
.05
.28ⴱⴱⴱ
.09
.10
.02
.13
⫺.09
.29ⴱⴱⴱ
.02
.29ⴱⴱⴱ

.88
⫺.50ⴱⴱⴱ
⫺.03
⫺.27ⴱⴱⴱ
⫺.33ⴱⴱⴱ
⫺.05
⫺.12
⫺.03
.03
⫺.13
⫺.08

.84
.09
.71
.34ⴱⴱⴱ
.12
.84
ⴱⴱⴱ
.41
⫺.03
.31ⴱⴱⴱ
ⴱⴱⴱ
.27
.10
.20ⴱ
.27ⴱⴱⴱ
.14
.06
.16ⴱ
.11
.25ⴱⴱⴱ
.16ⴱ
.10
.22ⴱⴱ
.29ⴱⴱⴱ
.17ⴱ ⫺.07
.30ⴱⴱⴱ
.15ⴱ
.18ⴱ

.84
.68ⴱⴱⴱ .78
.33ⴱⴱⴱ .32ⴱⴱⴱ .63
.79ⴱⴱⴱ .76ⴱⴱⴱ .66ⴱⴱⴱ .92

Note. Bold values on the diagonal show the internal consistency of the relevant variable. Conger-Kanungo subscales are SVA ⫽ strategic vision and
articulation; PR ⫽ personal risk; SE ⫽ sensitivity to the environment; SMN ⫽ sensitivity to members’ needs; and UB ⫽ unconventional behavior.
a
Sex is dummy coded such that 0 ⫽ male and 1 ⫽ female. b Work experience in years. c HDS ⫽ Hogan Development Survey; maximal score is 56
(raw scores).
ⴱ
p ⬍ .05. ⴱⴱ p ⬍ .01. ⴱⴱⴱ p ⬍ .001.

were found with the following: “Is reserved” (r ⫽ ⫺.28
and ⫺.30), “Tends to be quiet” (r ⫽ ⫺.24 and ⫺.28), and “Is
sometimes shy, inhibited” (r ⫽ ⫺.22 and ⫺.29). Tapping right
into one of the core features of charisma, “Generates a lot of
enthusiasm” also had significant associations with HDS charisma (r ⫽ .38 and .30 for self- and observer ratings respectively, p ⬍ .001). Results further confirmed that charismatic

personalities are usually perceived as open and creative minds.
For self- and observer ratings respectively, positive correlations
were found between HDS charisma and personality descriptions, including: “Has an active imagination” (r ⫽ .28 and .31),
“Is inventive” (r ⫽ .37 and .29), “Is original, comes up with
new ideas” (r ⫽ .37 and .32), “Likes to reflect, play with ideas”
(r ⫽ .34 and .20), and “Is curious about many different things” (r ⫽

Table 2
Correlations Between HDS Charisma and Self-Rated and Observer-Rated Personality Descriptions in Study 1 (Sample 1: N ⫽ 156)
HDS charisma (2007)
Description

Observers
(1998)

Self
(1998)

Is talkative
Tends to find fault with others
Does a thorough job
Is depressed, blue
Is reserved
Can be somewhat careless
Is relaxed, handles stress well
Is full of energy
Starts quarrels with others
Can be moody
Is a reliable worker
Can be tense
Is ingenious, a deep thinker
Generates a lot of enthusiasm
Has a forgiving nature
Physically attractive
Tends to be disorganized
Worries a lot
Has an active imagination
Tends to be quiet
Is generally trusting
Tends to be lazy
Gets nervous easily

.26ⴱⴱ
⫺.01
⫺.03
⫺.11
⫺.30ⴱⴱⴱ
.17ⴱ
.04
.28ⴱⴱ
.04
⫺.02
⫺.06
.07
.09
.30ⴱⴱⴱ
⫺.08
.03
.03
⫺.05
.31ⴱⴱⴱ
⫺.28ⴱⴱ
⫺.09
⫺.08
⫺.08

.36ⴱⴱⴱ
.03
.03
⫺.12
⫺.28ⴱⴱ
.10
.20ⴱ
.30ⴱⴱⴱ
.11
.01
⫺.14
.10
.24ⴱⴱ
.38ⴱⴱⴱ
.05
.33ⴱⴱⴱ
⫺.03
⫺.19ⴱ
.28ⴱⴱ
⫺.24ⴱⴱ
⫺.07
⫺.08
⫺.24ⴱⴱ

HDS charisma (2007)
Description

Observers
(1998)

Self
(1998)

Is emotionally stable, not easily upset
Is inventive
Has an assertive personality
Is original, comes up with new ideas
Can be cold and aloof
Not good-looking
Perseveres until the task is finished
Values artistic, aesthetic experiences
Is sometimes shy, inhibited
Is considerate and kind to almost everyone
Does things efficiently
Remains calm in tense situations
Prefers work that is routine
Is helpful and unselfish with others
Is outgoing, sociable
Is sometimes rude to others
Makes plans and follows through with them
Likes to reflect, play with ideas
Has few artistic interests
Likes to cooperate with others
Is easily distracted
Is sophisticated in art, music, literature
Is curious about many different things

⫺.09
.29ⴱⴱⴱ
.32ⴱⴱⴱ
.32ⴱⴱⴱ
.00
⫺.09
⫺.03
.17ⴱ
⫺.29ⴱⴱ
⫺.06
.10
⫺.05
⫺.34ⴱⴱⴱ
⫺.09
.31ⴱⴱⴱ
.03
.12
.20ⴱ
⫺.16
⫺.05
.03
.09
.26ⴱⴱ

.02
.37ⴱⴱⴱ
.36ⴱⴱⴱ
.37ⴱⴱⴱ
.09
⫺.22ⴱⴱ
.17ⴱ
.15
⫺.22ⴱⴱ
.02
.14
.11
⫺.24ⴱⴱ
⫺.04
.34ⴱⴱⴱ
.14
.11
.34ⴱⴱ
⫺.12
.00
.05
.19ⴱ
.23ⴱⴱ

Note. Big Five Inventory (John & Srivastava, 1999) descriptions; HDS ⫽ Hogan Development Survey.
ⴱ
p ⬍ .05. ⴱⴱ p ⬍ .01. ⴱⴱⴱ p ⬍ .001.
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.23 and .26); negative correlations included: “Prefers work that is
routine” (r ⫽ ⫺.24 and ⫺.34). Interestingly, charismatic personalities
are more likely to be perceived as “Somewhat careless” by observers
(r ⫽ .17), which could reflect the risk-taking behavior that is associated with charisma. Finally, associations were found between HDS
charisma and self-rated emotional stability descriptions such as “Is
relaxed, handless stress well” (r ⫽ .20), “Worries a lot” (r ⫽ ⫺.19),
and “Gets nervous easily” (r ⫽ ⫺.24), as well as self-rated attractiveness items such as “Physically attractive” (r ⫽ .33) and “Not
good-looking” (r ⫽ ⫺.22).
In the sample of actual leaders (Sample 2), correlations between
HDS charisma and charismatic leadership attributions were examined. Consistent with our expectations (Hypothesis 1b), Table 1
demonstrates that leaders’ self-rated charismatic personality
(HDS) was positively related to the subordinate-rated charismatic
leadership composite (CKS), r ⫽ .29, p ⬍ .001. Regarding the
CKS subscales, the expected positive relationship was confirmed
for strategic vision and articulation, r ⫽ .27, p ⬍ .001, personal
risk, r ⫽ .28, p ⬍ .001, and unconventional behavior, r ⫽ .29, p ⬍
.001. No significant correlations were found between HDS charisma and both sensitivity scales, r ⫽ .10 and .13, p ⬎ .05.
Finally, the availability of information about the leaders’ standing on the Big Five domains allowed us to investigate the incremental validity of the HDS charismatic personality cluster to
predict followers’ charismatic attributions above and beyond the
Big Five personality traits. As such, a hierarchical regression
analysis was conducted in which the Big Five traits were entered
in a first step, followed by HDS charisma in a second step. The
charismatic leadership composite (CKS), as rated by subordinates,
served as the dependent variable. Results indicated that the set of
Big Five traits was significantly related to ratings of charismatic
leadership (R2 ⫽ .13, p ⬍ .01) and that HDS charisma demonstrated incremental validity over and above the Big Five personality traits (⌬R2 ⫽ .04, p ⬍ .01).

