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In an attempt to explain why the gender gap in leadership positions persists, we propose a
model centered on legitimacy. When women hold powerful positions, they have a harder
time than men eliciting respect and admiration (i.e., status) from subordinates. As a result, fe-
male power-holders are seen as less legitimate than male power-holders. Unless they are able
to legitimize their role, relative illegitimacy will prompt a variety of consequences such as more
negative subordinate behavior and reduced cooperation when the leader is a woman. Subordi-
nate rejection will likely put female leaders in a precarious mindset, and trigger negative re-
sponses toward subordinates; such behavior can confirm negative expectations of female
leaders and further undermine female authority in a self-reinforcing cycle of illegitimacy. Lead-
er or organizational features that enhance status attributions and/or lower subordinates' per-
ceptions of power differentials may increase legitimacy for women in leadership roles.
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“The road to authority is tough for women, and once they get there it's a bed of thorns” (Tannen, 1990; p. 244).
Despite great educational advances for women in recent decades (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics, 2014), gender bias continues to serve as an obstacle for the advancement of female candidates to leadership roles (e.g.
Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs, & Tamkins, 2004; Phelan, Moss-Racusin, & Rudman, 2008; Rudman, 1998; Rudman, Moss-Racusin,
Phelan, & Nauts, 2012). And, as Tannen (1990) observed, the difficulties do not end once a woman obtains a position of
power. Women who have assumed leadership roles are liked less than their male counterparts (Heilman & Okimoto, 2007;
Parks-Stamm, Heilman, & Hearns, 2008) and face social and economic penalties (Rudman, 1998) when they exercise or express
their authority (Brescoll, 2011; Sinclair & Kunda, 2000). It should be unsurprising, then, that women continue to be largely under-
represented among the powerful (Catalyst, 2014).

Here, we examine the experiences of women in leadership positions through the lens of research on the psychology of legit-
imacy. By “legitimacy”, we mean the sense of obligation or duty to comply freely with the decisions and directions of authorities
(Levi, Sacks, & Tyler, 2009; Tyler, 2002). We propose a theoretical model (see Fig. 1) that posits that the difficulties that female
leaders face often stem from low legitimacy perceptions—i.e., powerful women, relative to powerful men, are less likely to be per-
ceived as legitimate authorities. Previous models have addressed backlash against gender-norm violators more generally (e.g.,
Eagly & Karau, 2002; Rudman & Fairchild, 2004; Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Glick, & Phelan, 2012; Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan
and Nauts, 2012). This work has showed, for example, that both women and men tend to be penalized for behavior that violates
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Fig. 1. The self-reinforcing cycle of illegitimacy. Occupying a formal position of power, i.e., a leadership role (A) leads to status attributions (B) and the perception
of power differentials (C). The gender of the leader (D) moderates the extent to which subordinates attribute status to the leader (B), and the extent to which they
perceive power differentials between them and the leader (C). These status attributions (B) and perceptions of power differentials (C) together determine the
legitimacy of leaders (E). A series of consequences ensue from legitimacy perceptions (F), which could foster a precarious psychological state for leaders (G),
resulting in behavior that is too aggressive (H) or too tentative (I). Aggressive leader behavior (H) increases the perception of power differentials between leader
and subordinates (C), further lowering legitimacy (E). Tentative leader behavior (I) reduces status attributions (B) also further lowering legitimacy (E). A host of
moderators (J) impact legitimacy by increasing/reducing status attributions (B) and/or by increasing/reducing the perception of power differentials.
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gender stereotypes (Rudman, 1998). Thus, people tend to dislike, reject, and punish women who display agency in general
(e.g., those who self-promote; Moss-Racusin & Rudman, 2010). While here we draw heavily from this prior work, we focus almost
exclusively on research that has examined the specific case of bias against women in powerful positions that entail control over
others, and we integrate this work with a different stream of research centered on the legitimacy of power-holders (Magee &
Frasier, 2014; Tyler, 2002, 2006). We propose ways that a legitimacy lens can help advance the field further by suggesting
novel predictions for consequences of bias that go well beyond the individual target woman, and thus more fully illuminate
the difficulties faced by powerful women than extant models of bias against stereotype violators.

Our model places backlash against female leaders (as well as backlash-avoidance behaviors on the part of female leaders) as a
result of subordinates' low legitimacy perceptions. Other theoretical models have focused on status in terms of societal standing of
a target's group identification, and examined the incongruence between occupying a high-rank position while simultaneously be-
longing to a group that occupies a subordinate role in society (such as women and racial minorities; e.g., Rudman & Fairchild,
2004; Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Glick and Phelan, 2012). “Status” plays an important role in our model as well. However, we define
status differently: not as stemming from group membership, per se, but as the degree to which a leader is respected and admired
by others—a definition we borrow from the broader literature on leadership (e.g. Magee & Frasier, 2014) and power (e.g., Magee
& Galinsky, 2008). Moreover, while status occupies a prominent place in our model, we propose that it is a focus on the construct
of legitimacy that can unlock new avenues of inquiry that may expand our understanding of female leaders. While status (respect
and admiration) is a construct relevant to the study of bias against women in a host of contexts (for example, women who self-
promote), legitimacy is more germane in particular to the study of women who occupy positions or roles that entail authority
over others. As other power-holders, women in leadership roles need to garner respect and admiration (status) from subordinates
in order to legitimize their authority (Magee & Frasier, 2014).

Thus, we believe there is value in adopting a legitimacy lens when it comes to understanding the specific case of bias against
women who hold formal positions entailing power over others. Unlike other models, our model examines the questions that
emerge when bias against female leaders is thought of as a special case of bias against illegitimate leaders, rather than as a special
case of bias against norm-violators more generally (e.g.Eagly & Karau, 2002; Rudman & Fairchild, 2004; Rudman, Moss-Racusin,
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Glick, and Phelan, 2012). Because the current focus is on leadership, the concept of legitimacy becomes relevant in a way that is
less evident when considering bias against stereotype violators in general.

Most importantly, integrating these different streams of theory and focusing on legitimacy allows us to make clear predictions
about a broader range of outcomes and downstream consequences beyond just those that are relevant to the individual target of
backlash (e.g., lower salaries; Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008), such as reduced subordinate cooperation and fewer behaviors that go
beyond minimal role requirements when the leader is a woman versus a man. Further, a theoretical model centered on legitimacy
helps explain why certain features of female leaders or features of the evaluative context can mitigate backlash: If the problem is,
at least in part, one of illegitimacy, then any features that legitimize women's authority should reduce bias against it. Finally, the
proposed model highlights a problematic self-reinforcing cycle of illegitimacy that incorporates previous theories, which have con-
ceptualized backlash as a force that maintains the status quo and reinforces gender bias (Rudman & Fairchild, 2004; Rudman,
Moss-Racusin, Glick, and Phelan, 2012). We turn first to an examination of the constructs of power, status, and legitimacy.

Power, status, and the legitimacy of authorities

Power, status, and legitimacy are distinct but intimately related constructs. It is worth clarifying their definitions, similarities,
and differences to fully understand the implications of our model. All leaders and authority figures possess power: An asymmetric
control over resources and subordinates' activities and outcomes (Fiske, 1993; Keltner, Gruenfeld, & Anderson, 2003). This power
is attached to the leadership role (formal power) and it grants leaders the discretion to oversee, reward, and punish subordinates;
to hire, promote, demote, and fire them; and to assign tasks and projects and grant them more or less autonomy.

Legitimacy in our model applies to the authority figure or leader. “Legitimate” in this case is a state in which a leader's power
over others is seen as deserved and justified (Caddick, 1982; Tyler, 2006). Such a legitimate leader manifests his or her legitimacy
when subordinates feel like they ought to obey and follow his or her rules and decisions, not out of force, per se, but rather by
choice (Levi et al., 2009; Tyler, 2002). A legitimate leader does not have to wield power in a coercive way or underscore
power differentials to get subordinates to cooperate or follow (Magee & Frasier, 2014; Tyler, 2002). Instead, when a leader is
seen as legitimate, subordinates readily accept and comply with his or her decisions. In this way, there can be power without le-
gitimacy (when power differentials are left unexplained or are seen as inappropriate and unfair; Tyler, 2006). But legitimacy as a
construct comes into play once formal power differentials are established—speaking of legitimacy without formal power makes
little conceptual sense. What determines the legitimacy of power-holders?

One answer is status attributions, which can be used to explain the allocation of power and to justify power differentials be-
tween subordinates and leaders (Magee & Galinsky, 2008), and thus are an important legitimizing force for those who occupy
powerful roles. In our model, status is the degree to which a leader is respected and admired by others (Blader & Chen, 2014;
Magee & Frasier, 2014; Magee & Galinsky, 2008). Status resides in the eyes of subordinates, who bestow it or withhold it from
the leader freely (Magee & Galinsky, 2008). A leader's expertise, superior ability, special talents, and overall competence often elic-
it such respect and admiration, i.e., status (Hollander, 1985; Magee & Galinsky, 2008). Individuals who elicit more respect and
admiration are likely to also be regarded as deserving of positions that entail resource control (i.e., power).

Thus, keeping formal power constant, the degree to which subordinates see a power-holder (e.g., a boss, manager, supervisor,
etc.) as a legitimate authority will partly depend on how much they respect and admire him or her (i.e., status attribution), be-
cause this respect will determine the degree to which power differentials are seen as justified. Status is therefore an antecedent to
the legitimacy of power-holders. At very low levels of status (e.g., when perceived to be highly incompetent or untrustworthy),
leaders will be seen as illegitimate, and therefore they will need to leverage their formal power in a relatively coercive way as
the only means to elicit compliance from subordinates (Magee & Frasier, 2014). Not surprisingly, research has shown that such
high power/low status individuals (those who possess high resource control but elicit little respect and admiration) are judged
negatively as dominant and cold, which leads people to expect more negative interactions with them (Fragale, Overbeck, &
Neale, 2011).

In our model, we treat actual (i.e., formal) power as relatively fixed: even a highly illegitimate leader still has the discretion to
fire a disgruntled employee (i.e., power). However, just because a leader has the prerogative to impose sanctions and force com-
pliance this does not necessarily mean that he or she would leverage this power. The perception of leader power—the belief that
the leader is likely (or unlikely) to leverage formal power and rely on coercion in order to elicit compliance—is not static. This
belief about the likelihood that a leader will rely on coercion may vary greatly due to multiple factors. In some cases, the
power differential between leaders and subordinates may be emphasized and thus perceived more strongly, whereas in other
cases, such differentials may be deemphasized. For example, a leader who reminds subordinates that they could lose their jobs
for not following his or her commands is invoking and leveraging formal power to elicit compliance in a coercive manner. Sub-
ordinates in this case will likely perceive power differentials to be relatively high. In addition, some subordinates more than others
(or in some contexts more so than others), may expect leaders to emphasize formal power differentials and use coercion more or
less openly. In other cases, subordinates may expect leaders to downplay formal power differentials. When these expectations are
not met, perceptions of power differentials could be reduced or heightened. Such variability in perceptions of power differentials
is important because it interacts with status attributions to determine the legitimacy of leaders.

