Supplemental Material
In this supplement, we first report robustness checks and provide supporting material for the empirical studies (Studies 1, 2, and 3) reported in the article. Then, we report the results of five additional studies that we conducted investigating the effects of leader laughter to provide a fuller sense of the evidence relating to the theoretical model proposed in this paper. 
Robustness Checks 
Study 1
We report here a robustness check regarding pre-existing relationships between witnessing followers (i.e., the participants) and the questioner as a potential confound in the relationship between laughter pattern and warmth perceptions.[footnoteRef:1] We collected data on two aspects of participants’ preexisting relationships with the questioner. First, we asked participants to report the quality of their relationship with the questioner (“Prior to the incident, how would you rate your relationship with the questioner?”). Second, we asked participants how well they knew the questioner (“Prior to the incident, how well did you know the person asking the question?”). In probing the possible role of these two factors, we followed statistical prescriptions for testing alternative explanations through statistical control (Becker et al., 2016). Becker and colleagues (2016) recommend not only statistically controlling for potential confounds, but also testing these confounds as potential moderators.  [1:  We want to thank an anonymous reviewer for alerting us to this possible alternative explanation.] 

Analysis was conducted using SPSS 21 and PROCESS 3.4 (Hayes, 2018). The effect of laughter pattern on perceived leader warmth remained statistically significant after additionally controlling for these two indicators of pre-existing relationship with the questioner (B = 1.36, SE = 0.15, p < .001). Importantly, we also did not find any evidence that the relationship between laughter pattern and perceived leader warmth was moderated by participants’ quality of relationship with the questioner (B = 0.17, SE = 0.19, p = .37) or by how well the participants knew the questioner (B = 0.05, SE = 0.20, p = .82). Overall, these results indicate that our observed results are not solely attributable to participants’ preexisting relationship with the questioner. That is, independent of third-party followers’ relationship with a questioner, leaders were perceived to be warmer when their laughter was shared than when their laughter was unshared.
Study 2
Analysis of Study 2 was conducted using SPSS 21 and PROCESS 3.4 (Hayes, 2018). We report here a robustness check regarding participants’ perceptions of the legitimacy of the critical question as a potential confound in the effect of laughter pattern on warmth perceptions.[footnoteRef:2] In this study, we asked participants whether they viewed the critical questions as “legitimate.” When we statistically controlled for perceived legitimacy of the critical questions, we still observed the predicted interaction effect between leader laughter and interviewer laughter on perceived warmth (B = 1.10, SE = 0.24, p < .001). Importantly, we did not observe support for perceived legitimacy as a boundary condition—the three-way interaction of perceived legitimacy with leader laughter and questioner laughter did not produce a statistically significant three-way interaction term predicting perceived warmth (B = –0.20, SE = 0.36, p = .59). Overall, based on this evidence, the effects of laughter patterns on third-party followers’ judgment of leaders’ warmth did not seem to be confounded with the perceived legitimacy of the critical questions.  [2:  We want to thank an anonymous reviewer for alerting us to this possible alternative explanation.] 

Supporting Material for Studies Reported in the Manuscript
Study 1
Sample critical incidents reported by participants can be found in Table S1.
Study 3
The items used to assess laughter interpretation are listed in Table S2.
Overview of Supplemental Studies
We report here the results of five additional studies (henceforth referred to as “supplemental studies”) that were conducted in the process of developing this paper. Studies S1a–S1c investigated the negative effect of unshared laughter using three separate experiments, each with its own different samples, manipulations of laughter, and cover stories. Supplemental Studies S1a and S1b used student samples and text-based scenarios, while Study S1c used a sample of employees and video-based stimuli. Study S2 extended these findings using the same general procedure as S1c but also added a shared laughter condition to examine the effects of shared laughter in comparison to both the control and unshared laughter conditions. Study S3 probed the role of relative power as a potential boundary condition. A summary of all studies reported both in the manuscript and in the supplement can be found on the next page.


	Studies in Manuscript

	Study
	Method
	Sample
(Followers or playing the role of followers)
	Registered before data collection
	Key Findings

	1
	Critical Incident Technique
	Employees
	Yes
	1) Shared laughter is associated with perceptions of greater warmth than unshared laughter.
2) Warmth mediates the relationships of laughter pattern with leadership effectiveness.

