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Preface and Acknowledgments

T

his book covers the content of an international symposium on leadership and managerial behavior research held at Texas Tech University, from JulN 23 to 27, 1985. It comprises volume 8 of the International Leadership Symposia Series, which originated in 1971 and joins the
earlier volumes in charting the state of the field. Like its most recent predecessors, it reflects the series' increasing international thrust and consideration
of broader aspects of managerial behavior in addition to leadership.

The previous volumes are Current De'elopments in the Study o/ l.eadership (1973), Contingency Approaches to leadership (19741, leadcrship
Frontiers (I975), Leadership: The Cutting Edge (1977), Crossctrrents ia
Leadership (1979), Leadership: Beyond Establishment Xieu's (1982 , and
Leaders and Managers (1984).

The series was established to provide in-depth consideration of current
and future leadership directions and to provide an interdisciplinary perspective for the scholarly study of leadership. Taken as a whole, the books in the
series have been designed to build on one another, to show the evolution of
the field over time, and to be at the forefront of new developments. The current inteinational focus and broadened managerial behavior emphasis are
considered to be at the heart of developments in the field.
The format of the books has encouraged the achievement of these objectives in several ways. First, a mix of work from well-known scholars, widely
recognized for many years, and newer scholars, whose work has only recently received attention, has been utilized. Second, expert discussants/critiqUers
have prepared commentaries for the presentations. Third, interchanges have
been encouraged at the symposia an, issues emerging from these interchanges
have been woven into the introductory part or chapter materials of the
books. Fourth, a broad-ranging overview has typically been prepared to put
the books' contents into perspective. That perspective has often ranged far
afield from the contents of the chapters themselves. Finally, in more recent
books, the editors have provided a considerable amount of additional commentary to help balance the content of the books in terms of current directions.
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To encourage further scholarship in the leadership area and to recognize
the contributions of outstanding individuals, the Ralph M. Stogdill Distinguished Leadership Scholarship Award was established in 1976. Bestowed on
an intermittent basis, the award is given to a leadership scholar "in recognition of his or her outstanding contribvion to the advancement of leadership
research and for devotion to the development of a new generation of leadership scholars." Thus, the award is intended not only for the scholarly
research contribution of the chosen individual but, equally important, for the
contribution to the development of others in the field. To date, award recipients have been Ralph M. Stogdill himselr, 1976; Fred E. Fiedler, 1978; and
Rensis Likert, 1980.
This current symposium was sponsored by the Texas Tech University
College of Business Administration, Area of Management, and Texas Center
for Productivity and Quality of Work Life. We are indebted to individuals in
all these units for their encouragement and support.
Planning and arrangements for this symposium involved a number of
people. First, there was the symposium organizing committee to participate
in planning, paper evaluation, and decision making. The committee was
composed of the four editors: James G. (Jerry) Hunt (Texas Tech),
B.R. Baliga (Texas Tech), H. Peter Dachler (St. Gallen Graduate School of
Economics, Law, Business and Public Administration, Switzerland), and
Chester A. Shriesheim (University of Miami, Florida).
Second, to host the symposium and implement travel and lodging
arrangements in addition to performing symposium secretarial duties, Icanna
Richards in the Texas Tech Area of Management provided invaluable help.
Third, graduate students Gin Seow and Susan Fox along with the Area of
Nanagement secretary Carolyn Guess and student workers Alan Davidson
and Robbie Floyd, all at Texas Tech, provided support help beyond the call
of duty.
The content of this book was obtained as follows. First, a call for
.bstracts was mailed to a large number of people throughout the .vorld and
communicated in selected journals and newsletters. Abstracts from the Americas were sent to Jerry Hunt and those from the rest of the world were sent to
Peter Dachler. A review board was established at each location.
Second, the board blind-reviewed the abstracts. With consultation
between and across the editors, a group of abstracts was judged to have
received ratings iidicating they should be considered further.
Third, the authors of this group of abstracts were invited to prepare complete papers. The completed papers then underwent a review process similar
to that of the earlier abstracts. Seven of these papers were linally selected for
presentation; along with two invited overviews, the, appear as ch.1pter, in
this book. These were supplemented with a workshop on leadership in organizations IT trar.,ition and a Workshop employing kIason and MitroWtX
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xiii

(1981) Strategic Assumption Surfacing Technique as applied to the assumptions of leadership researchers. The content of these workshops was then
used to form the basis of respective chapters by Baliga and Hunt and by Peterson and Smith.
The review process was aided by a longstanding symposium advisory
board, augmented by a large number of ad hoc reviewers. Advisory board
members are:

Chris Aigyris

Fred Fiedler

Harvard University

University of Washington

Bernard Bass

Edwin Fleishman

State University of New York at
Binghamton

Advanced Research Resources
Organization, Bethesda, Md.