Keeping formal power constant, high (vs. low) perceptions of power differentials between leader and subordinates will require
greater levels of respect and admiration (status) to legitimize the leader. Therefore, while formal power is relatively fixed, percep-
tions of power differentials are also an antecedent to leader legitimacy, along with status attributions. Ideally, leaders would elicit
as much status as possible, while at the same time keeping perceptions of power differentials as low as possible. The challenge is
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keeping perceptions of power differentials low, but without going so far as to convey tentativeness, which then could impact
legitimacy via reduced competence and status attributions, as we will discuss shortly. With this caveat in mind, any factor that
either elevates status attributions, or that serves to downplay perceptions of power differentials, should increase the legitimacy
of leaders. In contrast, any factor that either reduces leader status or emphasizes power differentials should further reduce leader
legitimacy. Further, while this power legitimation process applies to all leaders in general, it poses a persistent problem for
women in top positions because subordinates may be reluctant to imbue a female leader with status to the same extent as
they would a male leader (e.g., Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992), making women in powerful positions more likely than men
to be cast as illegitimate authorities.

The problem for women in charge

Put simply, female authorities are less accepted than their male counterparts (Brescoll, 2011; Eagly et al., 1992; Heilman &
Okimoto, 2007; Parks-Stamm et al., 2008). As just one example, a meta-analysis of 61 different studies found lower levels of liking
and acceptance for female (vs. male) leaders, even when leader performance was controlled for; this differential was particularly
high in traditionally male-dominated fields such as finance and technology (Eagly et al., 1992).

Some scholars have expressed concerns that bias against hypothetical female leaders uncovered by lab studies may not generalize
to real organizational settings (e.g., Elsesser, 2015). However, field studies looking at attitudes toward real female leaders have also
frequently found evidence of gender bias. For instance, national polls indicate that workers tend to prefer male supervisors to female
supervisors (Rifkin, 2014; Rubner, 1991). In another recent survey, while a plurality of participants (51%) had no preference, the rest
preferred a male to a female boss by a 2–1 margin (Elsesser & Lever, 2011). And, a field study examining worker outcomes after a
company merger or acquisition showed that male workers in particular were more likely to quit when the merger resulted in an
increase in women in top management positions (Kwon & Milgrom, 2010). Similarly, a narrative analysis of adult individuals' rea-
sons for preferring male versus female bosses (e.g., Elsesser & Lever, 2011) revealed prejudice that closely aligns with the results
of highly controlled laboratory studies (e.g., Heilman et al., 2004). Finally, a meta-analysis on gender bias in leader evaluations
that examined the moderating role of study setting found no significant differences between lab and field studies, suggesting that,
on average, gender bias emerges across settings (Paustian-Underdahl, Walker, & Woehr, 2014). When taken together, the combined
results of lab and field studies suggest that the devaluation of women in authority roles is real and a likely contributor to the per-
sistent gender gap at the top (Eagly & Carli, 2003; Heilman & Eagly, 2008; Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2014).

At least two explanations have been proposed for why people are resistant to female authorities. First, there is a perceived lack
of fit (Heilman, 2001; see also Geis, 1993; and Ridgeway, 2001) or incongruity (Eagly & Karau, 2002) between the traits and be-
haviors associated with successful leaders (e.g., agency, assertiveness, decisiveness, and confidence) and the traits seen as typical
and highly descriptive of women (e.g., warm, polite, and yielding; Burgess & Borgida, 1999; Prentice & Carranza, 2002). Compared
to feminine stereotypes, masculine stereotypes are more closely associated with successful managers (Koenig, Eagly, Mitchell, &
Ristikari, 2011; Schein & Davidson, 1993) and with powerful people in general (Vial & Napier, 2014). This mismatch or lack of
fit likely drives expectations that women will be less competent leaders than men with identical credentials. Indeed, women
have to work harder or perform substantially better than their male counterparts to be considered similarly competent (Lyness
& Heilman, 2006). For example, observers tend to assume that in successful teams composed by one woman and one man, the
man is largely responsible for the team's success, unless a woman's contribution to the final product is stated unambiguously
(Heilman & Haynes, 2005; see also Foschi, 1996). Ultimately, descriptive feminine stereotypes portray women as inadequate to
lead relative to men, which may drive the perception of female managers as less competent than male managers, and therefore
not as worthy of respect and admiration (status). Keeping formal power as well as perceptions of power differentials constant, the
lower status elicited by female leaders results in relatively lower legitimacy compared to male leaders.

A second, albeit complementary, account for the resistance to female leaders is suggested by research on prescriptive and pro-
scriptive gender stereotypes (Rudman, 1998; Rudman & Glick, 2001). In general, people tend to penalize gender deviants—i.e., men
and women who act in discordance with traditional gender norms and stereotypes (Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Rudman, 2010;
Rudman, 1998; Rudman & Fairchild, 2004). For example, participants in an experiment derogated both men and women who
were successful in gender-inconsistent positions, and were less likely to prefer them as bosses (Heilman & Wallen, 2010).
More specifically, researchers have found that female leaders are penalized for failing to comply with a prescription that
women be communal (i.e., a “communality deficit;” Heilman & Okimoto, 2007) and for violating gender proscriptions for
women not to be dominant (i.e., a “dominance penalty;” Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, and Nauts, 2012). A recent meta-
analysis of 63 studies spanning 39 years of research confirmed that women are indeed penalized more than men for explicit
expressions of dominance (Williams & Tiedens, 2015). This research suggests that the same amount of formal power may be per-
ceived as “too much” in the hands of a woman versus a man, and that powerful women are threatening (Rudman, Moss-Racusin,
Phelan, and Nauts, 2012) and untrustworthy (Heilman et al., 2004). As women are not typically associated with power (Koenig
et al., 2011; Schein & Davidson, 1993), when a woman (vs. a man) occupies a powerful position, this expectancy violation
could make power differentials more noticeable for subordinates. If so, the same amount of respect and admiration that may
be enough for a man's power to be perceived as legitimate may nevertheless be insufficient for a female leader to legitimize
her role. Conversely, at equal levels of status, the perception of power differentials between leaders and subordinates may be
greater when the leader is a woman, resulting in relatively lower legitimacy compared to when the leader is a man.

In this way, from a legitimacy perspective, both lack of fit perceptions and stereotype violations have detrimental effects for
women in leadership roles because they lower perceptions of leader status or emphasize power differentials between female
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leaders and their subordinates, rendering female authority relatively illegitimate. We believe this new insight into the underlying
psychological processes at play that emerges from a focus on legitimacy allows for a parsimonious organization of the larger
literature on bias against female leaders—particularly boundary conditions, as we will also discuss further in this paper. Addition-
ally, a legitimacy perspective makes predictions for a host of outcomes that go beyond backlash against individual women: It rec-
ognizes the broader impact illegitimacy can have at the organizational level (Tyler, 2002, 2006, 2010), and thus encourages
examination of downstream consequences that have been relatively unexplored to date. We turn to these next.

The consequences of illegitimacy: looking beyond backlash

The term ‘backlash’ was coined by Rudman (1998) to describe the social and economic penalties incurred by men and women
who engaged in gender stereotype-incongruent behavior or occupied gender stereotype-incongruent roles. Research on gender
bias against women in leadership roles has continued to focus on backlash as the main dependent outcome of interest. Studies
in this tradition have shown that individuals report lower desire to have a woman versus an identical man as their boss
(Heilman & Okimoto, 2007), and lower intentions to hire or promote a woman (vs. a man) vying for a manager position
(Brescoll, 2011; Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008; Phelan et al., 2008; Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan and Nauts, 2012, Study 3). Backlash
is also evident in research showing participants' willingness to pay female (vs. male) leaders lower salaries (Brescoll, Dawson, &
Uhlmann, 2010; Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008; Livingston, Rosette, & Washington, 2012). In addition to these individual penalties, our
model predicts other potential downstream consequences stemming from female leaders' relatively low legitimacy. First, low
legitimacy perceptions will likely increase negative subordinate behaviors (e.g., active undermining of leader authority) as well
as reduce positive behaviors (e.g., cooperation and extra-role behaviors) in teams led by women (vs. men). Second, subordinate
rejection and lack of cooperation can alter leaders' psychological state (Lammers, Galinsky, Gordijn, & Otten, 2008; Smith, Jost, &
Vijay, 2008), which could negatively impact a woman's performance as a leader and her behavior toward subordinates. We dis-
cuss these different sets of consequences next.

Increased negative behavior

There is some evidence suggesting that subordinates might be more likely to enact negative behaviors when led by a woman
(vs. a man). For example, an experiment by Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, and Nauts (2012) demonstrated that participants
were more likely to sabotage a woman described to possess high leadership aptitude (relative to a man with high aptitude
and to low-aptitude men and women). In addition, research in the lab (Butler & Geis, 1990; Koch, 2005, Study 1) and in the
field (Koch, 2005, Study 2) has demonstrated that subordinates tended to direct more negative nonverbal behaviors (e.g., body
language and facial expressions) toward female (vs. male) leaders during face-to-face interactions, even though they rated
them as equally competent. Butler and Geis (1990) also showed that, whereas male leaders received a balanced mix of positive
and negative responses from subordinates, female leaders received more negative than positive nonverbal feedback. Brown and
Geis (1984) further showed that when a majority of group members exhibit these negative nonverbal behaviors, performance
evaluations of female (vs. male) leaders suffer to a greater extent. More research is needed to expand our understanding of
ways in which subordinates may behave negatively when led by a female versus a male manager, both in terms of negative
work-related behaviors that may directly impact the group's bottom line (e.g., increased work withdrawal and absenteeism), as
well as in terms of negative behaviors toward the leader that may undermine her authority (e.g., increased interruptions during
staff meetings; challenging leader decisions, etc.).

Reduced extra role behavior and cooperation

While rewards and punishments (i.e., leveraging formal power) may be sufficient to foster basic rule following and mandated
cooperation from subordinates, more voluntary or discretionary types of cooperative behavior—for instance, working late without
prompting, helping coworkers, going beyond what is required, or taking ownership of projects—are typically not a result of a sys-
tem that functions via the use of rewards and punishments (Tyler, 2010; Tyler & Blader, 2005). These extra role cooperative be-
haviors (i.e., organizational citizenship behaviors) are a matter of personal choice rather than a formalized aspect of the job that
can be enforced, and are positively related to both individual- and organizational-level markers of performance such as lower em-
ployee absenteeism and turnover, increased productivity and efficiency, and reduced costs (Podsakoff, Ahearne, & MacKenzie,
1997; Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, & Blume, 2009). Of chief relevance here is the tendency for cooperative, extra role behaviors
to increase in legitimate (vs. illegitimate) hierarchies (Tyler, 2010), which suggests that these behaviors will be reduced in teams
led by women (vs. men), unless leaders are able to legitimize their authority.

