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A History of Leadership

INTRODUCTION

Why bother with the beginning? Is history, as
Henry Ford said, ‘just one damned thing after
another’? Well it might be, though note that Ford
proceeded to build his own museum of the Ford
Motor Company — to make sure his version of one
damned thing after another was the accepted ver-
sion. It might also be worth considering whether
history provides us with examples of failed and
successful leadership that we might learn from; as,
George Santayana (1954) suggested, “Those who
do not learn from history are condemned to repeat
it.” But does history repeat itself? Marx certainly
thought there was something in this with the open-
ing line of his work on the 18th Brumaire of Louis
Napoleon;, tor ‘Hegel remarks somewhere that all
great world-historic facts and personages appear,
so to speak, twice. He forgot to add the first time
as tragedy, the second time as farce.” Yet if history
did repeat itself we should be able to predict events
rather better than we currently do. We should, for
example, have seen the current economic problems
coming if we were historians of the interwar
period. Yet even though events are not identical
and are thus not repeated, are there patterns that
might give us clues as to what might and might not
happen? Indeed, does not almost every academic
journal article start with a potted history of some
sorts to explain why the author has decided to
focus on whatever follows?

Perhaps, but, what counts as the beginning
anyway? Well we can start by agreeing that ‘the
beginning’ for leadership scholars is the beginning
of recorded history, not the beginning of Homo
sapiens. As far as it is possible to tell, all
organizations and societies of any significant size
and longevity have had some form of leadership,
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often, but not always, embodied in one person,
usually — but not always — a man. This does not
necessarily mean that leadership has always been,
and will always be, critical or essential but it does
imply that we have always had leaders. How, then,
can we establish whether leadership is crucial or
whether the forms and styles of leadership have
changed across space and time? We have an inor-
dinate amount of information on ‘management’,
as constituted in the last 200 years, and we
have an increasing pool of knowledge about
contemporary leadership, but what do we know
about leadership in classical times?

To a very large extent our knowledge of
leadership in ancient times is crucially dependent
upon the existence of written texts, and here lies
the first lesson of leadership: history is written,
generally speaking, by the winners. This goes for
both successful military leaders and for successful
political groups. In the former category we might
consider how we know so much about Alexander
the Great’s or Julius Caesar’s victories, so little
about Spartacus, and almost nothing about the
hundreds of other slave revolts that regularly
shook slave societies throughout antiquity (Grint,
2005; Wiedemann, 1995). The answer, of course,
is that Alexander and Julius Caesar either wrote
their own histories or had them professionally
written on their behest, while Spartacus left no
written accounts and very few other slave leaders
even get a mention in the accounts of their slave
owners. Thus, a preliminary warning in reading
any account of classical leadership — and indeed
any account of contemporary leadership — is to be
wary of the sources. Accounts are not neutral car-
riers of factual information; rather, they are partial
accounts intended to achieve a particular purpose.
Horatio Nelson, for example, was known to have
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written his own account of the various battles he
engaged in, and then have his subordinate officers
attach their names to the account and send them
off to the newspapers and the British Admiralty as
if they were written by these subordinates (Grint,
2000: p. 247). If you want to increase your chances
of appearing a good leader in the media, write the
story yourself.

Whether that story ever gets written in the first
place depends, to some extent, on whether the nar-
rative contains something regarded as significant:
that is to say, we tend to record only those events
that are unusual or extraordinary to some degree.
As a consequence we do not have vast tracts on
how to run a small farm in China 2,000 years ago
nor on leadership in an era of peace amongst the
Celtic tribes of Gaul at the same time. But we do
have records of the Celtic wars against the Romans
at the time and we do have some accounts of
Chinese warlords in the same period. However,
the texts relating to the wars between the Gauls
and the Romans are Roman texts: first, because
the Celts were largely a non-literate society where
oral cultures prevailed and second, because, by
and large, the Romans were victorious. Again,
what tend to survive over long periods of time are
material texts and artefacts rather than oral narra-
tives, so our understanding of the leadership of
non-literate societies is often reconstructed from
the often pejorative accounts of others. From what
we know of preliterate ancient civilizations from
the archaeological records, any periods of peace-
ful coexistence with neighbouring tribes led by
humanitarian leaders are few and far between:
as Keeley (1996, p. 174) suggests, ‘Peaceful pre-
state societies were very rare; warfare between
them was very frequent, and most adult men in
such groups saw combat repeatedly in a lifetime.’

It should already be clear that war is a critical
component in the early developments in the prac-
tice of leadership. From Sargon of Akkad (c.
2334-2279 BC) in what is now the Middle East, to
Ramesses II (Ramesses the Great) of Egypt and
from the early Cretan civilizations from around
3000 Bc to the Harappan civilization in the Indus
valley at the same time, and across to the Huang
Ho walled settlements in China, we know that
military leadership played a crucial role in the
quest for survival and domination. Again, this is
not to insist that leadership has its origins in war
or that military leadership is the most important
element in classical leadership — we simply do not
know enough about these times to confirm or deny
this. But it remains the case that some of the most
important classical writings on leadership pertain
either to the conduct of war or the conduct of
politics: what Clausewitz referred to as ‘the con-
tinuation of war by other means.” This is particu-
larly so for the Classical and Renaissance periods

that we shall consider first, before turning to the
more modern literature.

CLASSICAL LEADERSHIP STUDIES

Outside Europe, Kautilya’s The Arthrasasira,
written around 321 Bc for the Mauryan dynasty in
what is now India, provided an array of practical
tips for leaders to consider. But probably the first
prescriptive text that achieved significant success
in both its own time and space — ancient China —
and continues to beguile business executives to
this day is Sun Tzu's (400-320 BC) The Art of
War. This became mandatory reading for the mili-
tary leaders not just of China but of Japan under
the Taiho Code of 701 (Farris, 1999, pp. 52-53),
where, as in many non-Western societies, war in
general and military leadership in particular
became tightly incorporated into the state’s gov-
ernance systems. In contrast, Western approaches
tended to maintain a markedly higher degree of
decentralization and independence from the
central authorities (Hanson and Strauss, 1999,
pp. 446-448).

In fact, it is not clear who the author of the
aphorisms that comprise The Art of War really is,
and it may be that many were written by Sun
Tzu’s disciples and students; indeed, the text
reproduces this assumption is its conversational
format with several characters participating in the
discussion under ‘Master Sun’s’ facilitation.
Nevertheless, the central message about leader-
ship — though obscure in parts — is clear: “The
responsibility for a martial host of a million men
lies in one man. He is the trigger of its spirit’
(Manoeuvre 20). Once this is established, The Art
of War sets out to provide conversational sketches
of the most crucial elements of strategy and tactics
for military leaders.

Tronically, to Western minds, but appropriately
for the minimalist essence of its Taoist origins,
one of the most important lessons in The Art of
War is that fighting is the last thing military lead-
ers should engage in, for: ‘those who win every
baitle are not really skilful — those who render
others’ armies helpless without fighting are the
best of all’ (‘Planning A Siege’). Sun Tzu then
insists that strategy is critical to success, for the art
of war is the art of avoiding unnecessary conflict.

‘The Golden Bridge’ is a natural consequence
of this philosophy: if you must fight then avoid
head-on conflicts if at all possible, since these are
both expensive in resources and casualties and are
far riskier than simply attacking the enemy’s plans
or supply lines. And if you must attack the enemy
head on — but you cannot be confident about a
complete rout — then you should leave a ‘golden
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bridge’, an escape route for your enemy to retreat
across, otherwise your enemy will be forced to
fight to the finish, and again the consequences
could be problematic. For those involved in lead-
ing negotiations, this is clearly an important piece
of advice: if you cannot allow your opponent to
leave the negotiating table with something they
value, you will find it hard to lead them to a deal.

A second and paradoxical piece of advice is to
burn your own bridges: in other words, commil
yourself or suffer the penalty. “When a leader
establishes a goal with the troops’, suggests Sun
Tzu, ‘he is like one who climbs to a high place and
then tosses away the ladder’. This is an inversion
of the golden bridge rule, but that is for your
enemies not your allies and followers, for if your
colleagues feel threatened but see an easy escape
route they may well take it. If, however, there is
no escape — what Sun Tzu refers to as ‘Dead
Ground’ — then they will have to commit them-
selves to the fight for survival, and it is this com-
mitment by followers to their leader that again
reflects the Taoist roots of Sun Tzu’s work. As he
puts it, in ‘Nine Grounds’: ‘Put them in a spot
where they have no place to go and they will die
before fleeing.” This might be a useful phrase for
all leaders — if their own survival or fortunes are
tied into the organizations they lead, they might
find it much harder to fail and walk away with a
golden parachute.

Sun Tzu is also adamant that military matters
should be left to the military specialist and not to
their political controllers: ‘To say that a general
must await commands of the sovereign in such
circumstances is like informing a superior that
you wish to put out a fire’ (‘Offensive Strategy’).
Or as is suggested in “The Nine Variables’, ‘There
are occasions when the commands of the sover-
eign need not be obeyed.... When you see the
correct course act; do not wait for orders.’” Now
there’s a radical thought — not waiting for permis-
sion for something that obviously needs doing!

At roughly the same time that Sun Tzu was
teaching military leadership in China, Plato
(7429-347 BC) was warning the Greeks that the
rise of political leadership rooted in democracy
did not represent the flowering of Greek culture so
much as a direct threat to Greek civilization. The
electoral system for selecting leaders generated a
circus rather than a forum for serious considera-
tion, as far as Plato was concerned, for it encour-
aged potential leaders to pander to the basest
instincts of the mob — ‘the large and dangerous
animal’ — that pervades much of his writing in this
sphere. The mob, suggests Plato, in his Republic,
would be willing to risk their society (represented
as a ship) by electing whichever person promised
them most. Thus, rather than sailing under the
person who was best qualified to be the ship’s

captain (one of Plato’s Philosopher Kings),
democracy ensures that the popular demagogue
prevails — and, of necessity, leads the ship straight
onto the rocks of catastrophe. This, of course,
legitimizes the leadership form used in business,
where democracy is absent; though financial lead-
ership by people best qualified to lead us (finan-
cial experts) seems to have steered us straight
onto, rather than away from, the rocks of catastro-
phe, and only the elected political leaders seem to
have saved us.

But how is the best person to lead recognized?
For Plato it is self-evident that we recognize the
skills of people by considering their expertise: we
would not ask a gardener to build us a boat any
more than we would ask a farmer to run the
economy. But, to Plato’s intense frustration, where
‘moral’ knowledge is concerned, the mob assumes
that everyone is an expert and therefore no-one is.
The result is that the mob assumes they can recog-
nize good political leadership when they see and
hear it and are keen to put themselves forward for
office, even though they would not dream of
building a ship unless they were a shipbuilder. It
was for precisely this reason that Plato was so
firmly opposed to the Sophists and Isocrates who
taught the skills of rhetoric, or public speaking,
because this would simply encourage the domina-
tion of form over content. Above all, Plato feared
that even those who intended to lead in a moral
way for the benefit of the community would be
corrupted by the system and, since leaders were
vital to the health of the community, a corrupted
leader would inevitably destroy ‘his’ own
community.

Aristotle (384-322 BC), one of Plato’s students,
agreed that Athens was indeed under attack from
corrupt leaders but differed in his response to the
problem. His book Rhetorica was written in part
as an exposé of ‘the tricks of public speaking’,
which Aristotle believed were already corrupting
Athenian public life. In its earliest form ‘rhetoric’,
from the Greek f)ﬁ'cmp (rhe tor) (speaker in the
assembly), was the art of using speech to per-
suade. It is not coincidental that the art of rhetoric
and the rule of democracy evolved simultane-
ously. As Lawson-Tancred (1991, p. 3) suggests,
when political rule is through naked force, or
inherited tradition, there is little need to persuade
the people of one’s right to rule, though in fact
Ancient Greek society held oratorical skills almost
as high as military prowess. The origins of rhe-
torical skill appear to lie in Syracuse, a Greek
colonial city, and the skill moved rapidly through-
out Greek society where the political and the legal
system depended upon rhetorical skill. By the
time of the Peloponnesian War (431-404 BC),
professional teachers of rhetoric and speech writ-
ers (logographoi) had appeared, and training in
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rhetoric became commonplace, especially for
potential leaders.

Classical theoreticians (Georgias, Plato,
Aristotle and Cicero) were very divided in their
debates about the nature of rhetoric, in particular
whether it was an essential part of life and leader-
ship or a sleight of hand (Wardy, 1996). Georgias
had originally argued that rhetoric, the art of per-
suasion in which emotion and power were influ-
ential features, was an inevitable element of all
human life. For Plato, the use of rhetoric — as an
act of manipulative persuasion — was both inferior
to, and subversive of, philosophy, in particular the
dialectical questioning method used by Socrates
to establish truth through reason and rational
debate. Plato was vehemently opposed to democ-
racy and regarded the teaching of rhetoric as a
dangerous malpractice: it was the mischievous
tool of the demagogue — it enslaved the masses
and it pleased rather than benefited the mob, for it
provided even the worst political leaders with the
technical skill to manipulate the masses in what-
ever direction they chose (Grint, 1997a; Wardy,
1996, p. 81). For Plato, the direction was crucial
and rhetorical skill should always be subordinated
to the direction, and not vice versa. But for
Georgias, the Athenian right to free speech and the
rule of democracy (for male citizens at least)
made rhetoric a principle skill for all to master;
however, it was a skill that could be used for good
or evil as it did not embody any values in and of
itself. Of course, heroic deeds were also impor-
tant, but without their recording in rhetoric they
were soon lost to history. Furthermore, Plato’s
representation of Socrates suggests that the teacher
of philosophical dialectic did not pretend to know
— as he suggests rhetoricians did — the answers,
but merely taught the techniques for understand-
ing, to attain knowledge for its own sake, and
increase one’s own knowledge in the dialectical
process with the student (Wardy, 1996, pp. 54-70.)
Whatever the results of the battle in any theoreti-
cal sense, in the hands of Aristotle, the construc-
tion of rules for rhetoric became formalized, and
these rules changed little between Cicero and the
late eighteenth, early nineteenth, centuries when
the formal teaching of rhetoric as a university
subject generally fell from favour,

Aristotle had four explanations for this apparent
betrayal of his teacher: First, he still maintained
that since truth and justice were stronger than lies
and injustice, then ‘false’ rhetoric would not be
able to overturn the former. Truth and justice, then,
had a ‘natural advantage’ (Wardy, 1996, p. 110).
Secondly, his arch opponent and intellectual com-
petitor, Isocrates, had developed a very successful
school based on the study of rhetoric — which
shaded Aristotle’s school with its pulling power —
and, with the decline of Athenian democracy, the

utility of persuasion took on a different meaning.
For Aristotle, the reality that rhetoric was already
being taught meant that he now had a duty to edu-
cate people about the tricks that rhetoricians
would use to persuade them of falsehoods. Thirdly,
Aristotle argued that rhetoric could be studied, but
only in the context of its philosophical foundations
and formations, Rhetoric, at the hands of Aristotle,
was to become not the pragmatic bag of tricks he
associated with its Isocratic version, but with the
scientific roots of knowledge that Aristotle inher-
ited from Plato and Socrates. Fourthly, although
Plato was adamant that rhetoric persuaded through
emotion not reason — and hence his dislike of it—
Aristotle suggested that one could appeal to the
listeners” emotions — if, but only if, the intent and
effect was to enable them to see the rationality of
the argument,

Unfortunately for Aristotle, his efforts had a
limited effect in their time, not through any lack of
skill on his part but because within five years of
his death the great Athenian experiment in democ-
racy had been plunged into darkness with the rise
of the tyrant Demetrius (an ex-pupil of Aristotle),
and with the subsequent restructuring of the legal
system the requirements for rhetorical skill were
marginal at best. Yet, the last 100 years have
demonstrated without parallel that the ability to
persuade people through rhetoric has altered the
world beyond our wildest dreams or nightmares:
would Hitler or Churchill or Obama have made
such an impact without this ancient skill?

RENAISSANCE LEADERSHIP STUDIES

One thousand and eight hundred years after
Aristotle there emerged from that same area of the
Mediterranean a book that came to dominate pre-
scriptive writing on leadership, not just in its own
time but in our time too. Not that Machiavelli’s
The Prince was popular: on the contrary, it was
the most unpopular prescriptive text of the
sixteenth century. No doubt Machiavelli would
have found this doubly ironic: first, because The
Prince was written fo regain some political credi-
bility and popularity with his former employers;
secondly, because Machiavelli wrote it as descriptive,
rather than a prescriptive, work. In other words,
Machiavelli insisted that he wrote about the world
of politics as it was, not as it should be in some
mystical and unachievable utopia. It was the
political realism that infused The Prince that led
to its instant condemnation by the religious and
political leaders of the day but which also explains
its popularity today (see, for example, Ledeen,
1999; McAlpine, 1997). It was, according to
Machiavelli, rooted not in theory but in historical
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fact, yet it was prohibited by the Catholic Church
under its Index of Books. It was nothing but ‘A
handbook for gangsters’ according to Bertrand
Russell, though Napoleon was rather more posi-
tive, suggesting it was ‘The only book worth
reading.’

The Prince was wriiten in 1513—1514, probably
after Machiavelli started writing his Discourses
on Livy, though the latter was not published until
1531, while the former was published the follow-
ing year. As his homeland fell apart under civil
war and foreign invasion, Machiavelli sought to
write a guidebook for all political leaders but, in
particular, for the Medicis, his patrons and erst-
while leaders of Florence. The Prince, then, was
not simply a book to ingratiate the favour of the
Medicis, but a call to arms to defend Florence and
— through Florentine domination — Ttaly, from the
‘Barbarians’, by whom he meant the Spanish and
French invaders.

Machiavelli had lived through the golden age
of Florence, but also through some of the excesses,
invoked by critics like the Dominican preacher
Girolamo Savonarola who encouraged the
Florentines to burn their worldly goods — their
books, pictures and jewels — in a “pyre of vanities.’
Eventually, Savonarola was himself burned at the
stake, but it taught Machiavelli a lesson about the
vulnerability of the ‘unarmed prophet’. In 1498,
Machiavelli was appointed to a senior position
within the Florentine civil service as Secretary to
the Ten, the committee concerned with foreign
and military policy. However, his attempt to orga-
nize the recovery of Pisa using mercenary troops
failed miserably and his antagonism fo them — and
desire to displace them with a citizens” army —
played a significant part in regaining Pisa in 1509,
and cemented his views in The Prince.

Also important was his next mission, to fend off
Cesare Borgia, the illegitimate son of Cardinal
Rodrigo Borgia, who had become Pope Alexander
VI in 1492, Cesare Borgia led the papal armies
and threatened Florentine independence, but
Machiavelli soon recognized a different category
of leader in Cesare: for here was a man who mur-
dered his own lieutenant (Remirro Orco), when he
appeared to be unnecessarily cruel in his control
over the Romagna. As Machiavelli recalled, ...
one morning Remirro’s body was found cut in two
pieces on the piazza at Cesena, with a block of
wood and a bloody knife besides it. The brutality
of this spectacle kept the people of the Romagna
at once appeased and stupified.’ (VII). Cesare
subsequently invited those conspiring against him
to dinner, only to have them all slaughtered as they
ate. Machiavelli, then, used Cesare as a good
example of the real politik of life; for he believed
Cesare had restored peace through the selective
use of violence. The alternative, as professed in

public by most leaders at the time, was to act nobly
and morally, but for Machiavelli the consequence
of acting morally in an immoral world was simply
to allow the most immoral to dominate. “The fact
is,” he suggests in The Prince, ‘that a man who
wants to act virtuously in every way necessarily
comes to grief among so many who are not virtu-
ous. Therefore, if a prince wants to maintain his
rule he must learn how not to be virtuous, and to
male use of this or not according to need.” (XV)

Cesare Borgia was accounted cruel; nevertheless,
this cruelty of his reformed the Romagna, brought
it unity and restored order and obedience. On
reflection, it will be seen that there was more
compassion in Cesare than in the Florentine
people who, to escape being called cruel, allowed
Pistoia to be devastated...(XVII)

In effect, Machiavelli — and Machiavellians —
are not necessarily suggesting that leaders should
act immorally, but that to protect the interests of a
community a prince has to do whatever is neces-
sary — for the greater good. Thus, the act should be
contextualized and not analysed against some
mythical moral world. The problem, of course,
is defining ‘the greater good’ and that problem
continues to plague us.

And, in answer to his rhetorical question
‘Whether it is better to be loved or feared, or the
reverse’, Machiavelli unequivocally sides with the
fear factor.

The answer is that one would like to be the one
and the other; but because it is difficult to com-
bine them, it is far better to be feared than loved
if you cannot be both. One can make this gener-
alization about men; they are ungrateful, fickle,
liars and deceivers... when you are in danger they
turn against you. Any prince who has come to
depend entirely on promises and has taken no
other precautions ensures his own ruin.... The
hond of love is one which men... break when it is
to their advantage to do so; but fear is strength-
ened by a dread of punishment which is always
effective. The prince must nonetheless make him-
self feared in such a way that, if he is not loved, at
least he escapes being hated. (XVII)

Mrs Thatcher might well have taken
Machiavelli’s advice here, for although she never
did court popularity in the sense of wanting to be
liked (often regarded as a fatal flaw in some
accounts of leadership), she did generate so many
political enemies within her own political party
that eventually she ran out of allies and had no
more punishments to hand out.

As far as Machiavelli was concerned, his ideas
amounted to no more than disclosing what was
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already happening rather than advocating
something radically new. However, he has usually
been interpreted — and certainly was at the time —
as suggesting that leaders should always act
immorally and subordinate the means to the end,
since this would generate an advantage over
others. But he actually insists, more clearly in The
Discourses than in The Prince, that this can only
be legitimated by reference to the greater good of
the community, and not to the benefit of the indi-
vidual. Of course, how this greater good is defined
is a moot question, but in The Discourses
Machiavelli sets himself firmly on the side of the
republic and the populace (though he was not a
democrat) and against princes and those who led
for their own self-interest (especially the ‘idle’
aristocracy). But he also suggests that there are
times when the ruthlessness of a prince is neces-
sary to restore a society back to health, something
which republics find difficult to do. Thus, in the
long term (and for Machiavelli the long term
could only exist within an expansionist state), a
republic is preferable, but an occasional prince
may be a necessary evil. We might extend this
idea to suggest that sometimes (in a crisis) leaders
need to be ruthless commanders, but other times
(facing a Wicked Problem) they need to exhibit
the more collaborative style conducive to engag-
ing disparate interests (Grint, 2005). Machiavelli
drew many of his examples of leadership from the
classical period of Rome and Ancient Greece and
suggested that historical patterns and lessons of
the kind we began with were clear for all to see. In
the next section I consider modern leadership
studies, not in any detail (that is well covered
in other chapters of this book), but sufficiently
to establish whether such historical leadership
patterns can be discerned at all.

MODERN LEADERSHIP STUDIES

Ironically, Thomas Carlyle — for many the first
‘modern’ writer on leadership — had spoken
warmly at his inaugural address as Rector of
Edinburgh University in 1866 of both Machiavelli
and Oliver Cromwell. The latter Carlyle likened to
a Machiavellian prince who was absolutely neces-
sary at the time of the English Civil War. The
irony lies in both Cromwell’s refusal to take the
crown after the execution of Charles [ and in
Cromwell’s delivery of the only period in English
history when England was a republic. In fact we
can trace the rise of leadership studies to the
modern era — that is the rise of industrial societies —
to then. In the beginning was perhaps not God, but
rather the god-like creatures that peppered the 1840
lectures of Thomas Carlyle, whose fascination

with the ‘Great Men’ of history effectively reduced
the tole of mere mortals to ‘extras’. Despite
Carlyle’s dislike of the early industrial entrepre-
neurs of Britain — the ‘millocracy’ as he called
them — the model of individual heroism that he
constructed personified a popular assumption
about leadership in Victorian times: it was irre-
deemably masculine, heroic, individualist and
normative in orientation and nature.

That model seems to have prevailed throughout
the latter half of the nineteenth century and was
not really challenged until the first professional
managerial group began displacing the original —
and ‘heroic’ — owner-managers towards the end of
the nineteenth century. Then, the argument runs,
the context — and thus the requirement — for lead-
ership shifted from heroic individuals to rational
systems and processes, as the scale of industry
and the level of backward integration began gen-
erating huge industries (especially in the United
States) that needed significant numbers of admin-
istrators to retain organizational coherence. Many
of the models for such organizational leadership
were derived from the army, civil service, post
office and railroads and most constituted leader-
ship as administrative positions within formal
hierarchies. In turn, as the productive growth
unleashed by these giants began to encourage
significant market competition and eat into profit
margins, attention quickly turned to cost-reduction
strategies and to Scientific Management. F.W.
Taylor concentrated on the control of knowledge
by management at the expense of the workforce
and the deskilling of jobs in line with the expan-
sion of the division of labour. In this case, leader-
ship was configured as knowledge leadership,
with the leaders as repositories of knowledge of
production that generated power over produc-
tion — in contrast to the control over production,
formerly wielded by craft workers.