	2
	Lab Experiment
	Students 
	No
	1) Shared laughter (causally) leads to perceptions of greater warmth than unshared laughter or no laughter. 
2) Perceptions of warmth mediate the relationship between laughter pattern and leadership effectiveness.

	3
	Scenario Experiment
	Employees
	Yes
	1) Shared laughter is seen as more affiliative and less dominant in critical laughter conditions than unshared laughter.
2) Interpretations of leader laughter and warmth serially mediate the relationship between laughter and leadership effectiveness. This is contingent on whether the question is critical or not.

	4
	Internal Meta-Analysis
	Students and Employees
	n/a
	1) Unshared laughter leads to perceptions of less warmth than no laughter. 
2) Shared laughter leads to perceptions of greater warmth than unshared laughter.

	Studies in Supplement 

	S1a
S1b
S1c
	Scenario Experiment
	S1a - Students
S1b - Students
S1c - Employees
	No
	1) Unshared laughter leads to perceptions of less warmth than no laughter.

	S2
	Scenario Experiment
	Employees
	No
	1) Unshared laughter leads to perceptions of less warmth than no laughter or shared laughter.
2) Shared laughter leads to perceptions of greater warmth than no laughter or unshared laughter.
3) The relationship between laughter pattern and leadership effectiveness is mediated by warmth.

	S3
	Scenario Experiment
	Employees
	Yes
	1) Relative power does not moderate the relationship between laughter pattern and perceived warmth.
2) The effects of laughter pattern on leadership effectiveness are mediated by perceived warmth.