David Bower
University of Michigan

William Fox
University of Florida

Elmer Burack
University of Illinois at Chicago

George Graen
University of Cincinnati

John Cambell
University of MinnesotaGreene
Twin Cities

University of Southern Maine

Martin Chemers
University of Utah
John Child
University of Aston in
Birmingham, U.K.
Larry Cummings
Northwestern University
Martin Evans
University of Toronto
George Farris
Rutgers, The State University of
New Jersey

Edwin Hollander
State University of New York at
Buffalo
James Price
University of Iowa
Marshall Sashkin
U.S. Office of Education,
Washington, D.C.
Chester Scbriesheim
University of Miami
Henry Sims, Jr.
The Pennsylvania State University
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john Slocum, jr.

Peter \X eissenberg

Southern Methodist University

Rutgers, The State University of
New. Jersey, Camden

'John Stinson
Ohio University

Ad hoc reviewers were:
Klaus Barfijlkt'

James S. Phillips

Bergzisch e 0 niversitatGesamth(,chschule Wuppertal,
Federal R~public of Germany

Universitv of Houston
Philip Al. Podsakoff
Indiana University

D). Anthony-N Butterfield

University of Massachusetts
R ickv WX.Gri fin
Texas A & MI UniversitV
Peter Holdcreggt'r
Hochschule St. Gallen, Sw\itzerland

Randall S. Schuler
New York Uni~ersity
Thomas Schucinger
Universitat Munster
Federal Republic of Germany

Rudkqcr Kliniecki

john E. Sheridan
Texas Christian Univei

Institut for Betriebsw-irtschaft
HochschUle St. Gallen,
Switzerland

Henn, L losi, jr.
University of Florida

Richard T. Mouda 'v
University of Oregon

sity

Gary A. Yruki
State University of New, York at
Albany

Richard N. Osborn

Waync St.ate Univer- itv

The advisory hoard and reviewers have been very helpful in providing a
critically important perspective to supplement that of the organizing comimittee.
The present symposium could not have been held without the assistance
of all those mentioned in the preceding. In addition, financial support has
been critical. The bulk of this support came from the United States Army

Pre/ace and Acknou'itdgments • xv
Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences and Mrs. Helen
DeVitt Jones of Lubbock. This was supplemented by support from the Office
of Naval Research and Smithsonian Institution, along with the Texas Tech
Center for Productivity and Quality of Work Life and the St. Gall Graduate
School of Switzerland. Secretarial and other clerical assistance was provided
by Texas Tech University and the St. Gall Graduate School.
In terms of editorship, the American editors have been joined by Peter
Dachler, their colleague from Switzerland. This has helped ensure an international mix of works. It was agreed that Jerry Hunt, as the founder and principal architect of the symposia series, would be the senior editor and the others
would be listed alphabetically. This ordering is followed in all of the editorial
pieces in the book. Let there be no doubt about overall contribution, however; both the symposium and this book are based on a team effort by all of
the editors.
Finally, Donna Hunt should be recognized for proofreading assistance.
We are indebted to her and to all those above for their contributions.
.G. Hunt
B.R. Baliga
H.P. Dachler
C.A. Schriesheim
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Emerging Leadership Vistas:
An Introduction
James G. Hunt
B.R. Baliga
H. Peter Dachler
Chester A. Schriesheim
eadership research tends to mirror the organizational research of

which it is a part. Both have been in a state of turmoil for some time.
That turmoil has been reflected in the leadership symposia volumes
since 1975, and is manifested in the metaphorical nature of all the titles
but one.
As editors we see this turmoil as a necessary process to move beyond the
status quo. Hence we are encouraged rather than disturbed by it. Thus, in
this current book on emerging leadership vistas we have encouraged diversity
and controversy and see such diversity and controversy as fairly representing
the state of leadership research today.
Themes reflected in recent volumes are again reflected here. Primary
among these are contrasts between perspectives of U.S. researchers and
others; differences in epistemological assumptions; varying conceptualizations of what is meant by leadership; and contrasts between micro and macro
aspects of leadership.
Perhaps the most controversial aspect of this book is concerned with different and in part contradictory epistemological assumptions that underlie
the study of leadership. Within the traditional "realist perspective" of social
science one sees leadership as a concept independent of the observer and subject to laws and regularities assumed to be inherent in the objective nature of
leadership "out there," waiting to be discovered by the leadership researcher.
In the context of an interpretative, social constructionist perspective of social
science, one experiences leadership as something that emerges out of the complex social-political network of relationships in organizations. Some people
embedded in this network of relationships with its implicit rules, codes,
norms, theories and ideologies are experienced as leaders, based upon the
socially constructed meaning of the specific and wider social and cultural
context. In addition, the community of leadership researchers, which constitutes a complex social system within a particular culture, collectively

2

.