The economic depression of the 1920s coin-
cided with the next major shift in leadership
models and, for our purposes, it was a major shift
back to the role of normative power and away
from the rationality of scientific systems and pro-
cesses that had dominated for the previous two
decades. This ‘return’ to a previous normative
model was derived initially from the Hawthorne
experiments in the 1920s and 1930s at the General
Electric (GE) plant near Chicago. There, Taylorist
scientific experiments in the development of the
optimum environmental working conditions had
allegedly generated first perplexity and then a
realization that work could not be measured
objectively because the very act of measurement
altered the experience and thus the behaviour of
those being measured. This ‘Hawthorne Effect’,
as it was called then, spawned a whole series of
related experiments that eventually persuaded first
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GE and then whole swathes of American
management that workers were normatively not
rationally motivated and group- not individually-
oriented in culture.

Arguably, these alternating or dualist models of
leadership — first the ‘normative’ model of Carlyle
of the second half of the nineteenth century,
followed by the ‘rational’ model of Taylor and Ford
in the first two decades of the twentieth century, in
turn superseded by a return to the ‘normative’
model of the Hawthorn experiments that solidified
into the Human Relations approach of the 1930s
and 1940s — reflect two broader phenomena: first,
the economic cycles of the period; and, second, the
political models of the period. The economic
cycles formed the basis of Kondratiev’s controver-
sial theory of Long Economic Waves or Cycles:
the political cycles are less controversial and more
intriguing, for it seems unlikely that industry could
have isolated itself from the global rise of the mass
movements of communism and fascism in the late
1920s and 1930s and more likely that the leader-
ship models embodied in these were refracted in
industry through a Zeitgeist that made sense at the
time. In other words, in an era when mass political
movements driven by normative adherence to the
collective will — but manifest in cult-like loyalty to
the party leader — were so prominent, it seemed
perfectly natural to assume that the best way to
lead an industrial organization was to mirror this
assumption: work should be normatively rather
than rationally organized — by groups led by lead-
ers who prototypically embody the same apparent
desires as those held by the mass.

By the time the Second World War was over,
and the economic boom returned, the model that
began to dominate in the West shifted once again
from the normative cult of mass and heroes — that
had reflected the power of communism and fas-
cism — to one dominated by rational analysis of
the sitnation — a scientific approach more condu-
cive to the war-fighting capabilities of the pre-
eminent victor, the United States, and one located
within its individualist culture. Thus we see the
rise of the American self-actualization movement,
manifest particularly in Maslow’s (1954) ‘Hierarchy
of Needs’ and in McGregor’s (1960) displacement
of Theory X with Theory Y.

The movement away from norms and back
towards the rational understanding of contexts fol-
lowed the critiques of traits by Jenkins (1947) and
Stogdill (1948, 1974), as well as the work of the
University of Michigan and the Ohio State stud-
ies. These provided the framework for a radical
development: contingency theory. Under the
general umbrella provided by Fred Fieldler’s
(1964) contingency theory, and Robert Blake
and Jane Mouton’s (1964) Managerial Grid, the
theoretical fragility of relying upon a potentially

endless list of traits and superhuman charismatics
was, ostensibly, dealt a crippling blow. From then
on what really mattered was not having the most
charismatic leader, leading the most adoring mass
of followers, but having a rational understanding
of the situation and responding appropriately.
These leadership theories that eschewed the dom-
inant and proactive role of the individual leader
in favour of more social or structural accounts
tended (o assume that the context or situation
should determine how leaders respond; thus, in
terms of the early contingency theories, situation
X requires leadership X to ensure an appropri-
ate — and thus rational — response. More recent
developments in contingency theory, for all their
more sophisticated accumulation of significant
and independent variables, still reproduce this
assumption that the ‘correct’ response is deter-
mined by the correct analysis of the situation.
Since the early days of this contingency
approach, we have ‘progressed’ by returning to
the importance of leaders working with the
(normative) ‘strong cultures’ beloved of Peters
and Waterman (1982), then on to the (rational)
pedagogy of the Reengineering revolution of the
1990s, and finally on to the contemporary devel-
opment of transformational and inspirational lead-
ership theories silhouetted by the rise of terrorism,
global warming and political and religious funda-
mentalism. Such transformations also invoke the
New Public Management, since the 1980s, under
which the public sector was ostensibly trans-
formed from a lethargic and bureaucratic levia-
than to an agile service deliverer through the
encroachment of the market and the discipline of
targets and performance management systems.
Coupled with concerns about the importance
of emotional intelligence, identity leadership, and
the development of inspiring visions and mis-
sions, this seems to have ensured the return of the
original normative trait approaches: we seem (o
have gone forward to the past. Thus, we were
recently (back) in thrall to inspirational individu-
als, endowed with what list of essential compe-
tencies the contemporary leaders happen to have
that are adjudged to be responsible tor the results.
That the competencies are decontextualized,
ahistorical and, at best, only correlated with,
rather than determinants of, success, seems to be
irrelevant. Indeed, we appear to have an amazing
capacity to attribute organizational success (o
individual competence on the basis of virtually no
evidence at all. Many political commentators
describe the global political situation in similar
terms — dominated by the role of individual politi-
cians. Others simply report that politicians are the
world’s least trusted people, again implying that
it is the individual leader that matters not the situ-
ation. Yet there is considerable support for the
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Figure 1.1 Increasingly rational leadership over time.

latter approach, within which even if individual
leaders do make a difference, that difference is
only marginal in comparison to the influence of
more structural features like the economy or reli-
gion or political party or social class or gender or
any other of the myriad variables on offer.

The current leadership fashion also manifests
itself in some form of distributed leadership: we
now need a collective approach to decision-making
to counter the romance of (individual) leadership
and to better cope with an increasingly complex
world. Much of this work actually relates to
specific contexts — either education, where

professionalism is high, or the military, whose
Mission-Command doctrine of highly decentral-
ized operational leadership, combined with cen-
tralized strategic leadership, is designed to cope
with the shift from conventional war-fighting to
asymmetric conflict and peace keeping where
decentralized decision-making is a prerequisite of
success. Yet Mission-Command has been practised
by the German army since the nineteenth century.
It may be, then, that assumptions about the neces-
sity of rigid command and conirol systems under
all (military) circumstances have always been as
dubious as assumptions that suggest the opposite.
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Figure 1.2 Binary model A: centralization-decentralization.

We might, therefore, be in as much danger of
pursuing the romance of collaborative leadership
(Leonard, 2007) as we previously were of pursuing
the romance of individual leadership.

PATTERNS OF LEADERSHIP

The argument for these dualist shifts between
forms of leadership is not universally accepted.
Indeed, there are many ways to understand this
pattern — if indeed there is a pattern. First, what
we have is simply an increasingly sophisticated
and rational approach to leadership across time
represented by the incremental enhancements
manifest in Figure 1.1. Students of history will
recognize this as a Whig variant on progress
across time. Of course there will be setbacks and

hiccups along the way, but the future is eternally
rosy and will be preferable to the past.
Alternatively, there are two binary models that
suggest a rather different explanation for change.
Figure 1.2 suggests that the pattern is represented
by a pendulum swinging between centralized
and decentralized models of leadership — usually
premised on assumptions about organizational
learning and game playing so that what was once
efficient becomes inefficient as institutional scle-
rosis sets in. Figure 1.3, on the other hand, retains
the binary model but the causal mechanism relates
to the structural binaries that constitute language:
night/day, black/white, dead/alive and so forth.
Here it is the relationship between science and
culture as the binary pairing of linguistic oppo-
sites which provides the natural barriers to change
and once the efficiencies of one leadership style
are expended the pendulum swings in the opposite
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Figure 1.3 Binary model B: science vs culture.

linguistic direction until that mode is also
exhausted.

Fourthly, a political model situates the changes
not against the binary limits of language but rather
the political machinations of the wider context, in
which what seems ‘normal’ only appears so when
framed by the political ideologies of the day. This
approach, represented in Figure 1.4, is effectively
locked into, and explained by, the Zeitgeist of
the day: ‘the spirit of the times’. Thus, Taylorism
emerged as the norm, not because it was scientific
and therefore rational, but because in an era where
scientific breakthroughs were changing the world
of work and where the eugenics movements started
to dominate American culture, it seemed natural to
assume that there was one best way to allocate,
control and lead labour, and that allocation should
be based on ‘natural’ differences that should be
exploited for the benefit of all. In effect, as Taylor
argued, if you could design jobs requiring virtually
no intelligent action on the part of the worker, and
where no communal interest prevailed, then you
could minimize the cost of labour, the rate of error,
and the possibilities of trade unionism.

Similarly, when communism and fascism began
to ensnare European politics, it probably seemed
inevitable that the best way to lead was not
through scientific management of the individual
but through the manipulation of the emotional
mass by the charismatic leader.

Once the Second World War was over, the
dominant power — the United States — reproduced
its own scientific and individualist approach as the
default leadership model and only when the threat
from Japan (re)emerged in the 1980s was there a

1910-20s

Taylorism &

Scientific Management 1900s

Fordism Rule of thumb
Great Man

significant shift towards a more cultural approach
to leadership. Once again, when these ran out of
steam in the 1990s, the move was back towards
the scientific end of the spectrum, as New Public
Management and target measurement took over (o
be toppled only now as the spread of moral panics
about global warming, terrorism, swine flu, the
credit crunch and so on shift the debate back
towards the cultural school.

Finally, of course, it might well be that there is
no pattern at all in the data itself as an object fact,
but rather the patterns are more likely to be the
consequence of the prior assumptions and cultures
of the analyst. In effect, the more scientifically
inclined amongst us might be inclined to see
greater rationality in leadership styles across time;
the more liberal amongst us might see the spread
of collaborative styles as proof positive of their
deeply held antipathy to individual leadership
manifest in heroic men; the more cynical amongst
us might perceive none of these patterns but just
an accumulation of historical detritus strewn
around by academics and consultants hoping, at
most, to make sense of a senseless shape or, at
least, to make a living from constructing patterns
to sell. Now there’s a thought.. ..

CONCLUSIONS

Attempting to cover 3,000 years of history in less
than 8,000 words or so inevitably requires a sig-
nificant degree of omission, but what might the
critical points of this review be?
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Figure 1.4 Political Zeitgeist.

First, that while situations are always changing,
there are perennial issues in leadership and our
historical knowledge of these can play a role in
preventing the repetition of mistakes, even if we
cannot guarantee success. So perhaps one of the
reasons history does not repeat itself precisely is
because we have some capacity to learn from our
mistakes and stop it repeating itself.

Secondly, what we think leadership is, is neces-
sarily related to the cultural mores that prevail
at the time. Thus, what appears ‘normal’ at the
time — for example, using targets to ensure com-
pliance with the requirement of political leaders —
can often appear extraordinarily naive when
considered retrospectively. The problem, of
course, is that we cannot step outside our own
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milieu to reflect upon ourselves as disembodied
and disinterested scholars. This, surely, is where
the study of history comes into its own: not in
analysing ourselves against an objective system of
measurements, but in recognizing that we have
been heading somewhere similar before — and if
we do not take certain kinds of action we might
end up in a very similar place.

Thirdly, that an awareness of how often in the
past leadership has failed or appeared terminally
flawed does not necessarily mean that we should
abandon the task of generating leadership for the
public good; it just means that we need to be more
alert to what is likely to happen unless we actively
prevent it. That includes recognizing that flawed
leadership is part of the human condition, that
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there are no perfect leaders or perfect leadership
systems oul there to be imitated and, to quote an
old Hopi Indian saying, ‘We are the ones we have
been waiting for.’
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Research Methods
in the Study of Leadership

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, I intend to review and comment
upon the range of research methods that are
employed by leadership researchers. This will
require a consideration of broader issues such as
epistemology that abut and relate to discussions of
research methodology. I am by no means the first
writer to review the methods employed by leader-
ship researchers and, early on in this article, other
reviews will be examined.

Leadership researchers employ a wide range of
research methods, although the diversity of those
methods is of relatively recent origin since the field
has largely been dominated by a single method of
data collection — the self-completion/self-adminis-
tered questionnaire. As Avolio et al. have observed:
‘The quantitative strategies for studying leadership
have dominated the literature over the past 100
years’ (2009a; p. 442). The self-administered
questionnaire has been one of the most commonly
employed tools among the quantitative strategies
to which Avolio et al. refer and has been the instru-
ment employed in traditions that have defined the
field of leadership research over the years; for
example, the Ohio State tradition. When Lowe and
Gardner (2000) reviewed the research methods
employed in articles during the first 10 years of the
life of The Leadership Quarterly, they found that
64% employed a questionnaire-based approach.
Thus, the leadership field is significantly reliant
upon a single research method for its findings. It is
not surprising, therefore, that Hunter et al. (2007) and
Friedrich et al. (2009) refer to the questionnaire-
based approach as the ‘typical leadership study’.

Alan Bryman

The dominance of this tool and other quantitative
instruments reflects the wider epistemological
orientation of many leadership researchers in that
it exemplifies the commitment to a natural science
model of the research process and to positivism in
particular. This predilection is also significant for
its consequences, because it has implications for
the evaluation of research, especially research
employing qualitative methods. It has also meant
that the field of leadership research is a relatively
late adopter of such methods (Bryman, 2004),
although it is probably not significantly later in this
regard than the other areas of organization studies
and organizational behaviour.

However, it could be argued that the account of
the typical leadership study provided in the previ-
ous paragraph represents a North American view of
the methodological state of the field. Thus, when
David Collinson and Keith Grint, both co-editors
of this volume, started the Europe-based journal
Leadership, they outlined in their opening editorial
that among their aims was that of increasing the
field’s methodological diversity. They wrote:

In our view the understanding of leadership is best
enhanced by the encouragement of a diversity of
theoretical positions and research methods and
the exploration of a great variety of research con-
texts and settings. Our vision is inclusive, not
exclusive; one of radical heterogeneity, not simply
a different form of homogeneity. (Collinson and
Grint, 2005, p. 7, emphasis added)

Thus, their mission for the new journal was not
the eradication of the typical leadership article,
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but instilling greater diversity of methodological
approach in the field. An analysis of all empirical
articles published in Leadership in its first five
years of publication revealed that it had a different
methodological profile from The Leadership
Quarterly, as gleaned from Lowe and Gardner’s
(2000) article (Bryman, 2011), Whereas Lowe and
Gardner found 64% of articles to contain data
derived from questionnaires, only 22% of articles
in Leadership included data from this same
method. By contrast, 51% of the articles in
Leadership contained data derived from semi-
structured interviewing. Lowe and Gardner did
not have a special category for this method, but
they do report that 20% of all articles included
interview data. This latter figure is likely to
include data from other kinds of interview (e.g.
structured interview). Thus, there is a considerable
difference between articles published in The
Leadership Quarterly during its first decade and
articles in Leadership in terms of the methods of
data collection used. However, the data for The
Leadership Quarterly relate to the period up to
1999. An analysis by Gardner et al. (Unpublished
work) of articles published in The Leadership
Quarterly in its second decade does not allow a
comparison with the proportion of articles based
on questionnaire data, although the authors do
note that the typical empirical article is based on a
single method — the survey. Further, the analysis
revealed that quantitative research intensified its
hold in the second decade when compared to the
first decade’s articles.

PREVIOUS OVERVIEWS OF LEADERSHIP
RESEARCH METHODS

There have been a small number of overviews of
the research methods employed in leadership
research. Because there are different ways of clas-
sifying research approaches, these reviews have
employed different categorizations. For example,
Antonakis et al. (2004) began their review by dis-
tinguishing between quantitative and qualitative
research methods for studying leadership but then
note: ‘Because the vast majority of research that is
conducted in the leadership domain is quantitative
in nature and because theory can be tested appro-
priately only with quantitative methods..."” they
focus upon the latter (Antonakis et al., 2004,
p. 55). Within the category of quantitative research
methods they distinguish the following: laboratory
experiments; field experiments; field studies; and
survey research. Essentially, this classification
operates at the level of research design rather than
research method — for example, the questionnaire

can be (and indeed has been) used in connection
with all four of these designs.

Kroeck et al. (2004) also use the quantitative/
qualitative distinction as a starting point but have
more to say about the nature of qualitative research
and its underlying research methods. They distin-
guish between qualitative research based on
ethnography, content analysis and observation. Under
the umbrella of quantitative methods, they distin-
guish between paper-and-pencil questionnaire,
computer-based questionnaire and simulation/
assessment centre. In contrast to Antonakis et al.,
these distinctions emphasize methods of data
collection rather than research design but are not
without problems. First, content analysis is
regarded by many writers as a quantitative rather
than a qualitative method when it is implemented
in the traditional fashion. More will be said about
this issue below. Secondly, a similar point may be
made about the category of ‘observation’. Kroeck
et al. associate observation with the qualitative
research technique of participant observation, but
there are also structured forms of observation, such
as that used by Luthans and Lockwood (1984),
which are typically viewed as associated with
quantitative research (Bryman & Bell, 2007).

A more recent contribution by Mumford et al.
(2009) provides what is probably the most detailed
overview by distinguishing between the following
methods: survey studies of leader behaviour;
attribute studies; experimental studies; qualitative
studies; and historiometric studies. It is not obvi-
ous where observational studies of leadership
would fit into this scheme and it could be argued
that it is a classification based on two different
things — leadership foci (e.g. behaviour and
attributes) and diverse research designs and meth-
ods. However, it is a comprehensive approach and
provides a reasonably balanced account of quali-
tative research.

It is striking that these classifications often
work with a distinction — either explicitly or
implicitly — between quantitative and qualitative
research. The quantitative/qualitative distinction
is also implicit in the reviews of qualitative leader-
ship research by some writers (e.g. Bryman, 2004;
Klenke, 2008). Qualitative research methods tend
to be grouped together and juxtaposed against
several quantitative research methods. This is not
unreasonable given the heavy reliance on the latter
in leadership research, but a difficulty with the
category ‘qualitative research’ in the leadership
field (as well as elsewhere) is that it is very broad
and as such does not fully take account of the fact
that it relates to quite widely differing studies
(Bryman, 2004). Examples of qualitative study
might include: cross-sectional designs using qual-
itative interviews which can look very much like
survey studies but without the numbers; single or
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multiple case studies using participant observa-
tion; single or multiple case studies using qualita-
tive interviews; and single or multiple case studies
using documents. Thus, the category ‘qualitative
research’  obscures considerable variety in
approach and its growing use in and contribution
to the leadership field may require a rethink con-
cerning such issues as the evaluation of studies
prior to publication.

The classification of research methods in the
leadership field presented in this chapter are sum-
marized in Table 2.1. The listing is not exhaustive
and it is doubtful whether any classification could
be. Further, while the approaches are largely to do
with research methods for the collection and/or
analysis of data, experiments are strictly speaking
a research design (Bryman and Bell, 2007).
However, they are worth identifying separately for
reasons that will hopefully become apparent
during the discussion. It is also worth pointing out
that single and multiple case studies will be dis-
cussed en passant as they are often linked to par-
ticular research methods. Thus, ethnographies are
almost always single or multiple case studies;
also, semi-structured interview studies may be
conducted either within a cross-sectional or a case
study design. Some of these distinctions will be
brought out in the discussion below.

QUESTIONNAIRE STUDIES

As previously noted, the use of the self-administered
or self-completion questionnaire in leadership
research is pervasive. Questionnaire instruments

like the Leader Behavior Description Question-
naire (LBDQ) used by the Ohio State leadership
researchers, the Least-Preferred Co-worker (LPC)
used to measure leadership orientations within
Fiedler's Contingency Model, and the Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) used to measure
transactional and transformational leadership are
among the most intensively used and well-known
scales in the field of organizational behaviour.
Such instruments more or less define the field of
leadership research, They have been widely used
because their known psychomeiric qualities (their
reliability and validity) have meant that research-
ers have been able to use them with an awareness
of the advantages and limitations of doing so. The
research streams associated with these question-
naires are covered in this volume in Chapters 17
and 22 by Diaz-Saenz and Yukl, respectively.
Questionnaire instruments like the LBDQ and
MLQ are employed to provide measures of leader
behaviour. Typically, subordinates/followers com-
plete questionnaires for each leader in a sample
and the questionnaire scores are aggregated for
each leader to give him or her an overall profile in
terms of the leader behaviour dimensions.
Questionnaire data are subject to some well-
known limitations, some of which are outlined in
the remainder of this paragraph. Response rates to
questionnaires can be low, especially when admin-
istered by mail. Data from scales used in question-
naires can be affected by response sets, like
acquiescence effects (e.g. a tendency either to
agree or disagree with Likert-type inventories).
One particular kind of effect that is well attested
in leadership research is the role of implicit lead-
ership theories, whereby it has been shown that
when answering batches of questions about a

Table 2.1 Methodological approaches to leadership discussed in the chapter

Methodological approach

Example(s) discussed in this chapter

Questionnaire

Greene (1975)

Experiment

Observation — structured observation
Observation — observation in qualitative studies
Interview — structured interview

Interview — qualitative interview

Content analysis — traditional content analysis
Content analysis — historiometric studies
Content analysis — qualitative/textual content analysis

Discourse analysis
Meta-analysis/systematic review
Mixed methods research

Barling et al. (1996); Howell and Frost (1989); Lowin and
Craig (1968); Rush et al. (1977)

Luthans and Lockwood (1984)

Maitlis and Lawrence (2007); Roberts and Bradley (1988)

Mizrahi and Rosenthal (2001)

Maitlis and Lawrence (2007); Roberts and Bradley (1988);
Trevifio et al. (2003)

Bligh et al. (2004); Meind| et al. (1985)

Mumford (2006)

Boje et al. (this volume — Chapter 38); Jackson and Guthey
(2007); Mumford and Van Doorn (2001)

Alvesson and Sveningsson (2003)

Avolio et al. (2009b); DeGroot et al. (2001); Lord et al. (1986)

Berson and Avolio (2004); Holmberg et al. (2008); Rowland
and Parry (2009)
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leader’s style, questionnaire respondents reply in
terms of known characteristics of that leader.
Thus, if a leader is believed to be ineffective, their
answers with respect to that leader will be affected
by this knowledge, regardless of the leader’s
actual behaviour. The problem of common method
(or same-source) variance/bias is also recognized
in questionnaire surveys. This problem arises
when respondents supply data relating to both the
leadership variables (e.g. leader behaviour) and
the outcome measures (e.g. organizational com-
mitment or effectiveness of the leader) in a study.
There is some disagreement over how problematic
common method bias is (Spector and Brannick,
2009) but, to the extent that it is regarded as a
problem, possible remedies have been proposed
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). Because of beliefs in
some quarters that in common method studies of
leadership the relationships between leadership
variables and outcomes tend to be inflated,
research that uses measures of outcome that are
not based on the same method and source are
more robust.

One difficulty with the process of aggregation
of followers’ scores for each leader is the sugges-
tion that it ignores crucial differences between
subordinates in their relationships with the leader,
an insight that played a significant role in the
development of the leader—member exchange
(LMX) model discussed by Smriti Anand and col-
leagues in Chapter 23. Further, with questionnaire
research based on a cross-sectional design, a
recurring problem is the question of causality. Tt
has been shown that the so-called outcomes of
leadership variables that have been identified in
much cross-sectional survey research may actu-
ally be independent variables, because leaders are
likely to change their behaviour as a result of the
performance of their followers. It is precisely for
this reason that some methodologists deny that it
is ever possible to establish causality in organiza-
tional behaviour studies through non-experimental
studies (e.g. Stone-Romero, 2009).

Questionnaires offer several advantages to the
researcher and this endears them to many leader-
ship researchers in spite of their limitations. They
are invariably relatively cheap and quick to admin-
ister. A questionnaire is also a very flexible instru-
ment that can be used to collect data on both
leadership and various other variables which might
be outcomes of leader behaviour or moderators of
the leadership—outcome relationship. Respondents
tend to be familiar with the instrument, so they do
not require familiarization to use it. It can be
administered to quite large samples at relatively
little additional cost and because it rarely takes
long to complete, a questionnaire is usually accept-
able to organizations whose senior managers
might otherwise worry about implications of

completing questionnaires for getting work done.
Questionnaires usually contain large numbers of
closed questions, so coding is unlikely to be time-
consuming and the risks associated with coding
inconsistencies are reduced. Also, questionnaires
have proved flexible in terms of the context of
completion — they can be completed in a variety of
locations and with different media (e.g. pens, com-
puter, online). The absence of an interviewer
removes the risk of interviewer effects arising
from interviewers’ characteristics and the demand
effects arising from the presence of an interviewer.
These advantages must be regarded as sufficiently
compelling to leadership researchers for them to
be used so extensively, given the limitations of this
instrument outlined above.