Studies S1a–S1c
Participants 
Study S1a. Participants were 100 undergraduate students (36 male, 64 female) from a large Australian university who undertook the study in exchange for course credit. Seventy-five percent of the participants had prior work experience, having worked an average of 1.6 years (SD = 1.7). The average age was 18.7 years (SD = 1.3). Study S1b. Participants were 124 undergraduate business students (55 male, 69 female) from an Australian university who undertook the study in exchange for course credit. Fifty-five percent of the participants had work experience, having worked an average of 1.0 years (SD = 1.3). The average age was 18.7 years (SD = 1.2). Study S1c. Participants were 267 employees (143 male, 124 female) recruited through the Qualtrics online survey panel. Participants had an average of 25.3 years of work experience (SD = 14.2). The average age was 44.1 years (SD = 14.2).
Design, Cover Story, and Procedure
	All three studies featured two between-subjects conditions: (1) a control condition in which the leader did not express any emotion when repudiating the critical question (Study S1a: N = 50, Study S1b: N = 62, Study S1c: N = 135); and (2) a leader unshared laughter condition in which the leader expressed laughter when repudiating the critical question (Study S1a: N = 50, Study S1b: N = 62, Study S1c: N = 132). Studies S1a and S1b were conducted on a computer in a laboratory while Study S1c was conducted online. After participants filled out a questionnaire reporting their demographics, participants were asked to imagine that they were employees of an organization attending an important work meeting. In Studies S1a and S1c, the organization was a technology company facing competition from a relatively new competitor, with participants playing the role of an employee. In Study S1b, the organization was a student society that was facing revenue pressures because a competing society had taken some of their members (and the associated funding that came from membership numbers), with participants playing the role of followers as student society members. In Studies S1a and S1b, the scenarios were presented using text on a screen, while the scenario was shown in video form using trained actors in Study S1c. Participants were randomly assigned to either the unshared laughter condition in which the leader laughed or to the control condition in which the leader did not express any emotion.
Manipulations
In all three studies, participants were told that the leader in the scenario was highly successful and experienced in their organization. They were also told that they would read about or watch the leader responding to another person’s critical question. In Studies S1a and S1b, the leader repudiated the critical question by stating that competitors come and go, that they just had to work harder, and that they had a new plan; in Study S1c, the leader repudiated the question by stating that the competitor was way behind and was no threat at all. In the laughter conditions, participants in Studies S1a and S1b read that the leader laughed while responding to the question. In Study S1c, the actor playing the leader was asked to laugh in a positive (non-nervous) manner when responding to the question. In the control conditions, the leader did not laugh and maintained a neutral expression. 
Manipulation Checks and Measures
Laughter Manipulation Checks
In Studies S1a and S1b, the effectiveness of the laughter manipulation was measured using two items asking participants to rate how much they agreed the leader “laughed out loud” or “did not laugh” (reverse-coded) in the interaction. In Study S1a this was measured on a 5-point scale (rs = .70), while in Study S1b this was measured using a 7-point scale (rs = .96). In Study S1c laughter was measured using two similar items on a 7-point scale. The items were: “John (the leader) laughed out loud” and “John (the leader) laughed at a question” (rs = .80).
Perceived Warmth
We assessed how participants perceived the leader’s warmth using the social perception measure (Fiske et al., 2007) for warmth. Participants rated the leader’s warmth with regard to six trait descriptors: warm, good-natured, well-intentioned, trustworthy, friendly, and sincere. Each descriptor was rated on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all; 5 = extremely). The ratings for these six descriptors were averaged to obtain an overall measure of warmth perception (Study S1a α = .85, Study S1b α = .85, Study S1c α = .93). 
Results
Manipulation Checks
Analyses were conducted using SPSS 21. Across Studies S1a through S1c, participants in the unshared laughter condition indicated that the leader laughed more (Study S1a: M = 4.30, SD = 0.78; Study S1b: M = 4.46, SD = 1.55; Study S1c: M = 4.16, SD = 0.98) than those in the control condition (Study S1a: M = 2.03, SD = 0.93; Study S1b: M = 1.50, SD = 0.78; Study S1c: M = 2.48, SD = 1.07). The differences were statistically significant for Study S1a (t(98) = 11.56, p <.001, η2 = .39); Study S1b (t(122) = 13.39, p <.001, η2 = .66); and Study S1c (t(265) = 13.32, p <.001, η2 = .40), altogether indicating that the manipulations were successful.
Warmth Perceptions 
T-tests revealed a statistically significant effect of unshared laughter on warmth in all three studies: Study S1a (t(98) = 2.00, p = .05, η2 = .25), Study S1b (t(122) = 2.12, p = .04, η2 = .30), and Study S1c (t(265) =2.67, p = .008, η2 = .03). Across all three studies, the leader was rated as warmer in the control condition (Study S1a: M = 3.54, SD = 0.52; Study S1b: M = 3.94, SD = 0.46; Study S1c: M = 3.12, SD = 0.90) than in the unshared laughter condition (Study S1a: M = 3.28, SD = 0.72; Study S1b: M = 3.72, SD = 0.67; Study S1c: M = 2.81, SD = 0.99). 
Study S1 Discussion