Although the proposition that subordinates may be less likely to enact positive extra role behavior in teams led by women (vs.
men) has not been tested directly, there is some indirect evidence consistent with it. For instance, when trust in authorities is low,
cooperation is less likely to emerge (De Cremer & Tyler, 2007), and female leaders are often stereotyped as conniving, manipula-
tive, and untrustworthy (Heilman et al., 2004), and as emotionally unstable “wild cards” that will make irrational decisions
(e.g., Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008; for a review see Shields, 2013). Similarly, research shows that the quality of leader/subordinate
interactions is positively related to the emergence of organizational citizenship behaviors (Deluga, 1994; Ilies, Nahrgang, &
Morgeson, 2007). Therefore, if interactions with subordinates tend to be more negative when the leader is female (Butler &
Geis, 1990; Koch, 2005), this implies that subordinates will be less likely to enact organizational citizenship behaviors in teams
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led by women (vs. men). While there is evidence that female subordinates are expected to engage in these extra role behaviors to
a higher extent than male subordinates (Farrell & Finkelstein, 2007; Heilman & Chen, 2005; Lovell et al., 1999), the question of
whether female leaders elicit these types of behaviors to the same or a lesser extent as male leaders remains unexplored, most
likely because there has not been a strong theoretical rationale to examine this possibility. A focus on legitimacy brings to the
forefront questions about the quality of leader/subordinate interactions and subordinate cooperation in teams led by women
(Tyler, 2010).

Precarious leader psychology

Women are not oblivious to the difficulties they face in legitimizing their authority. Research has shown that women are very
sensitive to the possibility that subordinates may not accept them, and this anticipation leads them to expect lower levels of in-
fluence and to evaluate potential leadership positions more negatively, whereas for men there is no such link (Rink, Ryan, &
Sotker, 2012). Moreover, two experiments have shown that individuals' perceptions of their status within a group tend to be
highly accurate (Anderson, Srivastava, Beer, Spataro, & Chatman, 2006), which suggests that low respect and admiration for a fe-
male leader will not go unnoticed by her. When power-holders feel illegitimate, this shifts them from a promotion to a prevention
regulatory focus (Willis & Rodríguez-Bailón, 2010). A promotion- (vs. prevention-) focused leader is concerned with maximizing
positive outcomes, is optimistic and creative, is likely to take chances and seize opportunities, and is less likely to be discouraged
by setbacks (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Kark & Van Dijk, 2007); in short, a promotion focus is highly compatible with effective lead-
ership. In contrast, an illegitimate, prevention-focused leader is mostly concerned with avoiding losses and mistakes, and main-
taining his or her powerful position which is perceived to be unstable precisely due to its illegitimacy (Willis & Rodríguez-
Bailón, 2010). More generally, illegitimate power tends to inhibit goal-oriented behavior (Lammers et al., 2008; Smith et al.,
2008). Consistent with this phenomenon, female leaders have been shown to reduce their assertiveness and goal-focused behav-
ior strategically as a way to avoid or minimize backlash (Brescoll, 2011; Moss-Racusin & Rudman, 2010).

Similarly, research has shown that evaluative concerns (i.e., focusing on how one is viewed by others) can lead to cognitive
resource depletion (Richeson & Trawalter, 2005). These evaluative concerns could be triggered by the same types of situations
in which powerful women have been found to fear backlash for dominating workplace conversations (Brescoll, 2011) or for be-
having assertively (Moss-Racusin & Rudman, 2010). Finally, Kilduff and Galinsky (2013) showed that prevention focus and behav-
ioral inhibition lead to lower status attainment, which suggests subordinates' rejection of a female manager—even if expressed
subtly—will reduce her confidence in her ability to lead (Rink et al., 2012), and could cause work–role dissatisfaction and lead
women to drop out of leadership positions (see Morgan, Gilrane, McCausland, & King, 2011).

Aggressive leader behavior

Illegitimate leaders' precarious psychological mindset will likely impact their behaviors toward subordinates. A leader who is
devoting significant cognitive resources to monitoring how others perceive her could miss important social cues, perhaps ironical-
ly resulting in more negative interactions with subordinates (e.g., Richeson & Trawalter, 2005). Moreover, past work suggests that
when leaders doubt their own competence as a result of subordinate rejection they react aggressively and derogate subordinates
in retaliation (Fast & Chen, 2009; Fast, Halevy, & Galinsky, 2012; Georgesen & Harris, 2006; Maner & Mead, 2010; Rodríguez-
Bailón, Moya, & Yzerbyt, 2000; Williams, 2014). Indeed, some have proposed that women in top positions may feel compelled
to downplay their femininity and gender group identity and to adopt more masculine, authoritative styles in order to be consid-
ered successful leaders (Ellemers, 1993; Ellemers, Rink, Derks, & Ryan, 2012). Similarly, research by von Hippel, Wiryakusuma,
Bowden, and Shochet (2011) has demonstrated that women who experience stereotype threat in the leadership domain tend
to adopt a more masculine communication style (i.e., more directive and powerful, with fewer hedges and hesitations). Concerned
that subordinates may not respect them, female leaders may resort to explicitly dominant behavior and emphasize power differ-
entials to impose their authority. And, consistent with the model proposed here, when women adopt this overly aggressive style
they are actually less influential with others (von Hippel et al., 2011).

Tentative leader behavior

Alternatively, there is evidence that, under certain circumstances, power holders tend to behave in more submissive rather
than more aggressive ways. In particular, high power individuals with a heightened need to belong can experience power as a
threat because it effectively distances them from others (Magee & Smith, 2013). As a result, they may behave in more submissive
ways to downplay power differentials, as recently demonstrated in a series of experiments (Rios, Fast, & Gruenfeld, 2015). Rather
than lashing out aggressively against difficult subordinates, some female managers may react to negative social cues by retreating
and attempting to be a less “bossy” boss. For example, Brescoll (2011) showed that women in high-power roles in a group task
who feared backlash from other group members responded by reducing their talking time relative to men in the same high-
power role.

However, while this retreating strategy can sometimes be effective at legitimizing women's authority (Brescoll, 2011), the
evidence for this is somewhat inconsistent, and some studies suggest that tentativeness could potentially backfire. More indirect,
less dominant behavior that serves to downplay power differentials may be highly beneficial for female leaders (Williams &
Tiedens, 2015). But as we suggested earlier in this paper, submissive behavior that is construed as a sign of low competence



406 A.C. Vial et al. / The Leadership Quarterly 27 (2016) 400–414
will likely exacerbate illegitimacy by reducing status attributions. Indeed, some research has found that women who behaved ten-
tatively in leadership roles were seen as less likable and less influential than men who behaved in the same way (Bongiorno, Bain,
& David, 2013; Geddes, 1992). Similarly, in another study, female leaders who enacted a less assertive, more relationship-oriented
style were perceived as less effective than those who enacted a more task-oriented style (Forsyth, Heiney, & Wright, 1997). While
female leaders should generally benefit from downplaying power differentials with subordinates, the challenge is doing so with-
out conveying tentativeness, which then could impact legitimacy via reduced status attributions. For example, a boss who cannot
bring herself to fire a disgruntled or low-performing employee will be seen as failing to do her job appropriately. More research is
necessary to address ways in which powerful women might effectively downplay power differentials without simultaneously in-
curring a loss of status in order to legitimize their role, as we discuss later in this paper.

The self-reinforcing cycle of illegitimacy

Whether women in leadership roles behave too aggressively or too tentatively, their behavior will impact subordinates' respect
and admiration and perceptions of power differentials between them and the leader. Theory poses that backlash against female
leaders serves to maintain gender stereotypes, and therefore to bolster and reinforce unequal status relations between men
and women (Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Glick, and Phelan, 2012). This process partly works through women's anticipation of back-
lash, which then motivates backlash-avoidance behavior (e.g.Brescoll, 2011, Moss-Racusin & Rudman, 2010) that may be incom-
patible with effective leadership. Illegitimacy can trigger a variety of consequences, including overly aggressive or overly tentative
leader behavior. We also propose that these behaviors on the part of the leader could ultimately further damage legitimacy in a
self-reinforcing cycle. Widely-held stereotypes and expectations that women are not a good fit for leadership roles (Eagly & Karau,
2002; Heilman, 2001; Ridgeway, 2001) may render subordinates especially vulnerable to confirmation bias and make them recep-
tive to any cues or behavior suggesting that a female leader may not be up to the task (e.g., Geis, 1993). In these conditions, fe-
male leaders who behave too aggressively or too tentatively may further lower their legitimacy.

Emphasizing power differentials and relying on coercive power to elicit compliance is likely to offset the legitimizing effects of
subordinates' respect and admiration (i.e., status), and increase rather than reduce backlash and negative subordinate behavior. To
start, research shows that expressions of dominance tend to be seen as inappropriate regardless of leader gender (Driskell & Salas,
2005). Moreover, other work has uncovered various ways in which an aggressive female leader may exacerbate her illegitimacy:
Women in leadership roles are penalized more than men for being critical (Sinclair & Kunda, 2000); for expressing anger (Brescoll
& Uhlmann, 2008; Lewis, 2000; but see Driskell & Salas, 2005, for contradicting findings); for being explicitly dominant, such as
issuing direct demands (Elsesser & Lever, 2011; Williams & Tiedens, 2015); for delivering discipline (Atwater, Carey, & Waldman,
2001; Brett, Atwater, & Waldman, 2005); for using intimidation to accomplish goals (Bolino & Turnley, 2003); and for adopting
more directive communication styles with subordinates (von Hippel et al., 2011). These findings converge to suggest that behav-
ing aggressively emphasizes power differentials between the power holder and her subordinates, ultimately rendering female
leaders even less legitimate.

Similarly, some research indicates that female leaders who behave tentatively are seen as less likable and less influential than
male leaders who behave in the same way (Bongiorno et al., 2013). In general, inhibition leads to lower status (Kilduff & Galinsky,
2013). Insofar as women have to work harder than identical men to establish and maintain an image of competence (Lyness &
Heilman, 2006), retreating strategies could be detrimental and further damage perceptions of leader status. As we have seen,
on the one hand, leaders may downplay power differentials and be perceived as unlikely to resort to coercion, which should con-
tribute to legitimize her authority (e.g., Brescoll, 2011). On the other hand, if she is so tentative that her competence is
questioned, she will not be seen as a deserving, respectable leader (Carli, 1999). Ultimately, tentativeness could further delegiti-
mize her authority.