Questionnaires can be administered within the
context of a longitudinal design as well as a cross-
sectional design. Indeed, some of the problems
with inferring causality from cross-sectional sur-
veys have come to light as a result of the use of a
longitudinal design. An early example of the use
of this design is that of Greene (1975), who
administered the LBDQ and measures of job sat-
isfaction and subordinate performance (rated by
peers) on three occasions with one month between
each wave of data collection to two of the subor-
dinates of each of 103 first-line managers in three
firms. The findings confirmed the causal inference
that consideration influences the job satisfaction
of subordinates, but also that subordinate per-
formance has an impact on both consideration and
initiating structure. Such findings point to the
internal validity problems of cross-sectional
survey design studies based on gquestionnaires.
However, the longitudinal design does not get
over the causality problem according to writers
who valorize the experimental approach. As
Stone-Romero (2009, p. 312) suggests, the issue
of temporal precedence is not addressed by a lon-
gitudinal design because the apparent causal
connection between an earlier measure (e.g. per-
formance) and a later one (e.g. consideration) is a
sequence that is part of an ongoing series of inter-
connections that includes prior and subsequent
variables that have not been observed.

EXPERIMENTAL RESEARCH

Experimental studies would seem to provide the
obvious solution to the causality problem identi-
fied in the previous section in relation to question-
naire research, In an experiment, the researcher
manipulates the putative independent variable
and observes its effects. The issue of temporal
precedence and the problem that there could be
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rival explanations of the causal relationship are
eliminated provided that there is equivalence in
the experimental manipulations and random
assignment to experimental and control groups.
Indeed, one of the early studies to draw attention
to the possibility that leadership researchers using
cross-sectional designs were incorrectly inferring
causality was based on experimental research.
Lowin and Craig (1968) manipulated levels of
‘subordinate” performance in a laboratory experi-
ment. They found that when confronted with a
poor performance level, ‘leaders’ exhibited higher
levels of initiating structure and closer supervision
and lower levels of consideration. Such a finding
casts doubt on the notion that studies showing that
leader behaviour and performance are related
imply that leadership is necessarily the independ-
ent variable. Since then, experimental studies have
been employed to show how large an impact dif-
ferent types of leader behaviour have on a variety
of dependent variables. The experimental manipu-
lation can be achieved in different ways, such as
by using actors to deliver different styles of behav-
iour or by using different written scenarios that
are presented fo experimental participants. As
an example of the former, Howell and Frost
(1989) used actors to simulate charismatic leader-
ship, consideration, and initiating structure and
observed the relative impacts of these three styles
on task performance among students carrying out
a business task.

Rush et al. (1977) provide an example of the
use of a scenario within the context of an experi-
ment. Undergraduate students at a US university
were given a brief description of a person in a
supervisory role. No indication was given of the
nature of the individual’s behaviour gua leader.
Students were randomly assigned to one of the
three conditions: high, average or low departmen-
tal performance. The student participants were
then asked to describe the leader in terms of the
Ohio State LBDQ. Rush et al. found that the per-
formance cue affected the ratings of the leader:
for example, with the high departmental perform-
ance scenario, participants were more likely to
describe the leader as high in terms of both con-
sideration and initiating structure. Since one of
the fairly consistent findings of the Ohio research-
ers was that leaders high in terms of both consid-
eration and initiating structure were most
effective, a finding like this implies that when
people answer questions about their leaders using
an instrument like the LBDQ, they are at the very
least partly affected by their prior knowledge of
the leader’s performance or that of his/her sec-
tion. In other words, when such questionnaires
are being completed, followers are only partly
answering questions in terms of the actual behav-
iour of the leaders concerned.

Field experiments are also found in the
leadership field. One of the main difficulties for a
field experiment, as compared to a laboratory one,
is that the experimenter usually enjoys less control
over experimental arrangements, which can have
adverse implications for the internal validity of
the study. Most notably, it can be difficult to
ensure that participants are randomly assigned to
the different treatment conditions, so that fre-
quently such studies are better referred to as quasi-
experiments (Stone-Romero, 2009). An example
of a field experiment that did entail random
assignment can be found in a study of the impact
on managers in Canadian bank branches of train-
ing in transformational leadership (Barling et al.,
1996). Managers were randomly assigned to a
control group and to an experimental group that
received training in transformational leadership.
Managers trained in transformational leadership
were found to be more likely than those not
trained to be perceived as (ransformational and to
have followers who were committed to the organ-
ization. There was also evidence that the financial
performance of their branches was superior.

As noted above, experiments are often rooted
within a quantitative research paradigm because
the researcher is more likely to be able to impute
causality by eliminating rival explanations of an
apparent causal relationship than with a cross-
sectional design. However, this advantage is
frequently viewed as at a cost — a low level of
mundane realism, particularly when the experi-
ment is a laboratory one. Further, it is likely that
only a limited range of leadership issues are likely
to be amenable to experimental manipulation,
whereas the use of questionnaires within a cross-
sectional design is open to a wide range of
research questions. In addition, the frequent use of
students as experimental participants in laboratory
studies has often been taken to place limits on the
external validity of the study.

OBSERVATION

Given that much of the study of leadership is actu-
ally about the behaviour of leaders, it is perhaps
surprising that observation is rarely used. Instead,
researchers typically use questionnaires to tap lead-
ers’ behaviour, Lowe and Gardner (2000) found in
theirreview of adecade of articles in The Leadership
Quarterly that in only 8% of articles was observa-
tion used for the collection of data. Tt is worth draw-
ing a distinction between structured observation,
which is invariably conducted within a quantitative
research approach, and participant observation,
which is a qualitative research method.
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Structured observation

Luthans and Lockwood (1984) devised the Leader
Observation System (LOS). This instrument was
developed following extensive informal observa-
tion of managers. Following this phase, leaders’
behaviour was grouped into 12 categories (e.g.
planning/coordinating, staffing, exchanging rou-
tine information). Each of these is broken down
into components (‘behavioural descriptors’) that
allow observers to code the presence or absence of
each form of behaviour within a 10-minute time
slot. Each manager was observed for a 10-minute
period every hour for two weeks. The authors
were then able to relate managers’ behaviour to
their performance. It was found that leaders who
gave greater emphasis to conflict management,
socializing/politicking, interacting with outsiders
and decision-making, but who were less con-
cerned with staffing, motivating/reinforcing and
monitoring, were more likely to be successful
(Luthans et al., 1985). Such findings are highly
redolent of those engendered by questionnaire
researchers, but are based on actual behaviour.
There are likely to be advantages to using a
research method that emphasizes what leaders do
rather than what they or others say they do, but it
tends to be difficult to code behaviour in a reliable
manner. It is also far more time-consuming than
data collection through questionnaires and this has
almost certainly played a significant part in the
lack of take-up of structured observation. On the
other hand, it gets around some of the problems
that have been identified thus far concerning
cross-sectional design studies using question-
naires, such as common method bias and con-
tamination through implicit leadership theories,
though it does not get around the problem of
causal direction.

Observation in qualitative studies

Observation in the course of qualitative case studies
is sometimes employed by qualitative researchers,
but it is rarely the sole or even the main method of
data collection in such studies (Bryman, 2004).
Maitlis and Lawrence (2007) conducted multiple
case study research on three British symphony
orchestras. The researchers were interested in the
circumstances that prompt leaders and others to
engage in organizational sensegiving and the cir-
cumstances that are favourable to sensegiving. In
addition to semi-structured interviewing and exam-
ination of documents, the researchers engaged in
‘observation of meetings, rehearsals, and orchestra
tours’ (Maitlis and Lawrence, 2007, p. 60). The
authors go on to write:

The first author observed 107 meetings, including
meetings of various groups within each organiza-
tion (e.g., the executive team, the board) and
meetings between orchestra leaders and external
stakeholders (e.g., funders, collaborating organi-
zations).... The meeting observation provided
many rich opportunities to witness leaders and
stakeholders engaging in sensegiving on a range
of topics and to observe conditions associated
with these instances of sensegiving. (Maitlis and
Lawrence, 2007, p. 60)

As with this study, it is unusual for observation to
be the primary method. A rare example of a lead-
ership study in which observation figures suffi-
ciently strongly for it to be considered an
ethnography is Roberts and Bradley’s (1988) case
study of someone who was a superintendent of a
suburban school district in the USA and who later
became a commissioner at state level. The research
was conducted over several years and at state
level, Roberts was a participant observer in a task
force and the commissioner was also observed
‘making presentations to teachers and superin-
tendents on both formal and informal occasions’
and ‘as she conducted meetings with her cabinet
and staff and during legislative hearings, press
conferences, and informal interactions with mem-
bers of the Department of Education’ (Roberts and
Bradley, 1988, p. 259). In addition, numerous
interviews were conducted over the years with the
focal leader as well as with others. The research
was able to show how, in her earlier role, she had
been a highly charismatic leader who inspired
others but, in her later role, she lost a good deal of
her lustre. The authors were therefore able to
examine the conditions that inhibited the transfer
of charisma to her new role.

There are several reasons for the lack of use of
observation in qualitative studies (Bryman, 2004),
but a key reason is that (possibly), it is not always
clear what is to be observed. It is one thing to
observe leaders; it is quite another thing to observe
leadership. How is the observer to know when
leadership is being exercised or exhibited? In some
instances, it may be obvious, but in others it may
not be clear whether what is being witnessed is
leadership. If the view is taken that everything a
leader does is suffused with symbolism, it could be
argued that every act is a potential act of leadership,
but that too causes possible difficulties for the
researcher because it is then difficult to know what
not to observe. Such considerations, along with the
time-consuming nature of intensive observation,
have almost certainly limited the use of the method,
even since calls for its greater use (Conger, 1998).
However, participant observation offers great
potential to leadership researchers because it could
be especially helpful in gaining an appreciation of
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contextual factors and how these interact with the
tasks of leadership. Further, it is especially likely to
be able to offer insights into informal leadership,
an arca that has been neglected by the tendency
for questionnaire researchers to concentrate their
attention on formally designated leaders.

INTERVIEW STUDIES

In a similar way to observation, interviews can be
categorized as either structured interviews, which
are employed mainly within a quantitative research
approach, or various kinds of qualitative interview
(e.g. the semi-structured or unstructured inter-
view). The structured interview is not a prominent
technique in leadership research, in spite of the
dominance of the quantitative research approach.
Lowe and Gardner (2000) calculated that 20% of
The Leadership Quarterly articles were based on
interviews, but this figure almost certainly included
the small number of articles based on qualitative
interviewing that had appeared in the journal
during the period in question.

Structured interviewing

Mizrahi and Rosenthal (2001) employed a
structured interview in their study of social change
coalitions in the New York/New lJersey area. The
researchers interviewed leaders about their leader-
ship strategies in seeking to develop successful
coalitions and how they themselves defined suc-
cess. The researchers were interested in how lead-
ers overcame the obstacles to the formation of
coalitions. An interview schedule of over 600
items (most of which were closed questions) was
used to interview 41 coalition leaders. Through
the interviews, Mizrahi and Rosenthal were able
to establish that persistence and vision play a
crucial role in successful coalition formation.

The relative lack of use of structured interview-
ing in leadership research is possibly surprising in
view of the popularity of the method in some
social sciences such as sociology. Tt may be that
this reflects the way in which psychology has
played a particularly prominent role in the field
and the relative lack of use of the method among
psychologists.

Qualitative interviewing

Among qualitative studies of leadership, the situ-
ation could hardly be more different. Of the 66

articles based on qualitative research on leader-
ship uncovered by Bryman (2004), 56 derived at
least in part from qualitative interviewing. The
reason for its popularity among qualitative leader-
ship researchers is similar to the reasons for the
popularity of guestionnaires among quantitative
researchers: it is a flexible research instrument
that can be applied to a diversity of topics. It can
also be applied to different research design con-
texts. Thus, it can be employed in the context of
a single case study (e.g. Roberts and Bradley,
1988) or a multiple case study (e.g. Maitlis and
Lawrence, 2007) or it can be employed within the
context of either a cross-sectional or longitudinal
design, though the latter is very rare.

A good example of the use of qualitative inter-
viewing in the context of a cross-sectional design
is the study by Trevifio et al. (2003) of 20 corporate
ethics/compliance officers and 20 senior execu-
tives. The goal of the study was to uncover what is
meant by ethical leadership. The researchers used
a semi-structured interview administered to ques-
tion their 40 informants. Three-quarters of the
interviews were conducted by telephone and the
rest in person. The interviews suggest that an ethi-
cal leadership orientation is revealed in a focus on
people, role modelling of ethical behaviour, having
integrity, creating and institutionalizing values and
using rewards and punishments to influence ethical
behaviour. Also, the qualitative interview yields
data that can be applied to a number of different
analylic strategies, such as qualitative thematic
textual analysis, traditional quantitative content
analysis, discourse analysis and narrative analysis.
As such, it is capable of generating data that are
amenable to different kinds of analytic approach.
This feature contributes to its popularity among
leadership researchers inclined towards a qualita-
tive research approach.

CONTENT ANALYSIS

The term ‘content analysis’ often refers to a range
of different techniques. According to one of the
earliest texts on the subject, traditional content
analysis is a ‘research technique for the objective,
systematic and quantitative description of the
manifest content of communication’ (Berelson,
1952, p. 18). Given this definition, it is puzzling
that it is referred to as a qualitative method by
several writers (e.g. Insch et al., 1997; Lowe
and Gardner, 2000). Content analysts may work
on unstructured, qualitative material, but the
approach to analysis is emphatically quantitative,
as Berelson’s classic definition demonstrates.
Indeed, there is a sense in which content analysis
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exemplifies quantitative research, with its
emphasis on quantification and the reliability and
validity of measurement. Further, the application
of techniques like structural equation modelling
and log-linear analysis to the quantitative data
(Insch et al., 1997) is far more redolent of
quantitative than qualitative research.

Traditional content analysis

Content analysis can be, and indeed has been,
applied to a diversity of raw materials in the lead-
ership field. Newspaper and magazine articles,
speeches, mission statements, and letters have
provided some of the more common types of
media to which content analysis has been applied
in the leadership field. For example, Meindl et al.
(1985) content analysed newspaper articles and
dissertations to examine the degree to which a
focus on leadership fluctuated in terms of how
well the economy or particular firms or industries
were faring. This analysis provided the foundation
for the influential notion of the romance of leader-
ship. Bligh et al. (2004) used computerized con-
tent analysis to examine how far the rhetoric and
speeches of President George W. Bush changed
after 9/11. The researchers were able to show that
Bush displayed more charismatic imagery after
the crisis and indeed that he was portrayed in the
media in more charismatic terms than previously.

Content analysis offers many advantages to the
researcher, one of the most significant of which is
that when applied to materials like speeches or
media articles, unlike the research methods dis-
cussed thus far, it is a non-reactive measure
(Bryman and Bell, 2007). It also lends itself, where
the data are available, to studies of changes in
communication and other kinds of content. Its
chief limitation is essentially that it is difficult to
determine the meaning of the findings. This can be
discerned in the following passage in which Bligh
et al. grapple with the meaning of their findings on
Bush’s charismatic imagery:

But what does this shift in rhetoric imply about his
charismatic stature? Did the President’s underlying
personality actually become more charismatic since
the early days of his administration, finally blos-
soming during the days and weeks following the
crisis?.... It may be that the President had the
‘right stuff” all along, with the crisis of 9/11 finally
revealing a side of his (charismatic) personality not
previously exposed to the American public. (Bligh
et al., 2004, p. 227)

However, if content analysts are cautious not to
overinterpret their findings, content analysis offers

considerable potential to the leadership researcher.
There is always a risk that the content analyst is
tempted to draw more inferences about the results
than are warranted. It is for this reason that
Berelson’s definition emphasizes the manifest
content of the material being examined. The
search for latent content carries the risk of draw-
ing unsustainable inferences, as well as creating
potential coding problems.

Historiometric research

Historiometric studies have gained in popularity in
recent years and are in many ways a form of con-
tent analysis. According to Mumford et al. (2009,
p-120): “Historiometric studies represent an attempt
to quantify historic observations on historic data
bearing on leadership behavior and performance’.
Mumford (2006) reports the results of such an
examination. He analysed the biographies of 120
outstanding leaders, which allowed him to catego-
rize the leaders into one of three types (charis-
matic, ideological and pragmatic). The behaviour
and accomplishments of the leaders were exam-
ined, as well as some of the defining features of
their earlier years. Leaders’ biographies were
coded in terms of a host of different dimensions.
For example, the quality of leader—follower rela-
tions was coded in terms of whether the leader kept
in contact with close followers after leaving power
and whether the leader remained close to followers
after leaving power (Mumford, 2006, p. 93).
Prologue or epilogue chapters were scrutinized for
this information and then coded. Socialized leaders
were more likely than personalized leaders to
maintain relationships (and were also found to
perform better more generally — see Howell [1988]
on the personalized/socialized distinction).

One issue with an analysis such as this is
whether a single biography of a leader can ever be
a sufficient proxy for the individual’s life as a
leader. To take as an example one of the leaders in
Mumford’s sample of 120 in which the present
author has a long-standing interest — Walt Disney
(Bryman, 1995) — the biography used (Mosley,
1985) was very controversial at the time it was
published and the Disney family were reportedly
distressed about it, though an even less flattering
biography was still to come (Eliot, 1993).
Relatedly, Mumford et al. (2009) point out that
historiometric studies tend to be leader-centric in
that they will focus on what the leader said and did
but will relatively rarely provide the perspective of
the follower. Therefore, historiometric studies will
typically not provide significant insights into fol-
lowers’ reactions to leaders. On the other hand,
such studies do provide an understanding of very
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creative leaders to whom access is normally
difficult or impossible. Further, they allow us to
study leadership over time, in that they give
us access to such topics as formative influences
and changes in leadership orientation over the
individual’s life course.

Qualitative/textual content analysis
of texts

Qualitative/textual content analysis is not a distinct
method like traditional content analysis. It comes
in several guises, but the various approaches
exhibit the common feature of the researcher
extracting themes from the data. It can be dis-
cerned in Jackson and Guthey’s (2007) analysis of
visual images to explore what they call the ‘celeb-
rity CEO backlash’, the process by which CEOs
who would at one time have been shown in photo-
graphs as powerful superstars are increasingly
being depicted in unflattering ways. Mumford and
Van Doorn (2001) analysed various primary
sources to examine 10 cases of exceptional leader-
ship exhibited by Benjamin Franklin. Through
this exercise, the researchers were able to explore
Franklin’s credentials as a pragmatic leader. As
Mumford and Van Doorn point out, this is a sig-
nificant issue because of a tendency to associate
outstanding leadership with charismatic or trans-
formational leaders. Mumford’s (2006) previously
mentioned historiometric study also makes this
point. A further example of qualitative/textual
content analysis can be discerned in Chapter 38,
in which David Boje and his co-authors use a
variety of sources, such as periodical articles,
television and newspaper articles, and web sources,
to develop the notion of virtual leadership.

Such studies can be very fertile in terms of gen-
erating new concepts or areas of enquiry (e.g. CEO
celebrity backlash or virtual leadership) and in
developing notions like pragmatic leadership. As
such, they can be a source of theoretical creativity.
The close relationship between the sources and the
conceptualization provides a strong sense of the
face validity of the concepts. It is sometimes sug-
gested that the work lacks robustness: what, for
example, might provide counter-examples or mate-
rial that might shed doubt on the findings that are
developed?

DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

Discourse analysis is a family of techniques used
to examine the part played by language in human

affairs, There is no one version of discourse
analysis (Alvesson and Kérreman, 2000) but all
the approaches share a predilection for analyses of
language in use. ‘Language’ here may involve
natural language in the course of conversations,
the linguistic framing of answers to interview
questions, rhetorical devices used in speeches, or
the ways in which issues are framed in documents.
Crucial to discourse analysis is the notion that
discourse is not ‘just’ a neutral medium of com-
munication. Instead, discourse analysts view
social reality as socially constructed and propose
that discourse plays a central role in the constitu-
tion of the social world. As such, the orientation of
discourse analysis is somewhat different from that
of many other qualitative methods. Instead of
treating the social world as given, practitioners
emphasize how everyday notions and objects are
constituted through discourse.

In Chapter 36 of this volume, Gail Fairhurst
makes a distinction between Big D and Little D
discourse. Studies working within the latier (dis-
course) approach tend to emphasize fairly fine-
grained analyses of language in the context of
interaction within organizations. By contrast,
Discourse studies derive from a Foucauldian tradi-
tion that focuses on ‘historical constellations of
talk patterns, ideas, logics, and assumptions that
constitute objects and subjects in particular ways’.
Such studies, while attending to the detail of
language, tend to be somewhat more broad brush
in orientation.

An interesting example of a discourse analytic
study is Alvesson and Sveningsson’s (2003)
research on the language of leadership and man-
agement. This article begins with a Big D issue —
the way in which in the 1980s and early 1990s the
popular literature on leadership developed a
Discourse of leadership that distinguished it from
management and in the process positioned leader-
ship as essentially effective leadership. Alvesson
and Sveningsson report a discourse analysis of
qualitative interview transcripts of the accounts by
managers of the nature of their leadership. They
note that managers, when describing their leader-
ship, were inconsistent in their accounts. For
example, managers often repeated and claimed
adherence to the Discourse of the day that posi-
tioned leadership (as distinct from management)
as vision, but, when given the opportunity to
claborate on what that entails and how it is done,
they turned to an emphasis on administrative and
operational issues. It would seem that the manag-
ers were attracted to the Discourse of the day
which positioned them as strategic masters but
that when discussing their own leadership in some
detail, the emphasis on vision gave way to the
very immediate organizational demands and con-
straints they faced. In this study then, the authors
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undertook a discourse study of the Discourse of
leadership.

One of the chief arguments often levelled at
discourse analysis generally is that its focus tends
to occlude the operation of wider structures and
the use of power (e.g. Reed, 2000). This orienta-
tion does not sit well with leadership theorists and
organizational researchers more generally of a
critical persuasion. However, as can be seen in the
Alvesson and Sveningsson (2003) study, discourse
analysis can be deployed in such a way that it can
interrogate and illuminate larger-scale issues and
concerns such as the capacity of wider Discourses
to influence and, in this case, confuse the dis-
courses of managers. Also, writers whose research
is influenced by critical discourse analysis tend to
be less implicated in this accusation (Phillips and
Di Domenico, 2009).

META-ANALYSIS

Reviews of leadership literature have long played a
significant role in leadership research. For exam-
ple, the negative reviews by Stogdill (1948) and
Mann (1959) of extant trait research on leadership
have often been held responsible for sounding its
death knell and for ushering in the emphasis on
leadership style (e.g. Bryman, 1986). However, by
pooling the findings from groups of studies inves-
tigating a topic, meta-analyses can often provide a
better overview. Thus, as John Antonakis points
out in Chapter 20, when Lord et al. (1986) con-
ducted a meta-analysis of the same studies as
those reviewed by Mann (1959), intelligence was
found contra Mann to be related to leadership
emergence.

Leadership is a field that lends itself quite well
to meta-analysis because researchers are inter-
ested in impacts of leadership variables on various
outcomes. Meta-analysis can also add to under-
standing because its capacity to pool a large
number of studies can mean that moderating fac-
tors (e.g. research method used or situational fac-
tors) that are not revealed through individual
studies can be examined. An example of a meta-
analysis in the field of leadership is the review of
published studies of the organizational outcomes
related to charismatic leadership (DeGroot et al.
2000). Most of the measures of charismatic lead-
ership were based on the Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire (MLQ), referred to by Jay Conger
in this volume in Chapter 7. The meta-analysis
was able to confirm that charismatic leadership is
related (o: leader effectiveness; subordinate effec-
tiveness; subordinate satisfaction; and subordinate
commitment. The authors were able to identify

that common method bias had some impact on the
findings, with evidence of the relationship between
charismatic leadership and job satisfaction being
especially affected.

