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Work team members tend to share their mood at work (George,
1990; González-Romá, Peiró, Subirats, & Mañas, 2000). This
constitues what is called a «team affective climate» and has been
related to important outcomes such as job satisfaction, commitment,
and performance (e.g., Bartel & Saavedra, 2000; George, 1990). 

The emergence of affective climate as a team level construct is
said to result from a number of processes and mechanisms, such
as emotional contagion, emotional social comparison, and mood
regulation norms (Bartel & Saavedra, 2000; Neumann & Strack,
2000). In addition, several studies have shown that team leaders
play an important role in influencing individual emotions and
modeling group affective climate (Bono & Illies, 2006; Erez,
Misangyi, Johnson, LePine, & Halverson, 2008; Johnson, 2008;
Sy, Cote, & Saavedra, 2005). Specifically, some studies have
demonstrated the role of the leader’s emotions in team processes
and outcomes (e.g., Lewis, 2000; Sy et al., 2005) and shown the
importance of leadership styles and leaders’ characteristics (e.g.,
Bono & Illies, 2006; Pescosolido, 2002; Popper, 2004). 

One key characteristic of leaders, charisma, clearly influences
work-team outcomes, such as satisfaction or performance (Bass,
1985; Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003; Cicero & Pierro,

2007). Charismatic leadership is said to be the result of an
attribution based on followers’ perception of their leader’s
behavior, specifically behaviors that articulate and help build a
positive vision and foster an impression of the importance of the
followers’ mission (Bass, 1985; Cicero & Pierro, 2007). Given this
definition, we propose that charisma should also have important
implications for team affective climate. At least four reasons can
be provided to support this assertion: 1) charismatic leaders tend
to be more engaging and emotionally expressive (Friedman &
Riggio, 1981), 2) they tend to paint a positive, optimistic view of
the future (Bass, 1985; Bono & Ilies, 2006), 3) they tend to attend,
interpret, and integrate information in positive ways (Ashkanasy &
Tse, 2000), and 4) they have a privileged position in the power
hierarchy from which to transmit their positive views
(Fredrickson, 2003). Despite these theoretical arguments and the
empirical evidence supporting the importance of charismatic
leadership in general, little is actually known about the role of
charismatic leaders in creating positive and preventing negative
team affective climate. 

The aim of the present study is to evaluate the impact of
leaders’ charisma on two dimensions of team affective climate,
team tension and team optimism and to examine the moderating
role of leaders’ characteristics, such as influence and the
frequency of interaction with the team, on this relationship. 

Leaders’ Charisma and Team Affective Climate

Charisma is considered one of the most critical dimensions of
transformational leadership (Conger & Kanungo, 1988;
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Humphreys, 2002). Transformational leadership refers to leaders
who, through their personal influence, cause changes in their
followers’ beliefs, values and attitudes (Bass, 1985). This can be
accomplished through one or more of the factors that constitute
transformational leadership: Charisma, inspirational motivation,
intellectual stimulation and individual consideration. The factor of
interest for this paper, charisma, is characterized by the ability of
the leader to provide vision, a sense of a mission, to build trust,
and instil pride in the group (Humphreys, 2002) 

Team affective climate is defined as «shared affective responses
by workteam’s members» (González-Romá et al., 2000, p. 98) and
has been linked to different processes and outcomes, such as
motivation and performance (e.g., McColl-Kennedy & Anderson,
2002). In this study we examined two dimensions of affect: team
tension and optimism as indicators of negative and positive affect,
respectively. These dimensions are part of a more general
conceptual framework: the circumplex model of affect. In a
circumplex model all variables array in a circular fashion within a
two-dimensional space, with pleasure-displeasure on one axis and
degree of arousal on the other (George, 1990; Russell, 1980; Yik,
Russell & Barret, 1999). Optimism and tension can be located in
this circumplex as bipolar indicators of positive and negative affect,
respectively (Lloret & González-Romá, 2000; Russell, 1980).