Thus, our model leads to the novel proposition that, over time, status attributions will be more likely to deteriorate for female
(vs. male) leaders. Over time, too, the psychological mindset of female leaders may come to highly resemble that of illegitimate
authorities (e.g.Fast et al., 2012, Georgesen & Harris, 2006) and become less conducive to effective leadership, in a self-reinforcing
cycle. In this way, a “bed of thorns” (Tannen, 1990) may emerge from the combination of a priori expectations from subordinates
that a female leader will fall short, as well as a priori expectations from female leaders that they will not be respected (e.g., Rink
et al., 2012), both of which would produce more negative leader/subordinate interactions and a precarious psychological state for
women in charge. This mix could foster inappropriate leader behavior (i.e., behaving too aggressively or too tentatively), which
would confirm subordinates' expectations that leadership roles are not suitable for women, and ultimately serve to further dam-
age leader legitimacy by emphasizing power differentials, lowering subordinate's respect and admiration for the leader, or both.

Moderators of bias against female leaders: legitimizing factors

Some scholars have questioned the generality of bias against female leaders (e.g., Elsesser, 2015). Researchers have reported
various moderating factors that can ameliorate or exacerbate gender bias (Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2014), and a relatively con-
sistent picture is starting to emerge delineating boundary conditions. According to our model, any factors that either increase
status, reduce perceptions of power differentials, or both, should make female leaders seem more deserving of their position
and their authority more legitimate, therefore reducing backlash and negative behaviors, increasing cooperation, and improving
leader performance. In contrast, any factors that serve to reduce leader status or emphasize power differentials between leaders
and subordinates should exacerbate bias. We discuss some of these moderating factors next.
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Leader competence and credentials

As individuals rely at least in part on competence cues when making status-conferral decisions (Hollander, 1985; Magee &
Galinsky, 2008), any trait or attribute that signals competence or that is seen as facilitating performance should increase leader
status. In the case of a woman in a leadership role, the relative lack of fit for the position suggested by her gender could be coun-
tered by knowledge that she has very strong credentials (Heilman & Haynes, 2005) or exceptionally high performance (Rosette
& Tost, 2010). For example, Heilman and Haynes (2005) were able to experimentally eliminate the devaluation of women in
performance contexts by providing clear evidence of prior work competence. Similarly, Rosette and Tost (2010) showed that
female leaders received more positive evaluations over male leaders when success was specifically attributed to them (i.e., to
their abilities, decisions, and behaviors) versus an external force (i.e., themarketplace). In this way, evidence of a female leader's
competence and performance can be a strong legitimizing force by increasing status attributions and justifying the allocation of
power.

Continued exposure to a specific individual can overtime result in less stereotyping of that person (Fiske, 1998); therefore,
women who are well known in the organization and who have consistently shown to be highly competent are likely to be eval-
uated on their own merits more so than on the basis of gender stereotypes. For example, researchers find that women are more
likely to be promoted to leadership roles rather than hired from outside the organization (Lyness & Judiesch, 1999). Similarly, field
research in organizations tends to find less bias relative to lab studies, as raters typically know the female target very well and are
more likely to have first-hand information on her ability and performance as a leader (Elsesser, 2015; Elsesser & Lever, 2011). This
first-hand knowledge should elevate respect and admiration for the leader and legitimize her power. Similarly, individuals in real
organizations have more to gain from perceiving their leaders' abilities accurately than individuals in laboratory studies, and such
outcome dependency has been shown to reduce stereotyping in general (Neuberg & Fiske, 1987) and bias against female leaders
in particular, at least among men (Rudman, 1998).

Our model suggests that any information that serves to combat stereotypes of low competence may enhance status attribu-
tions for female leaders, which would help justify and legitimize their power (Hollander, 1985; Magee & Galinsky, 2008). Con-
versely, any cues suggesting that a female leader is relatively incompetent should greatly lower her status in the eyes of
subordinates, delegitimizing her role (e.g.Brescoll et al., 2010, Rosette, Mueller, & Lebel, 2015).

Intersectional stereotypes

There is some evidence that, at least in certain circumstances, Black women in leadership roles may be spared backlash. In an
experiment, White female and Black male leaders were evaluated more negatively than White male leaders for behaving in the
same dominant manner, but Black female leaders were not penalized in this way (Livingston et al., 2012; see also Biernat &
Sesko, 2013). However, another experiment found contradicting results suggesting that Black women incur the same or even
higher backlash relative to other leaders. Rosette and Livingston (2012) explored the interacting effects of leader gender, race
(White vs. Black), and organizational success (vs. failure) on ratings of leader effectiveness. They found that, among successful
leaders, typical backlash effects emerged and both White and Black female leaders (as well as Black male leaders) were seen as
less effective than successful White male leaders. In conditions of organizational failure, Black women were penalized the most
compared to all other leaders (White/Black males and White females). The inconsistency between these findings and those re-
ported by Livingston et al. (2012) suggests a complex relationship between race and gender on leader evaluations that needs
to be examined in more depth (see also Hall, Galinsky, & Phillips, 2015).

From a legitimacy perspective, leader race may moderate the effect of leader gender on subordinate bias because information
that a female leader is Black (vs. White) may activate an alternative set of stereotypes and expectations that are less incompatible
with leadership roles (e.g., “strong Black woman”). Consistent with this notion, it has been shown that an applicable stereotype
may become irrelevant and be set aside when a different applicable stereotype becomes more salient (Kunda & Spencer,
2003). Further, research suggests that race and gender perceptions are strongly intertwined (Carpinella, Chen, Hamilton, &
Johnson, 2015; Johnson, Freeman, & Pauker, 2012), and unique stereotypes apply to Black women (and other minority
women) that are not simply the sum of gender and racial/ethnic stereotypes (Ghavami & Peplau, 2012). Black women are less
likely than White women to be stereotyped as dependent and passive (Landrine, 1985), and, in contrast, Ghavami and Peplau
(2012) found that “aggressive,” “assertive,” and “confident” were attributes applied with relative high frequency to Black
women, but not to other women. These attributes are less incompatible with the stereotypically-masculine demands of leadership
roles (Ghavami & Peplau, 2012; Hall et al., 2015), and could make Black (vs. White) women seem relatively more competent and
a better fit for such roles, enhancing their status and therefore legitimizing their authority. A complementary possibility is that
Black women may be seen as less prototypical representations of the category women, and thus rendered “invisible” (Biernat
& Sesko, 2013; Sesko & Biernat, 2010). The result in both cases is that the adequacy of Black female leaders might be questioned
to a lesser extent than that of White female leaders, granting Black women in authority positions higher respect and admiration,
and therefore higher legitimacy, than White women.

Leader dominance and warmth

As we have seen, successful female leaders are penalized for failing to comply with a prescription that women be communal
(Heilman & Okimoto, 2007) and for violating proscriptions for women not to be dominant (Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, &
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Nauts, 2012). Moreover, power-holders low in status are judged negatively (dominant and cold), causing people to expect more
negative interactions with them (Fragale et al., 2011). We have proposed that this aversion to high-power, low-status individuals
presents a particular challenge for women in leadership roles. Cues or leader behaviors (such as dominance) that highlight power
differentials between subordinates and leaders should particularly compromise legitimacy for female leaders. Conversely, cues or
leader behaviors that serve to attenuate power differentials (such as warmth/communality) are likely to aid the legitimization
process for female leaders.

Some researchers have been able to show that simply providing information that signals warmth can reduce backlash against
female leaders. For example, Heilman and Okimoto (2007) manipulated the presence of communal information in a variety of
ways (e.g., motherhood) and they found that such cues mitigated negative evaluations of female leaders. Similarly, communal fe-
male applicants for a management position were spared backlash in Phelan et al. (2008). Other researchers have shown that
women can increase their influence by employing more indirect (vs. dominant) communication styles that express communality
and warmth nonverbally (see Carli, 2001). Thus, relying on more implicit (rather than explicit) dominance displays may be one
way for female leaders to gain legitimacy: A meta-analysis on evaluations of dominant behavior revealed that women are penal-
ized relative to men for highly explicit and easy-to-encode dominant behaviors, such as issuing direct commands, but not for
more implicit forms, such as eye contact (Williams & Tiedens, 2015). Other work shows that female authorities do not incur back-
lash for expressing anger when such anger could be attributed unambiguously to the situation rather than the woman (i.e., if it
was seen as non-diagnostic of her communal attributes; Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008).

However, it is worth emphasizing that it could be hard for female leaders to downplay power differentials without crossing
the line and being perceived as too tentative to lead effectively (Carli, 2001), which would lower subordinates' respect and there-
fore lower rather than enhance leader legitimacy (Bongiorno et al., 2013; Geddes, 1992). Indeed, individual differences could
deem some women better able than others to walk this fine line successfully. For example, both Flynn and Ames (2006) and
O'Neill and O'Reilly (2011) showed that women who are high self-monitors (i.e., those with a high ability to read social cues
in the environment and adapt their behavior accordingly; Snyder & Gangestad, 1986) had an advantage over other women
(e.g., they were more influential and received more promotions). Further research should examine the conditions in which soft-
ening dominance is effective, and others in which it may backfire.

Salience of leader gender

When leader gender is relatively salient, the incongruence between the leadership role and the person occupying it is brought
to attention and is more easily encoded (Eagly & Karau, 2002). By making gender more or less salient as a meaningful category,
certain contextual factors can activate and promote the use of group-based negative stereotypes to the detriment of female
leaders, contributing to low status attributions and emphasizing power differentials. Two such factors identified in the literature
are the relative gender-stereotypicality of the organizational industry or domain (i.e., more masculine, feminine, or neutral), and
of the leadership style required for a specific job (e.g., more autocratic vs. more democratic).

Gender-stereotypicality of the industry or domain
Women anticipate possessing low levels of influence and power in male-dominated domains, and worry about not being

respected in these environments (Chen & Moons, 2015). In an experiment, Heilman et al. (2004) found that backlash against a
female executive emerged only in a male division (financial planning), but not in a gender-neutral division (training) or a femi-
nine division (employee assistance). Similarly, meta-analyses have revealed that organizations that were male-dominated
(e.g., government) showed a higher tendency for men to be perceived as more effective than women (Paustian-Underdahl
et al., 2014; see also Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Eagly, Karau, & Makhijani, 1995; and Eagly et al., 1992). Masculine or male-
dominated domains can make salient the mismatch or contrast between what is expected of leaders and what is expected of
women, thus leading to lower competence perceptions and, therefore, lower status. Additionally, these more traditionally mascu-
line domains can heighten the tendency to perceive women's leadership as a violation of gender proscriptions, emphasizing
power differentials between female leaders and their subordinates. Both processes should compromise legitimacy perceptions,
and therefore trigger backlash and other consequences. Conversely, feminine or gender-neutral domains should attenuate these
consequences by making lack of fit and stereotype violations less salient for female leaders (but not for male leaders). According-
ly, male (but not female) leaders in traditionally feminine domains have been shown to incur backlash similar to women in mas-
culine domains (Brescoll et al., 2010; Heilman et al., 2004; see also Eagly & Johnson, 1990).