The results of Studies S1a through S1c confirmed that leaders pay a warmth penalty for exhibiting laughter when responding to critical questions. In these studies, laughter was unshared. In Study S2, we expanded our investigation to include patterns of shared laughter in which the questioner echoed the leader’s laughter in response to the critical questions.
Supplemental Study S2: Shared Laughter Enhances Leader Warmth 
Participants
A total of 285 adults (158 male, 127 female) were recruited via Mechanical Turk (MTurk) and paid $1.50 USD for their participation. Following best practice recommendations for the recruitment of participants through MTurk, we recruited only master workers and requested that participants complete the study only when they could pay full attention (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014; Cheung et al., 2017). We also used several attention checks (e.g., for this question, please check “neither agree nor disagree”). Nineteen participants (7%) were removed because they failed these attention checks. The final sample size was 266 (145 males, 121 females) with an average age of 39.9 years (SD = 11.0). The average work experience was 18.6 years (SD = 10.1). 
Procedure and Design
After participants filled out a questionnaire reporting their demographics, they were asked to imagine being an employee in a technology company facing competition from a relatively new competitor. They were then instructed to watch a video of their leader responding to a colleague’s critical questions concerning the leader’s ability to deal with threats posed by the competition. Participants were randomly assigned to watch one of three videos. In all videos, the leader and colleague were portrayed by trained actors. All three videos had the same actors. The experiment featured three between-subjects conditions: 1) a control condition in which the leader did not express any emotion in the interaction with the questioner (N = 83), 2) an unshared laughter condition in which the leader laughed but the questioner did not (N = 91), and 3) a shared laughter condition in which the questioner responded to the leader’s laughter with their own laughter (N = 92). In all conditions, the leader repudiated the critical question about the threat posed by a competitor by stating that the competitor’s product was “way behind” and “poses no threat at all” and the questioner actively listened to what the leader said and thanked them for their answer. 
Manipulation Checks and Measures
To assess the effectiveness of the leader laughter manipulation, participants rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all; 5 = a lot) how much the leader “laughed out loud” and “laughed in response to a question” (rs = .94). To assess the effectiveness of the shared laugher manipulation, participants rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all; 5 = a lot) how much the questioner “laughed out loud” and how much the leader and questioner “both laughed during the interview” (rs = .91). We also used the same measures of perceived warmth (α = .93), competence (α = .94), and leadership effectiveness as measured by their support for the leader as Study 1 (α = .93).
Study S2 Results
Manipulation Checks and Preliminary Analysis
Variable intercorrelations and descriptive statistics for Study S2 can be found in Table S3. Analyses were conducted using SPSS 21. We found a statistically significant effect of the manipulations on participants’ ratings of shared laughter (F(2, 263) = 207.97, p < .001, η2 = .66). Planned contrast analysis showed those in the shared laughter condition perceived a higher level of shared laughter (M = 4.52, SD = 0.70) than those in the unshared laughter condition (M = 2.12, SD = 1.09; t(181) = 17.82, p < .001, η2 = .64) and those in the control condition (M = 1.70, SD = 0.89; t(173) = 23.40, p < .001, η2 = .76). Likewise, ANOVA results revealed a significant difference in the level of leader laughter across the conditions (F(2, 263) = 573.75, p < .001, η2 = .81). Planned contrast analysis found a significant difference between the control condition (M = 1.63, SD = 0.92) and both unshared (M = 4.71, SD = 0.61; t(172) = 26.37, p < .001, η2 = .76) and shared laughter (M = 4.66, SD = 0.48; t(173) = 27.89, p < .001, η2 = .78). There was no significant difference in the level of leader laughter in the shared and unshared conditions (t(181) = 0.569, p = .570, η2 < .01).
Warmth Perceptions
[bookmark: _Hlk136194560]We compared perceptions of leader warmth[footnoteRef:3] in the unshared laughter and shared laughter conditions with the control condition. ANOVA results revealed significant main effects on leader warmth (F(2, 263) = 10.14, p < .001, η2 = .06). Participants rated the leader as less warm in the unshared laughter condition (M = 2.84, SD = 0.92) than in the control condition (M = 3.11, SD = 0.82; t(172) = 2.05, p = .042, η2 = .02). As predicted, the leader was rated higher in warmth (M = 3.42, SD = 0.86) when their laughter was shared compared to when it was unshared (t(181) = 4.39, p < .001, η2 = .10) or when there was no laughter (t(173) = 2.41, p = .017, η2 = .03). [3:  To assess whether laughter also lowered leaders’ perceived competence, we also probed the effects of leader laughter on participants’ evaluation of the leader’s competence. There was no significant difference in ratings of leader competence between the unshared laughter condition (M = 3.51, SD = .98) and the control condition (M = 3.59, SD = .87; t(172) = 0.57, p = .57, η2 < .01). Nevertheless, competence ratings were higher in the shared laughter condition (M = 3.94, SD = .72) than in both the unshared laughter condition (t(181) = 3.45, p = .001, η2 = .06) and the control condition (t(173) = 2.97, p = .003, η2 = .05).] 