Discussion
In summary, the results of Study 1 speak for the significance of
HDS charisma as a useful, trait-based measure of charisma. By
relating HDS charisma to a set of fine-grained behavioral descriptions that reflect personality tendencies, a more in-depth understanding of its content was obtained. Consistent with other research (Bass, 1998; Bono & Judge, 2004; De Vries, 2008),
charismatic persons are typically described as energetic, assertive,
talkative people who inspire others by generating a lot of enthusiasm. Moreover, inventiveness, imaginativeness, and originality
reflect their creative minds, whereas their carelessness may reflect
risk-taking behaviors. Interestingly, stress-coping is perceived to
be good by the participants themselves, while this is not necessarily the case for observers. However, it is possible that descriptions
that reflect emotional stability are judged less accurately by peers
because of a lower level of “trait visibility” (Funder & Dobroth,
1987). Finally, some associations between HDS charisma and
self-rated— but not observer-rated—personality descriptions may
indicate a self-enhancement bias, which is particularly characteristic for people with high levels of self-esteem (e.g., Judge, LePine,
& Rich, 2006). For instance, their attractiveness and ingenious
levels might be slightly overrated because observer reports do not
reflect these characteristics. Note that HDS charisma and BFI were
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administered with a 9-year time difference in the EugeneSpringfield sample, making the correlations around r ⫽ .30 quite
substantial.
Moreover, a positive correlation was found between HDS charisma based on leaders’ self-reports and subordinate-rated charismatic leadership styles. The observed relationship of r ⫽ .29
between HDS charisma and the CKS measure of charismatic
leader behavior needs to be interpreted keeping in mind that
different constructs (i.e., personality and leader behavior) were
rated by different raters (cf. De Vries, 2012). Provided that other
studies report levels of self-other agreement among leaders and
subordinates on the exact same variables of r ⫽ .16 (e.g., for
transformational leadership; see Judge et al., 2006), we consider
this as convincing evidence that HDS charisma is a valid measure
of charismatic personality.
Finally, we provided incremental validity evidence for HDS
charisma, which accounts for an additional proportion of the
variance in charismatic leadership beyond Big Five traits. Controlling for Big Five traits was relevant in this context given that prior
research had already established their association with charismatic
leadership (Bono & Judge, 2004). We found that, despite the
conceptual and empirical overlap with the FFM domains, most
importantly with extraversion (i.e., r ⫽ .44 in the current study),
the observed positive association between HDS charisma and
charismatic leadership cannot be explained by Big Five traits,
including extraversion, that has previously been found to be the
most important personality correlate of charismatic leadership
(Bono & Judge, 2004; De Vries, 2008).

Study 2
Having provided evidence for the validity of HDS charisma as
a trait-based operationalization of charisma, the purpose of Study
2 is to test for the expected effects of charismatic personality on
leader effectiveness. In line with the metatheoretical TMGT principle (Pierce & Aguinis, 2013), we hypothesized a curvilinear
relationship between charismatic personality and leader effectiveness (Hypothesis 2). Such a perspective challenges the existing
theories of charismatic leadership that advocate the “more is
better” idea (e.g., Bass, 1985; Bass & Avolio, 1994), and is
consistent with increasing evidence in the organizational and applied personality literature in support of curvilinear relationships
(e.g., Debusscher, Hofmans, & De Fruyt, 2014; Grijalva et al.,
2015; Le et al., 2011).

Method
Procedure and participants. This study used data for 306
leaders, all employed by the same international aerospace company. The data, including demographics, experience, and ratings of
effectiveness, were gathered as part of an assessment process
conducted for a training-and-development program. Participants
went through the program in cohorts of approximately 25 to 30
leaders each, spaced out over 3 years. Most of the leaders were
North American (95%) men (65.4%), and the mean age was 47.64
years (SD ⫽ 6.39). An average of 14 raters (with a minimum of 7
and a maximum of 31 raters) rated each leader in terms of overall
effectiveness, including at least one subordinate, one peer, and one
superior. Taken together, 4,345 coworkers participated in this
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a particular leader, the mean ratings of the superiors (6.50), peers
(7.71), and subordinates (8.75) were summed (22.96), and divided
by three (7.65). This procedure results in an overall score that
unit-weights each observer-rater perspective and, according to Oh
and Berry (2009), is the most valid way to aggregate ratings from
coworkers to an overall score. To provide additional justification
for this aggregation method, the rwg(j) interrater agreement coefficient (James et al., 1984) and the one-way random effects intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC; McGraw & Wong, 1996) were
computed within superior, peer, and subordinate groups, as well as
across these three sources (LeBreton, Burgess, Kaiser, Atchley, &
James, 2003). The results in the Appendix indicate that the level of
similarity across superior, peer, and subordinate ratings is sufficiently high to support aggregation (LeBreton & Senter, 2008).
Kaiser et al. (2010) summarized validity and reliability evidence
for the single item overall effectiveness measure, showing that it
has substantial correlations with other, multiitem scales of leader
effectiveness (e.g., r ⫽ .86 with Quinn, Spreitzer, & Hart’s, 1991,
managerial effectiveness scale; r ⫽ .73 with Tsui’s, 1984, managerial reputational effectiveness scale). In the current study, the
correlation between different rater sources was r ⫽ .34 for
superior-peer, r ⫽ .20 for superior-subordinate, and r ⫽ .22 for
peer-subordinate ratings, demonstrating a modest degree of convergent validity of the single-item measure that is similar in
magnitude to meta-analytic estimates of cross-source correlations
on multiitem scales (Conway & Huffcut, 1997).

study, comprising 666 superiors, 1,659 peers, and 2,020 subordinates. The leaders had on average 16.01 years (SD ⫽ 7.23) of
managerial experience and had a mean tenure in the current job of
2.51 years (SD ⫽ 2.54). Leaders occupied different managerial
levels ranging from supervisors (30%) to general managers (20%).
Measures. All descriptive statistics, correlations, and internal
consistencies of the study variables are reported in Table 3.
Demographic and control variables. Based on significant
correlations with the study criteria (see Table 3), leader sex and
managerial experience were used as relevant control variables in
statistical tests of the hypotheses.
Charismatic personality. Leaders completed the 56 items
from the Bold, Mischievous, Colorful, and Imaginative scales of
the HDS (Hogan & Hogan, 2009). HDS charisma scores were
expressed in terms of percentiles ranging from 1 to 100 (i.e.,
relative to the general population of working adults in the U.S.).
Percentile scores help to interpret the relationship between charismatic personality and leader effectiveness by referencing personality scores to a normative population (e.g., Is the optimal level of
charisma near the normative mean, slightly elevated, or highly
elevated?). The internal consistency of the HDS charisma scale
was .85.
Overall leader effectiveness. A single-item of the Leadership
Versatility Index (LVI; Kaiser et al., 2010) was used to measure
overall leader effectiveness. The item reads: “Please rate this
individual’s overall effectiveness as a leader on a ten-point scale
where 5 is adequate and 10 is outstanding.” Leaders (N ⫽ 306),
along with their subordinates (N ⫽ 2,020), peers (N ⫽ 1,659), and
superiors (N ⫽ 666), provided overall leader-effectiveness ratings.
An average of seven subordinates, five peers, and two superiors
rated each of their respective leaders. Based on a composite of the
ratings from superiors, peers, and subordinates, an aggregated
observer rating was computed for overall leader effectiveness. This
aggregate score represents the grand mean of the mean ratings for
the observer rating groups, excluding self-ratings. To obtain this
aggregated score, the mean ratings across raters within the superior, peer, and subordinate groups were calculated separately. For
example, to obtain an aggregate score of overall effectiveness for