Emerging Leadership Vistas

constructs on the basis of the dominant discipline paradigm the nature and
meaning of leadership and management as much as those who engage in
leadership.
It is interesting to note that although this difference in perspectives is partially reflected in the difference between U.S. scholars and those from the rest
of the world, it also clearly separates U.S. scholars. It is probably fair to say
that differences between perspectives of normal science proponents and subjectivist or interpretist ?roponents are greater than those between U.S. and
non-U.S. scholars. Be that as it may, this book in its entirety (content chapters, commentary chapters, and overviews) reflects a mix of normal science,
interpretist, U.S., and outside-U.S. contributions.
The normal science/interpretist split is no more sharply reflected than in
the overviews and in the treatment of charisma in part 1, but it permeates
much of the rest of the book as well.
Let us now take a brief look at the way the book's content is structured.
Following this introductory chapter, there are four parts, each containing
from two to four chapters.
The mix of authors across content, commentary, and overview chapters
comprises a fifty/fifty split between those located in the United States and
those outside the United States. There is not a straightforward one for one
balancing here; rather people were assigned where they would be the best fit
and where they could provide especially appropriate insights. The first three
parts contain content chapters with a concluding chapter of comments about
each of the content chapters. Part IV contains the two overview chapters
mentioned earlier providing dramatically different perspectives of leadership
and ways of moving ahead. Each part contains a short introduction by the
editors providing a short summary of each of the content and commentary
chapters. Also included are some issues for readers to ponder as they read the
chapters in the part in question. These issues are a combination of our own
insights and highlights of those expressed by the symposium participants.
In part I of this book, three chapters address the still ambiguous notions
of charismatic and transformational leadership, where the latter view of
leadership tries to focus on that which may make followers exceed their own
expectations. All three contributions attempt to make initial steps toward
showing that there are aspects of leadership that lie not only within the conscious, rational analyses leaders or managers "do" on people and situations
but that leadership also includes more intuitive processes regarding value and
cultural processes within work groups and organizations. More importantly,
these chapters show that these aspects of the leadership process are not
simply mystical "attributes" of a particular leader.
Part II of this book is concerned with leadership in a dynamic, organizational context. Two of the chapters focus on a long-neglected issue in leadership research, namely the embeddedness of leadership in organizations as a
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whole. Traditional perspectives have reduced the concept of leadership primarily to the narrow interaction patterns between a usually formally assigned
leader and his or her followers. The organizational and larger societal context, if it is included in the leadership model at all, is primarily treated as isolated contingency variables which moderate the leader-follower interactions.
The third chapter looks at the dynamic, processual aspects of leadership deep
within the organization. It centers on dynamic processes between managers
and subordinates in work teams.
Part Ill contains epistemological issues in leadership research which deal
with problems that so far have received very little, if any, attention in the
previous leadership symposia volumes. Each of the three chapters in this part
deals with conceptually separate epistemological issues. But the common
thread is the recognition that leadership and management theory and
research methodologies are not simply a reflection of the inherent properties
of an objective, separately existing leadership reality, but are socially constructed outcomes of the community of leadership researchers and their root
assumptions, values, ideologies, and preconceptions.
Finally, part IV of this book contains two overview chapters covering the
symposiurn and fundamental issues in leadership and management research
in general. Although originally the idea was to review the symposium from a
U.S. and European perspective, during the course of the symposium and its
preparation it became quite obvious that the fundamental issue was not one
of a U.S. and European cultural tradition in leadership research, although
such cultural differences clearly play their part. The fundamental issue
revolved around two contradictory epistemological perspectives of social
science out of which quite different answers to the questions of "what is leadership" and "what are new vistas of leadership" emerge. The two overview
chapters approach these questions from the "normal science" perspective on
the one hand and the "social construction of reality" perspective on the other.
Two very different leadership realities emerge from the two chapters.

Part I
Charismatic and
Transformational
Leadership
James G. Hunt
B.R. Baliga
H. Peter Dachler
Chester A. Schriesheim

a

frequently heard lament in recent years among those studying

leadership has been that the research has become sterile and though
rigorous misses the real essence of what leadership is all about. The
chapters in this part address what seems to be becoming a new focus in leadership research and may allow us to start asking some rather different questions regarding the leadership phenomenon. The discussion of charisma and
its cousin transformational leadership in this first part makes it clear that
these aspects of leadership are more than a mystical gift that is bestowed on a
fortunate few (see Dubin 1979). Although mystical in the sense that charisma
and transformational leadership involve interpretational and symbolic processes, the chapters of this part lay some groundwork for dismissing the simplistic idea that charisma is solely (or primarily) a function of the leader's personality.
Chapter 2, "Charismatic Leadership: A Phenomenological and Structural
Approach," by Kimberly M. Boal and John M. Bryson, starts the book's look
at charisma by considering two kinds of charismatic leaders. The first of
these is a leader who obtains charisma by means of extraordinary vision
communicated to the followers. The important insight by Boal and Bryson is
the fact that it is not the leader as such who creates and communicates an
"extraordinary vision"; rather, a perspective or idea of a leader is experienced
by the relevant actors as a vision in the context of their phenomenological
world. The second, in marked contrast, is a leader who obtains charisma by
means of a crisis in the context of which charismatic qualities are attributed
to a leader.