Experimental studies show that charismatic leaders express
positive affect which, in turn, results in positive affect experienced
by followers (Bono & Ilies, 2006; Erez et al., 2008). Also in
natural work setting settings, Pirola-Merló, Härtel, Mann and Hiss
(2002) found that transformational leadership (of which charisma
is a component) had an effect on team climate (a composite of
affective and attitudinal items) which in turn had an effect on team
performance. However, there remains a lack of research on team
affective climate with formal leaders in real settings, especially
with regard to the impact of charismatic leadership on negative
affect. One exception is McColl-Kennedy and Anderson’s (2002)
study which showed that transformational leadership had a
significant direct influence on frustration and optimism of
followers, with frustration having a stronger negative effect on
performance than the positive effect of optimism. Taking into
account that negative emotions have a stronger and longer lasting
effect than positive emotions at work (e.g., Miner, Glomb, &
Hulin, 2005), and that previous studies have shown charismatic
leaders elicit more positive affect from their followers (e.g.,
Dasborough, 2006), it is relevant to evaluate the extent to which
negative team affective climate is reduced through charismatic
leadership. Thus, we posit two hypotheses:

H1: Higher levels of perceived leaders’ charisma will
predict higher levels of team optimism.

H2: Higher levels of perceived leaders’ charisma will
predict lower levels of team tension.

The moderating role of leaders’ influence and their interaction
with the team

Apart from leaders’ charisma there are some other leaders’
characteristics that could contribute to shaping teams’ affective
climate (e.g., Pirola-Merló et al., 2002). The current study focuses
on the influence (power) of the leader to make decisions about the
team’s work, and the frequency of interaction between the leader
and the team members.

With regard to leader’s influence it is argued that some
individuals can be more influential than others in affecting team
mates’ moods (Totterdell, Kellett, Teuchmann, & Briner, 1998).
Specifically, positive emotions expressed by leaders in
organizations may be especially contagious due to their position in
the power hierarchy (Friedrickson, 2003; Sy et al., 2005). In this
regard, Anderson, Keltner and John (2003) found that partners
with more power influenced the emotions of the less powerful
partner, but the reverse was not true. Thus, assuming that
charismatic leaders tend to express positive emotions to motivate
their followers (Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993) and that those
emotions have an effect on the emotions and self-esteem of
followers (House, Woycke, & Fodor, 1988) and considering that
leaders are in a privileged position to transmit emotions, the
following moderating effects are expected:

H3a: Leader’s influence will make the positive relationship
between leader’s charisma and team optimism stronger.

H3b: Leader’s influence will make the negative relationship
between leader’s charisma and team tension stronger

It has also been pointed out that leaders’ efficacy depends on
the interaction between leaders and their subordinates (Sánchez,
2000). It can be argued that for charismatic leaders to transmit
their positive view and have an impact on their teams’s affective
climate, the leaders should interact and communicate with the
team members. Based on emotional contagion studies (Totterdell
et al., 1998) the effects should be especially strong when there is a
close, interactive and enduring relationship among the people
involved. In fact, Fiol, Harris and House’s (1999) assertion that
charismatic leaders increase followers’ motivation through
communication could be also applied to affective climate. In
addition it is reasonable to expect that having a manager that cares
about and discusses team functionning, team work, etc. should
enhance a positive affective climate. Consequently it is expected
that charismatic leaders that frequently interact with team
members and discuss work related issues will have a higher impact
on team affective climate than leaders that do not. Thus, the
following hypotheses are proposed:

H4a: More frequent leader’s interaction will make the
positive relationship between leader’s charisma and team
optimism stronger.

H4b: More frequent leader’s interaction will make the
negative relationship between leader’s charisma and team
tension stronger

Method

Participants and procedure

The unit of analysis was the work team, which consisted of an
entire bank branch. The members of these branches shared
common goals and interacted with each other in order to achieve
those goals; their roles were functionally interdependent, they had
a formal manager/leader and specific work norms according to the
organization. Therefore, the bank branches can be considered
work teams (Guzzo & Dickson, 1996). 

