
Diversity and Leadership in a Changing World

Alice H. Eagly Northwestern University
Jean Lau Chin Adelphi University

Scholars of leadership have infrequently addressed the
diversity of leaders and followers in terms of culture,
gender, race and ethnicity, or sexual orientation. This
omission has weakened the ability of research and theory
to address some of the most provocative aspects of con-
temporary leadership, including (a) the limited access of
individuals from diverse identity groups to leadership
roles; (b) the shaping of leaders’ behavior by their dual
identities as leaders and members of gender, racial, ethnic,
or other identity groups; and (c) the potential of individuals
from groups formerly excluded from leadership roles to
provide excellent leadership because of their differences
from traditional leaders. In addressing such issues, we
argue that the joining of the two bodies of theory and
research—one pertaining to leadership and the other to
diversity—enriches both domains of knowledge and pro-
vides guidelines for optimizing leadership in contemporary
organizations and nations.
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During the 2008 presidential race, public attention
to the importance of gender and race for leader-
ship escalated dramatically in the United States.

When a White woman and a biracial man born to a White
American mother and a Black Kenyan father emerged as
the Democratic front-runners, and a White woman was
selected as the Republican vice-presidential nominee, ques-
tions about how gender and race might affect the election
and presidential leadership preoccupied journalists and
dominated many conversations. Never before had Ameri-
cans’ public discussions about leadership been so intensely
focused on the confluence of gender and race. To shed light
on these issues, people might reasonably have been ex-
pected to turn to scholars of leadership. Given abundant
theories and empirical research pertaining to leadership, it
seems that its theorists and researchers might have become
major contributors to the nation’s conversations about these
candidates.

Instead of shaping discussions about these issues, psy-
chologists and other researchers specializing in leadership
remained relatively silent. This silence was foreshadowed
by the complete lack of attention to issues of diversity in
the special issue on leadership that appeared in the January
2007 American Psychologist. This omission also emerged
in a different mode in a recently published scholarly hand-
book on leadership (Antonakis, Cianciolo, & Sternberg,
2004), in which two among the book’s 14 chapters did
address these concerns. One chapter pertained to culture

(Den Hartog & Dickson, 2004), and another to gender
(Eagly & Carli, 2004). Consideration of diversity was
thereby segregated from the remainder of the volume and
given scant, if any, attention in the chapters on leadership
theories and key topics such as leader effectiveness and
development. We and the other authors of this 2010 special
issue on diversity and leadership are striving to reduce this
troubling intellectual segregation.

When organizational and political leaders in the
United States were homogeneously White men, mainly
from elite backgrounds, their gender, race, and ethnicity
were unremarkable. However, much is changing in the
United States and globally. Although White men still pre-
dominate as leaders, the increasing representation of
women and of racial and ethnic minorities is unmistakable
in the United States. For example, among chief executives
of all U.S. organizations in the public and private sectors,
23% are women, 4% are African American, 4% are Asian,
and 5% are Hispanic (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,
2009). Among the members of the 111th Congress, 17%
are women, 8% are African American, 1% are Asian, and
6% are Hispanic (Infoplease, 2009). Although all of these
groups have remained underrepresented in these and other
leadership roles relative to their numbers in the U.S. pop-
ulation, members of these groups occupy considerably
more of these leadership roles than in any earlier historical
period (Zweigenhaft & Domhoff, 2006). Simultaneously,
the growing diversity among followers challenges all lead-
ers to take into account the perspectives of people repre-
senting backgrounds, beliefs, and mores different from
their own.

Despite the growing diversity among leaders, the still-
present underrepresentation of women and of racial and
ethnic minorities in leadership roles demands an explana-
tion. Could this underrepresentation represent the lack of
qualifications of members of these groups? Or could it
represent discriminatory barriers whereby White men have
preferential access to leadership roles compared with
equally qualified women and racial/ethnic minorities?
These questions have long been researched, often by econ-
omists and sociologists. These researchers have asked
whether observable human capital variables (e.g., educa-

Alice H. Eagly, Department of Psychology, Northwestern University;
Jean Lau Chin, Derner Institute for Advanced Psychological Studies,
Adelphi University.