6 - Charismaticand Trans/u,mational Leadership
Boal and Bryson argue that the two kinds of charismatic leaders will have
different effects on the phenomenological worlds (interpretative scheme) of
the followers. In both cases the worlds will be different than before. However, with a visionary leader the process begins with an interpretative scheme
whereas in the case of crisis-produced charismatic leadership the crisis-related
actions of the relevant actors lead to the interpretation of charisma under
certain experienced circumstances.
The authors develop a model that combines phenomenological and structural approaches to charismatic leadership. The model is followed by a series
of propositions suggesting conditions under which charismatic effects are
more likely. The propositions are a beginning step in looking at charisma
within a contingency framework.
Boal and Bryson's chapter 2 is followed by Aolio and Bass's, "Transformational Leadership, Charisma, and Beyond." That chapter builds on the
earlier work of Burns (1978) and Bass (1985) regarding transformational
leadership-that which motivates followers to work for transcendental goals
and to perform beyond their expectations. Transformational leadership is
defined as including not only charisma but individualized follower consideration and intellectual stimulation as well. The chapter emphasizes the importance of using transactional leadership-that based on traditional leaderfollower exchange relationships-as a base, with the truly effective leader
using trarsformationai leadership on top of transactional leadership.
Avolio and Bass measure both transactional and transformational leadership using questionnaires and make the point that leaders posses dcglees of
transformational and charismatic leadership ad that these are not simply
gifts bestowed on a fortinatc lew. They then report results of a number of
studies that go beyond those earlier summarized by Bass (1985). Finally, they
examine the research and practitioner implications of this body of work.
Chapter 3, "Toward an Organizational Leadership Theory," by Marshall Sashkin and Robert M. Fulmer, embeds charismatic leadership within
the broader stud), of leadership in organizations. The chapter is organized
around the themes of person, situation, and behavior and explores these
themes for both operational (lower level) and executive (top level) leadership.
Leaders' motivational needs and cognitive abilities are seen as providing them
with the wherewithal needed to focus on relevant situational factors and then
to carry out appropriate behaviors for effective leadership. The behaviors are
based on recent work by Bennis and Nanus (1985) and are charismatic or
transformational in nature. The details of how executive and operational
leaders implement this person, situation, behavior model differ but the basic
pattern of the model is argued to hold true at both levels.
The three chapters, in combination, approach the study of charismatic
leadership from a number of different perspectives. The commentaries and
issues raised by symposium participants help highlight these differences and
stimulate the reader's thinking while he or she moves through this part.
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Anthony Butterfield was chosen as the commentator for chapter 2 by
Boal and Bryson for numerous reasons. He is an expert in leadership, he
comes from an institution (the University of Massachusetts Department of
Management) that emphasizes interpretist views, and he has followed and
participated in the symposia series which has provided an important backdrop for his views. His commentary in chapter 5 does several things. First, it
lauds the Boal and Bryson chapter for integrating both subjectivist and functionalist approaches. Second, it points out a number of major strengths of
the contribution and follows these with some concerns. Finally, Butterfield
emphasizes the need for work on charisma and shows the contribution of the
Boal and Bryson chapter in this work.
Jill Graham's work on organizational citizenship served as a key reason
for her selection as a commentator on the work of Avolio and Bass. That
perspective is shown in her differentiation between subordinates as mere
automotors responding to the leader's charismatic acts and followers who
demonstrate free choice behavior. She draws a parallel between transactional
leadership and its development of dependence on the part of subordinates
and true transformational leadership and its development of follower autonomy. She argues that House's (1977) charismatic model assumes the former
whereas the transformational approach of Avolio and Bass emphasizes the
latter-as does organizational citizenship behavior. Citizenship behavior is
that behavior on the part of the follower that goes be} ond routine response to
achievement of organizational goals. For this to take place the leader must
provide employee empowerment as opposed to dependence. Graham contends that it would be desirable to measure both transformational leadership
and organizational citizenship behavior in one study.
Patricia Riley has an organizational communication background and is
thus attuned to both objectivist and interpretist research perspectives. It was
this background that caused us to choose her as a commentator for the Sashkin and Fulmer chapter. Although that chapter uses an objectivist perspective, its use of charisma as a key feature could clearly benefit from the perspective of someone familiar with the subjectivist tradition which underlies a
good bit of the charismatic literature.
She discusses Sashkin and Fulmer's work in terms of the *conceptual
framework, epistemological concerns, and future research. In terms of the
conceptual framework, she takes issue with the classification of some of the
variables. For example, she sees charisma as a person variable whereas Sashkin and Fulmer consider it a behavior. Similarly she takes issue with some of
the variables which Sashkin and Fulmer call behaviors. She argues instead
that they are metabehaviors that include evaluations of successful outcomes.
She also has some concerns about their treatment of culture. Basically she is
arguing for a more thorough explication of the variables and a stronger tie
with the interpretist literature.
Epistemologiciliv, she cautions against the tendency to use such symbolic
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terms as leader and charismatic as mere categories of behaviors. She argues
that these should be analyzed using forms of analyses that will pick up their
richness as symbols, their creation of meaning, and their dramatic impact.
In terms of future research, she suggests some directions and an approach
that allows focusing on leadership in context as opposed to treating it as a
variable in isolation.