Results
To test for curvilinearity in the relationship between charismatic
personality and leader effectiveness (Hypothesis 2), we conducted
a hierarchical regression analysis. Prior to the analysis, we centered the charismatic personality scores and then computed the
squared term based on the centered scores. The control variables
(i.e., sex and managerial experience) were entered in a first step,
followed by charismatic personality (centered) in a second step,
and the squared term for charismatic personality was entered in a

Table 3
Descriptive Statistics and Variable Intercorrelations in Study 2 (N ⫽ 306)
Variable

M

SD

1

2

3

4

Sexa
Age
Experienceb
Charismatic personalityc
Leader effectiveness
(self)
6. Leader effectiveness
(observers)
7. Leader effectiveness
(subordinates)
8. Leader effectiveness
(peers)
9. Leader effectiveness
(superiors)

—
47.64
16.01
48.82

—
6.39
7.23
18.13

⫺.19ⴱⴱ
⫺.24ⴱⴱⴱ
⫺.01

.70ⴱⴱⴱ
⫺.01

.12ⴱ

.85

7.62

.77

⫺.04

.07

.15ⴱ

.29ⴱⴱⴱ

8.22

.43

⫺.14ⴱ

.08

.17ⴱⴱ

.05

.21ⴱⴱⴱ

8.31

.64

⫺.11

.06

.14ⴱ

.05

.14ⴱ

.69ⴱⴱⴱ

8.03

.53

⫺.14ⴱ

.03

.08

.10

.69ⴱⴱⴱ

.22ⴱⴱⴱ

8.31

.66

⫺.05

.08

.13ⴱ

.20ⴱⴱⴱ

.75ⴱⴱⴱ

.20ⴱⴱⴱ

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Note. Bold values on the diagonal show the internal consistency of the relevant variable.
a
Sex is dummy coded such that 0 ⫽ male and 1 ⫽ female. b Managerial experience in years.
ⴱ
p ⬍ .05. ⴱⴱ p ⬍ .01. ⴱⴱⴱ p ⬍ .001.

⫺.03
.08
c

5

6

7

Maximal score is 100 (percentiles).

8

.34ⴱⴱⴱ
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Table 4
Hierarchical Regression Analyses Examining the Associations Between Charismatic Personality and Overall Leader Effectiveness in
Study 2 (N ⫽ 306)
Overall leader effectiveness
Model 1: Aggregated
observer rating
Step
Step 1
Sex
Experience
Step 2
Charisma
Step 3
Charisma
Charisma2

␤

SE (b)

⌬R2
.04ⴱⴱ

⫺.10
.14ⴱ

.05
.00

.04

.00

.08
⫺.24ⴱⴱⴱ

.00
.00

Model 2:
Subordinates
␤

⌬R2

SE (b)

.02ⴱ

⫺.08
.12ⴱ

.08
.01

.04

.00

.09
⫺.24ⴱⴱⴱ

.00
.00

.00
.05ⴱⴱⴱ

Model 3:
Peers

.00
.06ⴱⴱⴱ

␤

SE (b)

Model 4:
Superiors
⌬R2
.02ⴱ

⫺.13ⴱ
.05

.07
.00

⫺.04

.00

⫺.02
⫺.14ⴱⴱⴱ

.00
.00

␤

SE (b)

⫺.02
.12ⴱ

.08
.01

.07

.00

.09
⫺.12ⴱ

.00
.00

⌬R2

␤

SE (b)

.00
.01ⴱ

⌬R2
.02ⴱ

.02

.00
.02ⴱ

Model 5:
Self

.00
.15ⴱ

.10
.01

.27ⴱⴱⴱ

.00

.27ⴱⴱⴱ
.02

.00
.00

.07ⴱⴱⴱ
.00

Note. Sex is dummy coded such that 0 ⫽ male and 1 ⫽ female.
p ⬍ .05. ⴱⴱ p ⬍ .01. ⴱⴱⴱ p ⬍ .001.

ⴱ

Discussion
In Study 2 the relationship between leaders’ charismatic personality and overall effectiveness was examined. Consistent with
our expectations, we found that leader charisma related to
observer-rated effectiveness in a curvilinear way, with moderate
levels being more effective than low or high levels of charismatic
personality. Moreover, the curvilinear relationship held across the
three observer groups (i.e., subordinates, peers, and supervisors).
Next, we found that this relationship was different for self-rated
overall effectiveness. Consistent with self-enhancement theories
(e.g., Alicke & Govorun, 2005; Leary, 2007), a positive linear
relationship was found, implying that higher charismatic tenden-

Overall effectiveness

third and final step. The aggregated observer rating for overall
effectiveness served as the dependent variable.
The results (Table 4, Model 1) first show that more experienced
leaders were perceived as more effective (Step 1: ␤ ⫽ .14, p ⬍
.05). Next, we added the linear term for charismatic personality
(Step 2). This revealed that charismatic personality was not linearly related to leader effectiveness (␤ ⫽ .04, p ⬎ .05). Relevant
to Hypothesis 2, however, are the results of Step 3, where both the
linear and the squared term were included. Consistent with the
hypothesized inverted-U curvilinear effect, the squared term for
charismatic personality was negative and significant (␤ ⫽ ⫺.24,
p ⬍ .001). The robustness of this finding was further illustrated by
significant curvilinear effects in each of the three rater groups (see
Models 2 to 4 in Table 4). In other words, leaders with both low
and high charismatic personalities were perceived as being less
effective than leaders with moderate levels of charisma, and this
was true according to all three the rater groups.
On exploratory grounds, a similar regression analysis was conducted to test whether the same trend was observed for the association between charismatic personality and self-perceived leader
effectiveness. Again, control variables were entered (Step 1), followed by charismatic personality (Step 2), and the squared term for
charismatic personality (Step 3). The only difference was that the
dependent variable was not other-perceived but self-perceived
overall effectiveness. Table 4 (Model 5) indicates that more experienced leaders also perceived themselves as more effective (␤ ⫽
.15, p ⬍ .05). More importantly, however, Step 2 showed that
charismatic personality was linearly related to self-perceived effectiveness (␤ ⫽ .27, p ⬍ .001), whereas the squared term for
charismatic personality in Step 3 was not significant (␤ ⫽ .02, p ⬎
.05). This indicates that higher charisma levels are consistently
associated with higher self-perceived effectiveness. Figure 2
shows the regression lines for the significant quadratic and linear
effects for observer and self-ratings of perceived leader effectiveness, respectively. In this figure, it can be seen that—according to
relevant others—moderate, or slightly elevated, levels of charisma
(i.e., around percentile 60) were associated with the highest effectiveness levels.

self-rating
observer-rating

charismatic personality
Figure 2. Overall leader effectiveness as a function of charismatic personality (percentiles): aggregated observer-ratings versus self-ratings of
overall effectiveness (Study 2).
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cies were consistently related to higher self-perceived effectiveness. This finding is also in line with other research demonstrating
that leaders with high self-esteem typically overrate their performance on a variety of criteria (e.g., Judge et al., 2006).