Mediation Analysis
We proposed that the effect of laughter pattern on leadership effectiveness is mediated by perceptions of warmth. In this study, laughter pattern had three categories comprising three distinct conditions: (1) the leader’s unshared laughter; (2) the leader’s shared laughter; and (3) no laughter, or control. Hence, we conducted mediation with a multicategorical independent variable using PROCESS 3.4 (Hayes, 2018). Following statistical prescriptions and conventions for estimating mediation models with multicategorical predictors (Hayes, 2018; Lin et al., 2019), we used indicator coding to construct two dummy variables corresponding to leader’s shared laughter and leader’s unshared laughter, respectively. The control condition—in which nobody laughed—was treated as the reference group and coded 0 in the dummy variables for both unshared laughter and shared laughter. Although our theoretical model positions warmth as our mediator of interest, both warmth and competence were nevertheless examined as parallel mediators in the model as a more conservative and robust test of our predictions. Parallel mediation analysis was conducted using PROCESS Model 4 for parallel mediation (Hayes, 2018) to generate relative indirect effects and their respective bootstrap standard errors and confidence intervals (k = 5,000). 
The results of the multicategorical mediation analysis are displayed in Table S4. We observed a statistically significant indirect effect of laughter pattern on leadership support via warmth. Shared laughter had a positive relative indirect effect on leadership support (relative indirect effect = 0.27, 95% CI [0.04, 0.49]), while unshared laughter had a negative indirect effect on leadership support (relative indirect effect = -0.24, 95% CI [-0.46, -0.01]). These results held even after accounting for competence as a second-stage covariate alongside warmth (shared laughter: relative indirect effect = 0.13, 95% CI [0.03, 0.27]; unshared laughter: relative indirect effect = -0.12, 95% CI [-0.26, -0.01]). Unshared laughter led to lower leadership support through warmth, while shared laughter led to higher leadership support through warmth.
Discussion of Study S2
[bookmark: _Hlk143369231]Study S2 replicates our results in Studies S1a–S1c and extends these to consider what happens when laughter is shared. As in Studies S1a–S1c, followers in this study rated the leader as less warm when they exhibited unshared laughter compared to when the leader did not laugh. However, we also found that when leader laughter was shared, the followers rated the leader more warmly, which was consistent with the findings from our critical incident study (Study 1). Moreover, we found that this effect of laughter pattern on warmth in turn influenced whether people would support the leader. Therefore, laughter in response to critical questions can either benefit or harm a leader’s perceived warmth and effectiveness depending on whether the laughter is shared. These findings support the thesis in the emotional aperture literature that patterns of emotions between individuals can be a key source of diagnostic information informing followers of important interpersonal processes and dynamics (Homan et al., 2016). In our case, these findings also imply that followers’ reactions to a leader’s laughter can be highly malleable and therefore sensitive to social evidence in the form of others’ laughter. 
Study S2 also presents causal evidence that the pattern of laughter determines its effects on leaders’ perceived warmth. It shows that the effects of laughter on warmth perceptions change depending on whether the laughter is shared. However, Study S2 is subject to some limitations. First, because Study S2 did not have a condition where laughter only came from the questioner, this study confounded the effects of shared laughter with others’ laughter. Therefore, it is possible that the warmth effects we found in Study S2 were driven by the laughter of the questioner rather than shared laughter. Finally, while we followed best practice in designing these scenario-based experiments (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014), one concern was the absence of any real consequence from the decisions made by the participants in these studies. Therefore, it was unclear whether these effects concerning laughter expression would hold when followers believe they are making meaningful and consequential evaluations of leaders. To overcome these issues, we conducted Study 2, which crossed leader laughter and questioner laughter in a 2 × 2 between-subjects design. Study 2 is reported in the main article.
Supplemental Study S3: Leader Laughter Type and Questioner Power
Study S3 was designed similarly to Study 3 to probe a boundary condition of our theoretical model. While Study 3 focused on question criticality as a boundary condition, Study S3 focused on the questioner’s power as a boundary condition. Witnessing followers might have inferred that questioners may have felt compelled to laugh along with a leader’s laughter because of latent power differentials between the leader and the questioner. To probe this possibility in Study S3, we manipulated not only laughter pattern (shared vs. unshared) but also the questioner’s power (low vs. high). 
Participants
Before collecting data, we conducted an a priori power analysis to estimate the minimum number of participants required. Based on a conservative interaction effect size (η2 = .035) and power level (.90), the recommended cell size was 74. To ensure adequate power, we recruited 436 participants (212 males, 223 females, 1 other) through CloudResearch (Litman et al., 2017). Like the earlier studies, we followed Aguinis and collaborators’ (2021) best practice recommendations for the online recruitment of participants. Thirty-six participants (8%) were removed as they failed the attention checks. The final sample size was 400 (187 males, 212 females, 1 other), with an average age of 39.1 years (SD = 10.8). The average work experience was 19.0 years (SD = 10.7). The participants worked in a range of sectors, including management/corporate (33%), sales (23%), and service (15%). Participants were given $2 USD as compensation. 
Procedure and Design
The experiment was conducted online and featured a 2 (Laughter pattern: shared vs. unshared) × 2 (Questioner power: low power vs. high power) between-subjects design. The experimental procedure was adapted from Burris (2012). Specifically, we changed the scenario information such that the participant was not the leader but a follower witnessing a critical question being asked of a leader. Depending on the condition, we also added information about the leader or questioner laughing and the relative power of the questioner. We registered the general predictions for Study S3 before data collection here[footnoteRef:4]: https://bit.ly/3at7feM. Participants provided their demographic information, and were asked to imagine they had been recently employed by a transport company and were attending an all-hands meeting. They were then presented with one of four different scenarios (Unshared laughter with low questioner power, N = 101; Unshared laughter with high questioner power, N = 100; Shared laughter with high questioner power, N = 103; Shared laughter with low questioner power, N = 96) involving an interaction between a leader and another employee. Subsequently, participants were asked to rate their impressions of the leader and how they would react in the future. [4:  We did not include an analysis plan or any other information normally included in a preregistration.] 