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Alice
H. Eagly, Department of Psychology, Northwestern University, 2029
Sheridan Road, Evanston, IL 60208. E-mail: eagly@northwestern.edu

216 April 2010 ● American Psychologist
© 2010 American Psychological Association 0003-066X/10/$12.00

Vol. 65, No. 3, 216–224 DOI: 10.1037/a0018957



tion, training, job experience) and structural factors (e.g.,
occupational segregation) account for the lesser workplace
advancement and lower wages among women and minor-
ities. The nearly unanimous conclusions are that such vari-
ables account for only a portion of the gender and race gaps
in wages and promotions and that discrimination is a con-
tributing factor (e.g., Arrow, 1998; Blau & Kahn, 2006;
Grodsky & Pager, 2001; Maume, 1999).

Adopting a different approach to detecting discrimi-
nation, other social scientists, including psychologists,
have contributed experiments that equate job applicants in
all respects other than the attribute (race or gender) that is
suspected to trigger discrimination. Although many of
these experiments involve presenting resumes to students
and other participant groups, other experiments are far
more naturalistic audit studies in which job applications or
actual applicants are presented to employers (see Pager,
2007; Riach & Rich, 2002). Experiments of these varying
types reveal discrimination harmful to women, although
not in female-dominated jobs such as secretary, where this
bias reverses to disadvantage men (see meta-analysis by
Davison & Burke, 2000). Experimental studies have shown
that discrimination is particularly potent against mothers
(Correll, Benard, & Paik, 2007; Heilman & Okimoto,
2008) and African Americans (e.g., Bertrand & Mullain-
athan, 2004).

Psychology of Discrimination Against
Leaders From Diverse Groups
Why would people engage in discrimination that makes it
difficult for individuals from certain groups to serve in
positions of leadership? Employment discrimination on the
basis of race, color, religion, sex, and national origin be-
came illegal with the passage of the Civil Rights Act of

1964 (1988). Under many conditions, discrimination
against workers with caregiving responsibilities is also
unlawful (U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commis-
sion, 2007). Most important, job discrimination violates the
consensual American value of equality of opportunity. De-
spite these considerations, discrimination remains com-
monplace in large part because it continues to proceed in
covert, subtle, and unintentional forms even when its more
blatant expressions are restrained (e.g., Dovidio & Gaert-
ner, 2004). People can unknowingly discriminate by means
of “mindless” processes that operate beyond their con-
scious attentional focus, all the while thinking that they are
merely choosing the best person for the job or otherwise
acting in an unbiased manner (Bargh, 2007; Fazio, 2001;
Lane, Kang, & Banaji, 2007).

How does this type of discrimination come about? Our
beliefs about the attributes of social groups often bias our
judgments of individual group members (von Hippel, Seka-
quaptewa, & Vargas, 1995). The potential for prejudice is
present when social perceivers hold a stereotype about a
social group that is incongruent with the attributes that they
believe are required for success in leadership roles. Regard-
less of whether an individual from such a social group
actually fits the group’s stereotype, people’s subjective
construals of the individual may lead them to believe that
she or he does not “have what it takes” for success in a
leadership role. This result constitutes prejudice—that is, a
less favorable attitude toward persons who are stereotypi-
cally mismatched with the requirements of a leader role
than toward those who are matched (Eagly & Diekman,
2005; Heilman, 2001). This less favorable attitude often
results in discriminatory behaviors.

To understand who is at risk for this type of inequi-
table treatment in relation to leadership roles, it is first
necessary to understand how people think about leaders.
Although ideas about leadership are influenced by situa-
tions and organizational cultures (Lord, Brown, Harvey, &
Hall, 2001), people generally believe that leaders are am-
bitious, confident, self-sufficient, and dominant, that is,
well endowed with agentic and competent qualities (Pow-
ell, Butterfield, & Parent, 2002; V. E. Schein, 2001). For
example, the role of business executive is thought to re-
quire attributes such as being action-oriented, decisive, and
competitive (e.g., Martell, Parker, Emrich, & Crawford,
1998). Management theorists have regarded behaviors such
as competing with peers, imposing wishes on subordinates,
and behaving assertively as prototypical of the managerial
role (Miner, 1993). Despite the inclusion of some expec-
tations about considerate and supportive qualities, most
managerial roles are strongly infused with cultural mascu-
linity, especially as these roles are construed by men (e.g.,
Atwater, Brett, Waldman, DiMare, & Hayden, 2004; V. E.
Schein, 2001).