Method
Procedure and participants. Development-center test data
were obtained from an international consultancy firm specialized
in leader assessment and executive coaching. Leaders (N ⫽ 287)
from 23 different countries (e.g., 53% North America, 33% Western Europe, 8% Africa, 4% East Asia) participated in the study. To
obtain a true 360 view of the leadership criteria (i.e., leader
effectiveness and the four leader behaviors), only leaders who
were rated at least once by each of three rater categories (i.e.,
superiors, peers, and subordinates) were included. An average of
11 raters (1 superior, 5 peers, and 5 subordinates; minimum of 5
and a maximum of 27 raters) rated each leader in terms of overall
effectiveness and leader behaviors. Taken together, 3,052 coworkers participated in this study, comprising 309 superiors, 1,380
peers, and 1,363 subordinates. Most of the leaders were male
(81%) and the mean age was 45.37 years (SD ⫽ 6.78). They
reported an average of 15.78 years (SD ⫽ 7.77) managerial experience and had a mean tenure in their current job of 2.99 years
(SD ⫽ 3.40). Leaders occupied different managerial levels—from
supervisors (12.2%) to general managers (15%)—and most of
them worked in business organizations. Part of the data were also
used in Kaiser et al. (2015). Different than Kaiser et al. (2015),
which focused on relationships between the 11 individual HDS
traits and the four LVI leader behaviors, the current study focused
on the HDS “charismatic cluster” as a measure of charismatic
personality and its relation to overall leader effectiveness. Further,
although the four LVI leader behaviors served as the main criteria
in Kaiser et al. (2015), they are examined as mediators in the
current study.
Measures. All descriptive statistics, correlations, and internal
consistencies of the study variables are reported in Table 5.
Demographic and control variables. Based on significant
correlations with the study criteria (see Table 5), age and managerial experience qualified as relevant control variables. However,
because of the strong correlation between age and experience (r ⫽
.72, p ⬍ .001), and because the impact of experience on leader
effectiveness has already been established (Avery, Tonidandel,
Griffith, & Quiñones, 2003), only managerial experience was

Study 3
Study 2 showed that charismatic personality related in a curvilinear way to observer-rated leadership effectiveness. In Study 3,
we sought to replicate and extend these results in two important
ways. First, the potential moderating role of the leader’s level of
adjustment in this curvilinear relationship is tested (Hypothesis 3).
Second, the mechanisms underlying this curvilinear association are
explored. Specifically, a process model is tested describing the
association between charismatic personality and perceived leader
effectiveness, as mediated through leader behaviors. This is in line
with recent calls to integrate trait and behavioral leadership theories into process-type models which aim to clarify the effects of
distal individual differences (e.g., traits and styles) on leader
outcomes through more proximal leader behaviors (Antonakis,
Day, & Schyns, 2012; DeRue et al., 2011; Dinh & Lord, 2012;
Zaccaro, 2012). As charismatic leaders express high performance
expectations and push people hard to get there (Waldman et al.,
2001), potentially at the expense of being sensitive to followers’
feelings (Deluga, 1997), we expect charisma to be positively
associated with forceful (Hypothesis 4a), and negatively associated
with enabling behavior (Hypothesis 4b). Moreover, charismatic
leaders display exceptional strategic vision (Bass, 1985), but they
can become so excited about their ideas, that they get stuck in the
process of implementing their big visions (Conger, 1990). Therefore, we expect charisma to be positively associated with strategic
(Hypothesis 5a), and negatively associated with operational behavior (Hypothesis 5b). We argue that the effectiveness of various
levels of leader charisma is mediated by these leader behaviors
(Hypothesis 6). From an ABC perspective (Busse et al., 2016),
enabling costs may outweigh forceful benefits, and/or operational
costs may outweigh strategic benefits, such that beyond a certain
optimal level, further increases in charismatic personality might
reduce the effectiveness of leaders.

Table 5
Descriptive Statistics and Variable Intercorrelations in Study 3 (N ⫽ 287)
Variable

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

1. Sex
2. Age
3. Experienceb
4. Charismatic personalityc
5. Forceful
6. Enabling
7. Strategic
8. Operational
9. Leader effectiveness
(observers)
10. Leader effectiveness
(self)

—
45.37
15.98
59.16
⫺.06
⫺.24
⫺.29
⫺.12

—
6.67
7.73
20.62
.47
.38
.36
.25

.07
⫺.02
⫺.02
.10
⫺.05
⫺.10
.07

.72ⴱⴱⴱ
⫺.12ⴱ
⫺.01
⫺.10
⫺.16ⴱⴱ
.10

⫺.06
⫺.01
⫺.06
⫺.06
.04

.84
.08
.06
.28ⴱⴱⴱ
⫺.31ⴱⴱⴱ

.93
⫺.70ⴱⴱⴱ
.45
.01

a

7.73

.84

⫺.08

⫺.10

7.72

.85

⫺.10

.01

6

7

.92
⫺.06
⫺.01

.92
⫺.30ⴱⴱⴱ

.03

.06

.34

.45

.18ⴱⴱ

.14ⴱ

.17ⴱⴱ

.08

.12ⴱ

.18ⴱⴱ

.05

c

ⴱⴱⴱ

9

10

.80

.06

Note. Bold values on the diagonal show the internal consistency of the relevant variable.
a
Sex is dummy coded such that 0 ⫽ male and 1 ⫽ female. b Managerial experience in years.
ⴱ
p ⬍ .05. ⴱⴱ p ⬍ .01. ⴱⴱⴱ p ⬍ .001.

ⴱⴱⴱ

8

Maximal score is 100 (percentiles).

—
.32ⴱⴱⴱ

—
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leader behaviors are displayed in Table 6, along with the mean
charismatic personality score within each group of leaders. Generally, the frequencies of leaders underdoing leader behaviors are
the highest (e.g., 74% of the leaders perform too little strategic
behavior), compared with leaders overdoing and leaders doing the
right amount of each of the leader behaviors.

included as a control variable. As in Study 2, we also controlled for
sex.
Charismatic personality. As in Study 2, leaders completed the
56 items from the Bold, Mischievous, Colorful, and Imaginative
scales of the HDS (Hogan & Hogan, 2009). The internal consistency of HDS charisma was .84.
Adjustment. Leaders completed the 37-item adjustment scale
of the Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI; Hogan & Hogan, 2007),
which corresponds to the FFM Emotional Stability dimension and
can be described as the degree to which a person appears calm and
self-accepting or, conversely, self-critical and tense. The internal
consistency of the adjustment scale was .85.
Leadership criteria. The Leadership Versatility Index (LVI;
Kaiser et al., 2010) was used to measure both overall leader
effectiveness (see Study 2) and specific leader behaviors. Within
the LVI, leader behaviors can be covered by two pairs of opposing
dimensions in leadership: Forceful versus enabling leadership, and
strategic versus operational leadership. Each of the four dimensions are surveyed by means of 12 items using the “too little/too
much” response format ranging from ⫺4 (much too little), to 0 (the
right amount), to ⫹4 (much too much). Methodologically, the LVI
provides a unique operationalization of these behaviors that goes
beyond traditional rating scales and complements our theoretical
grounds that emphasize the need for balance between deficiency
and excess. Sample items are: “Takes charge—in control of his/her
area of responsibility” (Forceful), “Participative—includes people
in making decisions” (Enabling), “Spends time and energy on
long-term planning—future-oriented” (Strategic), and “Organized—takes a methodical approach to getting things done” (Operational; Kaiser et al., 2010).
Both leaders (N ⫽ 287) and their respective coworkers (N ⫽
3,052) completed the LVI. To compute aggregated observer ratings for overall leader effectiveness and each of the four leader
behaviors, a similar procedure was followed as in Study 2, such
that each rating group (i.e., subordinates, peers, and superiors) was
equally weighted in the observer score (Oh & Berry, 2009). Based
on interrater agreement (rwg(j)) and interrater reliability (ICC)
coefficients (James et al., 1984; McGraw & Wong, 1996) within
and across these three sources, support was found to justify this
aggregation (see the Appendix).
Cronbach alphas of the aggregated LVI leader behavior dimensions were .93 for forceful behavior, .92 for both enabling and
strategic leader behavior, and .80 for operational behavior. Frequencies of leaders being perceived as doing “too little,” doing
“the right amount,” and doing “too much” of each of the four