Personnel managers from the three banks were contacted by the
researchers and asked for their collaboration. Confidentiality and

ANA HERNÁNDEZ BAEZA, CRISTINA ARAYA LAO, JULIANA GARCÍA MENESES AND VICENTE GONZÁLEZ ROMÁ516

Pág. 515-  7/10/09  17:59  Página 516



anonymity of responses were guaranteed for all respondents. A
group of trained questionnaire administrators collected data at two
different times separated by six months. Only work teams with 3
or more subjects were included in the study. The final data are
based on 137 teams for which the manager had not changed from
Time 1 to Time 2. The teams were composed of an average of 4.93
members (SD= 1.80), and had an average tenure of 26.62 months
(SD= 35.36). The average response rates were 95.69% and
93.11% for Time 1 and Time 2, respectively.

Data analysis

A number of hierarchical regressions were carried out by
means of SPSS 15.0. Specifically 2 different sets of regressions
were carried out for each dimension of team affective climate. The
dependent variables team optimism and tension were analyzed at
time 2. The effects of interest were analyzed by sequentially
including the following variables: 1) team tenure and team size (as
control variables); 2) team optimism and team tension at time 1
(separately introduced in the two equations to control for the
stability effects); 3) the independent variable, leader’s charisma, 4)
the direct effects of the moderator variables and, 5) the interaction
terms between the moderators and leaders’ charisma. All the
independent variables were mean centered before the analyses to
facilitate interpretation and avoid multicollinearity problems
between predictors and interaction terms.

Instruments

Leader’s charisma. This variable captures the charismatic
component of transformational leadership. It was measured at
Time 1 by means of a 4-item Likert scale with 6 response options
(α= .95). This scale was taken from Molero’s (1994) adaptation of
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire created by Bass and
Avolio (1990)

Leader’s influence. This is the degree to which the leader has
an influence on team norms, tasks, methods, and objectives. It was
measured at Time 1 by means of a 4-item Likert scale with 6
response options taken from the Organizational Assessment
Instrument (c.f., Van de Ven & Ferry, 1980) (α= .88)

Frequency of the interaction between the leader and the team.
This measure refers to the frequency with which the leader talked
to the members about a number of work and organizational issues
such as work organization in the team, team goals or team member
relationships. It is an adaptation of the team-members interaction
scales used by González-Roma, Peiró & Tordera (2002). This
variable was measured at Time 1 by means of a 7-item scale with
5 response options ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (quite frequently)
(α= .94).

Team affective climate. This was an aggregation of individual
scores of the optimism and tension dimensions of the Affective
Well-being Scale (Lloret & González-Romá, 2000). Both
dimensions were measured through three couples of opposed
adjectives. Team members responded to them by using 5
response options. For team optimism, α equaled .94, both for
time 1 and time 2. For team tension α equaled .93, both for time
1 and time 2.

Team members rated their leaders on perceived charisma,
influence and interaction. To aggregate the individual reponses up
to the team level we took the average team member responses for

every variable by team. To justify aggregation within-team
agreement was evaluated by means of the Average Deviation
Index (Burke, Finkelstein, & Dusig, 1999). In all cases the average
index was smaller than the cutoff points established for acceptable
interrater agreement (Burke & Dunlap, 2002). 

Results

After controlling for team size, team tenure and team affective
climate at time 1, leaders’ charisma had an effect on team
optimism but not on team tension (see tables 1 and 2,
respectively). Focusing on the positive dimension of team affective
climate, team optimism, the introduction of leaders’ charisma in
the equation explained an additional significant 2% of variance
(p<.05). As expected the effect was positive and statistically
significant (B= .09, p<.05). Regarding the negative dimension of
team affective climate, team tension, the effect of leaders’
charisma, although negative as expected, was not statistically
significant. These results support H1, but not H2.

With regard to the hypothesized moderating effects, results
show that the two variables examined, leaders’ influence and
frequency of leaders’ interaction with the team, did moderate the
relationship between leaders’ charisma and team affective
climate, both for team optimism and tension (ΔR2= 3.2% and
ΔR2= 2.7%, respectively; p<.05). Although both moderators were
significantly correlated (r= .49, p<.01), results showed there was
not a serious problem with multicollinearity in the data (see tables
1 and 2).