Meta-analysis suffers from certain difficulties,
most notably the ‘file drawer’ problem, which
refers Lo the fact that not all research gets into the
public domain and that it is likely that research
studies showing weak or no impacts may be par-
ticularly affected. DeGroot et al. did try to find
unpublished research but were unsuccessful.
However, they did adjust their data for the possi-
ble effects of this problem. The file drawer prob-
lem would have been a particular difficulty for
Avolio et al. (2009b) who conducted a meta-
analysis of experimental and quasi-experimental
studies of the impact of leadership interventions.
In addition to searching databases, Avolio et al.
wrote emails to 670 people who worked in leader-
ship and related areas, asking them to review for
inclusiveness a list of leadership impact studies.
The authors found 200 studies that met their crite-
ria and, of these, 16% were unpublished, suggest-
ing that at least in part the researchers had been
able to address the file drawer problem.
Interestingly, one of the main findings of this
review was that while leadership interventions do
have demonstrable impacts, those impacts tended
to be stronger when the research was underpinned
by a leadership theory that emphasized behav-
ioural change rather than when the theory empha-
sized emotional or cognitive change.

MIXED METHODS RESEARCH

Mixed methods research has increasingly come to
refer to research that combines quantitative and
qualitative research. Methods can be and often are
mixed within these two research strategies but
with the arrival of a mixed methods industry in the
form of a journal, handbook, a regular conference,
and several books, it tends to denote a mixture of
quantitative and qualitative approaches (Bryman,
2009). Mixed methods research is also being
advocated by leadership researchers (e.g. Hunt
and Conger, 1999), and others see it as likely to be
an increasingly important approach. Avolio et al.
(2009a, pp. 441-2), for example, write: ‘We
expect to see a greater use of mixed-methods
designs in future research.... [I]ncreasing atten-
tion is being paid to cases and qualitative research
that should now be integrated with quantitative
approaches’.

When Bryman (2004) reviewed qualitative
research on leadership, he uncovered 12 articles
that used a mixed methods approach. It is striking
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that nine of these articles were published during
the brief period 2000-03. This evidence of grow-
ing popularity reflects a growing openness among
leadership researchers to both the use and the
publication of qualitative research and an increased
awareness among researchers generally in the
potential of mixed methods research (Bryman,
2009). There are a number of ways of combining
quantitative and qualitative research. In his review,
Bryman (2004) used the scheme for classifying
mixed methods research developed by Greene et
al. (1989) and found that three approaches were
particularly prominent: triangulation (using quan-
titative and qualitative research to cross-validate
findings); expansion and complementarity (one
set of data is used to expand on or complement the
other set); and different issues (using quantitative
and qualitative research to examine different
aspects of the research topic). The last of these
approaches was not a feature of the Greene et al.
scheme (Bryman, 2009).

Mixed methods studies typically involve a
cross-sectional survey design that combines
either a structured interview or more usually a
self-administered questionnaire for the quantita-
tive data with semi-structured interviews for the
qualitative data (Bryman, 2006), and the leader-
ship field seems to fit with this tendency (Bryman,
2004). For example, in a study that was published
in 2004, and which was therefore outside the date
range of the review, Berson and Avolio (2004)
report the results of a study of transformational
leadership and the dissemination of organizational
goals in a large Israeli telecommunications com-
pany. This investigation entailed a self-adminis-
tered questionnaire completed by managers and
others to collect data on managers’ leadership
styles (using the MLQ) and communication style.
In addition, semi-structured interviews were car-
ried out with managers and their direct reports.
They write: ‘By using both quantitative and quali-
tative methods, we were able to depict specific
relationships, and then to provide a deeper exami-
nation of those relationships’ (Berson and Avolio,
2004, p. 642), which is indicative of using one
data set to expand on and complement the other.
This article was highlighted as one of a number
that could be used as a template for exploring the
levels of analysis issue that has preoccupied many
leadership researchers in recent years, but not
always in a technically appropriate manner
(Yammarino et al., 2005). Rowland and Parry
(2009) included observation of team meetings,
semi-structured interviews and questionnaires in
their grounded theory-based study of organiza-
tional design and leadership in teams in Australian
higher education, as did Holmberg et al. (2008)
in their investigation of the role of leadership in
the implementation of evidence-based treatment

practices for drug abuse and criminal behaviour in
Sweden,

A rather striking mixed methods approach can
be discerned in Goodall’'s (2009) study of the
leadership of top universities and business schools.
Against a background in which it is sometimes
argued that universities would be better led by
non-academics, Goodall shows that better univer-
sities and business schools tend to be led by top
scholars. The study combines quantitative and
qualitative data. The former are derived from a
secondary analysis of biographical information on
leaders gleaned from publications like Who's Who
and from the examination of citations, an approach
usually referred to as bibliometrics. The qualita-
tive data derived from interviews with 26 top
leaders of universities in the UK and USA (vice-
chancellors/principals/presidents) or deans of
business schools. She also conducted 12 inter-
views in connection with a case study of the hiring
of a UK vice-chancellor. The quantitative biblio-
metric data provided the confirmation of the rela-
tionship between the excellence in scholarship
and university performance, while the qualitative
data allowed some of the factors lying behind this
relationship to surface.

While there has undoubtedly been a noticeable
increase in mixed methods research to examine
leadership, it is also the case that in much of it, the
qualitative research component occupies a hand-
maiden role (Bryman, 2007), largely being used to
illustrate or add (o or support the quantitative find-
ings rather than for what it can offer in its own
right. Rowland and Parry’s (2009) study repre-
sents an exception in adopting a clear construc-
tionist orientation. The tendency for qualitative
research to assume a somewhat subsidiary role in
many studies probably reflects the training and
general orientation of many leadership researchers
and the perceived expectations of journals.

CONCLUSIONS

Although it is possible, and almost certainly valid,
to write about a typical leadership study (Friedrich
et al., 2009), it is clear that this is considerable
diversity in methodological approach within the
field and one gets a sense that that diversity is
increasing. In part, the growing diversity reflects a
greater acceptance of qualitative methods. It is
likely that the growing awareness of research
methods which have been neglected by leadership
researchers, like qualitative ones, will also suggest
new ways of thinking about leadership. When
qualitative research methods have been used in
leadership research, it has often been in a way that
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is either subsidiary to the quantitative component
in mixed methods research or mimics some of the
features of quantitative research so that it looks
like quantitative research but without numbers
(Bryman, 2004). However, an investigation like
that of Alvesson and Sveningsson (2003), which
was discussed above, treats leadership as a social
construction and, as such, is more in tune with the
ethos of qualitative research. Thus, as the appre-
ciation of qualitative research grows and intensi-
fies, it is feasible that the growing awareness of
the potential of qualitative and other underused
methods will stimulate leadership researchers to
think about leadership in new ways and suggest
new research questions.

However, it is important not to characterize the
field’s growing diversity as purely methodologi-
cally driven. As the leadership field becomes more
theoretically diverse, writers are likely to feel
impelled to explore more methods and to be inno-
vative. For example, seeking to apply complexity
theory to leadership led Dooley and Lichtenstein
(2008) to develop methods to observe in real time
events and interaction that take place in very, very
brief time slots. By studying numerous time slots
and the bits of interaction that take place within
them, the researchers expect to be able to examine
how far particular leadership patterns are influ-
enced by context or are constant. As we have seen,
observation is not uncommon in leadership
research (and indeed was behind Bales and Slater’s
[1955] classic study of leadership emergence), but
the microscopic approach taken by Dooley and
Lichtenstein in their working through of some of
the implications of complexity theory points to
considerable experimentation. Similarly, towards
the end of their chapter (Chapter 34) on complexity
theory in the present volume, Uhl-Bien and Marion
note that the working through of the implications
of this perspective is likely to be more reliant on
‘more qualitative and agent-based modeling
approaches’ than on the traditional questionnaire
approach. They suggest that this is likely to be so
because the ontology of the notion of complexity
does not lend itself to the positivism with which
the questionnaire approach is associated. Their
suggestion that the complexity theory approach is
likely to be more reliant on a process than a vari-
ance theory stance (Langley, 2009) further points
to a greater reliance on qualitative research. In this
way, the emergence of a new theoretical stance is
acting as a spur to methodological innovation.

To take another example, heavily influenced by
process philosophy, Wood and Ladkin (2008)
developed the idea of the ‘leaderful moment’, a
slice of time in which leadership emerges and
comes into being. Such a view departs significantly,
as in Dooley and Lichtenstein, from the more
common view of leadership as part of an ongoing

set of relationships that are founded on influence.
To gain some leverage on the notion of the leaderful
moment, the authors asked managers to ‘photo-
graph things, people or moments they perceived as
inextricably linked with the experience of leader-
ship, but which might usually go unnoticed” (Wood
and Ladkin, 2008, p. 18). The managers were
later interviewed about their photographs, a method
often called ‘photo-elicitation’. Thus, the develop-
ment of new theoretical approaches frequently
prompts researchers to develop new ways of col-
lecting data about their object of interest, especially
when, as with these two research areas, more
conventional ways of collecting data do not look
promising.

Leadership researchers have long been aware
that the field is probably over-reliant on question-
naire studies. Nowadays, that awareness is being
accompanied by a preparedness to explore new or
different ways of getting to grips with the complex
and elusive phenomenon of leadership. At the same
time, little has changed since Conger’s (1998) call
for greater use of participant observation in the
study of leadership. As noted above, ethnographic
studies have considerable potential in the field
in helping us to appreciate how leadership takes
place, the ‘leaderful moments’ that undoubtedly
occur in organizations, how context and leader-
ship are intertwined, and the fact that leadership
may occur anywhere and be exhibited by anyone —
not just where leadership researchers assume it
will take place. Leadership researchers have been
engaged for some time in a collective mea culpa
about the dominance and limitations of the ques-
tionnaire in their field. Now it is time to do some-
thing about it, particularly at a juncture at which
new theoretical approaches and influences appear
to be influencing the field more and more.
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The Enduring and Elusive Quest

for a Genera
of Leadership: Initia

Theory
Efforts

and New Horizons

Georgia Sorenson, George R.
Goethals and Paige Haber

This is my quest, fo follow that star, no matter
how hopeless, no matter how far... ‘The
Impossible Dream’ from Man of La Mancha
(Darion, 2008)

THE QUEST

When the idea of convening a group of scholars to
formulate a general theory of leadership was first
proposed, one of those who eventually became a
key member remarked that the idea of such a
project was ‘quixotic.’ Professor Joanne Ciulla
used the term exactly as it is defined — as the
American Heriltage Dictionary (2009) has it, ‘ide-
alistic or romantic without regard (o practicality.’
What a charming, silly idea. And in the end, the
quest and idealism endures but the goal of a gen-
eral theory remains elusive. However, as Ciulla
herself documents, we went far, and learned a
great deal along the way.

The Quest for a General Theory of Leadership
(GTOL) involves a story about process, and
another about product. The story begins with
James MacGregor Burns. Burns is a restless
scholar who began thinking more generally about
the phenomenon of leadership after his Pulitzer
Prize and National Book Award-winning classic

Roosevelt: The Soldier of Freedom was published
in 1970. He believed that he would need to expand
beyond his familiar disciplines of political science
and history in order to fully comprehend the
subject. Accordingly, he immersed himself in the
fields of philosophy and psychology and in 1978,
at age 60, published one of his most influential
works, Leadership. Burns then became increas-
ingly interested in fostering the study of leader-
ship. He laid the groundwork for the Program in
Leadership Studies at Williams College, his alma
mater, and, in the early 1990s, became closely
involved with shaping and establishing the Jepson
School of Leadership Studies at the University of
Richmond and the Center for Political Leadership
and Participation at the University of Maryland. In
1997 the center’s name was changed to The James
MacGregor Burns Academy of Leadership to
honor his lasting contribution to the field.
Writing about leadership and promoting its
study was not enough for Burns. He perceived a
need for greater intellectual coherence in an
extremely wide-ranging field of study and prac-
tice. In an interview with Sorenson and Goethals
on July 5, 2009, Professor Burns stated that study-
ing leadership in the early years was liberating
and took him beyond a focus on biography and
politics. He added that the study of leadership
demanded intellectual creativity and reach. After
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working in an interdisciplinary intellectual
environment, and the GTOL product is a serious
and successful attempt at bridging and integrating
these disciplinary silos. From this, continued
interdisciplinary conversations and explorations
of leadership can take place and a clearer picture
of disciplinary overlap and divergence can
emerge.

While GTOL covered a great deal of intellectual
ground, there are a few areas that could be
explored in more depth. The discussion of power
could be expanded to greater emphasis on motiva-
tion and influence, and the leader—follower rela-
tionship discussion can be furthered through
exploring relationships between group members
(within group) and between leaders (intergroup).
Additionally, greater focus on the purpose of the
leadership process can be expanded. The inclusion
of group relations work may provide some insight
into these areas as well as contribute to continued
exploration of various levels of the leadership
system: intrapersonal, interpersonal, group, and
system as a whole. In reflecting back on the proc-
ess, one of the authors shared that complexity
science, cognitive studies, and human development
studies may also provide insight.

GTOL has broadened the leadership studies
field, and there is much potential for future growth
and development of the conversations it brought
forward. Leadership studies must continue to be
challenged to move beyond the leader—follower—
shared goal conversation. To embrace the complex
and adaptive nature of leadership studies and soci-
etal leadership challenges, there is a call for more
organic, systemic, and integrative ideas and
approaches.

It will not be easy, but to end at the beginning,
Burns concludes in the Quest for A General
Theory

Let me leave you with a challenge and a question.
The amazing events that unfolded in Montgomery
and the state and nation are that the people in
action embraced every major aspect of leadership
and integrated it: individual leadership, collective
leadership, intra-group and inter-group conflict,
conflict of strongly held values, power aspects,
etc. — and ultimately produced a real change

leading to more change. They made our country a
better country. If those activists could integrate the
complex processes and elements of leading in
practice, in reality, should we not be able to do so
in theory?
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Leadership Development

INTRODUCTION

Every year organizations invest considerably in
developing their leaders. Annual estimates range
from $16.5 billion (Fulmer & Goldsmith, 2001) to
over $45 billion (Lamoureux, 2007) for leadership
development programs and other supporting man-
agement/executive education activities in the
United States alone. A 2004 survey indicated that
respondent companies reported spending on aver-
age approximately $7 million annually on execu-
tive development, including formal classroom
offerings and other related concerns such as
coaching and developmental job experiences
(Bolt, 2007). Whereas this is a substantial esti-
mate of executive development investments, the
author of the report goes on to say that, *...many
felt this amount was understated’ (p. 20). From
these estimates it is clear that leadership develop-
ment is big business. A question that will be
addressed in this chapter is: What is the evidence
that it is also good science and therefore also good
business?

A decade ago Day (2000) reviewed the literature
on leadership development and concluded that
interest in the field ‘appears to be at its zenith’
(p. 581) especially among those with more applied
interests (e.g., HR practitioners, consultants);
however, there was a good deal less scholarly
interest in the topic, as evidenced by the lack of
published research in the area. This led to several
appeals for building a science of leadership devel-
opment (Day & O*Connor, 2003; Day & Zaccaro,
2004). Thus, one goal of this chapter is to examine
what has transpired subsequently in terms of rel-
evant research, what contributions have been
made toward establishing a more evidence-based
approach (Rousseau, Manning, & Denyer, 2008)

David V. Day

to leadership development, and what are the major
areas of research that have yet to be undertaken.
Specifically, how much (or little) progress has
been made in terms of theory, research, and prac-
tice in the first decade of the new millennium and
where should we turn our scholarly attention in
the future?

One emerging development in the field is that
recent global survey data collected by researchers
at Developmental Dimensions International (DDI;
Howard & Wellins, 2008) suggest that leaders are
increasingly dissatisfied with their organization’s
development offerings. In addition, perceived
program quality has declined, developmental pro-
grams are seen as poorly executed, and confidence
in leaders continues to decline steadily (among
other noted concerns). This has led the authors of
the DDI report to adopt a pessimistic tone in com-
menting that despite its criticality to long-term
organizational sustainability, *...leadership devel-
opment is going nowhere fast’ (p. 4). Given the
considerable financial investments that organiza-
tions appear to make in leadership development
initiatives, this apparent state of affairs is especially
distressing.

One possible explanation for this critical
assessment of the leadership development field on
the part of survey respondents is that expectations
have risen as developmental initiatives have
become more widely used. But as will be elabo-
rated on in more detail in the chapter, there is still
the erroneous belief that leadership develops
mainly in leadership development programs. In
evaluating this limited and limiting belief about
where and how development occurs, several facets
of leadership development will be examined,
including recent theory, empirically based research
on the topic, practice-based advancements, as well
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as future directions in the field. The overall goal is
to use these various lenses to better determine
where the field of leadership development is head-
ing and to identify what are the most pressing
challenges now and for the future.

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES
AND LEADER/LEADERSHIP
DEVELOPMENT

A basic distinction has been drawn between leader
development and leadership development, focus-
ing on the development of individuals (leaders) as
compared to the development of social structures
and processes (Day, 2000). They are not synony-
mous, but are often treated and discussed that way.
The former is the more common and traditional
approach that is focused on building individual
capabilities, whereas the latter is moving more
towards teambuilding and organizational develop-
ment. The distinction between leader and leader-
ship development was further elaborated on in the
revised edition of The Center for Creative
Leadership (CCL) Handbook of Leadership
(McCauley & Van Velsor, 2004) in which leader
development was defined as ‘the expansion of a
person’s capacity to be effective in leadership
roles and processes’ (Van Velsor & McCauley,
2004, p. 2).

What is thought to develop in leader
development includes individual self-management
capabilities (e.g., self-awareness, balancing con-
tlicting demands, ability to learn, and leadership
values), social capabilities (e.g., ability to build
and maintain relationships, building effective
work groups, communication skills, and ability to
develop others), and work facilitation capabilities
(e.g., management skills, ability to think/act stra-
tegically and creatively, and ability to initiate and
implement change) (Van Velsor & McCauley,
2004).

This type of personal leader development is
characterized by several features, including that it
unfolds over time; is maximized by a variety of
experiences that provide feedback, challenge, and
support; and is also contingent on an individual’s
ability and willingness to learn from experience.
Finally, the CCL perspective maintains that the
most effective leader development initiatives are
those that integrate various experiences and
embed them in the organization’s context. In this
manner the CCL approach acknowledges that
unless leader development can be made part of
the everyday business of an organization it will
fall short of optimal effectiveness (Vicere &
Fulmer, 1998).

It is telling that The CCL Handbook of
Leadership devotes 13 chapters to various topics
associated with leader development, yet only two
chapters are devoted to leadership development
(e.g., O’Connor & Quinn, 2004; Palus & Horth,
2004). This is not a limitation of the CCL approach;
rather, it highlights that much more is known
about the practice of leader development than
leadership development. And as noted, the ideal
approach looks for ways to connect and integrate
across these domains instead of adopting an
either/or perspective (Day, 2000).

One context in which leadership and leader
development is critically important is the military.
It is generally recognized that a military branch
such as the US Army is involved every day in
training soldiers and growing leaders. In an
attempt to compile and disseminate what the US
military — and in particular the Army Research
Institute — was doing in the way of theory-building
and research around leader development, an edited
book was published on the topic of leader devel-
opment for transforming organizations (Day,
Zaccaro, & Halpin, 2004). The overall approach
of the book was based on the premise that devel-
oping leaders at all organizational levels is an
effective means of transforming organizations. In
other words, transforming individuals through
leader development also transforms organizations.
Among the various book sections, there were foci
on cognitive skill development, developing practi-
cal and emotional intelligence, and enhancing
team skills. The book concluded with a chapter
examining challenges to developing a science of
leader development (Day & Zaccaro, 2004), which
included (a) conceptualizing and measuring
change (since change is at the heart of develop-
ment), (b) criterion development (moving beyond
job performance to conceptualizing and measur-
ing actual development), (c) incorporating new
and diverse research methods, (d) incorporating
more developmental theory into the approaches to
leader development, and (e) addressing the role of
context in development among other potential
challenges. Although this book is helpful in draw-
ing together a number of different perspectives on
leader development, it falls short of offering much
in the way of a comprehensive and integrative
theory — or substantive theorizing (Weick, 1995) —
about leader development.

In an attempt to develop more rigorous theory
on the topic, Lord and Hall (2005) proposed a
model of leadership skill development based on
research relating leadership to social identity and
values as well as the acquisition of domain-spe-
cific expertise (e.g., Ericsson, Charness, Feltovich,
& Hoffman, 2006; Ericsson, Krampe, & Tesch-
Romer, 1993; Ericsson & Lehmann, 1996). At the
core of their theoretical approach is that skill
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development involves changes in a leader’s infor-
mation processing activities, moving from micro-
level skills into higher levels of organizations
(e.g., competencies) that guide behavior, knowl-
edge, and social perceptions. Important to the
development of leadership capacity from novice
to intermediate to expert levels are individuals’
self-views of leadership. Specifically, as leaders
develop, there is an expected shift from individ-
ual- to collective-level identities, which represents
a movement from surface-level to deep-level
structures. One implication of this approach to
leader development is that it is thought to occur
over an extended time period. As noted in this
piece, a classic finding from the expert perform-
ance literature is that it takes a minimum of 10
years or 10,000 hours of dedicated practice to
achieve expert status in a given domain (Ericsson
et al., 1993). Although this has yet to be examined
empirically, it is expected that a similar time
frame is required to develop the expert leader.

Working in the domain space of student
leadership development, Komives and colleagues
developed a grounded theory approach to identity-
based leader development (Komives, Owen,
Longerbeam, Mainella, & Osteen, 2005). The
researchers studied a small (N = 13) but diverse
sample of college students over several time peri-
ods throughout their undergraduate studies. One
of their general findings was a gradual shift from
a heroic leader-centric view of leadership to one
that considered leadership as a collaborative and
relational process. This shift is best personified in
comparing statements about leadership at early
stages in the developmental process (‘I am not a
leader’) to those later on (‘I can be a leader even
when I am not the leader,’ p. 605, italics in origi-
nal). The Leadership Identity Development (LID)
model that resulted from this grounded theory
study was further elaborated and discussed in
terms of practice applications (Komives,
Longerbeam, Owen, Mainella, & Osteen, 2006).
The work of Komives et al. illustrates how the
development of one’s leadership skills and iden-
tity commences in late adolescence and early
adulthood, il not earlier (Schneider, Ehrhart, &
Ehrhart, 2002; Schneider, Paul, White, &
Holcombe, 1999). Considered in conjunction with
the 10-year rule to developing expert perform-
ance, this work also suggests that an adult life-
span perspective is recommended when
considering the development of leadership
experlise and expert leaders.

Day and Harrison (2007) further developed the
themes of multilevel leader identity in describing
a proposed development approach incorporating
organizational levels as well as levels of develop-
ment (i.e., leader and leadership development).
Their approach postulates that as leaders move up
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an organization’s hierarchy, there is a need to
move from an individual to relational and then
collective identity (Lord & Hall, 2005). What
distinguishes this approach from most others that
focus solely on leader development is that it rec-
ommends incorporating processes that involve
participants in engaging across boundaries (func-
tional, hierarchical, geographical) as a way to both
develop collective leader identities as well as to
engage in leadership development. A particular
feature of this developmental model is that it rec-
ognizes that the fundamental needs of leader
development change as individuals take on greater
leadership role responsibilities.

In the most ambitious theoretical approach to
leader development to date, Day, Harrison, and
Halpin (2009) proposed an integrative framework
linking leadership expertise (or the expert leader)
at the most visible level, supported by leader iden-
tity and self-regulation processes at a meso level,
with adult development at the foundation.
Specifically, the selection—optimization—compen-
sation orchestrating process of successful and
healthy aging (Baltes, 1997; Baltes & Baltes,
1990) were proposed as the adult lifespan building
blocks in terms of setting and sticking to overall
life goals (selection), using resources effectively in
pursuing life goals (optimization), and responding
in effectively adaptive ways when goals are blocked
or resources are unavailable (compensation).

This latter point in particular is relevant to
leader development from an expert performance
domain because research has shown that across a
wide variety of domains (e.g., chess, medicine,
computer programming, physics, sports, and music
among others) experts demonstrate maximal adap-
tations to domain-specific constraints (Ericsson &
Lehmann, 1996). Thus, a key process in healthy
adult development may also be critical in achiev-
ing an expert level of performance in a related
domain of leader development. The Day et al.
(2009) approach also reinforces the notion of
leader development as a lifelong journey that is
part of ongoing adult development processes. The
integrative approach includes 13 general theoreti-
cal propositions and over 90 specific, testable
hypotheses that are offered in hopes of motivating
researchers (o adopt a theoretically grounded
approach to future investigations of the leader
development process. Empirical tests of aspects of
the theory are ongoing (e.g., Day & Sin, in press).