Results
Relating charismatic personality to leader effectiveness.
To test for curvilinearity in the relationship between charismatic
personality and leader effectiveness, we followed the same analytical procedure as in Study 2. The results in Table 7 indicate a
positive and linear relationship between charismatic personality
and self-perceived effectiveness (Step 2: ␤ ⫽ .18, p ⬍ .01),
whereas no quadratic effect was found (Step 3: ␤ ⫽ .06, p ⬎ .05).
Conversely, when testing the relationship with observer-rated
leader effectiveness, the linear term for charismatic personality
was not significant (Step 2: ␤ ⫽ .04, p ⬎ .05), whereas the squared
term was negative and significant (␤ ⫽ ⫺.15, p ⬍ .05). The
regression lines for the significant quadratic and linear effects of
respectively observer-rated and self-rated leader effectiveness are
highly similar to those reported in Figure 2.
Adjustment as a moderator. A hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to test whether the quadratic relationship
between charismatic personality and leader effectiveness is moderated by adjustment. This answers the question whether the inflection point in the curvilinear relationship between charismatic
personality and observer-rated effectiveness depends on the leader’s level of self-regulation. Sex and managerial experience were
first entered in the regression as control variables (Step 1), followed by charismatic personality (centered) and adjustment (centered; Step 2), and the squared term for charismatic personality
(Step 3). In a final step, interaction terms between (a) adjustment
and charismatic personality and (b) adjustment and the quadratic
term of charismatic personality were entered (Step 4).
Relevant to Hypothesis 3 are the two interaction terms reported
in Step 4 of the regression. As can be seen in Table 8, the
interaction term between adjustment and the linear effect of charismatic personality approaches conventional levels of significance
(␤ ⫽ .13, p ⫽ .06), while the interaction term between adjustment
and the quadratic effect of charismatic personality is not significant (␤ ⫽ ⫺.04, p ⬎ .05). To further interpret this relationship, we
plotted the moderation effect in Figure 3. In line with our hypothesis, this figure shows that the inflection point after which the

Table 6
Frequencies (%) of the Three Categories of Leaders in Study 3 (N ⫽ 287), and Mean Charismatic Personality Scores (MCharisma)
Within the Three Categories of Leaders
Forceful

Enabling

Strategic

Operational

Category

%

Mcharisma

%

Mcharisma

%

Mcharisma

%

Mcharisma

Too little
The right amount
Too much

54
13
33

59.29
58.61
59.16

61
23
16

58.68
60.31
59.33

74
15
11

57.34
63.67
65.65

57
19
24

63.01
59.23
49.90

Note. Leaders were categorized as “the right amount” when the LVI scores were within plus/minus three Standard Errors of Measurement around 0,
because scores within this range are statistically indistinguishable from “0” at p ⬍ .001 (Ghiselli, Campbell, & Zedeck, 1981); LVI scores exceeding this
range ⫽ “too much”; below this range ⫽ “too little.”
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Table 7
Hierarchical Regression Analyses Examining the Associations
Between Charismatic Personality and Overall Leader
Effectiveness in Study 3 (N ⫽ 287)
Overall leader effectiveness
Model 1: Aggregated
observer rating
␤

Step
Step 1
Sex
Experience
Step 2
Charisma
Step 3
Charisma
Charisma2

SE (b)

⫺.08
.06

⌬R2
.01

.13
.01
.00

.04
⫺.01
⫺.15ⴱ

.00

.02ⴱ

.00
.00

Model 2:
Self
␤

SE (b)

⌬R2

.13
.01

6
5

.18ⴱⴱ

4

.00
.00
.00
.00

Observer-rated leader effectiveness
SE (b)

⌬R2
.01

⫺.08
.06

.13
.01

.04
.08

.00
.00

⫺.14ⴱ

.00

.13†
⫺.04

.00
.00

.01
.02ⴱ
.02†

Note. Sex is dummy coded such that 0 ⫽ male and 1 ⫽ female.
p ⫽ .06. ⴱ p ⬍ .05.

High charisma

.03ⴱⴱ

Table 8
Hierarchical Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating
Effect of Adjustment in the (Curvilinear) Relationship Between
Charismatic Personality and Overall Leader Effectiveness in
Study 3 (N ⫽ 287)

†

Low adjustment
High adjustment

Low charisma

charisma-effectiveness relationship turns asymptotic and negative
is lower for leaders who score low on adjustment, compared with
leaders scoring high on adjustment.
Leader behaviors as mediating mechanisms. Prior to testing
the mediation hypothesis, we investigated the relationships between charismatic personality and each of the four leader behaviors (i.e., the mediators). Four hierarchical regressions were conducted, with sex and managerial experience entered in the first step
(i.e., the control variables) and charismatic personality in the
second step. Consistent with our expectations (Hypothesis 5), we
found charismatic personality to be positively associated with
strategic leadership (␤ ⫽ .27, p ⬍ .001) and negatively with
operational leadership (␤ ⫽ ⫺.31, p ⬍ .001), indicating that higher
charisma scores are associated with a tendency to do more strategic behavior and less operational behavior. No significant associations were found between charismatic personality and the two
interpersonal leadership dimensions (␤ ⫽ .08 and .06 for forceful

Step 1
Sex
Experience
Step 2
Charisma
Adjustment
Step 3
Charisma2
Step 4
Adjustment ⫻ Charisma
Adjustment ⫻ Charisma2

7

.03

⫺.10
.14ⴱ

.20
.06

␤

8

ⴱ

Note. Sex is dummy coded such that 0 ⫽ male and 1 ⫽ female.
ⴱ
p ⬍ .05. ⴱⴱ p ⬍ .01.

Step

Overall effectiveness (observers)
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Figure 3. Moderating effect of adjustment in the curvilinear relationship
between charismatic personality and observer-rated leader effectiveness
(Study 3).

and enabling respectively, p ⬎ .05), which is inconsistent with
Hypothesis 4.
A visualization of the significant effects helps in refining the
interpretation of these associations (see Figure 4). The point where
the regression line crosses zero (i.e., the right amount) on the
leader behavior scale corresponds to the percentile score on charismatic personality associated with the optimal amount of the
leader behavior. The positive relation between charismatic personality and strategic behavior (Panel A) illustrates that, whereas low
charisma levels correspond with a tendency to underdo strategic
behavior, high charisma levels correspond with doing the right
amount of strategic behavior. This figure thus reveals that leaders
low in charisma are more inclined to show too little strategic
behavior, rather than that highly charismatic leaders are more
inclined to show too much strategic behavior. With regard to the
negative association between charisma and operational behavior,
Figure 4 (Panel B) shows that high charisma corresponds with a
tendency to underdo operational behavior, whereas low charisma
levels correspond with an optimal amount of operational behavior.
Hence, high charisma levels are associated with higher strategic
behaviors (but not too much) and a lack of operational behaviors
(i.e., too little).
Hypothesis 6 predicted that LVI leader behaviors (i.e., the
mediators M) mediate the curvilinear relationship between charismatic personality (i.e., the independent variable X) and observerrated leader effectiveness (i.e., the dependent variable Y). The
mediation hypothesis was tested using path modeling in Mplus
version 7.3. Because charismatic personality was related to strategic and operational leadership but not to forceful and enabling
leadership, only the two business-related behaviors were included
in the model. In particular, strategic and operational behavior were
predicted by the linear and squared effect of charismatic personality, while leader effectiveness was predicted by the linear and
squared effects of strategic and operational leader behavior and the
linear and squared effect of charismatic personality (see Figure 5).
In this model, the predictor and mediators were centered before
computing the squared effects, and the linear and squared effects
of strategic and operational leader behavior were allowed to correlate. Together, this yields the following set of equations:
M strategic ⫽ istrategic ⫹ a1 strategicX ⫹ a2 strategicX2 ⫹ estrategic
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A

Operational

B

Too little

Too little

The right
amount

The right
amount

Too much

Too much

Strategic
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charismatic personality

charismatic personality

Figure 4. Regression lines for charismatic personality predicting strategic (Panel A) and operational (Panel B)
leader behavior. The regression lines are drawn for the range in which we have charisma observations (Study 3).