Leadership style required
Closely related to the gender-stereotypical nature of the organizational domain or industry is the leadership style required for

a particular position. Autocratic or directive leadership styles exacerbate negative evaluations of female leaders (Eagly et al., 1992;
Williams & Tiedens, 2015). When women occupy leadership roles that require them to adopt a more autocratic style, the contrast
between this behavior and what is prescribed for women is highlighted, emphasizing power differentials between female leaders
and their subordinates, and lowering legitimacy. As we have seen, female leaders are highly penalized for asserting their authority
in ways typical of autocratic leaders (Atwater et al., 2001; Bolino & Turnley, 2003; Brett et al., 2005; Sinclair & Kunda, 2000; von
Hippel et al., 2011).

In contrast, meta-analyses have revealed a tendency for women to be seen as more effective than men in roles that were
defined in less masculine terms (Eagly et al., 1995). While female leaders tend to receive lower evaluations than comparable
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men for autocratic leadership (Eagly et al., 1992), they may be more likely to garner support and thrive in roles that are amenable
to more democratic, participative styles (Eagly & Carli, 2003). Accordingly, meta-analyses on gender differences in leadership
styles revealed that women compared to men tend to lead in more democratic (or participative) and less autocratic (or directive)
ways (Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Van Engen & Willemsen, 2004), and women more than men have been found to engage in contin-
gent reward behaviors, such as praising good performance (Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt, & Van Engen, 2003). Women have also
been found to be more likely than men to take a transformational approach to leadership (Eagly et al., 2003; van Engen &
Willemsen, 2004). This approach involves a positive, encouraging, and inspiring style (Eagly & Carli, 2003). Compared to more
autocratic leader behavior, transformational behavior is decidedly less masculine (Eagly et al., 2003), and it encompasses support-
ive and considerate behaviors more consistent with stereotypical gender norms for women (Eagly & Carli, 2003; Eagly et al., 2003;
Yoder, 2001).

The adoption of these less masculine styles may allow female leaders to sidestep behaviors that highlight power differentials
between subordinates and leaders (e.g., direct commands) and thus may increase their legitimacy and acceptance. Moreover, a
transformational style may reduce the apparent mismatch between what is expected of the leader and what is expected of
women (Hoyt, 2010). Indeed, there is evidence that women are expected to display more transformational behaviors such as in-
dividualized consideration (Vinkenburg, van Engen, Eagly, & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2011). Therefore, female leaders who adopt
more transformational styles in line with expectations may boost perceptions of their competence, elicit more status, and gain le-
gitimacy. Evidence has linked transformational leadership with higher levels of organizational citizenship behaviors among subor-
dinates (Boerner, Eisenbeiss, & Griesser, 2007; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990) because it increases trust in the
leader (Podsakoff et al., 1990). This increased trust should benefit all leaders, but particularly women.

Gender of perceivers

Although many studies report no perceiver gender effects on backlash against powerful women (e.g. Brescoll, 2011, Davison &
Burke, 2000, Heilman et al., 2004, Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, and Nauts, 2012), other research has found that the gender of
the rater, perceiver, or subordinate does have an influence on bias. In some studies, women devalue female leaders more than
men (Parks-Stamm et al., 2008; Rudman, 1998; Warning & Buchanan, 2009). However, in most studies in which perceiver gender
has been found to play a role, the effect goes typically in the other direction, with bias being most apparent among men compared
to women (e.g. Ayman, Korabik, & Morris, 2009, Bosak & Sczesny, 2011, Eagly et al., 1992, Kwon & Milgrom, 2010, Paustian-
Underdahl et al., 2014). For example, Rojahn and Willemsen (1994) found that only male (but not female) undergraduates
gave lower effectiveness ratings to gender-role incongruent leaders (i.e., male leaders with more feminine leading styles and fe-
male leaders with more masculine leading styles) compared to gender-role congruent leaders (i.e., male leaders with more mas-
culine leading styles and female leaders with more feminine leading styles). Additionally, while both men and women hold
negative implicit attitudes toward women in authority roles, men have been found to show higher levels of explicit prejudice
compared to women (Rudman & Kilianski, 2000). In their meta-analysis of leaders' effectiveness, Eagly et al. (1995) found that
women tended to receive lower effectiveness ratings as the proportion of male raters (or subordinates) increased.

Men and women may have different motivations for devaluing female leaders, which might translate into the emergence of
perceiver-gender moderating effects under certain circumstances but not others. For example, women (but not men) have
been shown to exhibit backlash as a way to protect their self-esteem in light of a potentially threatening upward comparison
with a successful woman in a masculine domain (Parks-Stamm et al., 2008). In contrast, Brescoll, Uhlmann, Moss-Racusin, and
Sarnell (2012) showed that participants allocated lower salaries to men working for gender-incongruent (but not gender-
congruent) supervisors (i.e., a female supervisor in a masculine domain or a male supervisor in a feminine domain). These pen-
alties were mediated by perceptions that a man working for a gender-incongruent boss was not masculine enough: providing
“masculinity credentials” for the subordinate eliminated the effect (Brescoll et al., 2012). This research suggests that male subor-
dinates may devalue female leaders as a way to assert their own masculinity, a process unlikely to emerge among female subor-
dinates. Men, who show bias against female leaders more consistently than women, may be motivated to do so for qualitatively
different reasons.

From a legitimacy perspective, relative to men, women may see female leaders as more legitimate because, as fellow in-
group members, women may be more likely than men to personally identify with female authority figures. Subordinate identi-
fication with the leader and the team as a whole has been found to play a role in the legitimation of authorities (Tyler, 2000,
2002). Women may identify more than men with female leaders simply because identification partly depends on findings sim-
ilarities between oneself and the leader. Research has shown that undergraduate women exposed to female leaders tended to
reduce their implicit self-stereotyping when the leader was said to be very similar to them (Asgari, Dasgupta, & Stout, 2012).
Likewise, exposure to successful female (vs. male) leaders tended to increase women's (but not men's) own performance on
leadership tasks (Latu, Mast, Lammers, & Bombari, 2013). A legitimacy lens reveals that focusing on identification with the lead-
er may be useful to better understand the conditions in which men and women are equally or differentially likely to penalize
female leaders.

Ideology and attitudes toward women

Stereotyping disadvantaged groups is a powerful way to justify the status quo and maintain hierarchical arrangements (Fiske,
2010; Glick & Fiske, 1999), and backlash against female leaders helps perpetuate negative cultural stereotypes and unequal gender
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relations (Rudman & Fairchild, 2004; Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Glick, and Phelan, 2012). Accordingly, there is evidence that both
leader and perceiver ideology can impact evaluations of female leaders (e.g., Hoyt, 2012). Compared to more liberal peers, con-
servative subordinates with more traditional attitudes toward women and female authority are more likely to derogate female
leaders (Forsyth et al., 1997), and to show low commitment to goals assigned by them (McGlashan, Wright, & McCormick,
1995). Research by Hoyt (2012) has demonstrated that conservatives were less likely to recommend hiring a female (vs. male)
applicant to a management position when the traditional gender role was made salient (e.g., the applicant was described as a
parent who had been the primary caregiver during the previous year). In the same conditions, liberals were more likely to recom-
mend hiring the female candidate over the male.

Overall, it is more difficult for female leaders to legitimize their role among subordinates with more traditional gender atti-
tudes, because for them, powerful women represent a threat to important personal values (Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, and
Nauts, 2012). But if female leaders endorse the same conservative beliefs and uphold the status quo, then they are less likely
to be seen as a threat, and therefore more likely to elicit status and legitimize their power: there is some evidence that
women aspiring to leadership roles who support (rather than challenge) the gender hierarchy tend to elicit higher acceptance
from conservative perceivers (Garcia, 2013). Perhaps this is a reason why ‘Queen Bees’—women in senior roles who deny the ex-
istence of gender bias—seem overly represented among women who have managed to make it to the top in male-dominated
fields (e.g., senior policewomen; Derks, Ellemers, van Laar, & De Groot, 2011; see also Ellemers, Van Den Heuvel, Gilder, Maass,
& Bonvini, 2004; and Staines, Tavris, & Jayaratne, 1974).

Summary and conclusions

The steady increase of research on gender bias and discrimination in the last three decades or so reflects the puzzlement of
scholars faced with evidence that, despite continuous gains in education, the advancement of women into top positions of
power and prestige seems to have stalled (Catalyst, 2014). The model outlined here centers on a legitimacy perspective, and con-
tends that the difficulties that female leaders face often stem from low legitimacy perceptions. We argue that status attributions
together with the perception of power differentials determine the legitimacy of female leaders, and we understand social and eco-
nomic penalties (i.e., backlash) against them as one of a larger set of consequences stemming from low legitimacy perceptions. By
focusing on legitimacy, its antecedents, and its consequences (Magee & Frasier, 2014; Magee & Galinsky, 2008; Tyler, 2002), our
model makes novel predictions about the challenges faced by women who attain positions of authority. For example, the model
predicts that illegitimacy will trigger a precarious psychological state for female leaders, and that subordinate cooperation and
extra role behaviors might be compromised when the leader is a woman, unless she is able to legitimize her role. Indeed, as
we have discussed here, certain moderating features of the leader or the organizational context can boost perceptions of leader
status, deemphasize power differentials, or a combination of the two, resulting in increased legitimacy for female authorities.

Finally, the proposed model highlights a troublesome self-reinforcing cycle of illegitimacy that integrates previous theory
(Moss-Racusin & Rudman, 2010; Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Glick, and Phelan, 2012). Illegitimacy can foster ineffective leader behav-
ior, which serves to reinforce low status attributions and/or increase perceptions of power differentials. Ultimately, legitimacy will
further deteriorate. By organizing the growing literature and extant models on backlash against female leaders and integrating
them with research on the legitimacy of power holders, we believe the proposed model offers a parsimonious picture of the chal-
lenges female leaders face, and it suggests novel avenues of inquiry to further advance scholarship on gender bias in leadership.

References

Anderson, C., Srivastava, S., Beer, J. S., Spataro, S. E., & Chatman, J. A. (2006). Knowing your place: Self-perceptions of status in face-to-face groups. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 91(6), 1094. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022–3514.91.6.1094.