Manipulations
In all conditions, participants were told that Peter—a senior manager within their organization—had made an announcement during a staff meeting that the transport schedules and routes for the company would be changed. Following this, participants were told that another person in the meeting, Brandon, raised several critical questions about the new schedule. Peter then repudiated these questions. In the shared laughter conditions, participants were told that Peter laughed during the exchange and Brandon shared this laughter. In the unshared laughter conditions, participants were told that Peter laughed during the exchange and Brandon did not show any emotion in response. Following others (e.g., Anicich et al., 2016), we used the position of Peter and Brandon in their organization’s hierarchy to manipulate power. In the questioner low-power conditions, Brandon was described as somebody lower in rank than Peter and who reported directly to him. In the questioner high-power conditions, Brandon was described as a senior manager of a similar rank to Peter and who did not report to him.
Manipulation Checks and Measures
All responses were provided on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) unless stated otherwise. 
Shared Laughter Manipulation. Participants were asked to rate how much they agreed that “Peter and Brandon both laughed during the exchange” and that “Brandon (the questioner) laughed during the meeting” (rs = .95). 
[bookmark: _Hlk87224272]Power Manipulation. Participants were asked to rate how much they agreed that “Peter was higher in power than Brandon” and that “Brandon was lower in power than Peter” (rs = .94). 
[bookmark: _Hlk146788195]Warmth and Competence. We used the same measures for warmth and competence as in Studies 1–2. Both were reliable at α = .96. 
Leadership Effectiveness. We assessed leadership effectiveness using the same measures and approach as Study 3, assessing both leader role performance (Tsui, 1984; α = .82) and willingness to ask the leader critical questions in the future (Burris, 2012; α = .90). 
Study S3 Results
Manipulation Checks and Preliminary Analyses
Descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations among the manipulations and all substantive variables are displayed in Table S5. Analyses were conducted using SPSS 21. Results from a 2 (unshared laughter vs. shared laughter) × 2 (low questioner power vs. high questioner power) ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of the shared laughter manipulation on the amount of shared laughter that participants perceived (F(1, 396) = 872.06, p < .001, η2 = .71). T-tests revealed that participants in the shared laughter conditions perceived a significantly higher level of shared laughter (M = 4.23, SD = 1.16) than those in the unshared laughter conditions (M = 1.28, SD = 0.68; t(398) = 30.90, p < .001, η2 = .71). There was also a smaller but statistically significant effect of power on the amount of shared laughter perceived (F(1, 396) = 4.10, p = .03, η2 = .01). Upon further inspection, slightly more shared laughter was perceived in the low-power condition (M = 2.82, SD = 1.76) than in the high-power condition (M = 2.68, SD = 1.76), though a follow-up t-test showed that these differences were not statistically significant (t(398) = 0.81, p = .42, η2 < .01). There was no significant interaction of the laughter pattern and power manipulations on the perception of shared laughter (F(1,396) = 2.58, p = .11, η2 = .01). 
Turning next to the power manipulation, a 2 (unshared laughter vs. shared laughter) × 2 (low power vs. high power) ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of the power manipulation on perceived power (F(1, 396). = 720.80, p = .004, η2 = .67). We observed neither a main effect of laugher pattern manipulation (F(1, 396) = 0.45, p = .50, η2 < .01) nor an interaction of the laughter pattern and power manipulations (F(1,396) = 0.03, p = .86, η2 < .01) on perceived power. T-tests revealed that participants in the high-power conditions rated the questioner as being of higher power (M = 4.65, SD = 0.65) than those in the low-power conditions (M = 1.97, SD = 1.18; t(398) = 28.08, p < .001, η2 = .67). 
Warmth Perceptions
We conducted a 2 (unshared laughter vs. shared laughter) × 2 (low power vs. high power) ANOVA which revealed a main effect of laughter pattern on warmth perceptions (F(1, 396). = 16.18, p < .001, η2 = .05). Planned contrast analysis revealed that the leader was perceived as warmer in the shared laughter condition (M = 2.11, SD = 0.94) than in the unshared laughter condition (M = 1.71, SD = 0.82; t(398) = 4.57, p < .001, η2 = .05). However, we observed neither a main effect of power (F(1, 396). = 0.60, p = .44, η2 < .01) nor an interaction between the power and laughter type manipulations (F(1, 396). = 1.14, p = .29, η2 < .01). As in previous studies, the leader was perceived as warmer when laughter was shared as opposed to unshared. These results show that the finding holds regardless of the questioner’s power. 
Mediation Analysis 
We also examined whether perceived warmth mediates the relationship between laughter pattern and leadership effectiveness. Mediation analyses were conducted using PROCESS 3.4, which was used to estimate the indirect effect and bias-corrected bootstrapped estimates (k = 5,000) of the standard error and confidence intervals of the indirect effect. Regression estimates are shown in Table S6. We observed an indirect effect of laughter pattern through perceived warmth on leader role performance (indirect effect = 0.25, 95% CI [0.12, 0.38]) and on willingness to ask critical questions (indirect effect = 0.16, 95% CI [0.07, 0.24]). These results held even after accounting for competence as a covariate alongside warmth perceptions (leader role performance: indirect effect = 0.22, 95% CI [0.10, 0.33]; willingness to ask critical questions: indirect effect = 0.16, 95% CI [0.07, 0.25]). 
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Table S1
Exemplar Critical Incidents from Study 1
	Laughter
	Exemplar Critical Incidents