M operational ⫽ ioperational ⫹ a1 operationalX ⫹ a2 operationalX2 ⫹ eoperational

direct effect of charisma on leader effectiveness (i.e., the
c-paths in Figure 5) was nonsignifcant (␤ ⫽ ⫺.06 and ⫺.07 for
the linear and quadratic effect respectively, p ⬎ .05), which
indicates that the relationship between charismatic personality
and leader effectiveness is fully mediated by strategic and
operational behaviors.
To formally test the indirect mediation effects of charismatic
personality on leader effectiveness via strategic and operational
leader behavior, we tested the indirect effects following the
approach of Hayes and Preacher (2010), which was specifically
developed for testing nonlinear mediation. Because the a-path
is linear, whereas the b-path is quadratic, the mediation— or
indirect— effect was computed as follows:  ⫽ a(b1⫹2b2(i ⫹
aX)); see Hayes and Preacher (2010), p. 633. As can be seen in
this formula, the mediation effect depends on the value of the
predictor (i.e., X is part of the formula), which means that the
effect of charismatic personality on leader effectiveness
through strategic and operational leader behavior depends on
the leader’s level of charisma. For this reason, Hayes and
Preacher (2010) referred to the indirect effect as the instanta-

2
2
Y ⫽ iY ⫹ b1M strategic ⫹ b2M strategic
⫹ b3M operational ⫹ b4M operational

⫹ c1X ⫹ c2X2 ⫹ eY
With respect to the relationship between the predictor and the
mediators (i.e., the a-paths in Figure 5), we found that charismatic personality was positively related to strategic (␤ ⫽ .26,
p ⬍ .001) and negatively to operational leader behavior
(␤ ⫽ ⫺.33, p ⬍ .001), whereas no curvilinear effects were
found (␤ ⫽ ⫺.07 and .01 for strategic and operational leader
behavior respectively, p ⬎ .05). Regarding the relationships
between the mediators and the outcome (i.e., the b-paths in
Figure 5), we found that both the linear (␤ ⫽ .49, p ⬍ .001, and
␤ ⫽ .27, p ⬍ .001) and the curvilinear components (␤ ⫽ ⫺.16,
p ⬍ .05, and ␤ ⫽ ⫺.13, p ⬍ .05) of strategic and operational
leader behavior related to leader effectiveness. This suggests
that higher levels of strategic and operational behavior positively relate to perceived effectiveness but only up to a point
that there is no additional benefit of more strategic and operational behaviors (i.e., positive flattening curves). Finally, the

est

eop

c1

charismatic personality

a1(st)

Strategic behavior

a2(st)

Strategic behavior 2

a1(op)

Operational behavior

ey

b1
b2
Overall leader effectiveness

charismatic

personality 2

a2(op)

Operational behavior

b3
2

b4

c2

Figure 5. Path model for testing the nonlinear mediation between charismatic personality and overall leader
effectiveness through strategic (st) and operational (op) leader behavior (Study 3).
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neous indirect effect, which is the effect of the predictor on the
outcome through the mediator(s) at a specific value of the
predictor. This instantaneous indirect effect was tested for
different levels of charismatic personality using nonparametric
bootstrapping (N ⫽ 1,000). A graphical representation of the
instantaneous indirect effects, together with their 95% confidence intervals, is shown in Figure 6.
As can be seen in Panel A of Figure 6, and in line with the
positive linear a- and b-paths, we found a positive instantaneous
indirect effect of charismatic personality on leader effectiveness
through strategic leader behavior. Moreover, combining the positive linear and negative quadratic b-paths yields a positive flattening curve, implying that the positive effect of charisma on effectiveness weakens at higher levels of charisma. In turn, Panel B
shows that the instantaneous indirect effect of charismatic personality on leader effectiveness through operational leader behavior is
negative (which is in line with the negative linear a- and positive
linear b-path). Moreover, because of the negative curvilinear
b-path, the effect becomes more negative when charismatic personality increases.
Combined, these findings clearly reveal the mechanisms that underlie the curvilinear relationship between charismatic personality and
leader effectiveness. For example, for leaders with a centered charisma score of ⫺30 (i.e., low charismatic personality), the predicted
instantaneous indirect effect for strategic behavior is .005, which

Strategic

B

Operational

instantaneous indirect effect

instantaneous indirect effect

A

translates into a negative effect of low charisma on effectiveness via
strategic behavior (i.e., ⫺30 ⫻ .005 ⫽ ⫺.150), whereas the predicted
instantaneous indirect effect for operational behavior is ⫺.002, which
translates into a positive effect of low charisma on effectiveness via
operational behavior (i.e., ⫺30 ⫻ ⫺.002 ⫽ .060). Together, this
yields a combined negative effect of low charisma on leader effectiveness of ⫺.150 ⫹ .060 ⫽ ⫺.090, in which the negative effect is
entirely due to the lack of strategic behavior. For leaders with an
average charismatic personality (i.e., a centered score of 0), the
predicted instantaneous indirect effect for strategic behavior is .005,
while the predicted instantaneous indirect effect for operational behavior is ⫺.003. Together, the effect of average charisma on leader
effectiveness equals 0 [(.005 ⫻ 0) ⫹ (⫺.003 ⫻ 0)]. Finally, for
leaders with a centered charisma score of 30 (i.e., high charismatic
personality), the predicted instantaneous indirect effect for strategic behavior is .004, which translates into a positive effect of high
charisma on effectiveness via strategic behavior (i.e., 30 ⫻ .004 ⫽
.120), whereas the predicted instantaneous indirect effect for operational behavior is ⫺.005, which translates into a negative effect
of high charisma on effectiveness via operational behavior (i.e.,
30 ⫻ ⫺.005 ⫽ ⫺.150). Together, this yields a combined negative
effect of high charisma on leader effectiveness of .120 ⫹
(⫺.150) ⫽ ⫺.030, in which the negative effect is entirely due to
the lack of operational behavior.

charismatic personality

charismatic personality

Figure 6. The instantaneous indirect effects of charismatic personality on overall leader effectiveness through
strategic (panel A) and operational (panel B) leader behavior at specific values of charisma (centered), together
with the 95% confidence intervals (i.e., dotted lines; Study 3).
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Discussion
In Study 3 we replicated the curvilinear relationship between
charismatic personality and leader effectiveness. Moreover, conditions under which and processes through which this curvilinear
relationship occurs were examined. Hogan and Hogan (2007)
pointed to the crucial role of adjustment in professional contexts.
The presented study showed that, when a leader’s level of adjustment is high, the inflection point after which the relation with
effectiveness turns asymptotic and negative occurs at higher levels
of charisma. This means that a high level of adjustment can
alleviate the negative effects associated with high charisma levels.
Finally, the overall results of the mediation analysis revealed
that leaders low on charisma are perceived to be less effective than
leaders with an average charisma level because they lack strategic
behaviors, while leaders high on charisma are perceived to be less
effective because they lack operational behaviors. In line with the
ABC framework (Busse et al., 2016), the instantaneous-indirecteffect approach showed that the TMGT effect results from two
competing indirect effects: a positive indirect effect via strategic
behavior (i.e., benefit variable) and a negative indirect effect via
operational behavior (i.e., cost variable). At high charisma levels,
the beneficial effect of highly strategic behavior is still there, but
these benefits are offset by the operational costs associated with
high charisma levels.