Highlights of Issues Raised

at the Symposium
Some issues related to Boal and Bryson's chapter 2 are the following. First, is
charisma a gift or a relationship? If it is a relationship there are not charismatic leaders per se but rather charismatic situations or charismatic actions.
Crisis situations may invoke different kinds of leadership than non-crisis
situations and these lead to leader-follower relationships developing differently in the two situations. Under non-crisis situations, the leader may generate t'ie particular relationship termed charismatic. This question is an
interesting one because it challenges the traditional view of charisma as a gift
and opens up a way of thinking that can lead to very different implications
than the traditional view.
Second, in a crisis situation does the behavior of the crisis-induced charismatic leader change or is it merely perceived differently by the followers? Or
is some combination of both at work?
Third, is creating phenomenological validity exclusively a function of
charismatic leaders in the context of their groups and their followers or is it a
function of all leaders? If the latter, where then does charisma enter in? This
really raises the question of the extent to which charisma is necessary in the
Boal and Bryson model or whether simply examining crisis versus non-crisis
leaders would suffice.
Finally, to what extent may visionary leaders induce pseudocrisis in order
to generate conditions necessary for their charismatic efforts to be felt?
Turning to the Avolio and Bass chapter, the following kinds of issues
deserve consideration. First, to what extent is the charisma component of
leadership simply the residual effect on outcomes which remains after the
basic task has been accomplished? In this sense, how does it differ from discretionary leadership (e.g., Hunt and Osborn 1982)? Discretionary leadership is behavior at the leader's volition that is above the behavior required for
minimal performance of the leadership role. Also, is it accurate, as some
writers such as Graham (chapter 5, this book) argue, to consider transactional leadership the same as management or "supervision" (in Jacobs's
1971 terms) and transformational leadership as "leadership."
Second, this chapter clearly argues that charisma is not a uniquely per-
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sonal attribute of a few but rather something that everyone has to a greater or
lesser degree. If one accepts this, it has extremely interesting developmental
implications akin to some of those raised above for Boal and Bryson's work.
In combination, the implications are quite far-reaching and suggest that
charisma and transformational behaviors or relationships can be taught.
Finally, the work reported by Avolio and Bass does not emphasize contingencies. In this it differs from the Boal and Bryson and Sashkin and Fulmer
chapters, where contingencies are considered to be an important aspect of
charismatic leadership.
Let us now look at some issues raised by the Sashkin and Fulmer chapter.
First, as both Sashkin and Fulmer as well as Riley indicate-and this is worth
repeating-the meaning of leader behaviors comes from the subordinates and
not from the behavior per se. In other words, meaning adheres to the context
of the behavior and not to the simple behavior itself. It is this that creates the
major problem in measuring leader behavior and in understanding its meaning and implications for developing a theory of leadership. It is here that an
interpretist orientation can provide much insight.
Second, what constitutes leadership may be a function of the particular
culture in which it is embedded. To the extent that this is true the conception
of, for example, good and bad leaders may be culture specific. If this notion is
extended to organizational cultures (an important aspect of Sashkin and Fulmer's chapter), what are the implications for developing leadership theory?
In closing it may be helpful to focus on an issue that cuts across all the
arguments about charisma in this part of the book: does charismatic behavior
lead to superior outcomes or do subordinates where such superior outcomes
exist attribute charismatic or transformation behaviors to the leader after
the fact?