	Shared
laughter
	This is the leader’s first year, so a department member asked him why he felt he was in the position to evaluate employees he hardly new. The question had a very hostile tone to it. Our leader laughed … It completely defused the situation… even the person who asked the question laughed….

The exchange…happened during a presentation my manager was giving to high level managers including the VP. The VP asked a question challenging the fundamental direction that the project was going in… The laughter helped to kind of lighten the situation a bit… I think my manager had good intentions when he laughed in the situation I described. So, it didn’t reflect badly on him in my view.
 

	Unshared
laughter
	I remember this happening at a team meeting. The question that challenged the leader’s competence was “Why not have customers choose what they want…?” This made our leader laugh… I think this challenged his competence… I feel like this leader… does not like it when other subordinates ask questions.

A coworker questioned the strategy our team leader chose for customer service. He felt [the team leaders] focusing more on profits and rushed service would damage relationships with customers and hurt business…. [The leader’s] laughing in that scenario was inappropriate because it sounded disrespectful to my coworker’s serious criticism on her choice.

During a team meeting, my team leader was setting out the plan of action for dealing with a certain client… My boss, thought we could entice the client with a fancy dinner and show her the good life. My co-worker, said the client wouldn’t go for the glitz and glam and that he knows better and that he would take the lead on this one if the boss wanted? The boss laughed…very demeaning. 





	Table S2
Items Used in Study 3 to Measure Followers’ Dominance and Affiliative Interpretations of Leader Laughter

	Instruction: Please rate how much you believe James’s laughter was to:
1. Dismiss Peter's concernsa
2. Signal Peter’s questions are laughablea
3. Assert his dominance over Petera
4. Make Peter look foolisha
5. Lighten the moodb
6. Make Peter feel safeb
7. Defuse tension in the interactionb
8. Make the exchange less confrontationalb


Note. aItems assessing dominance laughter interpretation. bItems assessing affiliative laughter interpretation.