Another approach taken by Luthans, Avolio,
Gardner, and colleagues has focused on processes
involved in what is termed authentic leadership
development (Luthans & Avolio, 2003; also see
Chapter 26 in this volume). The definition of
authenticity that is used to ground their approach
involves someone ‘owning’ their experiences and
acting in accordance with those inner thoughts
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and feelings (Avolio & Gardner, 2005). Within
this approach, a distinction is drawn between the
development of authentic leaders (Shamir &
Eilam,2005) and authenticleadership development.
The latter goes beyond focusing on just the leader
to addressing the development of an authentic
relationship between leaders and followers, which
requires a focus on the shared relationships
between leaders and followers rather than each
entity separately. At the core of authentic leader-
ship development is positive modeling of authen-
tic leadership to help create authentic followership
(Gardner, Avolio, Luthans, May, & Walumbwa,
2005). Key processes within each of these authen-
tic components (leadership/followership) include
self-awareness and self-regulation. Like most
theoretically oriented approaches to leadership
development in the current literature, there is little
in the way of empirically based tests of authentic
leadership development or its components.
Nonetheless, it is a worthy contribution to the
leadership literature arising from the recent inter-
est in positive psychology (Snyder & Lopez,
2002) and positive organizational scholarship
(Cameron, Dutton, & Quinn, 2003).

Most of what has been discussed thus far has
focused mainly on understanding leader develop-
ment from various theoretical perspectives. There
are also recent initiatives designed to understand
the leadership development process theoretically.
In one such approach, Day, Gronn, & Salas
(2004) proposed a model of developing team-
based leadership capacity — conceptualized in
terms of the amount of shared, distributed, and
connected ways of working together — with regard
to collectively addressing leadership challenges.
The framework developed in this paper flows
from an updated IMOI (input-mediator—output—
input) model of team processes that explicitly
recognizes the role of feedback in how teams
adapt and perform (Ilgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, &
Jundt, 2005). Refer to Chapter 25 of this volume
for an extensive review of Leadership in Teams.

The team leadership capacity model begins
with an accounting of individual team member
resources (i.e., knowledge, skills, and abilities of
members) that shapes the amount of teamwork
that develops as a function of the formal leader’s
resources (leadership skills, leadership knowledge,
and leadership abilities) and formal developmental
interventions that are used. Teamwork serves as a
mediator for team learning, which in turn shapes
the level of team leadership capacity that develops.
This capacity can be used as a resource (input) for
the next team performance cycle. From this per-
spective, team leadership capacity was conceptual-
ized as an emergent state in teams (Marks, Mathieu,
& Zaccaro, 2001) that provides a vitally important
resource, especially when complex adaptive

challenges are faced. In theory at least, team lead-
ership capacity can provide necessary resources (o
help teams be resilient and adaptive even under the
most challenging circumstances.

In a related program of theory-building and
research, Kozlowski and colleagues have advanced
a comprehensive and integrative framework for
understanding team leadership and team develop-
ment. The approach is grounded in the observa-
tion that it is difficult to apply prescriptions from
existing leadership research to teams operating in
complex and dynamic decision-making environ-
ments (Kozlowski, Gully, McHugh, Salas, &
Cannon-Bowers, 1996). Beginning with the initial
theory and guidelines for application (Kozlowski
et al., 1996), the research team has provided addi-
tional conceptual insight regarding the processes
associated with team development (Kozlowski,
Gully, Nason, & Smith, 1999), empirically exam-
ined the effects of feedback on the regulation of
individual and team performance across multiple
goals and multiple levels (DeShon, Kozlowski,
Schmidt, Milner, & Wiechmann, 2004), and fur-
ther integrated team development and adaptation
with team learning as emergent group phenomena
(Kozlowski & Bell, 2008). Their most recent con-
tribution has elaborated more specifically on the
role of the leader in the team development process
(Kozlowski, Watola, Jensen, Kim, & Botero,
2009) in terms of helping the team move from
relatively novice to expert status and beyond to
building adaptive capability in the team. In these
latter stages of team development, the team takes
on more responsibility for its learning, leadership,
and performance. Taken together, this work pro-
vides an impressive theoretical and empirical
foundation for understanding team leadership and,
in particular, how something like adaptive
capability — or leadership capacity — develops in
teams.

Overall, there appears to be a number of
promising advances in the theoretical understand-
ing of leader and leadership development. Some
of the consistent themes across these various
approaches include a focus on developing leader-
ship expertise (Day et al., 2009; Lord & Hall,
2005), various perspectives on the role of leader
identity (e.g., Day & Harrison, 2007; Day et al.,
2009; Komives et al., 2005, 2006; Shamir &
Eilam, 2005), as well as the development of adap-
tive leadership capacity in teams (e.g., Day et al.,
2004; Kozlowski et al, 2009). These are all
encouraging signs that the field of leadership
development is moving beyond a ‘best practices’
approach to taking a scientific stance in develop-
ing theory and theoretically grounded research
propositions and hypotheses. It is a sound (and
necessary) step in developing a rigorous science
for leader and leadership development.

r
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The next section will examine research
published in the first decade of the twenty-first
century to review what empirically based contri-
butions exist to further support the scientific
development of the field. What is the evidence that
leader and leadership development have begun to
emerge as focal topics of scientific research?

RESEARCH ON LEADER/LEADERSHIP
DEVELOPMENT

There are two general approaches that are adopted
in studies of leadership development that is broadly
stated to include leader development. The first
approach is that of training, in which a particular
set of knowledge, skills, or abilities are targeted
for intervention and improvement. Included in this
training focus is management ‘development’ that
primarily emphasizes managerial education
(Latham & Seijts, 1998; Wexley & Baldwin,
1986). There are also different approaches to
fostering executive development in terms of help-
ing new incumbents ‘get up to speed’ in their
respective positions (Bauer, Erdogan, Liden, &
Wayne, 2006). But it should be noted that the latter
approach is something else entirely than what is
typically considered in traditional management
development. Also, although many sources refer to
training and development together (e.g., planned
effort by an organization to facilitate the learning
of job-related behavior on the part of its employ-
ees; Wexley & Latham, 1991), the concept of
development has a much different focus than tradi-
tional training. Rather than skills or abilities train-
ing, or a classroom education focus, development
initiatives focus on the more hazy and far-reaching
goal of building individual and collective capacity
in preparation to meet unforeseen challenges (Day,
2000). In short, training provides proven solutions
to known problems, whereas development helps
people to better learn their way out of problems
that could not be predicted (Dixon, 1993).
Anexemplar of a training approach in enhancing
the abilities of leaders can be found in the longitu-
dinal, randomized field experiment reported by
Dvir, Eden, Avolio, and Shamir (2002). In particu-
lar, the researchers were interested to examine
whether enhancing transformational leadership
through training would impact follower develop-
ment and performance. Given that the research
design was a true field experiment, stronger
claims can be made with regard to causality rela-
tive to most other study designs. The focal sample
was infantry cadets undergoing officer training in
the Israeli Defense Forces and the training
intervention consisted of leadership workshops

designed to enhance their leadership skills before
becoming platoon leaders. The experimental
leaders received transformational leadership train-
ing, whereas those in the control group were
exposed to ‘routine eclectic leadership training’
(p- 737).

Another interesting feature of the Dvir et al.
(2002) study was that the outcomes included both
follower performance and follower development.
In addition, the researchers examined the effects
of the leadership interventions on ‘direct’ follow-
ers as well as ‘indirect’ tollowers (i.e., those two
levels below the platoon leader). Indirect follower
performance was operationalized in terms of writ-
ten and practical performance in areas such as
light weapons, physical fitness, and marksman-
ship (direct follower performance was not meas-
ured). Direct and indirect follower development
was operationalized in terms of variables such as
self-efficacy, collectivistic orientation, exira effort,
active engagement, and internalization of moral
values. In general, results indicated that those
leaders receiving transformational leadership
training had a more positive impact on direct fol-
lowers” development and indirect followers™ per-
formance than did leaders in the control group. As
noted previously, because of the rigorous experi-
mental design as well as the focus on follower
performance and development, this study provides
an especially noteworthy example of leadership
training research.

Compared to the focused and structured
approach that is the hallmark of training, develop-
ment initiatives can seem relatively nebulous. For
example, it is taken almost as gospel that experi-
ence is the most effective way to develop leader-
ship, at least as reported by managers themselves
(McCall & Hollenbeck, 2002; McCall, Lombardo,
& Morrison, 1988). The interview-based approach
that McCall and colleagues used with diverse sam-
ples of executives revealed that challenging work
experiences incorporating novel responsibilities
(e.g., ‘stretch’ assignments) were perceived to be
more developmental than classroom experiences
or those on-the-job experiences that were more
routine and less challenging. This has led these
researchers to propose lessons of experience as a
way to understand executive development, with
one outcome being an assessment tool to quantify
the developmental components of managerial jobs
(McCauley, Ruderman, Ohlott, & Morrow, 1994).

Despite the apparent value of experience —
and in particular the motivation and ability to
learn from experience — there is the implicit
assumption that the more challenging an experi-
ence is the more developmental value it holds.
This runs counter to theory and research from
the adult learning and development literatures,
which suggest some experiences might be too
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challenging in terms of putting people ‘in over
their heads’ (Kegan, 1994) such that the ability to
learn from the experience is compromised. The
notion of potentially diminishing returns of chal-
lenging work experiences on leadership skills
development was examined recently by DeRue
and Wellman (2009). Specifically, the research-
ers hypothesized that a learning goal orientation
would help offset the diminishing returns of
developmental challenges by helping individuals
to reframe the challenge and the corresponding
mistakes as learning opportunities rather than as
failed attempts to prove competence (Dweck,
1986; Elliott & Dweck, 1988). Access to feed-
back was also hypothesized as a factor that might
offset diminishing returns associated with high
developmental challenge, because feedback is
essential to learning. Examining 225 on-the-job
experiences across 60 managers, DeRue and
Wellman indeed found evidence of diminishing
returns in the relationship between developmen-
tal challenge and leadership skill development.
In addition, access to feedback — but not a learn-
ing orientation — dampened these curvilinear
effects.

The implications of these findings highlight the
practical importance of deploying individuals to
work experiences where there is an optimal
amount of developmental challenge. Of course, it
is not quite so easy to know where that inflection
point is on an individual-by-individual basis in
terms of when a challenging assignment becomes
too challenging. This is why it is important to
maximize feedback availability in general, but
especially in job assignments where developmen-
tal challenges are expected. Although the hypoth-
esized role of adopting a learning goal orientation
was not supported, the results were in the appro-
priate direction, suggesting that this individual
motivational difference is worth considering in
future research on leader/leadership development.

Yet another research study examined the
personal trajectories of development (Raudenbush,
2001) in a student sample (N = 1,315) engaged in
service learning projects. The particular approach
to leader development in this case was action
learning in which self-awareness and skills devel-
opment occur as part of engaging in meaningful
project-based work (Marquardt, 2004; Revans,
1980). The overarching goal of action learning is
lo use project work as a means of enhancing
development rather than taking individuals away
from their work in order to develop. These
projects can be considered as a type of stretch job
assignment; furthermore, the action learning
approach to development has become increasingly
more common in organizations of all kinds
(Conger & Xin, 2000). The research approach in
question was longitudinal and multilevel in nature,

studying within- and between-person changes
over the course of approximately 15 weeks (Day
& Sin, in press). The underlying assumption
was that leader development is a highly individu-
alized process. Therefore, there are individual
difference factors that can serve to enhance leader
development. This assumption was tested
empirically by the authors.

The theoretical foundation of the research was
based on the integrative model of leader develop-
ment proposed by Day et al. (2009) that was
discussed briefly previously in the chapter. The
researchers conceptualized leader identity as a
time-varying covariate and modeled it as a longi-
tudinal, within-person variable. Results across
four separate time periods suggested that leader-
ship effectiveness (independently rated by the
team coach) was positively related to the self-
rated strength of leader identity (i.e., the extent
that I see myself, or identify, as a leader). It is
important to remember that this is a within-person
effect, so the relevant comparison is with those
time periods in which that same individual was
less likely to identify as a leader. In short, it
acknowledges that individual leader identity is
dynamic, just as are overall developmental proc-
esses. At a between-persons level, the researchers
conceptualized goal orientation (learning- and
performance-oriented) as something that would
differentiate among leader development trajecto-
ries. As hypothesized, holding a stronger learning
goal orientation was associated with higher initial
levels of rated leader effectiveness (i.e., inter-
cepts) and also positively related to more effective
developmental trajectories (i.e., slopes). Per-
formance goal orientation was related to initial
effectiveness levels (positive for a ‘prove’ per-
formance orientation and negative for an ‘avoid’
performance orientation) but unrelated to slope
differences. These results are consistent with
those of DeRue and Wellman (2009) with regard
to the individualized nature of leader development
and support the notion that there are identifiable
factors that can enhance the process (e.g., feed-
back accessibility, leader identification, learning
goal orientation).

An interesting aspect of the Day and Sin (in
press) study was that the overall developmental
trend across all subjects was generally negative,
with a slight positive upturn near the end of the
project (i.e., curvilinear). Although this may seem
inconsistent with implicit notion of development
involving positive change over time, it is entirely
consistent with developmental theory. It was first
articulated by the eminent developmental psy-
chologist Paul Baltes in this way: °...any process
of development entails an inherent dynamic
between gains and losses ... no process of devel-
opment consists only of growth or progression’
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(Baltes, 1987, p. 611, italics in original). The goal
of successful development, therefore, is the maxi-
mization of gains and the minimization of losses.
Given the overall negative developmental trend in
these dala, it suggests that action learning was an
extremely challenging developmental experience
and might have been too challenging for many of
the participants to develop in a consistently
positive manner.

In further examining this possibility, Day and
Sin (in press) used growth mixture modeling
(Wang & Bodner, 2007) to determine whether
multiple unobserved subpopulations: with differ-
ent developmental trajectories existed. Indeed,
they found two such subpopulations: The major-
ity (approximately 90% of the sample) demon-
strated the previously described negative and
curvilinear effect; however, approximately 10%
of their sample demonstrated a positive linear
developmental trend, Furthermore, there were
significant differences between these subpopula-
tions on several individual difference measures
(e.g., selection—optimization—-compensation, core
self-evaluations, performance goal orientation).
In short, there was a small but significant sub-
population who apparently did not find the action
learning initiative to be so challenging as to
interfere with their learning and positive devel-
opment. These individuals were better able to
maximize developmental gains while minimiz-
ing corresponding losses. Although it is too pre-
mature to say with any certainty what might be
the robust set of factors that can be used to poten-
tially identify those individuals who are better
equipped to take on extreme developmental chal-
lenges, further research of this sort holds great
promise for being better able to predict those
‘high potential’ leaders whose development
might be accelerated through especially chal-
lenging job assignments or through action
learning.

Another area of potential relevance to leader
development is that of leadership efficacy, defined
as a specific form of self-efficacy associated with
the level of confidence someone feels as a leader
in relevant situations calling for leadership
(Hannah, Avolio, Luthans, & Harms, 2008). The
underlying thinking with regard to leadership effi-
cacy is that individual differences in factors such
as personality and values, along with previous
leadership experiences, shape the level of leader-
ship efficacy that is internalized. Having greater
leadership efficacy is thought to lead to greater
willingness to engage as a leader when the situa-
tion calls for it, and is also likely to motivate an
individual to practice leadership or seek out chal-
lenging leadership assignments (Day et al., 2009).

In a test and extension of this general model,
Chan and Drasgow (2001) hypothesized that

leadership self-efficacy would serve as a mediator
of the relationship between individual differences
in personality, values, and experience, and the
outcome of motivation to lead (MTL). They
defined MTL as an individual differences con-
struct ‘that affects a leader’s or leader’s-fo-be
decisions to assume leadership training, roles, and
responsibilities, and that affect his or her intensity
of efforts at leading and persisting as a leader’
(p. 482). From this perspective, it is assumed that
individual levels of MTL can change as a function
of leadership experience (amount and quality). It
was further assumed that MTL is a multidimen-
sional construct consisting of the following com-
ponents: (a) affective-identity (person likes to lead
and sees it as part of personal identity), (b) noncal-
culative (person will lead only if not calculative
about the costs involved with it), and (¢) social
normative (lead for reasons of perceived duty or
responsibility).

In a test of these assertions using military
recruits and junior college students, the research-
ers constructed a measure of MTL and tested the
proposed mediational model. Results suggested
that those who like to lead and see it as an impor-
tant part of their identity tend to be extraverted,
value competition and achievement, and have
more previous leadership experience and higher
leadership self-efficacy than their peers. Individuals
high in noncalculative MTL do not expect rewards
or privileges for leading, but are motivated to lead
because they are agreeable in terms of personality
and value harmony in the group regardless of their
respective levels of leadership experience or self-
efficacy. Finally, individuals high in social-norma-
tive MTL are motivated by social obligation and a
sense of duty, but also tend to be more accepting
of social hierarchies and more rejecting of social
equality than their peers (as well as having more
leadership experience and higher leadership
self-efficacy).

It is also interesting to note that study results
indicated that general mental ability was unrelated
to MTL, supporting the notion that social and
cognitive abilities are separate components of a
leader’s personal resources. In summary, the
authors concluded that their approach provides
preliminary evidence that personality, values, and
experience may be linked to leadership perform-
ance through the process of leader development,
which is at least partly attributable to individual
differences in the type and degree of motivation to
lead. Although this is an impressive research
study, one limitation of the proposed model is that
it did not consider the possible reciprocal relation-
ships between leadership efficacy and experience,
choosing to focus on the direct relationship
between past leadership experience and leadership
cfficacy. It is entirely likely that future leadership
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experience will be a function of the level of
leadership efficacy (Day et al., 2009). Individuals
actively choose and shape their experiences and
are not merely passive partlicipants.

In moving from a focus on leader development
to one that is concerned primary with leadership
development in teams, Carson, Tesluk, and
Marrone (2007) recently examined both internal
and external antecedents of the emergence of
leadership influence across team members
(ie., shared leadership). Specifically, it was
hypothesized that an internal team climate of
shared purpose, social support, and voice would be
positively related to the level of team leadership. It
was also hypothesized that supportive external
coaching by a team manager would be related Lo
the level of shared leadership in a team, and that
external coaching would interact with internal
team climate in predicting shared leadership levels
(coaching was thought to be more strongly related
to shared leadership when the internal team cli-
mate is unsupportive). Finally, the level of shared
leadership in a team was hypothesized to be
positively related to team performance.

An interesting measurement feature of the
Carson et al. (2007) study is that rather than
asking team members or their manager about the
level of shared leadership in the team (e.g.,
Hiller, Day, & Vance, 2006; Pearce & Sims,
2002), they adopted a social network approach
involving a measure of density or the perceived
amount of leadership displayed by team mem-
bers as perceived by all others on the team. Using
a sample of 59 MBA consulting teams (N = 348),
they found support for all hypotheses about the
antecedents of leadership development as well as
for the predicted positive relationship between
shared leadership and team performance. The
theoretical and practical implications of these
findings are important in suggesting that both
internal and external factors to the team matter in
the development of shared leadership, and that
developing leadership, and not just individual
leaders, is of concern in developing high-
performing teams.

Taken together, the research reviewed in this
section suggests that significant advances have
been made in advancing the empirical science of
both leader and leadership development. As
expected in such early stages of building a leader-
ship development science, there are more concep-
tual and theoretical publications than empirical
studies in the recent literature. Indeed, this is
probably a good thing in terms of having availa-
ble theoretical foundations to help guide research.
Given these (and other) advancements, there is
reason for optimism in the field. Attention is next
focused briefly on a few important practice-
oriented concerns before a final section looking

ahead to recommended future directions in leader
and leadership development.

PRACTICE CONCERNS IN LEADER/
LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

One of the most endemic practical issues in the
field is the tendency to take an episodic view to
development: that is, there is an (implicit) assump-
tion that development occurs only as part of a
discrete program or a challenging job experience.
What this fails to capture is the more important
point that what is learned from the program or
experience and how it changes behavior or deci-
sion-making in future leadership situations is what
really matters. It is not the experience but the
learning from experience that is most important
for development. So what will be highlighted in
this section are primarily issues that are associated
with learning — both individual learning and learn-
ing about the impact of the leadership development
initiative (i.e., evaluation).

Feedback

A key finding from the previously mentioned DDI
report (Howard & Wellins, 2008) is that partici-
pants reported that there are not enough opportuni-
ties to learn on the job. This is tragic because
learning should be a daily, ongoing process regard-
less of the job. Judging from the comments pro-
vided in the report to support this finding, it
appears that respondents saw learning as closely
tied to having a mentor or having access to inter-
esting and challenging job assignments. This per-
ception is not wrong, but it is limited, because one
of the most basic tools needed to promote learning
is feedback. It is an extremely valuable resource
that is underused in many organizational settings.
A basic principle in both goal setting and learning
theories is that actions devoid of feedback are not
as potent as actions with feedback in terms of
learning.

Given the importance of feedback, it is troubling
to consider how many opportunities are missed
every day for either giving or receiving feedback. If
developing the expert leader requires a minimum of
10,000 hours of intensive, dedicated practice, then
the only way that will happen is practice — with
feedback — occurs in a daily, continuous, and ongo-
ing manner on the job. And perhaps even more
important to learning than negative feedback is
positive feedback, because it provides information
as to what has been done appropriately in addition
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to providing reinforcement to motivate a repeat of
the behavior in the future. The relative lack of feed-
back, despite the wealth of feedback opportunities,
points to another key finding from the DDI report:
managers do not know how to help their reports
develop, or they know how but refuse to do it. From
a practice perspective, one concrete recommenda-
tion is to work with leaders to help them understand
the importance of feedback in developing them-
selves and others, and to also develop the skills and
confidence to deliver (and receive) feedback on a
regular ongoing basis.

Sustainability

Just as with any other business initiative, success-
ful leadership development efforts require more
than a brilliant plan — they require diligent execu-
tion and follow-through. Unfortunately, a majority
of such initiatives fail because of weak execution
and not because of poor strategy or a weak idea
(Howard & Wellins, 2008). The underlying issue
concerns the need to make leadership develop-
ment sustainable and not to rely on an episodic or
program-focused approach to development. Most
leaders acknowledge that the most profound
development and learning occurs on-the-job and
not in the classroom; however, managers are typi-
cally left on their own to try and integrate learning
from leadership development programs into a
personal development plan. Strategic leadership
development, on the other hand, takes the perspec-
tive that leadership development is an ongoing
process (Vicere & Fulmer, 1998), which has the
distinct advantage of having learning and develop-
ment occur every day rather than only when pro-
grams or other kinds of events or interventions are
scheduled.

Succession planning

To be effective, succession planning needs to go
beyond merely identifying potential future leaders
to also understanding the developmental needs of
these individuals and arranging the appropriate
experiences to help them learn and develop. In
this manner, succession planning and leadership
development are inherently intertwined in the
identification and development of leadership talent
(Day, 2007). Despite the value of such endeavors,
the reality is that most organizations do not have a
succession plan in place and those that do tend to
have ineffective plans. The primary reason that
such plans are ineffective is because they tend to
focus mainly on the identification of high-poten-
tial talent and ignore the need for ongoing

development of these individuals. Without a sound
link to ongoing leader development, at best such
initiatives constitute only replacement planning
(Berke, 2005), which limits their effectiveness.
This is because it leads to the likelihood of putting
people into promotion positions for which they
are ill-prepared. In short, it can turn into a classic
case of someone ‘in over their heads’ that
contributes to eventual derailment.

High potentials

A high-potential leader is typically someone
who has been identified as possessing the poten-
tial to move eventually into a senior leadership
position in the organization. In theory, being
identified as high potential puts an individual
into a special pool of candidates to receive accel-
erated developmental experiences. But as noted
in recent surveys, less than half of all organiza-
tions actually had a program to accelerate the
development of high-potential leaders (Howard
& Wellins, 2008). Again, this can result in at best
only a partially successful implementation of
succession planning and ineffectual learning and
development of high-potential mean leaders.
Another common problem is failing to establish
a commonly shared understanding of what being
a high-potential leader means. Specifically, how
is potential conceptualized and defined, and what
are the behavioral criteria used to identify a high-
potential leader? In most succession planning
exercises, senior managers discuss and plot the
job performance and perceived leadership poten-
tial of candidates for eventual promotion to an
executive position. Those demonstrating high
performance and high potential are considered
prime candidates for accelerated development,
but there is little evidence that the meaning of
potential is shared among senior management
(Day, 2009). As a result, past job performance
has inordinate influence on who is identified as
being high potential, leading to cases in which an
individual is not ready for accelerated develop-
ment. This scenario not only risks the candidate’s
career through possible derailment but also
wastes the financial resources that are invested in
developmenlt.