Focusing on the moderating effects of perceived leader’s
influence, the results show a significant moderating effect both for
team optimism (B= .281, p<.01) and team tension (B= -.25, p<.05)
(see table 1 and 2, respectively). As expected, the influence of the
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Table 1
Moderated hierarchical regressions for team optimism

Step B SE. p Tolerance Change in R2

1 Team tenure -.001 .001 <.611 .96 .031 (p>.05)
Team size -.054 .026 <.042 .96

2 Team Optimism Time 1 -.687 .066 <.001 .98 .442 (p<.001)

3 Leaders’ charisma -.121 .054 <.027 .68 .020 (p= .027)

4 Leaders’ influence -.168 .094 <.075 .73 .024 (p= .047)
Leaders’ interaction -.249 .108 <.023 .36

5 Charisma*influence -.281 .104 <.008 .63 .032 (p= .014)
Charisma*interaction -.177 .071 <.014 .48

Table 2
Moderated hierarchical regressions for team tension

Step B SE. p Tolerance Change in R2

1 Team tenure -.001 .001 <.966 .96 .036 (p>.05)
Team size -.058 .027 <.033 .96

2 Team Tension Time 1 -.624 .065 <.001 .95 .402 (p<.001)

3 Leaders’ charisma --.033 .050 <.508 .89 .002 (p>.05)

4 Leaders’ influence -.119 .101 <.244 .73 .014 (p>.05)
Leaders’ interaction -.202 .117 <.087 .35

5 Charisma*influence -.250 .113 <.029 .63 .027 (p= .043)
Charisma*interaction -.175 .078 <.027 .47
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leader enhances the positive effect of leaders’ charisma on team
optimism and makes the negative relationship between leaders’
charisma and team tension stronger. Thus H3a and H3b are
supported by the data. The moderating effects of leader’s influence
are represented in Figure 1 following the simple slope procedure
(see Aiken &West, 1991). Additional analyses on the interaction
effects show that the simple slope is statistically significant only
when the teams perceive that their leaders have high levels of
influence (1 SD above the mean) (with p<.01 for team optimism
and p<.05 for team tension).

Focusing on the moderating effects of the frequency of leaders’
interaction with the team the results, although significant, were not
in the expected direction. The frequency of leaders’ interactions
attenuated the positive effect of leader’s charisma on the increase
of team optimism (B= -.177, p<.05) and the effect of leader’s
charisma on the reduction of team tension (B= .175, p<.05).
Specifically, the higher the frequency of leader’s interaction with
the team the lower the effect of leader’s charisma on increasing
team optimism and reducing team tension. Consequently H4a and
H4b are not supported. The unexpected direction of the results can
be attributed to the unexpected direction the main effect leaders’
interaction has on both dimensions of team affective climate (see
table 1 and table 2 for team optimism and team tension,
respectively. In this last case this effect is only marginally
significant). The interaction effects are represented in Figure 2.
Additional analysis focused on the interaction effects show that
the simple slope is statistically significant only when the
frequency of leaders’ interaction is low (1 SD below the mean)
(with p<.01 for team optimism and p<.05 for team tension).

Conclusions

The present study focuses on the impact that leader’s charisma
has on team affective climate and the moderating effects of
specific leader characteristics, such as the leader’s influence and
the frequency of a leader’s interaction with the team managed.
Opposite to most studies on the emergence of team affective
climate we focus on the role of formal leaders’ charisma in real
settings. Results show that to better understand the impact of
leader’s charisma on team affective climate it is necessary to
differentiate between positive and negative affect. Specifically,
after controlling for the stability effects of team affective climate,
leader charisma plays a role on increasing team optimism. This
result together with previous studies (Bono & Illies, 2006; Erez et
al., 2008) supports the positive effects of charismatic leadership on
fostering positive affect. However the direct effect of leader
charisma on team tension is non-significant. This result supports
Erez et al’s (2008) suggestion that charisma is associated with
positive followers affect rather than negative followers affect due
to two of the main characteristics of charismatic leaders: leader
positive affect and leader positive expression. 