And how do people think about the members of
groups that have had limited access to leadership roles—in
particular, women and members of minority groups based
on race, ethnicity, and sexual orientation? In hegemonic
American culture, such individuals are regarded as unlike
leaders in some important respects. People perceive women
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not as particularly agentic but as communal, possessing
traits such as kindness, warmth, and gentleness, which
seem especially tailored for subordinate and service roles
(Kite, Deaux, & Haines, 2008; Newport, 2001). The gay
male stereotype partially overlaps this female stereotype,
since gay men are viewed as feminine in personality and
behavior (Madon, 1997). Racial stereotypes also contain
attributes disadvantageous for leadership: African Ameri-
cans are stereotyped as antagonistic and lacking compe-
tence, Hispanics as uneducated and unambitious, and Asian
Americans as quiet and unassertive (e.g., Madon et al.,
2001; Niemann, Jennings, Rozelle, Baxter, & Sullivan,
1994). Note that stereotypical beliefs, such as the gentle-
ness ascribed to women, need not be negative to be dis-
qualifying in relation to leadership roles. In fact, as Pittin-
sky (2010, this issue) argues, positive and negative beliefs
about outgroups often coexist. Such beliefs often lurk be-
low the surface, so that a conscious denial of stereotypes
can coexist with unconscious mental associations that af-
firm stereotypes (e.g., Dovidio & Gaertner, 2004).

Given the prevalence of such stereotypes and their
tendency to operate below conscious awareness, fully qual-
ified individuals from “outsider” groups often appear to
lack the “right stuff” for leadership. Perceived as deficient
in essential qualities, they have reduced access to leader-
ship roles (Heilman & Eagly, 2008; Leslie, King, Bradley,
& Hebl, 2008). Racial and cultural stereotypes have other
pernicious effects on diverse individuals’ opportunities for
leadership because they can act as self-fulfilling prophecies
that undermine these individuals’ willingness to put them-
selves forward as potential leaders. Research on stereotype
threat has demonstrated such an effect. Specifically, when
participants were presented with gender-stereotypical por-
trayals of women prior to being given a group task, the

women (but not the men) subsequently were less interested
in being the group leader and more interested in being a
follower (Davies, Spencer, & Steele, 2005). The activation
of cultural stereotypes inconsistent with widely accepted
ideals of leadership thus can undermine leadership oppor-
tunity not only by eliciting doubts about stereotyped indi-
viduals’ leadership abilities but also by making them per-
sonally anxious about confirming these doubts and
therefore wary about taking on leadership roles.

Tendencies to like and associate with others who are
similar to oneself exacerbate the biases that flow from
cultural stereotypes (e.g., Byrne & Neuman, 1992). Be-
cause similarity promotes liking, entrée to important net-
works can be diminished by ingroup preference even more
than by outgroup suspicion. Yet access to influential social
networks is essential to building the social capital that
allows people to emerge as leaders and become effective in
leadership roles (e.g., Brass, 2001). In addition, when
women and members of racial or ethnic minority groups
gain positions of leadership, some people resent and resist
the overturning of the expected and usual hierarchical
relations between groups (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). All of
these factors lessen the access of women and of racial and
ethnic minorities to leadership roles.

Questions About How Leaders From
Diverse Groups Lead
In addition to the issue of access to positions of leadership,
questions arise concerning how leaders from diverse iden-
tity groups lead—that is, whether their differences from the
majority group make a difference in behavior. Others’
expectations about how women or members of racial and
ethnic minority groups should behave may constrain their
leadership. Also, the social identities that represent peo-
ple’s psychological relationships to their social groups can
constrain their behavior (Frable, 1997; Phinney, 1990). The
influences of others’ expectations and of personal identities
are a frequent theme in the articles in this special issue. For
example, Cheung and Halpern (2010) explain how some
women import mothering metaphors into their understand-
ing of leadership. Fassinger, Shullman, and Stevenson
(2010) discuss whether the assumptions that leaders and
followers make about sexuality constrain or enhance the
capacities that lesbian, bisexual, gay, and transgendered
leaders bring to leadership. Sanchez-Hucles and Davis
(2010) suggest that identities pertaining to race and ethnic-
ity affect the ways in which individuals lead.