Evaluation

Although it is considered a hallmark of an
effective development initiative (Howard &
Wellins, 2008), efforts to evaluate the results of
such initiatives are often forgotten or ignored.
There is a well-known taxonomy of training
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outcomes that includes reactions, learning, behav-
ior, and results (Kirkpatrick, 1975). Unfortunately
most of the evaluation efforts are focused on par-
ticipants’ reactions to the developmental program
(i.e., ‘smile sheets’), with little attention to under-
standing whether the leader’s developmental
experience had an impact on his behavior or the
organization. Hannum, Martineau, and Reinelt
(2007) note that the questions key stakeholders
(e.g., funding agencies, designers, sponsors, and
participants) often have about leadership
development include:

e |s the investment in leadership development
worthwhile?

e What difference does leadership development
make?

= What strategies work best to develop leaders and
leadership?

o How can developmental initiatives be sus-
tained?

The authors concluded: ‘The complexity of
leadership development requires innovative
models and approaches to evaluation ... to answer
those questions’ (p. xiv). Calling for innovative
evaluation models is needed but may be too ambi-
tious, given that leadership development evalua-
tion of any kind is the exception rather than the
rule. But an interesting statistic to keep in mind is
that programs rated very high in quality were 20
times more likely to evaluate the results of their
leadership development initiatives than those
rated as very low quality (Howard & Wellins,
2008). Any leadership development initiative that
aspires to high-quality status should have com-
prehensive evaluation designed into it from the
beginning.

The issues highlighted above represent just a
few of the most pressing concerns with regard to
the practice and delivery of leadership develop-
ment initiatives. Overall, it appears that there
have been important theoretical and research
advances in the development of a science of
leader and leadership development, but the prac-
tical side of the field appears to have deteriorated
since publication of the Day (2000) review. It is
unclear whether this is due to rising expectations
on the part of participants, a worsening quality in
programs and initiatives to develop leadership, or
a combination of factors. But whatever the
causes, these are serious issues that can under-
mine any scientifically grounded and well-de-
signed initiative. But one thing is certain and that
is leadership development is one part of a larger
organizational system (Day, 2009) and piece-
meal approaches to address these and other
practice-oriented issues are unlikely Lo meet with
much success.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS IN THE SCIENCE
AND PRACTICE OF LEADERSHIP
DEVELOPMENT

If the field of leadership development is truly
going nowhere fast, as argued by Howard and
Wellins (2008), then where should it be heading
instead? This section takes a brief look at the three
interrelated areas of theory, research, and practice
in identifying future direction in the field of leader
and leadership development.

Theory

There has been a recent call in the literature for
promoting more integrative theory-building strate-
gies in the general field of leadership, and this
certainly applies to leadership development as
well. Some have proposed that leadership theory
has reached a developmental plateau and that it
needs to move to the next level of integration
(Avolio, 2007). One way to do this is by more
fully considering the dynamic interplay between
leaders and followers as well as taking more fully
into account the context in which these interac-
tions occur (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Gardner
et al., 2005). Another way of thinking about this
proposed integrative strategy is in terms of inclu-
siveness. For far too long, leadership theory has
been mainly about the leader. More integrative
theories recognize that the leadership landscape
includes leaders, followers, and the situational
context as essential ingredients in this dynamic
interaction. Along these lines, critical perspectives
on leader-centric leadership theory have begun to
emerge and gain acceptance in the field. The criti-
cal perspectives ‘challenge the traditional ortho-
doxies of leadership and following ... and make
the claim that leadership is a process that goes on
between all people and that all people can be
involved in leadership’ (Jackson & Parry, 2008,
p. 83). In this way the critical perspective is
entirely consistent with the kind of integrative and
inclusive leadership theory being argued for here.

Another area of future theoretical interest is in
moving towards more integrative and inclusive
leadership development of a different kind.
Leadership is a dynamic, evolving process and as
such it incorporates behaviors, perceptions, deci-
sion-making, and a whole host of other constructs.
Thus, leadership by nature is an eclectic phenom-
enon and attempting to conceptualize and study its
development from any one theoretical perspective
(e.g., motivational, emotional, behavioral) will
yield at best limited results. What are needed are
more inclusive and integrative perspectives that
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cut across any number of theoretical domains.
One example is the integrative theoretical approach
to leader development that links the otherwise
apparently disparate domains of adult develop-
ment, identity and self-regulation, and expertise
acquisition (Day et al,, 2009). Leadership devel-
opment theory will advance by integrating across
multiple domains and disciplines in a more eclectic
fashion.

Research

There are some unique aspects of leader and
leadership development that need to be considered
in moving forward with a research agenda. One
such consideration is that of levels. As noted by
Avolio (2004), ‘[L]ecadership development is
always a multilevel development process’ (p. 94,
italics in original). Relevant levels to consider are
within-person and between-person; the next higher
dyadic level, involving relationships with follow-
ers, peers, and subordinates; and team and organi-
zational levels. Researchers will need to be very
clear as to the correct level in which they are
working and to choose the type of research design,
measures, and analyses (hat are most suitable for
the respective level(s). And, in particular, it would
appear that cross-level approaches (e.g., individu-
als within teams, teams within organizations)
hold great promise for furthering our understanding
of developmental processes.

Leadership development is a dynamic and lon-
gitudinal process, which inherently involves the
consideration of #ime. It has been argued that we
need better theory and more research that explic-
itly address time and the specification of when
things occur (Mitchell & James, 2001). In no area
of research is this truer than leadership develop-
ment. When it comes to something like leader
development, it can be conceptualized as a proc-
ess occurring across the entire adult life span (Day
et al., 2009). Clearly there are limits in terms of
what any one research study can tackle in terms of
time frame; however, acknowledging this feature
of leader development will ideally push research-
ers to give careful attention to when they measure
things, how many times they measure, and linking
measurement with an explicit framework that lays
out when (and how) developmental changes arc
thought to take place. This is indeed a high stand-
ard for researchers, but it is one that is likely to
reap huge dividends in terms of better understand-
ing leader development and ultimately devising
ways to accelerate the process.

A final research recommendation is (o take into
consideration the individualized nature of devel-
opment. Leaders do not develop in the same way

following identical growth patterns. People learn
different things from the same experience and
some learn the key lessons of experience more
readily than others. Methodological and analytical
approaches that take a more individualized
approach to leader development will likely yield
more insight than those that try to model average
trends across a given sample. Raudenbush (2001)
has proposed a personal trajectory approach to
developmental research. Although it may get a bit
messy to conceptualize and model a unique trajec-
tory for every developing leader, there are other
individualized approaches such as growth mixture
modeling that can identify and predict different
latent trajectory classes and that also allow within-
class variation of individuals (Wang & Bodner,
2007). These are powerful techniques that can
help researchers better understand the individual-
ized nature of leader development, especially
when used in conjunction with informed decisions
about time and the timing of key processes as well
as the various levels on which development takes
place.

Practice

The observation that leaders are ill-prepared to
handle future challenges is not new. Peter Drucker
(1995) noted some time ago: ‘At most one-third of
such [executive selection] decisions turn out right;
one-third are minimally effective; and one-third
are outright failures’ (p. 22). Thus, even though
leadership development is a strategic human
capital concern of many organizations, current
and past data suggest that it is not being done very
effectively.

An issue that has challenged (he effectiveness
of leadership development initiatives is the focus
on relatively short-term, episodic-based thinking
in terms of how development occurs. Traditional
thinking about leadership development has viewed
it as a series of unconnected, discrete programs
with little assistance in integrating across these
developmental episodes (Vicere & Fulmer, 1998).
Contemporary thinking about leadership develop-
ment views it as continuous and ongoing through-
out the adult life span (Day et al., 2009). In short,
just about any experience has the potential to con-
tribute to learning and development to the extent
that it includes aspects of assessment, challenge,
and support (Van Velsor & McCauley, 2004).

The primary focus in the field is on developing
individual leader skills; however, there is no cer-
tainty that better leadership will result. After all,
leadership involves a dynamic social interaction
within a given situational context and that effec-
tive followers are needed along with effective
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leaders (Hollander, 2009). In addition, leadership
development will likely require intervention at a
more macro group, team, or organizational level.
But it is not an either/or proposition; rather, state-
of-the-art practices involve determining how to
link leader development with more aggregate
leadership development to enhance the overall
leadership capacity in a collective (Day, 2000;
Day et al., 2004).

CONCLUSIONS

There is reason to be sanguine about the direction
that the field of leader/leadership development is
heading, especially on the scientific side of the
scientist—practitioner equation. Over the past
decade there has been increasing attention paid to
theorizing about the leadership development
process, especially in terms of moving beyond
any single, bounded theoretical approach to con-
ceptualizing leadership. The process is inherently
dynamic and eclectic, so it makes sense to
build theoretical frameworks that reflect these
features.

Although the sheer number of research-related
publications on leader and leadership development
is still relatively small, it is a growing area that is
already contributing to a better empirically based
understanding of some important aspects of the
leadership development process. It is a daunting
task going forward because of the lengthy time
frame involved in the development of leaders and
because of all the interrelated issues that can poten-
tially affect development. But rather than posing as
a threat, these issues present a wealth of opportuni-
ties for researchers. There are any number of issues
to investigate, but one thing is certain: single-shot,
survey-based research designs are unlikely to add
much value to this nascent leadership development
science. Research designs that incorporate multi-
ple measurement perspectives, mixed methods,
and a longitudinal component are more likely to be
well-suited to providing scientific insight to the
leadership development process.

Given the recent evidence that the practice of
leadership development is slipping in terms of
perceived quality and value that is added in
organizations (Howard & Wellins, 2008), it may
be time to take a step back and rethink what is
needed to better support an evidence-based
approach to leadership development. What may
be most needed to help motivate this cause is not
only continuing interest in the field theoretically
and empirically but also efforts devoted to trans-
lating ideas into action and science into sound
practice.
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Charismatic Leadership

INTRODUCTION

The term charisma comes from a Hellenistic word
KOprope; or kharisma, meaning a ‘gift’ or ‘divine
favor’ or ‘supernatural power’. In ancient times, it
was believed that certain individuals such as
prophets or religious leaders or healers were given
gifts from the gods to help them in their earthly
tasks. These were called charismata. The term was
adopted by the Christians of the New Testament
period to similarly describe Godly gifts given to
the faithful. Most commonly referenced among
the gifts were notions of prophecy connected with
visionary experiences and the ability of prophets
to speak in the person of God (or the Holy Spirit).
Among the oldest known literary references to
charismata are those found in the Bible:

Now there are varieties of gifts (charismata).... But
to each one (individual) is given the manifestation
of the Spirit for the common good. For to one is
given the word of wisdom through the Spirit, and
to another the word of knowledge, to another
faith, and to another gifts of healing, and to
another the effecting of miracles, and to another
prophecy.... But one and the same Spirit (God)
works all these things, distributing to each one
individually as He wills. (1 Corinthians, 12, 4-11)

Despite the term’s long history, it was not used
to describe a category of secular leadership until
the writings of the German sociologist Max Weber
(1864—-1920). He was the first to apply the term
‘charismatic’ to leaders in the secular as well as
religious world. His typology of three types of
authority in society (the traditional, the rational-
legal, and the charismatic) established charismatic
leadership as an important term to describe forms
of authority based on perceptions of an
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extraordinary individual. In contrast to authority
derived from traditions or rules which conferred
legitimacy on individuals, the holder of charisma
was ‘set apart from ordinary men and is treated as
endowed with ... exceptional powers and quali-
ties ... [which] are not accessible to the ordinary
person but are regarded as of divine origin or as
exemplary, and on the basis of them the individual
concerned is treated as a leader’ (Weber, 1947, pp.
358-359). As the reader can discern, Weber pre-
served the essence of the earliest meaning of the
term — an individual in a leadership role imbued
with extraordinary powers.

While Weber did not provide a comprehensive
theoretical model of this form of leadership, his
writings (Willner, 1984) do provide us with ele-
ments of the character and the course of charis-
matic leadership: (1) the condition under which it
typically arises (distress); (2) one requirement for
its maintenance (mission successes); (3) its likely
outcome over time (institutionalization); and (4)
some of the means by which charismatic leaders
exercise their authority (powers of mind and
speech, heroism, magical abilities). Because of
Weber’s sociological perspective, however, his
exposition of the personal attributes and relational
dynamics between the leader and followers was
minimal. Sometime later, organizational theorists
would focus much of their research on these
particular gaps.

BEYOND WEBER: CONTRIBUTIONS FROM
POLITICAL SCIENCE AND SOCIOLOGY

It was not until the 1960s that political scientists
and sociologists began to explore Weber’s ideas
on charismatic leadership seriously. There was
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particular interest in applying his ideas to
understanding the influence of historical figures
such as Churchill and Hitler as well as popularly
elected leaders from the newly emerging democra-
cies on the African continent. These explorations
focused on answering three central questions:

o Could and should charisma be extended beyond
its original religious context?

o Was there a universal ‘charismatic personality’
or were there differing attributes among charis-
matic leaders?

e Where was the locus of ‘charisma’ — was it to be
found in the leader's extraordinary qualities, in
the larger social context, or in the relationship
with followers?

Addressing the first question, two political
scientists, Karl Loewenstein (1966) and C.I.
Friedrich (1961), argued against extending the
concept beyond its rteligious antecedents.
Loewenstein felt that true forms of charismatic
Jeadership were not to be found in the modern
world but only in cultures with ‘magico-religious’
or primitive ambiance. Friedrich stressed that the
term centered on a transcendental call by a divine
being. Charismatic authority, he argued, had to
remain linked to this original meaning. Their point
of view never gained momentum and was resolved
by the widespread acceptance by both political
scientists and sociologists that the term should
include both secular as well as religious leaders.

The second point of debate concerned the
charismatic leader’s ‘personality’. One camp
suggested that a universal set of characteristics
could be identified for all charismatic leaders.
The other — in particular, political scientists Dow
(1969) and Willner (1984) — argued that the
search for a universal set of qualities common to
charismatic political and religious leaders would
not yield decisive results. They pointed to varia-
tions in individual personalities that were so
great (comparing Gandhi to Hitler to Churchill to
Kennedy, for example) that a single charismatic
personality type seemed highly improbable.
Instead, Willner (1984) argued that charismatic
leadership was more effectively explained as a
relational and perceptual phenomenon: ‘Tt is not
what the leader is but what people see the leader
as that count in generating the charismatic rela-
tionship’ (pp. 14-15). Because societies and
groups differ in their definitions of what consti-
tutes extraordinary qualities, the content of lead-
ership images, projected and perceived, would
necessarily differ from group to group. It was
therefore impossible, Willner contended, to con-
struct a universal ‘charismatic personality’. This
line of thinking became the dominant position in
the field.

Regarding the third question of where the
locus of charisma resided, some (Blau, 1963;
Chinoy, 1961; Friedland, 1964) believed that the
social and historical context was the critical
determinant in the emergence of charismatic
leadership. They felt strongly that times of tur-
moil and revolution were needed lo precipitate
charismatic leadership. Others (Dow, 1969;
Marcus, 1961) argued that charisma resided
within the attributes of the charismatic leader —
for example, with their visions or ideologies. As
the leading proponent of this point of view,
Willner’s research (1984) showed that charis-
matic leadership did not need to be the product of
a turbulent environment. From an in-depth review
of six case studies of charismatic political lead-
ers, she concluded ‘Only two, Hitler and
Roosevelt, seem to conform sufficiently closely
to the preconditions of crisis and psychic distress
specified in the conventional formula’ (p. 46).

From her research, Willner identified four
factors that, aided by personality, appear to be
catalytic in the attribution of charisma to a leader:
(1) the invocation of important cultural myths by
the leader; (2) performance of what are perceived
as heroic or extraordinary feats; (3) projection of
attributes ‘with an uncanny or a powerful aura’;
and (4) outstanding rhetorical skills (1984, p. 61).
From the field’s perspective, Willner’s research
was pivotal in understanding charismatic leader-
ship, for it highlighted the relational and percep-
tual dynamics with followers. While context
retained the potential to influence these dynamics
significantly, it was not the casual factor or a nec-
essary catalyst.

In addition to these three areas of debate, the
political scientist James McGregor Burns was
examining charismatic leadership through
another lens that would become highly influen-
tial within the field and beyond. He wanted to
explain the follower relationships and their out-
comes. In his 1978 book Leadership, Burns had
concluded that leaders could be separated gener-
ally into two types: the ‘transformational’ and
the ‘transactional’ (see Diaz-Saenz, Chapter 22,
this volume). The transformational leaders were
the same leaders described as charismatic by
fellow academics. Since most readers will be
familiar with Burns’ basic ideas, we include only
a brief summary here. For Burns, leadership at
its essence could be boiled down to the notion of
an exchange. Both the leader and the follower
had something to offer one another, It was in the
nature of what was exchanged, however, that his
model came into play. For Burns, transforma-
tional or charismatic leaders offered a transcend-
ent purpose as their mission — one which
addressed the higher-order needs of their follow-
ers. In the process of achieving this mission, both
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the leaders and the led were literally transformed
or actualized as individuals — hence, the term
‘transforming’. Burns (1978) explained: ‘The
result of transforming leadership is a relationship
of mutual stimulation and elevation that
converts followers into leaders and may convert
leaders into moral agents’ (p. 4). At the other end
of the spectrum was (ransactional leadership.
Significantly more common of the two forms,
transactional leadership was based on a relation-
ship with followers which consisted of mundane
and instrumental exchanges: ‘The relations of
most leaders and followers are transactional —
leaders approach followers with an eye to
exchanging one thing for another: jobs for votes,
or subsidies for campaign contributions. Such
[instrumental| transactions comprise the bulk of
the relationships...” (p. 4).

Burn’s conceptualization would later influence
the thinking of many scholars in the organiza-
tional leadership field. For example, Bernard Bass
(1985) built much of his model of ‘transforma-
tional leadership’ around Burn’s ideas,
Interestingly, the central idea of leadership as an
exchange was already present in the organiza-
tional and psychology literature. For example, it is
central to the leader-member exchange (e.g.
Graen & Scandura 1986), operant conditioning
(Podsakoft et al., 1982) and path-goal models
(House & Mitchell, 1974). In each, the relation-
ship between leader and led is dependent upon a
series of (rades or bargains that are mutually ben-
eficial and are maintained so long as the benefits
to both parties exceed the costs (Bass, 1970) (In
Burns’ terms, these exchanges would be ‘transac-
tional” not ‘transformational’). Missing is the ele-
ment of higher-order needs being met and the
elevation of both the leader and led to a more
evolved state of being. This was the critical coniri-
bution that Burns brought to the field. Up to that
moment in time, the notion of leaders who manage
meaning, infuse ideological values, construct lofty
goals and visions, and inspire was missing entirely
from this literature of leadership exchange. What
is intriguing about the influence of Burns then is
not so much the notion of leadership as an
exchange but the idea that certain forms of leader-
ship create a cycle of rising aspirations which
ultimately transform both leaders and their
followers.

As we will see, Burns’ ideas would have great
appeal to organizational theorists grappling with
the twin issues of organizational change and
empowerment in the 1980s. The ‘transformational
leader’ model spoke to both these issues. After all,
these were leaders concerned about transforming
the existing order of things as well as directly
addressing their followers’ needs for meaning and
personal growth.

CONTRIBUTIONS FROM
ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR

Interest in research on charismatic leadership
among political scientists waned by the late 1970s.
A decade later, another group of scholars became
intrigued by the subject. These were social psy-
chologists and organizational behavior faculty who
resided primarily in business schools. They would
undertake the most extensive attempls at investi-
gating charismatic leadership. Several major theo-
ries were proposed along with dozens and dozens
of empirical investigations of charismatic leader-
ship in organizations. These studies involved a
wide range of samples such as middle and lower-
level managers (Bass & Yammarino, 1988; Conger
& Kanungo, 1994; Hater & Bass, 1988; Koene
etal., 1991), senior executives (Agle & Sonnenfeld,
1994; Conger, 1989), US Presidents (House
et al, 1991), educational administrators (Koh
et al, 1991; Roberts & Bradley, 1988; Sashkin,
1988), military leaders (Koene et al., 1991; Howell
& Avolio, 1993), and students who were laboratory
subjects (Howell & Frost, 1989; Kirkpatrick,
1992; Puffer, 1990; Shamir, 1992). In addition, the
subject was explored using a wide variety of
research methods. For example, there have been
field surveys (Conger & Kanungo 1992, 1994,
1997; Hater & Bass 1988; Podsakoff, et al., 1990),
laboratory experiments (Howell & Frost, 1989;
Kirkpatrick, 1992), content analyses of interviews
and observation (Conger, 1989; Howell & Higgins,
1990), and analyses of historical archival informa-
tion (House et al., 1991).

What is more remarkable than this flowering of
research is the relative uniformity of findings
despite some differences in theoretical approaches.
As Shamir et al. (1993) noted, findings across the
board demonstrate that leaders who engage in the
behaviors that are theorized to be charismatic
actually produce the charismatic effects that the
theory predicts. In addition, many of these studies
have shown repeatedly that leaders who are per-
ceived as charismatic receive higher performance
ratings, are seen as more effective leaders than
others holding leadership positions, and have
more highly motivated and more satisfied followers
than others in similar positions (c.g. see Agle &
Sonnenfeld, 1994).

The research of organizational theorists can be
organized into distinct topic areas of charismatic
leadership: (1) the leader’s behavior; (2) the fol-
lowers’ behavior and motives; (3) the leader’s and
followers’ psychological profiles; (4) contextual
influences; (5) forces that institutionalize various
outcomes of the leader—follower relationship; and
(6) liabilities of the relationship with charismatic
leaders.

Leader behaviors

Both the greatest amount of theoretical
development as well as empirical research to date
have been in the area of leader behaviors. This is
due in large part to the backgrounds of the major-
ity of researchers. Most have a strong behavioral
orientation. Essentially, there are three groups
of researchers who have carved oul their own
models—though each has a measure of overlap
with the others in the attributes they identify. They
are also the ones who have built the most compre-
hensive theories as well as conducted the greatest
amount of empirical research in the field. They are
(1) Bernard Bass, Bruce Avolio, and their coll-
eagues; (2) Robert House, Boas Shamir, and their
colleagues; and (3) Jay Conger and Rabindra
Kanungo.

Bass and Avolio

As noted earlier, Bass and his colleague Avolio
would borrow from Burns the notion of ‘transfor-
mational leadership’ and develop a similar model
for organizational leaders. As Bryman (1992,
pp. 97-98) has pointed out, their model goes fur-
ther conceptually than the Burns’ original model.
Bass conceptualized the transactional and trans-
formational dimensions as separate, whereas
Burns defined them as two ends of a spectrum.
For Bass, therefore, a leader could be both trans-
formational and transactional. In addition, Bass
was determined to more precisely identify the
actual behaviors that these leaders demonstrated,
whereas Burns was content with more of a ‘big
picture’ overview.

At the heart of Bass’s model of transforma-
tional leader is the notion that these leaders are
able to motivate subordinates to performance
levels that exceed their own and their leader’s
expectations. Transformational leaders accom-
plish this by raising the importance of certain
goals, by demonstrating the means to achieve
them, and by inducing subordinates to transcend
their self-interests for the goals’ achievement. In
the process, they are also stimulating and meeting
subordinates’ higher-order needs, which in turn
generates commitment, effort, and ultimately
greater performance.

Bass and Avolio (Bass, 1985; Bass & Avolio,
1993) built their model of transformational leader-
ship around four behavioral components of
the leader: (1) charisma or idealized influence;
(2) inspiration; (3) intellectual stimulation; and
(4) individualized consideration. Charisma is
defined in terms of both leader’s behavior (such as
articulating a mission) and followers’ reactions
(such as trust in the leader’s ability) (Bass & Avolio,
1993). However, the emphasis is on charisma’s
role in enabling the leader to influence followers
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by arousing strong emotions and identification
with the leader. Tdentifying with the leader reduces
follower resistance lo change, while emotional
arousal creates a sense of excitement about the
mission. Bass (1985) argues, however, that cha-
risma alone is insufficient for transformational
leadership: “Charisma is a necessary ingredient of
transformational leadership, but by itself it is not
sufficient to account for the transformational
process.” (p. 31).

While Bass originally treated inspiration as a
subfactor within charismatic leadership, his more
recent writings describe il as a separate component
designed to motivate. Much of this dimension
centers on communication, in that the transforma-
tional leader: ‘Communicates high expectations,
uses symbols to focus efforts, and expresses
important purposes in simple ways.’ (1990, p. 22)

The component of individualized consideration
is similar to the early Ohio State notions of con-
sideration. It includes providing encouragement
and support to followers, assisting their develop-
ment by promoting growth opportunities, and
showing trust and respect for them as individuals.
Its role is to bond the leader and the led and to
build follower self-confidence and heighten per-
sonal development.