Asgari, S., Dasgupta, N., & Stout, J. G. (2012). When do counterstereotypic ingroup members inspire versus deflate? The effect of successful professional women on
young women's leadership self-concept. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 38(3), 370–383. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167211431968.

Atwater, L. E., Carey, J. A., & Waldman, D. A. (2001). Gender and disciplines in the workplace: Wait until your father gets home. Journal of Management, 27, 537–561.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920630102700503.

Ayman, R., Korabik, K., & Morris, S. (2009). Is transformational leadership always perceived as effective? Male subordinates' devaluation of female transformational
leaders. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 39(4), 852–879. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2009.00463.x.

Biernat, M., & Sesko, A. K. (2013). Evaluating the contributions of members of mixed-sex work teams: Race and gender matter. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 49(3), 471–476. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2013.01.008.

Blader, S. L., & Chen, Y. R. (2014). What's in a name? Status, power, and other forms of social hierarchy. In J. T. Cheng, J. L. Tracy, & C. Anderson (Eds.), The Psychology of
Social Status (pp. 71–95). New York, NY: Springer. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-0867-7_4.

Boerner, S., Eisenbeiss, S. A., & Griesser, D. (2007). Follower behavior and organizational performance: The impact of transformational leaders. Journal of Leadership &
Organizational Studies, 13(3), 15–26. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/10717919070130030201.

Bolino, M. C., & Turnley, W. H. (2003). Counternormative impression management, likeability, and performance ratings: The use of intimidation in organization set-
tings. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23, 237–250. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.185.

Bongiorno, R., Bain, P. G., & David, B. (2013). If you're going to be a leader, at least act like it! Prejudice towards womenwho are tentative in leader roles. British Journal
of Social Psychology, 53(2), 217–234. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12032.

Bosak, J., & Sczesny, S. (2011). Gender bias in leader selection? Evidence from a hiring simulation study. Sex Roles, 65(3–4), 234–242. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/
s11199-011-0012-7.

Brescoll, V. L. (2011). Who takes the floor and why: Gender, power, and volubility in organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 56(4), 622–641. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1177/0001839212439994.

Brescoll, V. L., Dawson, E., & Uhlmann, E. L. (2010). Hard won and easily lost: The fragile status of leaders in gender-stereotype-incongruent occupations. Psychological
Science, 21(11), 1640–1642. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797610384744.

Brescoll, V. L., & Uhlmann, E. L. (2008). Can an angry woman get ahead? Status conferral, gender, and expression of emotion in the workplace. Psychological Science,
19(3), 268–275. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02079.x.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022�3514.91.6.1094
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167211431968
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920630102700503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2009.00463.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2013.01.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-0867-7_4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/10717919070130030201
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.185
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-0012-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-0012-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0001839212439994
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797610384744
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02079.x


411A.C. Vial et al. / The Leadership Quarterly 27 (2016) 400–414
Brescoll, V. L., Uhlmann, E. L., Moss-Racusin, C., & Sarnell, L. (2012). Masculinity, status, and subordination:Whyworking for a gender stereotype violator causesmen to
lose status. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(1), 354–357. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.06.005.

Brett, J. F., Atwater, L. E., & Waldman, D. A. (2005). Effective delivery of workplace discipline: Do women have to be more participatory than men? Group and
Organization Management, 30, 487–513. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1059601104267606.

Brown, V., & Geis, F. L. (1984). Turning lead into gold: Evaluations of men and women leaders and the alchemy of social consensus. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 46(4), 811. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.46.4.811.

Butler, D., & Geis, F. L. (1990). Nonverbal affect responses to male and female leaders. Implications for leadership evaluations. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 58, 48–59. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.1.48.

Burgess, D., & Borgida, E. (1999). Who women are, who women should be: Descriptive and prescriptive gender stereotyping in sex discrimination. Psychology, Public
Policy, and Law, 5(3), 665. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8971.5.3.665.

Caddick, B. (1982). Perceived illegitimacy and intergroup relations. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Social identity and intergroup relations (pp. 137–154). Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Carli, L. L. (1999). Gender, interpersonal power, and social influence. Journal of Social Issues, 55(1), 81–99. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00106.
Carli, L. L. (2001). Gender and social influence. Journal of Social Issues, 57(4), 725–741. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00238.
Carpinella, C. M., Chen, J. M., Hamilton, D. L., & Johnson, K. L. (2015). Gendered facial cues influence race categorizations. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,

41(3), 405–419. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167214567153.
Catalyst (2014). Women in the United States—Quick Take. Retrieved from http://www.catalyst.org/knowledge/women-united-states#footnote6_6729c9c
Chen, J. M., & Moons, W. G. (2015). They won't listen to me: Anticipated power and women's disinterest in male-dominated domains. Group Processes & Intergroup

Relations, 18(1), 116–128. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1368430214550340.
Crowe, E., & Higgins, E. T. (1997). Regulatory focus and strategic inclinations: Promotion and prevention in decision-making. Organizational Behavior and Human

Decision Processes, 69(2), 117–132. http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1996.2675.
Davison, H. K., & Burke, M. J. (2000). Sex discrimination in simulated employment contexts: A meta-analytic investigation. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 56(2),

225–248. http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1999.1711.
De Cremer, D., & Tyler, T. R. (2007). The effects of trust in authority and procedural fairness on cooperation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(3), 639. http://dx.doi.org/

10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.639.
Deluga, R. J. (1994). Supervisor trust building, leader-member exchange and organizational citizenship behaviour. Journal of Occupational and Organizational

Psychology, 67(4), 315–326. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1994.tb00570.x.
Derks, B., Ellemers, N., van Laar, C., & De Groot, K. (2011). Do sexist organizational cultures create the Queen Bee? British Journal of Social Psychology, 50(3), 519–535.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/014466610X525280.
Driskell, J. E., & Salas, E. (2005). The effect of content and demeanor on reactions to dominance behavior. Group Dynamics, 9(1), 3–14. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1089-

2699.9.1.3.
Eagly, A. H., & Carli, L. L. (2003). The female leadership advantage: An evaluation of the evidence. The Leadership Quarterly, 14(6), 807–834. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.

leaqua.2003.09.004.
Eagly, A. H., Johannesen-Schmidt, M. C., & Van Engen, M. L. (2003). Transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles: A meta-analysis comparing

women and men. Psychological Bulletin, 129(4), 569. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.4.569.
Eagly, A. H., & Johnson, B. T. (1990). Gender and leadership style: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 108(2), 233. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.2.233.
Eagly, A. H., & Karau, S. J. (2002). Role congruity theory of prejudice toward female leaders. Psychological Review, 109(3), 573. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/

0033-295X.109.3.573.
Eagly, A. H., Karau, S. J., & Makhijani, M. G. (1995). Gender and the effectiveness of leaders: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 117(1), 125–145. http://dx.doi.org/

10.1037/0033-2909.117.1.125.
Eagly, A. H., Makhijani, M. G., & Klonsky, B. G. (1992). Gender and the evaluation of leaders: Ameta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 111(1), 3. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/

0033-2909.111.1.3.
Ellemers, N. (1993). The influence of socio-structural variables on identity management strategies. European Review of Social Psychology, 4(1), 27–57. http://dx.doi.org/

10.1080/14792779343000013.
Ellemers, N., Rink, F., Derks, B., & Ryan, M. K. (2012). Women in high places: When and why promoting women into top positions can harm them individually or as a

group (and how to prevent this). Research in Organizational Behavior, 32, 163–187. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2012.10.003.
Ellemers, N., Van Den Heuvel, H., Gilder, D., Maass, A., & Bonvini, A. (2004). The underrepresentation of women in science: Differential commitment or the queen bee

syndrome? British Journal of Social Psychology, 43(3), 315–338. http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/0144666042037999.
Elsesser, K. M., & Lever, J. (2011). Does gender bias against female leaders persist? Quantitative and qualitative data from a large-scale survey. Human Relations, 64(12),

1555–1578. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726711424323.
Elsesser, K. M. (2015). Gender bias against female leaders: A Review. In M. L. Connerley, J. Wu, & M. L. Connerley (Eds.), Handbook on well-being of working women

Retrieved from http://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-94-017-9897-6_10
Farrell, S. K., & Finkelstein, L. M. (2007). Organizational citizenship behavior and gender: Expectations and attributions for performance. North American Journal of Psy-

chology, 9(1), 81–96 Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com/docview/198086922?accountid=15172
Fast, N. J., & Chen, S. (2009). When the boss feels inadequate: Power, incompetence, and aggression. Psychological Science, 20(11), 1406–1413. http://dx.doi.org/10.

1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02452.x.
Fast, N. J., Halevy, N., & Galinsky, A. D. (2012). The destructive nature of power without status. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(1), 391–394. http://dx.doi.

org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.07.013.
Fiske, S. T. (1993). Controlling other people: The impact of power on stereotyping. American Psychologist, 48(6), 621. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.

48.6.621.
Fiske, S. T. (1998). Stereotyping, prejudice, and discrimination. In D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), Handbook of social psychology, 1 (pp. 357–414). Boston,

MA: McGraw Hill.
Fiske, S. T. (2010). Interpersonal stratification: Status, power, and subordination. In S. T. Fiske, D. T. Gilbert, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), Handbook of social psychology. Hoboken,

NJ: John Wiley & Sons. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9780470561119.socpsy002026.
Flynn, F. J., & Ames, D. R. (2006). What's good for the goose may not be as good for the gander: The benefits of self-monitoring for men and women in task groups and

dyadic conflicts. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(2), 272. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.2.272.
Forsyth, D. R., Heiney, M. M., & Wright, S. S. (1997). Biases in appraisals of women leaders. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research and Practice, 1, 98–103. http://dx.doi.org/

10.1037/1089-2699.1.1.98.
Foschi, M. (1996). Double standards in the evaluation of men and women. Social Psychology Quarterly, 59(3), 237–254. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2787021.
Fragale, A. R., Overbeck, J. R., & Neale, M. A. (2011). Resources versus respect: Social judgments based on targets' power and status positions. Journal of Experimental

Social Psychology, 47(4), 767–775. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.03.006.
Garcia, A. (2013).Making waves without rocking the boat: Women's reinforcement of gender status hierarchies as a protectant against discrimination. Doctoral thesis To-

ronto, Canada: Joseph L. Rotman School of Management University of Toronto Retrieved from https://tspace.library.utoronto.ca/bitstream/1807/35826/6/Garcia_
Alexander_201306_PhD_thesis.pdf

Ghavami, N., & Peplau, L. A. (2012). An intersectional analysis of gender and ethnic stereotypes testing three hypotheses. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 37(1),
113–127. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0361684312464203.

Geddes, D. (1992). Sex roles in management: The impact of varying power of speech style on union members' perception of satisfaction and effectiveness. The Journal
of Psychology, 126(6), 589–607. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1992.10543390.