Leader Behavior

The case of women’s leadership has been extensively re-
searched (Eagly & Carli, 2007; Eagly & Karau, 2002). On
the one hand, female leaders are expected to take charge
and approach leadership in the same ways as their male
colleagues. On the other hand, female leaders are expected
to deliver the warmth and friendliness that is culturally
prescribed for women. Simultaneously impressing others
as a good leader and a good woman is an accomplishment
that is not necessarily easy to achieve, and common pitfalls
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involve seeming to be “too masculine” or “too feminine.”
Members of other “outsider” identity groups also encounter
expectations that complicate their performance as leaders
(see, e.g., Banks & Mona, 2007, for leaders with disabili-
ties and Parker, 2005, for African American female exec-
utives).

Negotiating the masculine and feminine apparently
tends to push women leaders toward a relatively androgy-
nous style of leadership that incorporates culturally mas-
culine and feminine elements. Research thus has demon-
strated that women have a somewhat more democratic and
participative leadership style than men, perhaps because
people resist women who take charge in a particularly
assertive manner. Female leaders are also somewhat more
transformational in their leadership style than male leaders,
especially in mentoring and developing workplace col-
leagues. And somewhat more than men, women adopt a
positive managerial approach that trades on rewards rather
than a negative approach that trades on reprimands. All of
these tendencies have emerged in meta-analyses of studies
of the leadership styles of women and men (Eagly, Johan-
nesen-Schmidt, & van Engen, 2003; Eagly & Johnson,
1990; van Engen & Willemsen, 2004).

Consistent with the power of leader roles to constrain
leaders’ behavior is the finding that typical differences in
the leadership styles of women and men are quite small
when they occupy the same managerial role. Moreover,
despite stereotype-based suspicions that women might not
be effective leaders, the ways in which women differ from
men in leadership style are generally associated with good
managerial practices in current-day organizations (e.g.,
Judge & Piccolo, 2004). In most contexts, top-down, com-
mand-and-control leaders no longer provide the most ef-
fective or admired type of leadership (Eagly & Carli, 2004,
2007; Kanter, 1997). In response to these changes, scholars
of leadership have increasingly emphasized that effective
leadership emerges from inspiring, motivating, and men-
toring followers. Such leadership is embedded in interper-
sonal exchanges and dialogues in organizations in which
leadership is distributed throughout the organization, as
both followers and leaders take responsibility for adapting
to challenges (e.g., Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Spillane,
2006).

There has been little systematic investigation of how
group memberships other than gender affect leaders’ be-
havior. On the one hand, leaders and followers from di-
verse identity groups generally face some degree of pres-
sure to behave like leaders from the majority group. On the
other hand, leaders from diverse groups no doubt continue
to express their own cultures to some extent. These issues
have considerable complexity in the United States, where
immigration has increased population diversity and created
immigrant subcultures that differ both from the majority
culture and the immigrants’ cultures of origin (Deaux,
2006).

In the articles in this special issue and other accounts,
hints of this cultural shaping of leadership abound—for
example, in claims that African American women have an
especially self-confident, assertive style (Sanchez-Hucles

& Davis, 2010) and that Asian leaders manifest a collec-
tivistic orientation that emphasizes harmony among group
members (Cheung & Halpern, 2010; Kawahara, Esnil, &
Hsu, 2007) and benevolently paternalistic behaviors (Ay-
man & Korabik, 2010). In addition, persons of color who
are leaders may be especially concerned about integrity and
justice, especially as they relate to the inclusion and fair
treatment of individuals from diverse identity groups. Ex-
ecutives from sexual minority groups might be especially
adaptable and therefore embrace change (Fassinger et al.,
2010). The complexities of these phenomena include the
authenticity challenges that leaders from diverse identity
groups may encounter when they feel pressure to conform
to majority-group leadership styles (see Eagly, 2005) as
well as the advantages that may accrue to them from their
ability to modify and switch between minority and majority
perspectives depending on their immediate cultural context
(Molinsky, 2007).