Intellectual stimulation, the final dimension, is
a process whereby the leader increases follower
awareness of problems by challenging them with
new ideas and perspectives and by influencing
followers to creatively rethink their traditional
ways of approaching organizational tasks.

In Bryman’s work Charisina and Leadership
in Organizations (1992), the methodological
shortcomings of the Bass model have been well
highlighted. Since both of the measures to cap-
ture transformational leadership (the LBDQ and
the MLQ) are based on subordinate ratings, there
are potential problems of contamination by
implicit leadership theories. Bass and Avolio, for
example, discovered that descriptions of the
transformational leader are significantly closer to
subordinates’ images of the ideal leader than
transactional leadership. There are also issues
about whether respondent’s ratings of their lead-
er’s behavior are affected by their knowledge of
the leader’s effectiveness. In addition, there is
little appreciation for situational variables or dif-
ferences. For example, while the research find-
ings show considerable similarity across studies,
there is some variance. Yet the implication for
situational differences remains unexplored
(Bryman, 1992, pp. 128-129).

Bryman (1992) also points out that Bass’
measure of charisma itself may be a bit flawed.
For example, vision is treated as a component of
inspirational, rather than charismatic leadership.
Yet the bulk of the literature in the field sees



20 THE SAGE HANDBOOK OF LEADERSHIP

vision as a component of charismatic leadership.
In addition, Max Weber believed that the basis for
charismatic leadership was a perception by fol-
lowers that their leader was extraordinary. At best,
only two of Bass’ 10 items could be considered to
convey this quality.

As one might imagine, there has also been
some confusion as to the essential differences
between the Bass transformational leadership
model and other models of charismatic leadership.
For one, the role of charisma in the Bass model is
very important. In their empirical studies (e.g.
Avolio & Yammarino, 1990; Bass, 1985), the
component of charisma generally has the strong-
est correlation of any of the model’s dimensions
with subordinates’ ratings of leadership effective-
ness and their own satisfaction. It is clearly the
most influential.

In addition, as Bryman (1992) notes, the Bass
model is built around the leader articulating a
vision that excites followers and engaging in
behaviors that build intense loyalty and trust.
These dimensions overlap considerably with those
postulated by charismatic leadership theories. A
comparison of the Bass model with other charis-
matic theories is presented in the next chapter.
Such a comparison reveals that, in essence, there
is little real difference in behavioral components.
In the literature itself, we also see the two terms
used interchangeably and sometimes authors
describe them as one or even use the label ‘charis-
matic/transformational leadership’ (e.g. House &
Shamir, 1993; Hunt, 1991).

Conger and Kanungo

This model builds on the idea that charismatic
leadership is an attribution based on followers’
perceptions of their leader’s behavior. For exam-
ple, most social psychological theories consider
leadership to be a by-product of the interaction
between members of a group. The leadership role
behaviors displayed by a person make that indi-
vidual (in the eyes of followers) not only a task
leader or a social leader and a participative or
directive leader but also a charismatic or non-
charismatic leader.

The Conger and Kanungo (1999) framework for
charismatic leadership is built around a three-
stage model of leadership which involves moving
organizational members from an existing present
state toward some future state, This dynamic might
also be described as a movement away from the
status quo toward the achievement of desired
longer-term goals. In the initial stage, the leader
must critically evaluate the existing situation or
status quo. Deficiencies in the status quo or poorly
exploited opportunities in the environment lead to
formulations of future goals. But before devising
appropriate organizational goals, the leader must

assess what resources are available and what con-
straints stand in the way of realizing future goals.
In addition, the leader must assess the inclinations,
the abilities, the needs, and level of satisfaction
experienced by followers. This evaluation leads to
a second stage: the actual formulation and convey-
ance of goals. Finally, in stage three, the leader
demonstrates how these goals can be achieved by
the organization. Tt is along these three stages that
behavioral components unique to charismatic lead-
ers can be identified. Conger and Kanungo note
that in reality the stages rarely follow such a
simple linear flow. Instead, most organizations
face ever-changing environments, and their leader-
ship must constantly be revising existing goals and
tactics in response to unexpected opportunities or
other environmental changes.

In terms of the actual behaviors of charismatic
leaders, Conger and Kanungo distinguish charis-
matic leaders from non-charismatic leaders in
stage one by their sensitivity to environmental
consfraints and by their ability to identify defi-
ciencies and poorly exploited opportunities in the
status quo. In addition, they are sensitive to fol-
lower abilities and needs. In stage two, it is their
formulation of an idealized future vision and their
extensive use of articulation and impression man-
agement skills that sets them apart from other
leaders. Finally, in stage three, it is their deploy-
ment of innovative and unconventional means to
achieve their vision and their use of personal
power to influence followers that are distinguish-
ing characteristics. A more detailed explanation of
each stage follows.

Charismatic leaders are very critical of the
status quo. They tend to be highly sensitive to both
the social and physical environments in which
they operate. When leaders fail to assess properly
constraints in the environment or the availability
of resources, their strategies and actions may not
achieve organizational objectives. They will be
labeled ineffective. For this reason, it is important
that leaders are able to make realistic assessments
of the environmental constraints and resources
needed to bring about change within their
organizations.

In the assessment stage, what distinguishes
charismatic from non-charismatic leaders is the
charismatic leaders’ ability to recognize deficiencies
in the present context. In other words, they actively
search out existing or potential shortcomings in the
status quo. For example, the failure of firms to
exploit new technologies or new markets might be
highlighted as a strategic or tactical opportunity by
a charismatic leader. Likewise, a charismatic entre-
preneur might more readily perceive marketplace
needs and transform them into opportunities for
new products or services. In addition, internal
organizational deficiencies may be perceived by
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the charismatic leader as platforms for advocating
radical change.

Because of their emphasis on shortcomings in
the system and their high levels of intolerance for
them, charismatic leaders are always seen as
organizational reformers or entrepreneurs. In other
words, they act as agents of innovative and radical
change. However, the attribution of charisma is
dependent not on the outcome of change but
simply on the actions taken to bring about change
or reform.

After assessing the environment, charismatic
leaders can be distinguished from others by the
nature of their goals and by the manner in which
they articulate them, They are characterized by a
sense of strategic vision. Here the word vision
refers to an idealized goal that the leader wants the
organization to achieve in the future. In order to be
perceived as charismatic, leaders not only need to
have visions and plans for achieving them but also
they must be able to articulate their visions and
strategies for action in ways so as to influence
their followers. Here articulation involves two
separate processes: articulation of the context and
articulation of the leader’s motivation to lead.
First, a charismatic leader must effectively articu-
late for followers the following scenarios repre-
senting the context: (1) the nature of the status quo
and its shortcomings; (2) a future vision; (3) how
the future vision, when realized, will remove
existing deficiencies and fulfill the hopes of fol-
lowers; and (4) the leaders’ plan of action for
realizing the vision.

In articulating the context, the charismatic’s
verbal messages construct reality such that only
the positive features of the future vision and only
the negative features of the status quo are empha-
sized. The status quo is usually presented as intol-
erable, and the vision is presented in clear specific
terms as the most attractive and attainable alterna-
tive. In articulating these elements for subordi-
nates, the leader often constructs several scenarios
representing the status quo, goals for the future,
needed changes, and the ease or difficulty of
achieving goals depending on available resources
and constraints. In their scenarios, the charismatic
leaders attempt to create among followers a sense
of disenchantment or discontentment with the
status quo, a strong identification with future
goals, and a compelling desire to be led in the
direction of the goal in spite of environmental
hurdles.

Besides verbally describing the status quo,
future goals, and the means to achieve them, char-
ismatic leaders must also articulate their own
motivation for leading their followers. Using
expressive modes of action, both verbal and non-
verbal, they manifest their convictions,
self-confidence, and dedication to materialize

what they advocate. Charismatic leaders’ use of
rhetoric, high energy, persistence, unconventional
and risky behavior, heroic deeds, and personal
sacrifices all serve to articulate their high motiva-
tion and enthusiasm, which then become conta-
gious among their followers. These behaviors
form part of a charismatic leader’s impression
management.

In the final stage of the three stage leadership
process, cffective leaders build in followers a
sense of trust in their abilities and expertise. The
charismatic leader does this by building trust
through personal example and risk taking and
through unconventional expertise. Generally,
leaders are perceived as trustworthy when they
advocate their position in a disinterested manner
and demonstrate a concern for followers™ needs
rather than their own self-interest. However, in
order to be charismatic, leaders must make these
qualities appear extraordinary. They must trans-
form their concern for followers’ needs into a total
dedication and commitment to a common cause
they share and express them in a disinterested
and selfless manner. They must engage in exem-
plary acts that are perceived by followers as
involving great personal risk, cost, and energy
(Friedland, 1964). In this case, personal risk might
include the possible loss of personal finances, the
possibility of being fired or demoted, and the
potential loss of formal or informal status, power,
authority, and credibility. The higher the manifest
personal cost or sacrifice for the common goal, the
greater is the trustworthiness of a leader. The
more leaders are able to demonstrate that they are
indefatigable workers prepared to take on high
personal risks or incur high personal costs in order
to achieve their shared vision, the more they
reflect charisma in the sense of being worthy of
complete (rust.

Finally, charismatic leaders must appear (o
be knowledgeable and experts in their areas of
influence. Some degree of demonstrated exper-
tise, such as reflected in successes in the past, may
be a necessary condition for the attribution of
charisma (Weber, [1924] 1947). They demonstrate
an expertise in devising effective but unconven-
tional strategies and plans of action (Conger,
1985).

House, Shamir et al.

[n one of the field’s earliest writings on charismatic
leadership in organizations, Robert House (1977)
published a book chapter entitled ‘A 1976 Theory
of Charismatic Leadership’. It outlined not only
the leader behaviors that were possibly associated
with charismatic leadership but also certain per-
sonal traits and situational variables. In it, House
argued that these leaders could be distinguished
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from others by their tendency to dominate, a
strong conviction in their own beliefs and ideals, a
need to influence others, and high self-confidence.
Through emotionally appealing goals and the
demonstration of behaviors that aroused follow-
ers’ own needs for achievement, affiliation, and
power, the charismatic leader was able to motivate
high levels of task accomplishment. In addition,
House theorized that these leaders simultaneously
communicated high-performance expectations as
well as confidence in their followers™ ability to
meel such expectations. These actions, in turn,
enhanced follower expectations that their efforts
would lead to accomplishments. Through role-
modeling, charismatic leaders demonstrated the
values and beliefs they wished for followers to
endorse in order for the mission to be successful.

Like most models in the early stages of theory
development, it had several important shortcom-
ings. As Yukl (1994) notes, House’s description
of the influence process was rudimentary, espe-
cially in light of the profound influence he argued
that these leaders had over their followers.
Secondly, his theory was based largely around
dyads — the leader and ‘the follower’ — rather than
collectives, which are the basis of organizations.
Finally, absent from his theory were certain com-
ponents that would appear in later theories such
as the notion of self-sacrifice, unconventional
behavior, and the use of non-traditional strategies
and tactics (Conger, 1989; Conger and Kanungo,
1987).

Since that time, House along with several col-
leagues (House & Shamir, 1993; House et al.,
1991; Shamir et al., 1993) have made revisions to
his earlier theory. The most important and signifi-
cant revision was by Shamir et al., (1993) in an
article entitled ‘The Motivation Effects of
Charismatic Leadership: A Self-Concept Based
Theory’. Focused on explaining the profound
levels of motivation typically associated with
charismatic leadership, they postulated that these
motivational effects could best be explained by
focusing on the self-concept of the followers.
Citing supporting research (e.g. Prentice, 1987),
they point out that as human beings we behave in
ways that seek to establish and affirm a sense of
identity for ourselves (known as the self-concept).
What charismatic leaders do is to tie these sell-
concepts of followers to the goals and collective
experiences associated with their missions so that
they become valued aspects of the followers’
self-concept.

In terms of details, their theory hypothesizes
that charismatic leadership achieves ils motiva-
tional outcomes through at least four mechanisms:
(1) changing follower perceptions of the nature of
work itself; (2) offering an appealing future vision;
(3) developing a deep collective identity among

followers; and (4) heightening both individual and
collective self-efficacy. The processes that Shamir
et al., (1993) describe as producing these effects
follow in the paragraphs below.

Charismatic leaders transform the nature of
work (in this case, work meant to achieve the
organization’s vision) by making it appear more
heroic, morally correct, and meaningful. They in
essence de-emphasize the exirinsic rewards of
work and focus instead on the intrinsic side. Work
becomes an opportunity for self- and collective-
expression. The reward for individual followers as
they accomplish mission tasks is one of enhanced
sell-expression, self-efficacy, self-worth, and self-
consistency. The idea is that eventually followers
will come to see their organizational tasks as
inseparable from their own self-concepts — that
‘action is not merely a means of doing but a way
of being’ (Yukl, 1994).

To accomplish this change in perceptions of
work, the charismatic leader uses several means.
One of the most important mechanisms, as
described by Shamir et al. (1993), is the leader’s
vision, which serves to enhance follower self-
concepts in three ways. First, by offering an opti-
mistic and appealing future, the vision heightens
the meaningfulness of the organization’s goals.
Secondly, the vision is articulated as a shared one,
which promotes a strong sense of collective iden-
tity. Presumably the vision is also unique and, by
stressing that the vision is the basis for the group’s
identity, the charismatic leader distinguishes his
followers from others and further encourages fol-
lowers to transcend their individual self-interests
for those of the collectives. Thirdly, the leader’s
expression of confidence in followers’ abilities to
achieve the vision heightens their sense of self-
efficacy. They feel capable of creating a reality out
of what is currently a lofty and utopian set of
ambitions.

Integral to Shamir et al.’s motivational theory is
the charismatic leader’s ability to create a deep
collective identity. As just noted, the shared vision
is one of the principal means. In addition, the
charismatic leader actively promotes perceptions
that only by banding together can group members
accomplish exceptional feats. Furthermore, the
leader uses his own behavior to increase identifi-
cation with the collective through the deployment
of rituals, ceremonies, slogans, symbols, and sto-
ries that reinforce the importance of a group
identity. The significance of creating this collective
identity is in the follower outcomes that it is able
to produce. Specifically, the authors cite research
(Meindl & Lerner, 1983) indicating that a shared
identity among individuals increases the ‘heroic
motive” and the probability that individual self-
interests will be abandoned voluntarily for collec-
tive and altruistic undertakings. As a result, as
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charismatic leaders cultivate a collective identity
in their followers’ self-concepts, they are height-
ening the chances that followers will engage in
self-sacrificial, collective-oriented behavior, The
group identification in essence stengthens the
shared behavioral norms, values, and beliefs
among the members. All of this ensures a con-
certed and unified effort on the part of followers to
achieve the mission’s goals.

Finally, Shamir et al. argue that charismalic
leaders achieve their extraordinary levels of fol-
lower motivation by focusing their efforts on
building follower self-esteem and self-worth.
They accomplish this by expressing high expecta-
tions of their followers and simultaneously great
confidence in the followers’ abilities to meet these
expectations (Yukl, 1994). This in turn enhances
the perceived self-efficacy of followers. From the
research of Bandura (1986), we know that the
sense of self-efficacy can be a source of strong
motivation. For example, it has been shown that
individuals with high self-efficacy are more will-
ing to expend greater work effort and to demon-
strate persistence in overcoming obstacles to
achieve their goals. By also fueling a collective
sense of sell-efficacy, the charismatic leader feeds
perceptions of the group that they together accom-
plish (remendous feats. In addition, when collec-
tive self-efficacy is high, members of an
organization are more willing to cooperate with
each other in joint efforts to realize their shared
aims (Yukl, 1994).

In this revised theory, what we see is a shift
from House’s earlier conceptualization where
charismatic leadership was viewed more as a
dyadic process to one that is a collective process.
As Yukl (1994) has noted, the recent theory also
places more emphasis on the reciprocal nature of
the influence process under charismatic leader-
ship. For example, charismatic leadership is likely
to be far more motivational when the leader
chooses a vision that is congruent with the follow-
ers’ own values and identities. Likewise, followers
are more likely to select as their leader an indi-
vidual who espouses their core values, beliefs, and
aspirations despite the fact that these may not
always be clearly articulated by followers
themselves.

Finally, a charismatic leadership model pro-
posed by Sashkin (1988) under the label of
‘Visionary Leadership’ was presented in our book
on Charismatic Leadership in 1988, Although
his model has received little research attention, it
does highlight the importance of visioning
behavior, a core element in charismatic leader-
ship. Besides visioning behavior, Sashkin
identified five other behaviors: causing attention
of others on key issues through unconventional
and creative actions; effective interpersonal

communication; demonstrating trustworthiness;
showing self-respect and respect toward others;
and taking personal risk.

Follower dynamics

Earlier research on charismatic leaders by political
scientists and psychoanalysts (e.g. Downton,
1973; Kets de Vries, 1988; see Gabriel, Chapter
29, this volume) proposed that the followers of
charismatic leaders were more likely to be those
who were easily molded and persuaded by such
dynamic leaders because of an essentially depend-
ent character. Followers were drawn to a charis-
matic leader who exudes what they lack:
self-confidence and conviction. For example, in a
study of the charismatic, religious leader Reverend
Sun Moon, Lodahl (1982) found that followers
had greater feelings of helplessness, cynicism,
distrust of political action, and less confidence in
their sexual identity than a sample of college stu-
dents. Other studies (e.g. Freemesser & Kaplan,
1976; Galanter, 1982) found followers of charis-
matic political and religious leaders to have lower
self-esteem, a higher intolerance for indecision
and crisis, and more experiences of psychological
distress than others (see Tourish, Chapter 16, this
volume).

But these studies were almost entirely conducted
on populations of individuals disaffected by soci-
ety or in contexts of crisis where individuals are
needy by definition. In the corporate world, the
situation is likely to be quite different. For exam-
ple, in a large corporation, the subordinate of a
charismatic leader may not have chosen voluntar-
ily to belong to that leader’s unit. More com-
monly, bosses are hired or promoted into positions,
and the subordinates are already in place. So for
subordinates, there is often little freedom to select
who will lead them. Likewise, a leader may find
himself inheriting a staff of confident, assertive
employees. In the case of entrepreneurial compa-
nies founded by charismatic leaders, followers
may be drawn to such contexts because of the
challenge and opportunity. They may be seckers
of the risk and uncertainty associated with a new
venture—quite in contrast to followers who are
dependent seekers of certainty.

Conger (1989) noted that there have been two
popular explanations for why followers are
attracted to charismatic leaders. The first centered
on psychoanalytic notions of the ego. Essentially,
the argument goes that followers are attempting to
resolve a conflict between who they are and what
they wish to become. They accomplish this by
substituting their leader as their ideal, or in
psychoanalytic terms, their ego ideal. Some
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psychoanalysts (e.g. Downton, 1973) trace this
type of need back to an individual’s failure to
mature in adolescence and young adulthood.
Because of absent, oppressive, or weak parents,
individuals may develop a state of identity confu-
sion. Associating emotionally with the charismatic
leader is a means of coping with this confusion
and achieving maturity. Given that the leader is in
essence a substitute parent and model, a powerful
emotional attachment is naturally formed by fol-
lowers. Wishing to garner the leader’s attention
and affection, followers enthusiastically comply
with his wishes. The assumption underlying this
scenario of follower—Ileader dynamics is that fol-
lowers are fulfilling a pathological need rather
than a healthy desire for role models from whom
to learn and grow.

The second school of thought is that followers
are attracted to the charismatic leader because of a
more constructive identification with the leader’s
abilities, a desire to learn from them, a quest for
personal challenge and growth, and the attractive-
ness of the mission. This, of course, is what the
theories in the previous section have largely
argued. With Bass (1985), it is the opportunity to
fulfill higher-order needs. In the Shamir et al.
theory (1993), it is an opportunity to have one’s
self-esteem, self-worth, and self-efficacy enhanced.

Conger (1989) found in his study of charismatic
leaders in business that subordinates often
described the importance of an attraction to their
leader’s self-confidence, their strong convictions in
the mission, their willingness to undertake per-
sonal risks, and their history of prior accomplish-
ment. As a result, subordinates often felt a sense of
fulfilling their own potential as they met their
leader’s high expectations. In addition, as others
have found (e.g. Bass, 1985), the leader’s vision
offered attractive outcomes that were motivating in
themselves. But Conger felt that simple identifica-
tion and an attractive vision did not fully explain
the commitment and motivation that followers
demonstrated for their charismatic leaders.

Instead, Conger discovered that the personal
approval of the charismatic leader became a prin-
cipal measure of a subordinate’s self-worth. A
dependency then developed to the point that the
leader largely defined one’s level of performance
and ability. As Shamir et al. (1993) have also
noted, the leader’s expression of high expectations
set standards of performance and approval while a
continual sense of urgency and the capacity to
make subordinates feel unique further heightened
motivation. Taken together, these actions pro-
moted a sense of obligation in followers to con-
tinually live up to their leader’s expectations. As
the relationship deepens, this sense of obligation
grows. The leader’s expression of confidence in a
subordinate ability in essence creates a sense of

duty and responsibility. Subordinates can only
validate the leader’s trust in them through
exceptional accomplishments.

Over the long term, a dilemma naturally occurs
for many followers. As the subordinate self-worth
is increasingly defined in his relationship to the
leader, a precarious dependence is built. Without
the leader’s affirmation, subordinates can feel that
they are underperforming and even failing. In
addition, there are fears of being ostracized. As
one subordinate explained to Conger:

There's a love/hate element [in our relationship].
You love him when you're focused on the same
issues. You hate him when the contract falls apart.
Either you're part of the team or not — there's a
low tolerance for spectators. And over a career,
you're in and out. A lot depends upon your effec-
tiveness on the team. You have to build up a lot of
credibility to regain any ground that you've lost.

The dark-side dynamics of this dependence
will be discussed further in a later section.

There have also been studies of follower
performance under charismatic leadership. One
study (DeGroot et al., 2000) applied meta-analysis
to assess the relationship between charismatic
leadership style and leadership effectiveness, sub-
ordinate performance, subordinate satisfaction,
subordinate effort, and subordinate commitment.
Results indicate that the relationship between
leader charisma and leader effectiveness is much
weaker than reported in the published literature
when leader effectiveness is measured at the indi-
vidual level of analysis and when common method
variance is controlled. Results also indicate a
smaller relationship between charismatic leader-
ship and subordinate performance when subordi-
nate performance is measured at the individual
level (r = 0.31) than when it is measured at the
group level (r = 0.49 and robust across studies).
The researchers found an effect size at the group
level of analysis that is double in magnitude rela-
tive to the effect size at the individual level. This
suggests that the effects of charismatic leadership
are stronger when the leader has similar relation-
ships with each subordinate or uses a single style
to relate to each group. When the leader exhibits
variable amounts of charisma to subordinates, or
at least when the effect is measured at the indi-
vidual level, the extent of effective leadership is
reduced. These results also suggest that charis-
matic leadership is more effective at increasing
group performance than at increasing individual
performance, Other moderators were tested, but they
did not account for a significant portion of vari-
ance in the observed distribution of correlations,
suggesting a need for further research into other
potential moderators. Meta-analysis examining

the effects of charismatic leadership on subordi-
nate effort and job satisfaction revealed lower
correlations when multiple methods of measure-
ment were used, with little convergence toward
stable population estimates. If charismatic leader-
ship behavior is to produce higher performance
outcomes from subordinates, further research is
needed to examine how this occurs.

The role of context

Until very recently, interest in the role of context
and situational factors has been limited. This is
due largely to the backgrounds of those research-
ing leadership. *Micro-theorists’ (those with a
psychological or social psychological orientation)
have dominated the ficld to date. Few researchers
with a more ‘macro’ or sociological perspective
have been active in studying leadership. As a
result, environmental or contextual investigations
have rarely been applied to leadership studies
outside of the fields of political science and reli-
gion. As such, our knowledge in this area remains
poor, and what does exist is largely theoretical and
speculative.

The most common speculation has been that
periods of stress and turbulence are the most con-
ducive for charismatic leadership (this argument is
derived from the work of political scientists looking
at charismatic leadership in political and religious
contexts: see Cell, 1974; Toth, 1981). Max Weber
(1968), for example, specifically focused on times
of ‘crisis’ as facilitating environments. The basic
assumption is that times of stressful change either
encourage a longing among individuals for a leader
who offers afttractive solutions and visions of the
future or that charismatic leaders have an easier
time of promoting a transformational vision during
times of uncertainty when the status quo appears to
no longer function (Bryman, 1992).