General Discussion
Our work aimed to advance the understanding of leader charisma by (a) introducing a trait-based model of charisma, (b)
demonstrating curvilinear relationships between charismatic personality and leader effectiveness, (c) studying the boundary conditions under which the nature of this relationship may change, and
(d) examining the processes through which this relationship may
occur.
The first objective was addressed in Study 1. Results of this
study generally speak for the significance of HDS charisma as a
useful, trait-based measure of charisma. In addition to conceptual
arguments for the relevance of this constellation of personality
traits, we found significant correlations between HDS charisma
and fine-grained behavioral descriptions of charisma that were
both self-rated and observer-rated 9 years earlier. Moreover, a
significant correlation was found between HDS charisma based on
leaders’ self-reports and subordinate-rated charismatic leadership
styles (CKS charismatic leadership), and we provided incremental
validity evidence for HDS charisma, which accounts for an additional proportion of the variance in charismatic leadership beyond
Big Five traits.
Delving deeper into the associations between the two charisma
ratings further showed that no significant relationships were observed between HDS charisma and both CKS sensitivity subscales.
This reinforces the idea that the current measure of charismatic
personality focuses on communicating vision, unconventional behavior, and personal risk taking but does not necessarily cover
attention to other people’s needs or assessing events in the external
environment. Although an extensive discussion of this finding
transcends the purposes of this study, it is relevant to point out that
this may shed light on the difference between charismatic and
transformational leadership. Consistent with Bass’s (1985) conceptual differentiation between charisma and individualized con-
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sideration, this finding might indicate that sensitivity or individual
consideration is a critical factor distinguishing charismatic from
transformational leaders. This idea was also expressed by Bono
and Judge (2004), who stated that “the modesty and kindness of
agreeable individuals is not the hallmark of charismatic leaders”
(p. 903).
Moreover, existing theories and research on leader charisma
have in common that they all tend to depart from a rather simplistic
“more is better” perspective. With evidence increasing in favor of
an alternative “too much of a good thing” perspective in the fields
of applied personality, organizational behavior, and management
science, a second objective of our work was to investigate whether
leaders can be too charismatic. Consistent with our expectations,
the results in both Study 2 and Study 3 revealed a nonlinear
relationship between charismatic personality and observer-rated
overall leader effectiveness, supporting the idea that moderate
levels are better than low or high levels of charismatic personality.
This finding aligns with leadership research demonstrating the
dynamic of strengths becoming weaknesses when overusing them
(e.g., Kaiser & Hogan, 2011; McCall, 2009). Striking in this regard
is the divergent effect of charismatic personality on self-rated
overall effectiveness, which was positive and linear in both studies, implying that higher charismatic tendencies consistently go
together with higher self-perceived effectiveness. The explanation
for this finding may be found in self-enhancement theory (Leary,
2007), which states that people are motivated to protect their levels
of self-esteem, especially in potentially threatening situations like
self-assessment. This may explain why the highly charismatic,
with typically high levels of self-esteem, might be blind to their
weaknesses and exaggerate their strengths.
A third objective, which was addressed in Study 3, was to
investigate the boundary conditions under which this curvilinear
relationship may change. A central tenet in the TMGT principle is
that the inflection point after which the relationship turns asymptotic is context-specific (Pierce & Aguinis, 2013). Although we did
not take situational variables into account, such as stressful situations, we did take into account how one usually reacts to stressful
situations (i.e., adjustment). Consistent with Hogan and Hogan
(2007), we found that adjustment plays an important moderating
role. When the leader’s level of adjustment is high, the inflection
point after which the relation with effectiveness turns asymptotic
and negative occurs at higher levels of charisma. This means that
the “damage” of being highly charismatic depends on other traits
that the leader has: A high level of adjustment can buffer the
negative effects associated with high charisma levels.
A final objective of our work, also addressed in Study 3, was to
explore the mechanisms that account for the nonlinear relationship
between charismatic personality and observer-rated effectiveness.
For this purpose, both interpersonal (i.e., forceful and enabling)
and organizational (i.e., strategic and operational) behaviors were
considered as potential outcomes of charismatic personality, but
only the latter were significantly associated with charisma levels.
Using path modeling, we found that strategic and operational
leader behaviors fully mediate the curvilinear relationship between
charismatic personality and overall leader effectiveness. Moreover, the instantaneous-indirect-effect approach clearly provides
insight into the mechanisms driving this curvilinear relationship.
Specifically, it was found that different leader behaviors are
accountable for the curvilinearity between charismatic personality
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and overall effectiveness at different charisma levels. At lower
charisma levels, the lack of strategic leader behavior makes leaders
less effective than moderately charismatic leaders (cf. the left part
of the inverted U-shape in Figure 2). At higher charisma levels, on
the other hand, a clear lack of operational leader behavior reduces
leader effectiveness (cf. the right part of the inverted U-shape in
Figure 2).

Research Implications
The current study departed from a research model, integrating
leader characteristics, leader behaviors, and finally relevant outcomes. This kind of overarching framework may help to structure
this field of study and, eventually, facilitate the accumulation of
knowledge in this domain. The specific conceptualizations adopted
in the present study for leader characteristics (i.e., charismatic
personality, adjustment), leader behavior (interpersonal and organizational), and leader outcomes (effectiveness) allowed us to shed
light on the general but highly prevalent question: “What breaks a
leader?” (cf. Ames & Flynn, 2007; Hogan, Hogan, & Kaiser,
2010). Linking charismatic tendencies to leadership behaviors
revealed that charisma is most strongly associated to businessrelated behaviors. Whereas conventional wisdom suggests that
highly charismatic leaders fail for interpersonal reasons like arrogance, self-centeredness, and not caring about others (Blair, Hoffman, & Helland, 2008; O’Boyle, Forsyth, Banks, & McDaniel,
2012), our findings suggest that business-related behaviors, more
than interpersonal behavior, drive leader effectiveness ratings.
Interestingly, the mediation analysis pinpoints the exact role of
these business-related behaviors in the curvilinear relationship
between charismatic personality and leader effectiveness. For operational behavior, the results indicate that higher charisma scores
are associated with a lack of operational behavior and that this
impacts negatively on leader effectiveness. Moreover, this effect is
curvilinear, meaning that the detrimental effects of this lack of
operational behaviors become even stronger at higher levels of
charisma. Regarding strategic behavior, it was found that higher
charisma scores are associated with more strategic behavior and
that this impacts positively on leader effectiveness. And this effect
is also curvilinear, indicating that the beneficial effects of these
higher levels of strategic behavior become weaker at higher levels
of charisma. Taken together, although the decline in perceived
effectiveness of highly charismatic leaders cannot be due to “strategic overreach” or the tendency to do too much strategic behavior,
high strategic levels are associated with a lack of operational
behavior, which has a negative impact on the perceived effectiveness. Insufficient operational leadership refers to (a) an inability to
attend day-to-day operations, (b) an inadequate focus and level of
personal efficiency, and (c) a lack of process discipline to manage
an orderly workflow. It seems that highly charismatic leaders
overestimate what they can do and underestimate their limits, the
risks, and the complex tangle of involvements. These findings
align with management research (e.g., Chatterjee & Hambrick,
2011; Malmendier & Tate, 2005) that has related hubris/narcissism
to bad business decisions (e.g., paying too much for acquisitions)
and to erratic corporate financial performance. The underlying
culprit seems to be a lack of self-discipline and insufficient attention for the operational details of business management.