2
Charismatic Leadership:
A Phenomenological and
Structural Approach
Kimberly B. Boal
John M. Brvson

"Sone men see things as theN are and say, whN ? I dream things that
never %%ereand sas,whN not?"
-Robert F.Kenned, as quoted bNIed Kenned) in Ted's eulog for
Robert 1
*Vhere are no great nien. There are onls great challenges % hich ordinar inei ire fiorced b% circUnstances to meet..
-Attributed to Admiral \\ Y."Bull" flales ,U.S.N.2

eadership has been one of the most researched topics in management,
yet the research results have also been among the most disappointing.
Some researchers, in fact, have gone so far as to suggest that the concept of leadership has outlived its usefulness (Miner 1975). Others argue that
leadership has become a dumping ground for unexplained variance (Pfeffer
1977), or a "romantic- illusion that allows us to believe someone is in charge
when in fact no one is (Meindl, Ehrlich, and Dukerich 198.i).
Part of the difficulty lies in the controversy surrounding the appropriate
definitions, measurements, units of analysis, and methods for studying leadership. Yet, in all the confusion, most people agree that some people appear
to make a big difference in the unfolding of events-so big that they are
referred to as charismatic leaders. Weber (1947) suggested that these leaders
have a gift of exceptional or even supernatural qualities-a "'charisma-that helps them lift ordinary people to extraordinary heights. We would agree
such leaders do exist, and describe them as visionary charismatic leaders. We
argue, however, that there is another, crisis produced, form of leadership in
which it is extraordinary circumstances and not extraordinary individuals
that create charismatic effects. The opening quotes capture the difference
between these two types of leadership.
WXe"ould like to thank in particular Nemmian Peer\, (ars Yukl .. od in anom niou, res m er
for their comments.
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Although we believe that the starting points for these two types of charismatic leaders differ, we also believe there is a common thread. The common
thread is our belief that the essential function of charismatic leadership is to
help create a new or different world that is phenomenologically valid
(Brickman 1978)-that is, "real"-to the followers. C, 1litions existing in
the larger organizational environment and within the psychological profiles
of the followers help to differentiate the two torms of charisma.
The remainder of the chapter is divided into four sections. Phenomenological validity-an individual level concept-is discussed in the first section,
including its two aspects, intrinsic and extrinsic validity. The group analog of
phenomenological validity-consensually validated interpretive schemesalso is discussed in the first section, along with its two aspects, co-orientation
and system effectiveness. The second section focuses on the difference
between visionary and crisis-produced charismatic leadership. The two forms
of leadership may be distinguished based on their diffex ing starting points and
effects on the phenomenological world of the followers. A model of charismatic leadership is proposed in the third section. Particular attention is given
in the model to follower characteristics and situational (i e., task and environmental) variables that are hypothesized to affect phenomenological
validity.

Phenomenological Validity
House (1977) suggests that charismatic leadership should be defined in terms
of its effects. In other words, charismaticleaders are those who have "charismatic effects " on their followers to an unusually high degree. Based on a
review of the literature, House suggests the following effects of cl arismatics
as a starting point for development of a more parsimonious scale or set of
scales: follower trust in the correctness of the leader's beliefs, similarity of
followers' beliefs to those of the leader, unquestioning acceptance of the
leader, affection for the leader, willing obedience to the leader, identification
with and emulation of the leader, emotional involvement of the follower in
the mission, heightened goals of the follower, and the feeling on the part of
followers that they will be able to accomplish or contribute to the accomplishment of the mission. What is interesting about these effects is that charismatics appear to be intimately and unusually involved in toe creation of a
new or different "world"-or interpretive scheme(s)-for their followers that
is cognitively, emotionally, behaviorally, and consequentially "real" for teem.
In other words, charismatic leaders appear to play a crucial role in helping
create a phenomenologically valid (real) world for their followers that is
new or different from their previous world. This world, the actor's Lebenswelt, consists of all the sensory, affectie, and cognitive events subjectively
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experienced by the actor. What we argue is that charismatic leaders help
bring order, meaning, purpose, and consequence to these events, and are
viewed by their followers as playing a central, "causal" role in the creation of
this order, meaning, purpose, and consequence.
Phenomenological validity is concerned with the conditions under which
people decide a situation is real. 3 Brickman argues that for a person to dtide
that a situation is real two correspondences must occur. First, there must be
an internal correspondence between a person's feelings (we would argue cognitiors as well) and their behavior. "This means that a person's behavior
expresses feelings that are both substantial and appropriate to the behavior"
(Brickman 1978, 11). If this correspondence is high, then the linkage may be
called intrinsically valid. 4 Second, there must be an external correspondence
betweea a person s behavior and the consequences of that behavior. "This
means that a person's behavior elicits responses that are both substantial and
appropriate to the behavior" (Brickman 1978, 11 ). If the correspondence is
high, then the linkage is extrinsically valid. Situations must be both intrinsically and extrinsically valid for them to be phenomenologically valid for the
actors in (hem.
What happens when one of the correspondences is weak or nonexistent?
Table 2-1 outlines four situations based on different possible combinations
of internal and external correspondence. As already noted, real situations are
those in which actions express cognitions and feelings that are both substantial and appropriate to the behavior, and the actions elicit responses that are
both substantial and appropriate to the actions. In situations ,\here actions
elicit consequences, but the actions do not express a person's cognitions and
feelings, we have alitnation, as when a person is "just doing their job." Alienated people, in other words, are those who "just put in time," but \whose
"hearts are not in the job." In situations where people act based on their
feelings, but where the consequences are not substantial-as in the game of
Monopoly-we have fantasy. We also have fantasy when people avoid doing
or saying what they might wish to because they fear the consequences or
becaus , the consequences seem impossible to achieve. Walter Mitty, in other
words, lived in an intrinsically valid, but extrinsicaiih inva',d, fantas\ vorld.
Finally, situations in which there is neither internal nor external corresp ndence involve role plays, where people "go through the motions without
affect, reward, or punishment. Of course, effective educational role plays
strive to create a worid that is at least for a time phenomenologically vilid for
the players. What we have in mind here are not educational role pla., but
people who in "real life" play a role with no corresponding affect or effectpeople surely well-suited to undergo psychotherap.!
Charismatic leaders appear to have the effect of helping create-at least
for a time-unusually powerful degrees of correspondence between a person's cognitions, feelings, behavior, and the consequences of thit behavior.
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Table 2-1
Phenomenological Validity: Elements of Internal and External
Correspondence
Internal Correspondn,e