Apart from the nature of affect (positive or negative), the results
also show that the relationship between leader charisma and team
affective climate depends on the team perceptions of the leaders’
influence to decide about the team’s work and the frequency with
which the leader interacts with the team. 

As expected, the positive effects of charisma (to increase team
optimism and reduce team tension) are enhanced with more
influential leaders. This result suggests that, in order to foster
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«good» team affective climate, charismatic leaders should be
given influence to make decisions about work in the team (team
goals, procedures etc). In fact, the results of the present study
suggest that leader’s charisma does not matter when teams
perceive that their formal leaders have a low «real» influence in
their work. Interestingly, highly charismatic and influential leaders
can contribute not only to increase team optimism but also to
reduce team tension. Because of the aforementioned evidence for
the power of negative emotions relative to positive emotions, even
on performance outcomes (McColl-Kennedy & Anderson 2002;
Miner et al., 2005) this is an important result to take into account
in order to prevent negative affect.

However, contrary to our expectations, the positive effects of
charisma (to increase optimism and reduce tension) are weakened
for leaders that interact more frequently with their teams. The
unexpected moderating effect can be attributed to the
unanticipated negative and significant effect that leaders’
interaction had on team optimism and the positive effect that
leaders’ interaction had on team tension. There are some possible
explanations for the undesired effect of more frequent interactions.
First, it is possible that more frequent leader interactions to discuss
work team issues lead to low perception of collective efficacy,
which may be associated with a decrease in the optimism of team
members (Kark, Shamir, & Chen, 2003). Team members may
think that the leader increases the frequency of the interaction as a
way of controlling and supervising their work because the leader
does not think that the team is effective enough, which in turn
could decrease team optimism and happines and increase team
frustration and tension. Second, it is possible that when leaders
interact very frequently with the team members those members
feel more pressured than when leaders do not interact so
frequently, increasing their tension and decreasing their levels of
optimims and hapiness. This possible explanation is partially
supported by Antonakis and Atwater (2002) when evaluating
followers’ satisfaction with leadership. According to Antonakis
and Atwater (2002) the optimal degree of leader-follower
interaction is contingent on situational variables. In certain
situations (e.g., task ambiguity), followers would require more
frequent task or socioemotional interaction, whereas in other
situations they may require less frequent interaction with their
leader. In the same line Ashford and Cummings (1985) pointed out

that followers initiate leaders’ feedback-seeking behaviors when
ambiguities regarding roles and tasks are presented in the working
environment or if followers are newly hired and inexperienced.
Although in the present study we did control for the effects of
team tenure, future research should also consider contextual
factors, such as task characteristics or team members’ abilities and
experience. These two explanations for the counterproductive
effect of the frequency of leader interaction with the team on team
affective climate suggest a negative effect for overmanaging
leaders under certain conditions. A different possible explanation
is that managers increase the frequency of the interactions with
their teams when the teams have problems or difficulties, whereas
when team functioning and performance is good, the manager
does not need to interact so frequently to improve things. The
adequacy of these different explanations should be tested in future
research as well as the role of other aspects of leader-member
interactions such as quality of communication (see Van Breukelen,
Schyns, & Le Blanc, 2006). 

In addition, although the present study shows that charismatic
and influential leaders foster a good team affective climate, some
recent studies have shown that followers’ affect has an effect on
the attributions of a broader conception of charismatic leadership
(Johnson, 2008). The strength and consequences of the possible
reciprocal relationships between leaders’ charisma and team
affective climate should be evaluated in future research as well as
the processess through which charisma and team affect are related.

Finally, this study has the limitation that all the measures are
self-report data (specifically team members report their leaders’
characteristics and their own emotions). Although we think that
attributed charisma can be more appropriatly assessed by the
followers than by the leaders, the fact that all measures are assessed
by the same raters could consitute an undesirable «method effects»
source. Despite this limitation, we believe that this paper
contributes to our understanding of how leaders’ characteristics
interact with charisma to shape team affective climate.
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