Taken together, our mediation results provide support for theoretical models of leadership arguing for leader behaviors as mechanisms through which individual leader traits influence leadership
effectiveness (e.g., Antonakis et al., 2012; DeRue et al., 2011;
Dinh & Lord, 2012; Zaccaro, 2012). Based on the fact that we
found full mediation, it can be suggested that for the curvilinear
relation between charismatic personality and leader effectiveness,
it’s all in the behavior. From a broader perspective, the results of
the current study support and expand the idea of the TMGT effect
(Pierce & Aguinis, 2013) as a metatheoretical principle and provide an explanation of how it works for charismatic personality
from a cost-and-benefit perspective (Busse et al., 2016).
In terms of practical implications, our research findings may be
useful in a leadership-selection context. Specifically, our findings
suggest that organizations may want to consider selecting applicants with midrange levels of charisma into leadership roles,
instead of extremely charismatic leaders. Besides their moderate
charisma score, applicants preferably should score high on adjustment. Moreover, knowledge of charismatic tendencies could be
useful for the purposes of coaching and development. For instance,
one strategy could be to confront highly charismatic leaders with
the potential gap between their own perception of effectiveness
(i.e., being very effective) and the perceptions of their collaborators (i.e., being not so effective), along with the most prevalent
pitfalls associated with their leadership style. Results of the mediation analysis are particularly relevant in this regard, demonstrating that highly charismatic leaders would probably gain the most
from a coaching program focused on operational deficiencies. On
the other hand, the developmental advice for leaders with low
charismatic personalities might have a different focus—namely, on
increasing strategic behavior. This training program could, for
instance, focus on spending more time and energy on long-term
planning, taking a broader perspective on the business as a whole,
questioning the status quo, and creating a safe environment for
trying new things (Kaiser et al., 2010).

Limitations and Strengths
Some limitations of the current work should be acknowledged.
First, a single-item measure was used to assess the overall effectiveness of leaders (Kaiser et al., 2010), whereas some argue
against the use of single-item measures (Pedhazur & Schmelkin,
1991). However, evidence is accumulating that single-item measures can be reliable, certainly when it pertains to constructs that
are sufficiently narrow and unambiguous, such as overall job
satisfaction and effectiveness (Sackett & Larson, 1990; Wanous &
Hudy, 2001). Moreover, we also included other leadershipeffectiveness criteria that allowed us to map more specific leaderbehavior dimensions. Nevertheless, future research is warranted
that replicates our findings with other and multiple-item leadership
outcomes.
A second limitation of this study is that no actual situational
factors were included as influencers of the relationship between
charismatic personality and overall effectiveness. Previous research has, for instance, revealed conditions of crisis and perceived
uncertainty as relevant moderators in this relationship (e.g., De
Hoogh, Den Hartog, & Koopman, 2005; House & Aditya, 1997;
Waldman et al., 2001). In line with this stream of research, it could
be, for instance, that under conditions of high environmental
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uncertainty, the inflection point in the curvilinear association between charisma and effectiveness occurs at higher levels of charisma than under conditions of environmental certainty. In fact,
higher charisma scores may not always lead to derailment. In
certain conditions, such as low-stress situations, the charismaeffectiveness relationship may be linear, rather than curvilinear.
However, we believe that high-stress and pressure situations are
rather typical for a “normal” leadership context, enhancing the
likelihood of a curvilinear relationship.
We do want to point out, however, that we did test the idea that
the curvilinear relationship between charisma and effectiveness is
subject to boundary conditions. This was done by testing the
moderating effect of adjustment, which reflects how one usually
deals with stressful situations. Moreover, one of the advantages of
the “too little/too much” response format adopted in the current
study is that part of this situational variability is automatically
taken into account. After all, coworkers rate the behaviors of their
leaders as “too little,” “too much,” or “the right amount” given the
specific situation that one is evaluated in. In other words, although
this approach does not provide concrete information about the
specific situational factors that might be influencing this association, situational variables are implicitly controlled for when using
this particular measurement scale, provided that something is “the
right amount” in a given situation. Nevertheless, future research
should aim to uncover the specific circumstances in which the
curvilinear relationship between charismatic personality and effectiveness can be obtained.
Beyond these limitations, this study also has a number of notable strengths that bolster its contribution to the extant literature.
First, except for the Eugene-Springfield sample, participants were
all actual leaders behaving in authentic leadership situations.
Moreover, most of the data were collected in the context of
large-scale and multinational leader-assessment programs (Study 2
and Study 3) that benefit from a number of methodological
strengths: for instance, sufficiently large samples of leaders assessed using a multiinformant design in which large samples of
coworkers participated. Finally, including multiple leadereffectiveness criteria (both behaviors and overall leader effectiveness) allowed us to delve deep into the exploratory mechanisms
underlying the nonlinear charisma-effectiveness association,
which can be considered as a robust methodological advancement
(Antonakis et al., 2012; Hayes & Preacher, 2010) and is highly
relevant for both theory and practice.

Conclusion
Our work tested a personality-based operationalization of charisma. In line with the TMGT effect, the picture that emerged from
the presented set of studies suggests that leaders with average
levels of trait-charisma are perceived as more effective by coworkers than those with either low or high charisma levels. However,
higher charisma levels are less harmful for leaders having high
adjustment levels as well. Our findings further clarified how and
why charismatic personality impacts leader effectiveness, as we
found that leaders low on charisma are less effective because they
lack strategic behaviors, while highly charismatic leaders are less
effective because they lack operational behaviors. These findings
may stimulate further research on the specific conditions under
which charismatic personality is something desirable— or not.
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Appendix
Justification for Aggregating Observer Ratings
Aggregated observer ratings—including ratings of subordinates, peers,
and superiors—were used for overall effectiveness (i.e., in Study 2 and
Study 3) and for the leader behaviors (i.e., in Study 3). To provide
additional justification for this aggregation method, the rwg(j) interrater
agreement coefficient (James et al., 1984) and the one-way random
effects intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC; McGraw & Wong, 1996)
were computed within superior, peer, and subordinate groups, as well as
across these three sources (LeBreton et al., 2003). In the computation of
rwg(j) for the overall effectiveness rating, the moderately skewed random
response null distribution was used to control for a moderate skew
because most ratings were between 6 and 10 on the 1 to 10 scale. To
account for central tendency bias, a triangular null distribution was used

in the computation of interrater agreement for the leader-behavior
scales (see LeBreton & Senter, 2008). Additionally, intraclass correlations (ICC[1]) were computed to evaluate the reliability of an
individual rater and ICC(k) to estimate the reliability of the average
rating across k raters—where k ⫽ 2 for superiors (i.e., the most
common number of multiple raters in the superior group); k ⫽ 4 for
peers; k ⫽ 5 (Study 2) and k ⫽ 4 (Study 3) for subordinates (i.e., the
modal number of raters in these groups); and k ⫽ 3 for the aggregate
rating across the three sources (i.e., the grand mean of the three rater
group means). The results in the Table indicate that, in both
studies, the level of similarity across superior, peer, and subordinate ratings is sufficiently high to support aggregation
(LeBreton & Senter, 2008).

Inter-Rater Reliability (ICC) and Inter-Rater Agreement (RWg(J)) for Leader Behavior Scales and Observer-Rated Leader-Effectiveness
Rating in Study 2 and Study 3

Superiors
Scale
Study 2
Leader effectiveness
Study 3
Forceful
Enabling
Strategic
Operational
Leader effectiveness

Peers

Aggregated across observer
sources

Subordinates

ICC(1)

ICC(k)

rwg(j)

ICC(1)

ICC(k)

rwg(j)

ICC(1)

ICC(k)

rwg(j)

ICC(1)

ICC(k)

rwg(j)

.47

.64

.85

.38

.71

.81

.32

.70

.83

.25

.51

.95

.56
.22
.49
.09
.21

.72
.37
.66
.17
.35

.98
.98
.98
.98
.87

.32
.29
.28
.25
.29

.66
.62
.61
.57
.62

.89
.93
.96
.93
.73

.29
.25
.22
.17
.24

.62
.57
.54
.45
.55

.92
.94
.95
.94
.71

.57
.64
.51
.38
.57

.80
.84
.76
.64
.80

.99
.99
.98
.99
.93

Note. ICC(k) was based on k ⫽ 2 for superior ratings, k ⫽ 4 for peer ratings, k ⫽ 5 (Study 2) and k ⫽ 4 (Study 3) for subordinate ratings, and k ⫽ 3
for ratings aggregated across the 3 sources. The rwg(j) values represent the Mean rwg(j) statistic computed across all focal managers (N ⫽ 201 for superiors,
306 for peers and subordinates in Study 2; N ⫽ 21 for superiors, 287 for peers and subordinates in Study 3).
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