Actions express substantial and
appropriate perceptions and feelings.
No

Yes
Yes

I. Real'
Ordinar

External Correspondence

2. Unreal
,

Alienation

interaction

Actions elicit substantial and
appropriate consequences.
No

3. Unreal
Fantas)

4. Unreal
Role pla,

Source: A:dapted from Brickman, P. (1978). Is it real? In ,I.H. Harve., '. Ickes, ard R.F. Kidd
L rlbaum Associates.
(eds,) New directions in attribution reseat,h (13 Hillsdale, N .J.:
'Phenormenologicall valid situation.

Charismatic leaders, in other words, either help create powerful correspondences where they did not exist before, or else help heighten correspondences
where they previously existed in weak form.
Of course there are dangers when either internal or external correspondence becomes very high-to say nothing of the risks when both are high
(Brickman 1978, 15):
If internal correspondence is perfect, actions are unambiguous indicators of

feelings and can never be excused. If external correspondence is perfect,
actions have irredeemable consequences and [one] can never afford aImistake.
Situations of very high internal and external correspondence thus would
appear to be inherently unstable. They would appear to require either that
those who cannot handle the high correspondences leave, or else that psychological and structural supports be established to maintain the correspondences in the face of threats to their disestablishment.
Although intrinsic and extrinsic validity are uithin-subiectconstructs, we
believe there is a between-subjects analog. We suggest that group behavior
can reflect a common co-orientation (Newcomb 1953) that is the group
analog of intrinsic validity. In this situation, we would argue that the behavior of group members, both individually ,nd collectively, reflects shared
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interpretative schemes, values, and understanding of the appropriate theories
of action (Argyris and Schon 1978). 5 But more than this, not only do individuals share this common belief system, they are aware each other shares it
(cf., Scheff 1967).
The between-subjects analog of extrinsic validity is system effectiveness.
Effective systems would be ones where the group's behavior elicits intended
consequences. When both co-orientation and system effectiveness are high,
we would have a condition of consensually validated interpretive schemes,
the collective analog of phenomenological validity.
Table 2-2 outlines four situations based on different possible combinations of co-orientation and system effectiveness. In cell 1, the group or organization is co-oriented and is effective in bringing about intended consequences. A successful family-owned business or a company such as Celestial
Seasonings might be an example. In cell 2, where actions elicit consequences
but do not reflect shared values or understanding, we have alienation. Such a
situation would be classified as working, but alienated. The situation in a
company prior to a strike might be an example. Cell 3 represents a situation
where there is high value congruence and shared understanding, but the system is failing. To the extent the group clings to its beliefs despite their ineffectiveness, it is deluded. A failing family business might be an example at the
organization level. Finally, in cell 4 there are situations where there are
neither shared interpretive schemes, values, and theories of action nor system
effectiveness; anomie or chaos is a likely result.

Table 2-2
Consensually Validated Interpretive Schemes: Elements of Co-Orientation
and System Effectiveness
Co-Orirntation
Group actions (both individualls and
collectively) reflect shared interpretive schemes.
values, and theories of action.

Yes

No

Yes

i. Consensually
validated
interpretative
schemes

2. Working, but
alienated

No

3. Delusion

4. Anomie or chaos

Sycstern Effecti'eness
Group actions elicit intended
consequences.