Effectiveness of Leaders
Leaders from groups that have not typically had access to
leadership positions encounter shifting beliefs about
whether they can and do lead effectively. Others’ doubts
can emerge from the application of cultural stereotypes,
their preferences to associate with ingroup members, and
their lack of insight concerning the potential benefits of the
leadership styles of individuals from diverse identity
groups (e.g., Ayman & Korabik, 2010; Cheung & Halpern,
2010). In response to doubts about and resistance to their
leadership, a strength-based rhetoric sometimes emerges
among authors who write about leadership from the per-
spective of their own identity groups. Such rhetoric may
involve explicit claims that their group’s ways of leading
are better than those of the heterosexual White men who
traditionally have exercised leadership. For example, sev-
eral female managerial writers have provided particularly
laudatory descriptions of women’s leadership styles as
interactive and inclusive (e.g., Chin, Lott, Rice, & Sanchez-
Hucles, 2007; Helgesen, 1990; Rosener, 1990). Related
superiority claims have emerged concerning leadership by
African American women (Parker, 2005; Parker & Ogilvie,
1996) and gay men (Snyder, 2006). Such claims can ex-
press the group pride that Pittinsky (2010) notes as well as
a preference for one’s cultural ingroup that emerges in
some collectivistic cultures (House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorf-
man, & Gupta, 2004).

It is also possible that these claims accurately reflect
the superior performance that can emerge from having
one’s abilities challenged on the basis of membership in a
group that has usually been excluded from leadership. For
example, research has shown that women who are confi-
dent about their leadership ability are not deterred by
statements that women have less leadership ability than
men but instead react by exhibiting even more competence
than they do in the absence of an explicit challenge (Hoyt
& Blascovich, 2007). In addition, it is plausible that leaders
belonging to diverse identity groups can perform especially
well to the extent that they have had to meet a higher
standard to attain leadership roles in the first place. In
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support of this possibility, the requirement that women and
racial minorities meet higher standards to be accorded
competence and agency has been demonstrated in many
contexts (see reviews by Biernat, 2005; Foschi, 2000).

Yet another rationale for thinking that individuals
belonging to diverse identity groups are often good leaders
is that the experiences that such individuals have had
because of their differences from the majority group do
confer special qualities. Individuals from racial and ethnic
minority groups, in particular, generally have multicultural
experience because they have learned to negotiate both
minority and majority cultures. Multicultural competence
can foster flexibility and openness to change (Musteen,
Barker, & Baeten, 2006), an ability to shift one’s thinking
between contexts (Molinsky, 2007), and especially creative
cognitive processes and problem-solving abilities (Leung,
Maddux, Galinsky, & Chiu, 2008).

Another consideration is that groups that bring to-
gether individuals from differing identity groups may out-
perform more homogeneous groups because they ordinarily
include members with differing ways of representing and
solving problems (Hong & Page, 2004; Page, 2007). These
multiple perspectives can help deter groupthink and its
attendant dangers (Baron, 2005). Also, selecting group
members for diversity brings advantages compared with
selecting group members exclusively for their high ability
because the best solutions to complex problems generally
result from teams that apply differing tools and skills. The
challenge for organizations is to leverage this potential by
lessening the conflict, communication barriers, and lack of
mutual respect that can develop in identity-diverse groups
(e.g., Polzer, Milton, & Swann, 2002; Rink & Ellemers,
2009; see review by van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007).
Leaders who are themselves from groups traditionally ex-
cluded from leadership are likely to have more of the
multicultural competence that can ease the challenges of
managing diversity to reap its advantages.

Despite these possible advantages of leaders from
diverse identity groups, their good performance is not
necessarily recognized as outstanding (Eagly & Carli,
2007). For example, studies of female and male managers
show that despite women’s generally good managerial
functioning, they tend to be judged as less effective than
men in male-dominated roles and masculine settings (Ea-
gly, Karau, & Makhijani, 1995). Moreover, in controlled
experiments in which female leaders are made equivalent
to male leaders in their qualifications and behavior, the
women receive somewhat lower evaluations than the men,
especially if the women behave in culturally masculine
ways or are portrayed in male-dominated roles (Eagly,
Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992). Such findings demonstrate
that leaders’ behavior is only one determinant of their
effectiveness. Because leadership is a transaction between
leaders and followers, effectiveness also reflects followers’
expectations and prejudices.