Table S3
Descriptive Statistics, Alpha Coefficients, and Zero-Order Correlations of Study Variables in Study S2
	Variables
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	1.	Unshared laughter dummy variable
	0.34
	0.48
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Shared laughter dummy variable
	0.35
	0.48
	–.52**
	
	
	
	
	

	3.	Perceived warmth
	3.13
	0.90
	–.23**
	.24**
	 (.93)
	
	
	

	4. Perceived competence
	3.68
	0.88
	–.15*
	.22**
	.63**
	(.94)
	
	

	5.	Leadership support
	3.22
	1.22
	–.26**
	.23**
	.67**
	.72**
	(.93)
	

	6. Participant age
	39.89
	10.99
	.01
	.02
	.15*
	.15*
	.03
	

	7. Participant gender
	0.45
	0.50
	–.10
	.11
	.10
	.05
	.04
	.21**


Note. N = 266. The laughter pattern manipulation was referent coded into two separate dummy variables for unshared laughter (coded 0 = control condition, 1 = unshared laughter condition) and for shared laughter (coded 0 = control condition, 1 = shared laughter condition). Gender was coded 0 = male, 1 = female. * p < .05, ** p < .01.


Table S4
Summary of Multicategorical Regression Results in Study S2
	
	Perceived Warmth
	
	Leadership Support

	Predictor
	B
	SE
	
	B
	SE

	Unshared laughter dummy variable
	–0.27*
	0.13
	
	–0.32**
	0.12

	Shared laughter dummy variable
	0.31*
	0.13
	
	–0.07
	0.12

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived warmth
	
	
	
	0.44**
	0.07

	Perceived competence
	
	
	
	0.70**
	0.07

	
	
	
	
	
	

	R2
	.07
	
	.61
	


Note. For multicategorical analysis, the laughter pattern condition was referent coded into two separate dummy variables for unshared laughter (coded 0 = control condition, 1 = unshared laughter condition) and for shared laughter (coded 0 = control condition, 1 = shared laughter condition). N = 266. *p < .05, **p < .01. 









Table S5
Descriptive Statistics, Alpha Coefficients, and Zero-Order Correlations of Study Variables in Study S3
	Variables
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	1. Laughter pattern condition
	0.50
	0.50
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Power condition
	0.51
	0.50
	.02
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Interaction term
	0.01
	0.25
	<.01
	<.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Perceived warmth
	1.91
	0.90
	.22**
	–.03
	.05
	(.96)
	
	
	
	

	5. Perceived competence
	2.40
	0.95
	.18**
	.01
	.06
	.77**
	(.96)
	
	
	

	6. Leader role performance
	2.09
	0.91
	.14**
	<.01
	.03
	.71**
	.59**
	(.82)
	
	

	7. Willingness to ask critical questions
	2.40
	0.99
	.06
	.09
	–.02
	 .44**
	.30**
	.53**
	(.90)
	

	8. Participant age
	39.06
	10.83
	.05
	–.11*
	.03
	.05
	.16**
	.02
	–.07
	

	9. Participant gender
	0.54
	0.50
	.10
	–.03
	.11*
	–.06
	–.05
	–.12*
	–.13**
	.10


Note. N = 400. Laughter pattern condition was coded 0 = unshared laughter, 1 = shared laughter. Power condition was coded 0 = low power, 1 = high power. Gender was coded 0 = male or other, 1 = female. The interaction term is the centered product term of the laughter pattern and power conditions. * p < .05, ** p < .01.



Table S6
Summary of Regression Results in Study S3
	
	Perceived Warmth
	
	Leader Role Performance
	
	Willingness to Ask Critical Questions

	Predictor
	B
	SE
	
	B
	SE
	
	B
	SE

	Laughter pattern
	0.36**
	0.10
	
	–0.03
	0.06
	
	–0.06
	0.08

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived warmth
	
	
	
	0.60**
	0.05
	
	0.43**
	0.07

	Perceived competence
	
	
	
	0.10
	0.07
	
	<0.01
	0.06

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R2
	.05
	
	
	.51
	
	
	.13
	


Note. Laughter pattern was coded 0 = unshared laughter, 1 = shared laughter. N = 400. *p < .05, **p < .01.