Geis, F. L. (1993). Self-fulfilling prophecies: A social psychological view of gender. In A. E. Beall, & R. J. Sternberg (Eds.), The Psychology of Gender (pp. 9–54). New York,
NY:: Guilford Press.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.06.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1059601104267606
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.46.4.811
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.1.48
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8971.5.3.665
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0095
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00238
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167214567153
http://www.catalyst.org/knowledge/women-united-states#footnote6_6729c9c
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1368430214550340
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1996.2675
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1999.1711
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.639
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1994.tb00570.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/014466610X525280
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1089-2699.9.1.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1089-2699.9.1.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.09.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.09.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.4.569
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.2.233
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.109.3.573
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.109.3.573
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.1.125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.111.1.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.111.1.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14792779343000013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2012.10.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/0144666042037999
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726711424323
http://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-94-017-9897-6_10
http://search.proquest.com/docview/198086922?accountid=15172
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02452.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02452.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.07.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.48.6.621
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.48.6.621
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0235
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9780470561119.socpsy002026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.2.272
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1089-2699.1.1.98
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2787021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.03.006
https://tspace.library.utoronto.ca/bitstream/1807/35826/6/Garcia_Alexander_201306_PhD_thesis.pdf
https://tspace.library.utoronto.ca/bitstream/1807/35826/6/Garcia_Alexander_201306_PhD_thesis.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0361684312464203
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1992.10543390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0280


412 A.C. Vial et al. / The Leadership Quarterly 27 (2016) 400–414
Georgesen, J., & Harris, M. J. (2006). Holding onto power: Effects of powerholders' positional instability and expectancies on interactions with subordinates. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 36(4), 451–468. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.352.

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1999). Sexism and other "isms": Independence, status, and the ambivalent content of stereotypes. InW. B. SwannJr., J. H. Langlois, & L. A. Gilbert
(Eds.), Sexism and stereotypes in modern society: The gender science of Janet Taylor Spence (pp. 193–221). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/10277-008.

Hall, E. V., Galinsky, A. D., & Phillips, K.W. (2015). Gender profiling: A gendered race perspective on person–position fit. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 41(6),
853–868. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167215580779.

Heilman, M. E. (2001). Description and prescription: How gender stereotypes prevent women's ascent up the organizational ladder. Journal of Social Issues, 57,
657–674. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00234.

Heilman, M. E., & Chen, J. J. (2005). Same behavior, different consequences: Reactions to men's and women's altruistic citizenship behavior. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 90(3), 431. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.3.431.

Heilman, M. E., & Eagly, A. H. (2008). Gender stereotypes are alive, well, and busy producing workplace discrimination. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 1(4),
393–398. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2008.00072.x.

Heilman, M. E., & Haynes, M. C. (2005). No credit where credit is due: Attributional rationalization of women's success in male–female teams. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 90(5), 905. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.5.905.

Heilman, M. E., & Okimoto, T. G. (2007). Why are women penalized for success at male tasks? The implied communality deficit. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(1), 81.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.81.

Heilman, M. E., & Wallen, A. S. (2010). Wimpy and undeserving of respect: Penalties for men's gender-inconsistent success. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
46(4), 664–667. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.01.008.

Heilman, M. E., Wallen, A. S., Fuchs, D., & Tamkins, M. M. (2004). Penalties for success: Reactions to womenwho succeed at male gender-typed tasks. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 89(3), 416. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.3.416.

Hollander, E. P. (1985). Leadership and power. In G. Lindzey, & E. Aronson (Eds.), Handbook of Social Psychology. 2. (pp. 485–537). New York, NY:: Random House.
Hoyt, C. L. (2010). Women, men, and leadership: Exploring the gender gap at the top. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 4(7), 484–498. http://dx.doi.org/10.

1111/j.1751-9004.2010.00274.x.
Hoyt, C. L. (2012). Gender bias in employment contexts: A closer examination of the role incongruity principle. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(1), 86–96.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.08.004.
Ilies, R., Nahrgang, J. D., & Morgeson, F. P. (2007). Leader–member exchange and citizenship behaviors: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(1), 269.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.269.
Johnson, K. L., Freeman, J. B., & Pauker, K. (2012). Race is gendered: How covarying phenotypes and stereotypes bias sex categorization. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 102(1), 116. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0025335.
Kark, R., & Van Dijk, D. (2007). Motivation to lead, motivation to follow: The role of the self-regulatory focus in leadership processes. Academy of Management Review,

32(2), 500–528. http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2007.24351846.
Keltner, D., Gruenfeld, D. H., & Anderson, C. (2003). Power, approach, and inhibition. Psychological Review, 110(2), 265. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.110.2.265.
Kilduff, G. J., & Galinsky, A. D. (2013). From the ephemeral to the enduring: How approach-oriented mindsets lead to greater status. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 105(5), 816. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0033667.
Koch, S. C. (2005). Evaluative affect display toward male and female leaders of task-oriented groups. Small Group Research, 36(6), 678–703. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/

1046496405281768.
Koenig, A. M., Eagly, A. H., Mitchell, A. A., & Ristikari, T. (2011). Are leader stereotypes masculine? A meta-analysis of three research paradigms. Psychological Bulletin,

137, 616–642. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0023557.
Kunda, Z., & Spencer, S. J. (2003).When do stereotypes come to mind and when do they color judgment? A goal-based theoretical framework for stereotype activation

and application. Psychological Bulletin, 129(4), 522. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.4.522.
Kwon, I., & Milgrom, E. M. M. (2010). Working for female managers: Gender hierarchy in the workplace. Stanford Institute for Economic Policy Research Discussion Paper

Retrieved from http://siepr.stanford.edu/pubsarchiveorg/1/dpa
Landrine, H. (1985). Race × class stereotypes of women. Sex Roles, 13(1–2), 65–75. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00287461.
Lammers, J., Galinsky, A. D., Gordijn, E. H., & Otten, S. (2008). Illegitimacy moderates the effects of power on approach. Psychological Science, 19(6), 558–564. http://dx.

doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02123.x.
Latu, I. M., Mast, M. S., Lammers, J., & Bombari, D. (2013). Successful female leaders empower women's behavior in leadership tasks. Journal of Experimental Social

Psychology, 49(3), 444–448. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2013.01.003.
Livingston, R. W., Rosette, A. S., &Washington, E. F. (2012). Can an agentic Black woman get ahead? The impact of race and interpersonal dominance on perceptions of

female leaders. Psychological Science, 23(4), 354–358. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797611428079.
Levi, M., Sacks, A., & Tyler, T. (2009). Conceptualizing legitimacy, measuring legitimating beliefs. American Behavioral Scientist, 53(3), 354–375. http://dx.doi.org/10.

1177/0002764209338797.
Lewis, K. M. (2000). When leaders display emotion: How followers respond to negative emotional expression of male and female leaders. Journal of Organizational

Behavior, sup. Special Issue, 21, 221–234 Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com/docview/224876058?accountid=15172
Lovell, S. E., Kahn, A. S., Anton, J., Davidson, A., Dowling, E., Post, D., & Mason, C. (1999). Does gender affect the link between organizational citizenship behavior and

performance evaluation? Sex Roles, 41(5–6), 469–478. http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1018883018719.
Lyness, K. S., & Heilman, M. E. (2006). When fit is fundamental: Performance evaluations and promotions of upper-level female and male managers. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 91(4), 777. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.777.
Lyness, K. S., & Judiesch, M. K. (1999). Are women more likely to be hired or promoted into management positions? Journal of Vocational Behavior, 54(1), 158–173.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1998.1646.
Magee, J. C., & Frasier, C. W. (2014). Status and power: The principal inputs to influence for public managers. Public Administration Review, 74(3), 307–317. http://dx.

doi.org/10.1111/puar.12203.
Magee, J., & Galinsky, A. (2008). Social hierarchy: The self-reinforcing nature of power and status. The Academy of Management Annals, 2(1), 351–398. http://dx.doi.org/

10.1080/19416520802211628.
Magee, J. C., & Smith, P. K. (2013). The social distance theory of power. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 17(2), 158–186. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/

1088868312472732.
Maner, J. K., & Mead, N. L. (2010). The essential tension between leadership and power: When leaders sacrifice group goals for the sake of self-interest. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 99(3), 482. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018559.
McGlashan, K. E., Wright, P. M., & McCormick, B. (1995). Preferential selection and stereotypes: Effects on evaluation of female leader performance, subordinate goal

commitment, and task performance. Sex Roles, 33(9–10), 669–686. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01547724.
Morgan, W. B., Gilrane, V. L., McCausland, T. C., & King, E. B. (2011). Social stigma faced by female leaders in the workplace. InM. A. Paludi, & B. E. Coates (Eds.),Women

as transformational leaders: From grassroots to global interests (pp. 27–50). Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO.
Moss-Racusin, C. A., Phelan, J. E., & Rudman, L. A. (2010). Whenmen break the gender rules: Status incongruity and backlash against modest men. Psychology of Men &

Masculinity, 11(2), 140. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018093.
Moss-Racusin, C. A., & Rudman, L. A. (2010). Disruptions in women's self-promotion: The backlash avoidance model. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 34(2), 186–202.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2010.01561.x.
Neuberg, S. L., & Fiske, S. T. (1987). Motivational influences on impression formation: Outcome dependency, accuracy-driven attention, and individuating processes.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53(3), 431. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.53.3.431.
O'Neill, O. A., & O'Reilly, C. A., III (2011). Reducing the backlash effect: Self-monitoring and women's promotions. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology,

84(4), 825832. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.2010.02008.x.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.352
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/10277-008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167215580779
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00234
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.3.431
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2008.00072.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.5.905
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.81
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.01.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.3.416
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0335
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2010.00274.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2010.00274.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.08.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.269
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0025335
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2007.24351846
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.110.2.265
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0033667
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1046496405281768
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1046496405281768
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0023557
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.4.522
http://siepr.stanford.edu/pubsarchiveorg/1/dpa
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00287461
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02123.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2013.01.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797611428079
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0002764209338797
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0002764209338797
http://search.proquest.com/docview/224876058?accountid=15172
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1018883018719
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.777
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1998.1646
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/puar.12203
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19416520802211628
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1088868312472732
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1088868312472732
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018559
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01547724
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0465
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018093
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2010.01561.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.53.3.431
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.2010.02008.x


413A.C. Vial et al. / The Leadership Quarterly 27 (2016) 400–414
Parks-Stamm, E. J., Heilman, M. E., & Hearns, K. A. (2008). Motivated to penalize: Women's strategic rejection of successful women. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 34(2), 237–247. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167207310027.