Finally, we note the linking of individuals and orga-
nizations to national and regional cultures that also influ-
ence the conduct and interpretation of leadership. As re-
gional and global economic integration increase, many

managers must become culturally knowledgeable to work
effectively in the resulting multicultural environments. As
shown by the GLOBE study of leadership in 62 societies
(House et al., 2004), the aspects of leadership that are most
valued vary across nations and regions. For example, par-
ticipative leadership appears to be especially valued in the
Anglo, Nordic European, and Germanic European regions
but less valued in Eastern Europe, most of Asia, and the
Middle East. Even among nations placing a high value on
participative leadership, there are national differences in
how participative leadership is enacted because leadership
differs along many other dimensions as well (e.g., asser-
tiveness, future orientation, performance orientation, gen-
der egalitarianism). Achieving effective cross-cultural and
multicultural leadership is one of the most critical chal-
lenges in the contemporary world (see Hunt et al., 2009).

Moving Toward Incorporating
Diversity Considerations Into Theories
of Leadership
There are many processes through which diversity can
affect leadership. This multiplicity of influences is not
surprising given that leadership involves many social and
individual processes. As a social process, leadership com-
prises relationships at dyadic, group, and organizational
levels. As individual cognitive and perceptual processes,
leadership requires the recognition and approval of leader-
ship in others and the acknowledgement of oneself as a
leader. Given this complexity, it is not surprising that
leadership theories address many different psychological
and social processes, with distinctive theoretical families or
schools focusing on parts of this large agenda. Because of
the impressive collective reach of leadership theories, there
are many possibilities for incorporating diversity issues
into their explanatory frameworks. The article by Ayman
and Korabik (2010) reviews several of these families of
leadership theory and notes the potential for incorporating
diversity into their frameworks.

We add only a few observations to their discussions.
Specifically, with respect to trait theories, despite the pop-
ularity of the Big Five model of personality traits in lead-
ership research (Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002) and
evidence for its cross-cultural generalizability (McCrae &
Costa, 1997), the implications of culture-specific concep-
tions of personality for leadership deserve attention. For
example, the cross-cultural study of personality has re-
vealed the need to modify instruments developed in the
United States to represent dimensions of personality in
Mexico and other nations (e.g., Dı́az-Loving, 1998; Dı́az-
Guerrero, Dı́az-Loving, & Rodrı́guez de Dı́az, 2001). Sim-
ilarly, researchers have identified personality dimensions
specific to Chinese culture, including harmony, ren-qing
(interpersonal favor), face, Ah Q mentality (defensiveness),
and family orientation (Cheung et al., 2001).

Both relational theories and contingency theories of
leadership have considerable potential to illuminate diver-
sity issues. In the context of relational theories such as the
leader–member exchange approach (Graen & Uhl-Bien,
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1995), gender, racial, and ethnic composition of dyads and
groups can affect the quality of leader–follower relations.
In a manner consistent with contingency theories’ emphasis
on the contexts and situations in which leadership is exer-
cised (Ayman, 2004; Vroom & Jago, 2007), diversity pro-
vides context in many ways—for example, by means of
beliefs about appropriate leader behavior that differ de-
pending on the gender, race, and ethnicity of leaders. Also,
in a multicultural workforce, the distribution of people
along dimensions of race, culture, ethnicity, and gender
shapes the organizational culture that provides a context for
the exercise of leadership (E. H. Schein, 1992).

Information-processing theories have emphasized
leader prototypes and the importance of leaders’ matching
followers’ prototypical expectations for leaders (Lord &
Maher, 1993). This emphasis is compatible with gender
researchers’ attention to the challenges that women face on
account of the typical cultural masculinity of leadership
roles (Eagly & Karau, 2002; V. E. Schein, 2001). Addi-
tional insights come from evidence that ideas about good
leadership are culturally bound to some extent. In the
cross-cultural GLOBE study (House et al., 2004), at an
abstract level certain characteristics of leaders appeared to
be universally endorsed (e.g., decisiveness, intelligence,
skill at building teams, communicating, and coordinating)
even though cultural contexts may have affected the ways
in which such characteristics were enacted. However, cul-
tural variability emerged in the value placed on other
characteristics of leaders, such as the ability to express or
control one’s emotions, being domineering or egalitarian,
and taking risks or showing caution.