To date, the most important empirical study to
examine situational factors in organizational con-
texts was conducted by Roberts and Bradley
(1988). Using a field study, they looked at a
school superintendent who was appointed a state
commissioner of education. In her role as superin-
tendent, she was perceived by her organization as
a charismatic leader, yet as commissioner that
perception failed to convey. In Roberts and
Bradley’s search to explain why the individual’s
charisma did not transfer, they discovered several
essential differences between the two contexts.

In terms of the larger environment, the
individual’s first context, a school district, was
one in crisis — confirming the hypothesis that
crisis may indeed facilitate the emergence of char-
ismatic leadership. In contrast, the leader’s second
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context, at the state level, was not in a similar state
of distress. The public’s perception was that their
state schools were basically sound and simply in
need of incremental improvements. The individu-
al’s authority also differed in the two situations.
As a superintendent, she had much more control
and autonomy. At the state level, as commissioner,
quite the opposite was true. Her number one prior-
ity was political loyalty to the governor. She no
longer possessed the freedom to undertake actions
as she deemed necessary: instead, they had to be
cleared through the governor’s office. Her rela-
tionships were also different. Whereas the district
organization had been small, with limited stake-
holders and localized geographically, the situation
at the state level was at the opposite end of the
spectrum. The agency was far greater in size,
complexity, and bureaucracy. The numerous com-
mittees and associations in which she had to par-
ticipate meant that she had little time to build the
deep, personal bonds that she had established at
the district level. As a result, her impact at the
state level was no longer personal and perceptions
of her as a charismatic leader did not materialize.

From the Roberts and Bradley study, we might
conclude that context shapes charismatic leader-
ship in at least two ways. First, an environment in
crisis is indeed more receptive to leadership in
general and is more likely to be open to proposals
common to charismatic leaders for radical changes
such as those embodied in the superintendent’s
vision. Secondly, there are structural and stake-
holder characteristics of organizations which
influence an individual’s latitude to take initiative
and to build personal relationships which deter-
mine perceptions of charismatic leadership. The
position of superintendent provided structurally
far more autonomy to act than that of commis-
sioner. The less geographically dispersed and
more limited number of stakeholders fostered
deeper working relationships at the district level
and also inspired affection and trust in her leader-
ship. These in turn heightened perceptions of her
charisma.

With findings like the study of Roberts and
Bradley in mind, we can think of the contexts of
organizations as divided into an outer and an inner
context, the outer being the environment beyond
the organization and the inner including the
organization’s culture, structure, power distribu-
tion, and so on. Using this simple framework, it is
useful to divide our discussion around these two
contextual dimensions. We will start with the
external environment.

On the issue of whether crisis is the critical
external condition, Conger (1993) hypothesized
that there could actually be much more variability
in environmental conditions than we might think.
He argued that charismatic leadership is not
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necessarily precipitated by conditions of crisis and
distress. In earlier research looking at charismatic
business leaders (Conger, 1989), he found charis-
matic leaders who were entrepreneurs who oper-
ated in environments not so much of crisis but of
great opportunity, munificence, and optimism.
Instead of crisis being the sole confextual condi-
tion, there may instead be at least two conducive
environments, one demanding a major reorienta-
tion of the existing order because of a perceived
state of distress and the other involving the emer-
gence or creation of a new order based on a
‘munificence entrepreneurial” context.

In addition, Conger argued that more of an
interplay exists between the leader and the con-
text. In other words, context is not the key deter-
minant, but rather that the leader and the context
influence one another — the relative weight of
each’s influence varying from situation to situa-
tion. For example, Willner (1984) found that while
examining charismatic leaders in the political
arena some were able to induce or create through
their own actions the necessary contextual
conditions of a crisis. We might be able to find
charismatic leaders who are able similarly to
foster perceptions of munificence and great
entrepreneurial opportunity.

Conger also went on to propose that the more
conducive the contextual conditions, the less the
magnitude or the fewer the number of charismatic
attributes perhaps required for a leader to be per-
ceived as charismatic. Similarly, the greater the
intensity or number of ‘charismatic attributes’ of
the leader, the need for an existing context say of
exireme crisis or entrepreneurial opportunities
may diminish as the leader is able to create these
perceptions through his own actions. For example,
an ability at articulating unforeseen opportunities
or looming problems in a credible manner may
facilitate perceptions of a crisis and/or great
opportunity. But this is still an area of great
speculation in need of research attention.

Beyond the limited efforts focusing on the
external environments of charismatic leadership
described above, there has been only one major
theoretical work focusing on contextual condi-
tions within organizations that may influence
charismatic leadership. Pawar and Eastman (1997)
proposed four factors of organizations that might
affect receptivity to transformational leadership.
Given our earlier discussion of the overlap between
transformational and charismatic forms of leader-
ship, it is worth examining their hypotheses as
they may relate to charismatic leadership.

The four factors that Pawar and Eastman
identified are (1) the organization’s emphasis on
efficiency versus adaptation, (2) the relative dom-
inance of the organization’s technical core versus
its boundary-spanning units, (3) organizational

structures, and (4) modes of governance. Their
model is built around the central notion that
transformational or charismatic leadership is
essentially about leading organizational change.
Organizational contexts that are more conducive
to change are therefore more favorable for
charismatic leadership.

They begin with the notion that organizations
are seeking one of two basic goals — efficiency or
adaptation. The challenge is that the goals of effi-
ciency and adaptation have conflicting purposes —
the former requires organizational stability, while
the latter is centered on change. In reality, as we
know today, most business organizations attempt
both simultaneously, and this highlights one of the
dilemmas of Pawar and Easman’s theory. It is built
around idealized polarities which provide a simple
elegance in terms of theory building but may not
reflect the complexities of reality. Nonetheless,
they hypothesize that an efficiency orientation
requires goal stability and, necessarily, adminis-
(rative management or transactional leadership to
achieve its goals. During adaptation periods, on
the other hand, the leader’s role is to overcome
resistance to change and to align the organization
to a new environment through a dynamic vision,
new goals and values. Therefore, organizations
with adaptive goals are far more open to charis-
matic leadership. The authors caution, however,
that while adaptive periods are more receptive to
leadership, there must be a felt need by organiza-
tional members for transformation, otherwise they
may accept more administrative management.

The second contextual factor — the relative
dominance of the technical core versus boundary-
spanning units — refers to the fact that an organiza-
tion’s task systems are either more inwardly
oriented or more externally oriented. In this case,
Thompson (1967) had argued that organizations
divide their task systems into two parts: (1) a tech-
nical core which performs the work of input
processing through the operation of technology
and (2) boundary-spanning functions which inter-
face directly with the external environment.
Isolated from an ever-changing external world, the
technical core develops routines and stability in
how it approaches its tasks (Thompson, 1967). In
contrast, the boundary-spanning functions are
forced to adapt continually to environmental con-
straints and contingencies and, as a result, can
never develop highly standardized or routine
approaches (Thompson, 1967). Pawar and
Eastman postulate that organizations where
boundary-spanning units dominate over the
technical core will be more open to transformational
and charismatic leadership, since they are more
receptive to change.

Employing Mintzberg’s (1979) typology of
organizational structures, Pawar and Eastman
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propose that only certain structures will be
receptive to leadership. Mintzberg’s five ‘ideal
type’ structures are (1) the adhocracy, (2) the
simple structure, (3) the machine bureaucracy,
(4) the professional bureaucracy, and (5) the divi-
sional structure. Of these five, only two are
hypothesized by Pawar and Eastman to be condu-
cive to transformational or charismatic leadership.
They are the simple structure and the adhocracy.
Specifically, both are felt to be more receptive to
organizational change through the promotion of a
vision. In the simple structure, the leader or entre-
preneur-leader is the source of the organization’s
vision, and commitment is facilitated by employee
loyalty to the leader. In an adhocracy structure, the
vision is developed through professionals who
possess the power, knowledge, and willingness to
work collectively (Mintzberg, 1979).

It is argued that the three other structures have
internal forces which mitigate against an openness
to innovative leadership. For example, the machine
bureaucracy is dominated by standardized tasks
and work processes. Senior managers are obsessed
by a control mindset, and lower-level managers are
intent only on implementing operational directives
from above. As such, there is little concern with
innovation and change, which are potentially threat-
ening to a tightly orchestrated status quo. In the
professional bureaucracy, professionals dominate
to such an extent that management is simply a sup-
port function and marginalized to the role of facili-
tation. In addition, the professionals in these
systems are far less committed to the organization
than to their own work and profession. As a result,
a collective vision is unlikely to be developed either
by these self-centered professionals or by a margin-
alized group of top managers. The divisional struc-
ture is also not conducive. Built around two layers
in which a headquarters operation governs quasi-
autonomous divisions, the focus of the corporate
headquarters is to specify operational goals and to
monitor the divisions’ accomplishment of them.
The divisions then are concerned with attaining
operational goals. Pawar and Eastman argue that
since divisional structures are concerned with
operational goals, neither group is likely to show
great interest in developing a vision.

The final factor influencing receptivity to
leadership in the Pawar and Eastman model is the
mode of internal governance. They start with the
assumption that membership in organizations is
built around furthering individual members’ self-
interests (Burns & Stalker, 1961; Thompson,
1967). Yet the aim of transformational and charis-
matic forms of leadership is for followers to tran-
scend their own self-interests for collective goals.
Under Wilkins and Ouchi’s (1983) three modes of
governance (the market, the bureaucratic, and the
clan). the nature of (ransactions between an

organization and its members will differ. Under
the market mode, (ransactions based on the
exchange of commitments between the organiza-
tion and its members are determined by market or
price mechanisms. Because an external market
shapes commitments, the organization has little
incentive lo socialize its members to defer self-
interests. In the bureaucratic mode, a contract for
commitments is built around employees accepting
organizational authority in return for wages. The
organization then monitors compliance through
formal monitoring and exchange mechanisms.
These become the devices that curb members’
self-interests. Under the clan mode, organizational
members are socialized in such a way that their
own interests and the organization’s are aligned as
one. In other words, employees still hold their
self-interests, but they believe they can fulfill
them through achieving the collective’s interests.
As such, cultural values and norms shape self-
interests. It is therefore the clan mode that is most
receptive to transformational leadership since it
allows for a merging of individual self-interests
with the collective’s goals.

Institutionalization

The institutionalization or routinization of
charisma was an issue that intrigued Weber greatly.
He believed that charisma was essentially an
unstable force. It either faded or was institutional-
ized as the charismatic leader’s mission was
accomplished:

If [charismal] is not to remain a purely transitory
phenomenon, but to take on the character of a
permanent relationship forming a stable commu-
nity, it is necessary for the character of charismatic
authority to be radically changed....It cannot
remain stable, but becomes either traditionalized
or rationalized or both. (Weber [1924] 1947,
p. 364)

He argued there were strong incentives on the
part of charismatic leaders and their followers to
transform their movements into more permanent
institutions. With successes, the followers began
to achieve positions of authority and material
advantage. The desire naturally arose to institu-
tionalize these, and so traditions and rules grew up
to protect the gains of the mission.

Institutionalization is one area where litile
research has been conducted in the organizational
literature. We know almost nothing about the
routinization of charismatic leadership. The only
major study was conducted by Trice and Beyer in
1986. They examined two charismatic leaders,



98 THE SAGE HANDBOOK OF LEADERSHIP

where in one case charisma had routinized and in
another it had not. Their conclusions were that
five key factors were largely responsible for the
successful institutionalization of charisma: (1) the
development of an administrative apparatus sepa-
rate from the charismatic leader that put into
practice the leader’s mission; (2) the incorporation
of the leader’s mission into oral and written tradi-
tions; (3) the transfer of charisma through rites
and ceremonies to other members of the organiza-
tion; (4) a continued identification by organiza-
tional members to the original mission: and (5) the
selection of a successor who resembles the charis-
matic leader and is committed to the founder’s
mission. In the case where charisma did not routi-
nize, these factors were largely missing.

From the standpoint of the business world,
however, it does appear that charisma is a rela-
tively fragile phenomenon in terms of institution-
alization. There are several examples from the
management literature where succession dilem-
mas prevented the routinization of charismatic
leadership (e.g. Bryman, 1992, 1993; Conger,
1989). The charismatic leaders in Conger’s 1989
study have all since departed from their original
organizations due to either promotions, moves (o
new organizations, retirement, or in one case,
death. From informal observations, it is clear that
there is little indication of any significant routini-
zation of their charisma in their various organiza-
tions. In a 1993 article, Conger noted that one of
the group—an entrepreneur—had had some suc-
cess in that elements of his original mission,
values, and operating procedures did institutional-
ize. But that individual has since left that organi-
zation, and a few years ago it was acquired by a
much larger firm which has superimposed its own
mission, values, and procedures. Today there is
little evidence of that initial routinization of the
leader’s charisma. The leaders in Conger’s study
who were acting as change agents in large,
bureaucratic organizations had practically no
long-term impact in terms of institutionalizing
their charisma.

As Bryman (1993) argues, succession is one of
the most crucial issues in routinization. When an
organization possesses a charismatic leader, it cre-
ates what Wilson (1975) has called as ‘charismatic
demand’. The dilemma, of course, is that it is
highly unlikely that a charismatic leader will be
found to replace the original one. Though Bryman
(1993) has found one example in a study of a
transportation company, such situations appear
extremely rare. Instead, what often happens is that
a charismatic leader is replaced by a more mana-
gerially-oriented individual. Examples of this
would be Steven Jobs, who was succeeded by
John Sculley and Michael Spindler, the succession
of Lee Iacocca at Chrysler by Robert Eaton

(Bryman, 1993), and Walt Disney’s replacement
by Roy Disney (Bryman, 1993). Biggart (1989)
does note that among direct selling organizations
we often see an attempt to overcome succession
problems by either promoting a national sales
executive into the leadership role or to ‘invest the
mission in one’s children’ (p. 144). Looking at
Amway and Shaklee, Biggart discovered that the
founder’s children assumed active roles in the
company in turn fostering a ‘charismatic pres-
ence’. But he also found that their roles were
largely bureaucratic and that the companies had
done little to institutionalize the founder’s cha-
risma beyond the presence of their children. Given
the enormous demands for continual adaptation,
owing to competition and strong needs to develop
rational and formalized structures, business organ-
izations may simply not be conducive to long-term
institutionalization of a leader’s charisma.

Even if routinization were to be successful, it is
no guarantee of continued performance success.
As Conger (1993) noted, part of the dilemma is
that successors may not possess the strategic skills
or other abilities crucial to the firm’s future lead-
ership. For example, while the retailer Walmart
has apparently institutionalized Sam Walton’s
values and operating beliefs, a critical issue is
whether it institutionalizes his visionary insights
into the world of retailing. Just as importantly,
Walton’s vision was most likely time-bound. So
even if his strategic competence were to be insti-
tutionalized, it is the product of a specific era in
retailing and therefore may be unable to anticipate
the industry’s next paradigm shift. The original
mission of a charismatic leader is highly unlikely
to be forever adaptive.

Even clements as simple as institutionalized
rituals may themselves become counterproductive
over time. Conger (1993) cited the example of
IBM, which very effectively institutionalized
many of Thomas Watson Sr’s values and tradi-
tions. Several of these would prove maladaptive
only decades later. For instance, Watson’s original
strong emphasis on sales and marketing would
ensure that future company leaders were drawn
from these ranks. The price, however, would be in
terms of senior leaders’ failure to adequately
understand the strategic importance of certain new
technologies and software systems. A tradition of
rewarding loyalty through internal promotions
added to the problem. It encouraged inbreeding
around the company’s worldview and simply rein-
forced notions of IBM’s mainframe mentality and
its arrogance. Even simple fraditions would lose
their original meaning and transform themselves
into bureaucratic norms. For example, IBM’s
traditional corporate dress code of dark suits and
white shirts is illustrative. This requirement was
intended by Watson to make his salespeople feel
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like executives. If you dressed like an executive,
you would feel like one was Watson’s original
thinking. Indeed, the dress code did build pride in
the early days of IBM. Many decades later, how-
ever, this norm would transform into a symbol of
rigidity and conformity. It bureaucratized itself as
Weber would have guessed.

In conclusion, we have little knowledge about
this crucial area of charismatic leadership. A lim-
ited number of case studies and no systematic
longitudinal research have offered us at best
tantalizing tidbits of insight.

LIABILITIES OF CHARISMATIC
LEADERSHIP

While the literature has largely been glowing
about the effects of charismatic leadership in
organizations, there has been some interest in the
negative outcomes associated with this form of
leadership. For example, Khurana (2002), in his
study of the hiring and firing of CEOs at over 850
of America’s largest companies, found that corpo-
rate board members and executive search consult-
ants placed a strong emphasis on the charisma of
CEQ candidates. As a result, both groups artifi-
cially limited the number of candidates considered
to their companies’ detriment. The CEO labor
market proved to be a closed ecosystem in which
selection decisions were based on highly stylized
criteria that more often had little to do with the
problems a firm was confronting. As a result,
the charismatic candidates often failed once in the
CEO role. At the same time, the charismatic can-
didates possessed extraordinary leverage to
demand high salaries and power. Since the pool of
high-profile charismatic CEOs is limited, such
scarcity naturally drove up wages.

Jane Howell (1988) proposed a simple, dichot-
omous model of socialized and personalized cha-
risma which attempted to address the issue of the
liabilities of certain charismatic leaders. In con-
junction with Robert House (Howell & House,
1993), the theory was refined to propose a set of
personality characteristics, behaviors, and effects
that distinguished two forms of charismatic
leadership.

Specifically, socialized charismatics are
described as articulating visions that serve the
interests of the collective. They govern in an
egalitarian, non-self-aggrandizing manner, and
actively empower and develop their followers.
They also work through legitimate, established
channels of authority to accomplish their goals.
On the other hand, personalized charismatic lead-
ers are authoritarian and narcissistic. They have

high needs for power driven in part by low
self-esteem. Their goals reflect the leader’s own
self-interests, and followers’ needs are played
upon as a means to achieve the leader’s interests.
In addition, they disregard established and legiti-
mate channels of authority as well as the rights
and feelings of others. At the same time, they
demand unquestioning obedience and depend-
ence in their followers. While portraying these
two forms as dichotomous, Howell and House do
acknowledge that a charismatic leader might in
reality exhibit some aspects of both the social-
ized and the personalized characteristics. This
latter view is probably closer to reality than their
ideal model. As such, a scaler model might be
more accurate,

Drawing upon actual examples of charismatic
leaders, Conger (1989, 1990) examined those
who had produced negative outcomes for them-
selves and their organizations. He found that
problems could arise with charismatic leaders
around (1) their visions, (2) their impression
management, (3) their management practices,
and (4) succession planning. On the dimension
of vision, typical problems occurred when lead-
ers possessed an exaggerated sense of the market
opportunities for their vision or when they
grossly underestimated the resources necessary
for its accomplishment. In addition, visions often
failed when they reflected largely the leader’s
needs rather than constituents or the marketplace
or when the leader was unable to recognize fun-
damental shifts in the environment that demanded
redirection.

In terms of impression management, charismatic
leaders appear prone to exaggerated sell-descrip-
tions and claims for their visions that can mislead.
For example, they may present information that
makes their visions appear more feasible or appeal-
ing than they are in reality. They may screen out
looming problems or else foster an illusion of
control when things are actually out of control. From
the standpoint of management practices, there are
examples of overly self-confident and unconven-
tional charismatic leaders who create antagonistic
relations with peers and superiors. Some such as
Steven Jobs are known to create ‘in’ and ‘out’
groups within their organizations that promote
dysfunctional rivalries. Others create excessive
dependence on themselves and then alternate
between idealizing and devaluing dependent sub-
ordinates. Many are ineffective administrators,
preferring ‘big picture’ activities to routine work.
Finally, as discussed in the section on institution-
alization, charismatic leaders often have a difficult
time developing successors. They simply enjoy
the limelight too much to share it. To find a
replacement who is a peer may be oo threatening
for leaders who tend to be so narcissistic.
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Recently, Daniel Sankowsky (1995) has written
about the dilemma of charismatic leaders who are
prone to a pathology of narcissism (see Kets de
Vries & Balazs, Chapter 28, this volume).
Specifically, he has proposed a stage model show-
ing how dark-side charismatics implicate their
followers into a cycle of exploitation. First, these
leaders offer a grandiose vision and confidently
encourage followers to accomplish it. Followers,
however, soon find themselves in an untenable
position. Because of their leader’s optimism, they
have underestimated the constraints facing the
mission as well as the resources they need but cur-
rently lack. As a result, performance inevitably
falls short of the leader’s high expectations.
Wishing to comply with their leader’s wishes,
however, followers continue to strive. Soon their
performance appears substandard as they fall
behind. While initially the leader will blame the
outside world for undermining the mission, their
attention will eventually turn to the followers.
Conditioned to accept their leader’s viewpoint and
not to challenge it, followers willingly receive the
blame themselves from their leader. The reverse of
the many benefits ascribed to charismatic leaders
then occurs. Instead of building their followers’
self-worth and self-efficacy, they gradually destroy
it and create highly dependent individuals.

CONCLUSIONS

Charismatic leadership is a rich and complex
phenomenon. As this chapter suggests, our under-
standing of the topic has advanced significantly
since Max Weber proposed the first formal theory
of charismatic leadership. While political scien-
tists and sociologists grappled with some of the
more critical questions of why certain leaders are
seen as charismatic, it was the field of organiza-
tional behavior that advanced theory and research
to the greatest degree. That said, there are impor-
tant areas of the topic which are only partially
understood to this day. Significantly more research
and theory building are required, especially to
deepen our understanding of the interaction effects
between context and charismatic leadership, insti-
tutionalization and succession dynamics, and the
liabilities of this important form of leadership.
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Gender and Leadership

Linda L. Carli and Alice H. Eagly

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter we document women’s
underrepresentation as leaders and examine vari-
ous theoretical explanations for women’s leader-
ship disadvantage. First, we explore whether the
gender gap in leadership can be explained by
inherent differences between men and women that
endow men with natural leadership ability. We
then consider whether women’s disadvantage lies
in their greater domestic responsibilities and
lesser investments in human capital in the form of
paid work experience and education. We also
assess whether women’s advancement is obstructed
by gender stereotypes and discrimination, which
may result in resistance to women’s influence and
authority. Next, we examine research comparing
the leadership styles of men and women to deter-
mine whether such differences may provide either
gender with advantages or disadvantages as lead-
ers, and thus potentially contribute to women’s
lack of access to leadership. Finally, this chapter
evaluates the extent to which organizational struc-
ture and culture make it difficult for women to rise
into higher-level leadership positions.

In our chapter, we present many studies com-
paring the situations, perceptions, attitudes, and
behaviors of men and women. Studies that reveal
gender differences do not demonstrate dichoto-
mous effects with no overlap of men and women,
but rather average overall differences that occur
across a variety of situational, cultural, and indi-
vidual variables. Many differences and similari-
ties have been established meta-analytically by
taking into account the results of all available
studies. These effects are often moderated by
other variables, such as ethnicity, religion, coun-
try, education, organizational sefting, and other
factors. In these several respects, effects associated

with gender resemble the effects associated with
other variables studied by social scientists (e.g.,
personality traits, attitudes, socioeconomic status,
and race).

We begin by examining women’s current status
as leaders. To what extent have women gained
access to leadership and how has their advancement
remained blocked?

THE UNDERREPRESENTATION
OF WOMEN LEADERS

There is little doubt that the status of women has
improved. Women have steadily increased their
numbers in the paid labor force. In the United States,
women made up only 39% of the paid workforce in
1973, but 47% by 2009 (US Bureau of Labor
Statistics, 2010b, Table 2). Women’s incomes have
alsorisen: in 2009, for full-time US workers, women
earned 80 cents for every dollar that men earned —
up from only 62 cents in 1979 (US Bureau of Labor
Statistics, 2010a). Across all organizations in the
United States, women constitute 51% of those in
professional and managerial positions, 37% of
managers, and 25% of chief executives (US Bureau
of Labor Statistics, 2010b, Table 11).

Women’s advancement is also apparent in poli-
tics and public sector jobs. In 2010 in the United
States, women hold 17% of the Senate seats, 17%
of the seats in the House, 12% of the governorships,
and 23% of state executive offices (Center for
American Women and Politics, 2010a). There are
record numbers of women in state legislatures
(Center for American Woman and Politics, 2010b)
as well as in the US Congress (Center for American
Woman and Politics, 2010c). Similarly, in the