Paustian-Underdahl, S. C., Walker, L. S., &Woehr, D. J. (2014). Gender and perceptions of leadership effectiveness: A meta-analysis of contextual moderators. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 99(6), 1129–1145. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0036751.

Phelan, J. E., Moss-Racusin, C. A., & Rudman, L. A. (2008). Competent yet out in the cold: Shifting criteria for hiring reflect backlash toward agentic women. Psychology of
Women Quarterly, 32(4), 406–413. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2008.00454.x.

Podsakoff, P. M., Ahearne, M., & MacKenzie, S. B. (1997). Organizational citizenship behavior and the quantity and quality of work group performance. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 82(2), 262. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.2.262.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Moorman, R. H., & Fetter, R. (1990). Transformational leader behaviors and their effects on followers' trust in leader, satisfaction, and
organizational citizenship behaviors. The Leadership Quarterly, 1(2), 107–142. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(90)90009-7.

Podsakoff, N. P., Whiting, S. W., Podsakoff, P. M., & Blume, B. D. (2009). Individual-and organizational-level consequences of organizational citizenship behaviors: A
meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(1), 122. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0013079.

Prentice, D., & Carranza, E. (2002). What women and men should be, shouldn't be, are allowed to be, and don't have to be: The contents of prescriptive gender ste-
reotypes. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 26, 269–281. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1471-6402.t01-1-00066.

Richeson, J. A., & Trawalter, S. (2005). Why do interracial interactions impair executive function? A resource depletion account. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 88(6), 934. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.6.934.

Ridgeway, C. L. (2001). Gender, status, and leadership. Journal of Social Issues, 57(4), 637–655. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00233.
Rifkin, R. (2014, October). Americans still prefer a male boss to a female boss. Gallup Economy Retrieved November 21, 2014 from http://www.gallup.com/poll/

178484/americans-prefer-male-boss-female-boss.aspx
Rink, F., Ryan, M. K., & Sotker, J. I. (2012). Influence in times of crisis: How social and financial resources affect men's and women's evaluations of glass-cliff positions.

Psychological Science, 23(11), 1306–1313. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797612453115.
Rios, K., Fast, N. J., & Gruenfeld, D. H. (2015). Feeling high but playing low: Power, need to belong, and submissive behavior. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,

41(8), 1135–1146. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167215591494.
Rodríguez-Bailón, R., Moya, M., & Yzerbyt, V. (2000). Why do superiors attend to negative stereotypic information about their subordinates? Effects of power legitimacy on

social perception. European Journal of Social Psychology, 30, 651–671 doi:10.1002/1099-0992(200009/10)30:5b651::AID-EJSP13N3.0.CO;2-O.
Rojahn, K., & Willemsen, T. M. (1994). The evaluation of effectiveness and likability of gender-role congruent and gender–role incongruent leaders. Sex Roles, 30(1–2),

109–119. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01420743.
Rosette, A. S., & Livingston, R. W. (2012). Failure is not an option for Black women: Effects of organizational performance on leaders with single versus dual-

subordinate identities. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(5), 1162–1167. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.05.002.
Rosette, A. S., Mueller, J. S., & Lebel, R. D. (2015). Are male leaders penalized for seeking help? The influence of gender and asking behaviors on competence percep-

tions. The Leadership Quarterly, 26(5), 749–762. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.02.001.
Rosette, A. S., & Tost, L. P. (2010). Agentic women and communal leadership: How role prescriptions confer advantage to top women leaders. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 95(2), 221. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018204.
Rubner, M. B. (1991). More workers prefer a man in charge. American Demographics, 13(11), 636–643 Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com/docview/

200607844?accountid=15172
Rudman, L. A. (1998). Self-promotion as a risk factor for women: The costs and benefits of counterstereotypical impression management. Journal of Personality and

Social Psychology, 74(3), 629. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.3.629.
Rudman, L. A., & Fairchild, K. (2004). Reactions to counterstereotypic behavior: The role of backlash in cultural stereotypemaintenance. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 87(2), 157. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.2.157.
Rudman, L. A., & Glick, P. (2001). Prescriptive gender stereotypes and backlash toward agentic women. Journal of Social Issues, 57, 743–762. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/

0022-4537.00239.
Rudman, L. A., & Kilianski, S. E. (2000). Implicit and explicit attitudes toward female authority. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26(11), 1315–1328. http://dx.

doi.org/10.1177/0146167200263001.
Rudman, L. A., Moss-Racusin, C. A., Glick, P., & Phelan, J. E. (2012a). Reactions to vanguards: Advances in backlash theory. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 45,

167. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-394286-9.00004-4.
Rudman, L. A., Moss-Racusin, C. A., Phelan, J. E., & Nauts, S. (2012b). Status incongruity and backlash effects: Defending the gender hierarchy motivates prejudice

against female leaders. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(1), 165–179. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.10.008.
Schein, V. E., & Davidson, M. J. (1993). Think manager, think male. Management Development Review, 6(3). http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/EUM0000000000738.
Sesko, A. K., & Biernat, M. (2010). Prototypes of race and gender: The invisibility of Black women. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 46(2), 356–360. http://dx.

doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.10.016.
Shields, S. (2013). Gender and emotion:What we think we know, what we need to know, and why it matters. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 37(4), 423–435. http://

dx.doi.org/10.1177/0361684313502312.
Sinclair, L., & Kunda, Z. (2000). Motivated stereotyping of women: She's fine if she praised me but incompetent if she criticized me. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 26, 1329–1342. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167200263002.
Smith, P. K., Jost, J. T., & Vijay, R. (2008). Legitimacy crisis? Behavioral approach and inhibition when power differentials are left unexplained. Social Justice Research,

21(3), 358–376. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11211-008-0077-9.
Staines, G., Tavris, C., & Jayaratne, T. E. (1974). The Queen Bee syndrome. Psychology Today, 7(8), 55.
Snyder, M., & Gangestad, S. (1986). On the nature of self-monitoring: Matters of assessment, matters of validity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(1), 125.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.1.125.
Tannen, D. (1990). You just don't understand: Women and men in conversation. New York, NY: Morrow.
Tyler, T. R. (2000). Social justice: Outcome and procedure. International Journal of Psychology, 35(2), 117–125. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/002075900399411.
Tyler, T. R. (2002). Leadership and cooperation in groups. American Behavioral Scientist, 45(5), 769–782. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0002764202045005003.
Tyler, T. R. (2006). Psychological perspectives on legitimacy and legitimation. Annual Review of Psychology, 57, 375–400. http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.57.

102904.190038.
Tyler, T. R. (2010). Why people cooperate: The role of social motivations. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9781400836666.
Tyler, T. R., & Blader, S. L. (2005). Can businesses effectively regulate employee conduct? The antecedents of rule following in work settings. Academy of Management

Journal, 48(6), 1143–1158. http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2005.19573114.
U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (2014o). 2013 digest of educational statistics, table 318.30: Bachelor's, master's, and doctor's degrees

conferred by postsecondary institutions, by sex of student and discipline division: 2011–2012. Retrieved from http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d13/tables/dt13_
318.30.asp

Van Engen,M. L., &Willemsen, T. M. (2004). Sex and leadership styles: Ameta-analysis of research published in the 1990s. Psychological Reports, 94(1), 3–18. http://dx.
doi.org/10.2466/pr0.94.1.3-18.

Vial, A. C., & Napier, J. L. (2014, June). Powerful differences: Gender and the psychology of power. Talk presented at the 10th Biennial Conference of the Society for the
Psychological Study of Social Issues in Portland, OR.

Vinkenburg, C. J., van Engen, M. L., Eagly, A. H., & Johannesen-Schmidt, M. C. (2011). An exploration of stereotypical beliefs about leadership styles: Is transformational
leadership a route to women's promotion? The Leadership Quarterly, 22(1), 1021. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.12.003.

von Hippel, C., Wiryakusuma, C., Bowden, J., & Shochet, M. (2011). Stereotype threat and female communication styles. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
37(10), 1312–1324. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167211410439.

Warning, R., & Buchanan, F. R. (2009). An exploration of unspoken bias: Women who work for women. Gender in Management: An International Journal, 24(2),
131–145. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/17542410910938817.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167207310027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0036751
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2008.00454.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.2.262
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(90)90009-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0013079
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1471-6402.t01-1-00066
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.6.934
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00233
http://www.gallup.com/poll/178484/americans-prefer-male-boss-female-boss.aspx
http://www.gallup.com/poll/178484/americans-prefer-male-boss-female-boss.aspx
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797612453115
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167215591494
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0550
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01420743
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.05.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.02.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018204
http://search.proquest.com/docview/200607844?accountid=15172
http://search.proquest.com/docview/200607844?accountid=15172
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.3.629
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.2.157
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00239
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00239
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167200263001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-394286-9.00004-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.10.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/EUM0000000000738
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.10.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0361684313502312
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167200263002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11211-008-0077-9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0635
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.1.125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0645
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/002075900399411
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0002764202045005003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.57.102904.190038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.57.102904.190038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9781400836666
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2005.19573114
http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d13/tables/dt13_318.30.asp
http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d13/tables/dt13_318.30.asp
http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/pr0.94.1.3-18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0685
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1048-9843(15)00152-6/rf0685
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167211410439
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/17542410910938817


414 A.C. Vial et al. / The Leadership Quarterly 27 (2016) 400–414
Williams, M. J. (2014). Serving the self from the seat of power: Goals and threats predict self-interested leader behavior. Journal of Management, 40(5), 1365–1395.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206314525203.

Williams, M. J., & Tiedens, L. Z. (2015). The subtle suspension of backlash: A meta-analysis of penalties for women's implicit and explicit dominance behavior.
Psychological Bulletin. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/bul0000039.

Willis, G. B., & Rodríguez-Bailón, R. (2010). When subordinates think of their ideals: Power, legitimacy and regulatory focus. The Spanish Journal of Psychology, 13(2),
777–787. http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1138741600002432.

Yoder, J. D. (2001). Making leadership work more effectively for women. Journal of Social Issues, 57(4), 815–828. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00243.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206314525203
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/bul0000039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1138741600002432
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00243

	A bed of thorns: Female leaders and the self-reinforcing cycle of illegitimacy
	Power, status, and the legitimacy of authorities
	The problem for women in charge
	The consequences of illegitimacy: looking beyond backlash
	Increased negative behavior
	Reduced extra role behavior and cooperation
	Precarious leader psychology
	Aggressive leader behavior
	Tentative leader behavior

	The self-reinforcing cycle of illegitimacy
	Moderators of bias against female leaders: legitimizing factors
	Leader competence and credentials
	Intersectional stereotypes
	Leader dominance and warmth
	Salience of leader gender
	Gender-stereotypicality of the industry or domain
	Leadership style required

	Gender of perceivers
	Ideology and attitudes toward women

	Summary and conclusions
	References