These and other leadership theories illustrate the mul-
tiplicity of processes by which diversity can affect leader-
ship. The traditional partitioning of knowledge of leader-
ship into separate theoretical schools (e.g., trait,
contingency, relational) calls out for more integrative the-
ories that bridge levels of analysis (Avolio, 2007). Toward
this end, Korabik and Ayman (2007; see also Ayman &
Korabik, 2010) proposed a model that elucidates gender
and culture by means of intrapsychic processes, social
structural or contextual cues, and social interaction be-
tween leader and follower. In another effort, Hogue and
Lord (2007) offered a multilevel theory of how individual,
group, and organizational processes can have unfavorable
effects on female leaders. Such efforts could be extended to
encompass leaders’ and followers’ race, ethnicity, culture,
and sexual orientation.

Conclusion
Changing demographics are fostering an examination of
how leadership theories intersect with dimensions of diver-
sity. Organizational researchers have begun to address
these issues considerably more than in earlier decades (see
Proudford & Nkomo, 2006). Yet, as other critics have
maintained (e.g., Den Hartog & Dickson, 2004; Hofstede,
1993), leadership theories have had a North American bias,
which brought an emphasis on market-type exchange pro-
cesses and on individual traits and behaviors. A broader set
of themes is emerging as the world becomes more globally

interconnected and leadership researchers themselves rep-
resent a wider range of nationalities and ethnicities. As
leadership theories become more inclusive and integrative,
they have more potential to take into account multiple
dimensions of individual identities and contexts, organiza-
tional cultures and subcultures, and the relations between
leaders and a wide range of followers. Theories should also
consider organizational values, visions for transformational
change, and ethical principles, all of which themselves
reflect cultural values (Ciulla, 2004).

Given these demographic and intellectual changes, we
ask whether expectations about good leaders are also
changing. The answer is clearly yes: The complexity of
leaders’ tasks has escalated in many contexts so that leaders
are much more dependent on others to provide them with
the knowledge and support that enables effective perfor-
mance (Kanter, 1997). Therefore, contemporary leaders
often emphasize the empowerment of followers to achieve
a common vision. These contemporary cultural models of
good leadership are less masculine than earlier models and
are at least partially consistent with feminist visions of
good leadership (Chin et al., 2007). In fact, the transfor-
mational model of good leadership (Avolio, 1999) appears
to be infused with a good deal of cultural femininity,
especially in its inclusion of support and mentoring that
leaders provide to followers (Duehr & Bono, 2006; Hack-
man, Furniss, Hills, & Patterson, 1992).

The increased complexity and interdependence of or-
ganizations and nations pose new questions about the fu-
ture of leadership. As world cultures become more inter-
connected and immigration increases cultural and ethnic
diversity within many nations, people observe many dif-
ferent enactments of leadership roles. And as yet under-
analyzed, in this article and elsewhere, are the implications
of leaders who differ in attributes such as religion, age, and
handicap status. Whatever dimensions of diversity are con-
sidered, the entry of individuals from groups that once had
little access to leadership roles expands definitions of lead-
ership. In the more varied environments that result, the
experiences of leaders and their followers are qualitatively
different from the experiences of those in culturally homo-
geneous environments. The inclusion of individuals from
diverse identity groups as leaders can thus change these
roles to some extent, but so do rapid technological change
and escalating organizational and global interdependence.

Finally, to understand the causes and consequences of
this changing face of leadership, we advocate ending the
intellectual segregation of considerations of gender, race,
ethnicity, sexuality, and culture from mainstream leader-
ship theory and their treatment as a separate domain of
study. To counter this segregation, we have adopted an
advocacy stance in this special issue. We recommend that
scholars of leadership contemplate how their theories might
better address diversity concerns and that they draw on
research and theory that has addressed these concerns. In
turn, we also recommend that scholars of diversity study
the large, multidisciplinary body of knowledge that consti-
tutes theory and research on leadership because this knowl-
edge has considerable (but largely unrealized) potential to
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illuminate issues of race, ethnicity, gender, and culture. As
this special issue demonstrates, there is potential for rap-
prochement between these two bodies of research and
theory.
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