Source: Adapted from Brickman, P. (1978). Is it real? In J.H. Harvey, W. Ickes, and R.F. Kidd
(eds.) New directions in attribution research (13). Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum Associates.
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Visionary and Crisis-Produced
Charismatic Leadership
We have argued that there are two types of charismatic leaders-visionary
and crisis-produced-and the common thread to both is that each tries to
create a new or different world that is phenomenologically valid for his or
her followers. In this section, however, we would like to clarify the differences between the two types of charismatic leadership. We argue that the two
types of leaders start by emphasizing different aspects of phenomenological
validity.
We believe that visionary charismatic leaders are those who produce
charismatic effects primarily through helping to heighten internal correspondence for individual followers or co-orientation within a group of followers. As Berlew (1974, 269) argues, "The first requirement for ... charismatic leadership is a common or shared vision of what the future could be."
Thus visionary, charismatics link individuals' needs to important values, purposes, ca meanings through articulation of a vision and goals-inspiring
'nterpretative schemes-and also through pointing out how individuals'
behavior can contribute to fulfillment of those values, purposes, or meanings.
We think that visionary charismatic effects are most likely to develop in cells
2 and 4 of tables 2-1 and 2-2-the cells characterized by the absence of internal correspondence and co-orientation.
We believe, however, that visionary charismatics do more than simply
provide new schemata, values, or theories of action. The organizational
change literature suggests that in addition: (1) potential followers need to be
dissatisfied with the current situatiun (March and Simon 1958), perhaps
through the unselling of old "truths" (Wildavsky 1972); (2) the new vision
must provide for a stronger linkage between values, attitudes, and behaviors;
and (3) followers must have a chance to successfully practice part(s) of the
vision before they will attribute charisma to the leader (Argyris and Schon
1978).
Crisis-produced charismatic leaders create charismatic effects primarily
through helping to heighten external correspondencefor individual followers
and system effectiveness for groups of followers. Crises exist when a system is
requircd or expected to handle a situation for which existing resources, procedures, policies, structures or mechanisms, and so forth, are inadequate
(Bryson 1981). In other words, crises sever the linkage between behavior and
the consequences of that behavior-the external correspondence necessary to
add "reality" to actions. Continued severance of this linkage would result in a
condition of "learned helplessness" (Seligman 1975). Crisis-produced charismatic leaders handle a crisis situation through detailing the actions to be
taken and the expected consequences of those actions.
Crises enable leaders to do so in at least two ways. First, as Korten (1968)
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has pointed out, under conditions of stress and ambiguity, group members
give power to individuals who plumise to remove the ambiguity and stress.
Thus, crises empower a leader to act in ways that would otherwise be constrained, and allow the leader to base his or her own behavior on his or her
own ideologies and values. Charismatic effects, however, will be short-lived
in crisis situations unless the crisis is favorably resolved from the standpoint
of the follv.rs Furthermore, charismatic attributions will be short-term
unless the leader remains in a prime focal position and .n relate t,handling
of the crisis to a higher purpose that has intrinsic validity for the actors. Focal
position allows the leader to continually influence the feelings and behaviors
of followers (Roberts 1985). As Beyer (1981, 187) points out, "People
behave in accordance ...with the ideologies and values of powerful superiors." Tapping higher purposes will improve the favorable perceptions of the
leader by the followers, arouse follower needs, and improve follower acceptance of challenging goals. Crisis-produced charismatics, in other words, can
be expected not to stop with efforts to reestablish external validity, but also
can be expected to work for the establishment of the psychological supports
necessary to maintain high degrees of internal correspondence in their followers as well. For as Kaufman (1960, 222-23) points out, "all influences on...
behavior are filtered through a screen of individual values, concepts, and
images. . . .To the extent the leaders of an organization can manipulate the
screen, they can increase the receptivity of personnel to organization directives and decrease their receptivity to outside influences."
A second way that crises help leaders detail new actions and consequences is by promoting unlearning and the search for new actions by followers (Hedberg 1981). Hewitt and Hall (1973, 370) note that in disorderly
situations, "people evoke quasitheories that first postulate a cure, which is
followed by an analysis of the cause and effect that supports the cure." This
suggests, as Hedberg (1981, 196) states, "If ambiguity is high, solutions are
chosen before the value and ideological commitments they represent become
clear." Thus crisis-produced charismatic leaders differ from visionary charismatic leaders in one important respect. Crisis leaders start with action and
then move to interpretative schemes, values, or theories of action, to support
or justify the action. Visionaries, on the other hand, start with "theory" and
move to action.
We believe, in other words, that crisis-produced charismatic effects are
most likely to be produced in cells 3 and 4 of tables 2-1 and 2-2-the cells
characterized by the absence of external correspondence and system failure.
Cell 3 is thus the sole province of the crisis-produced charismatic, whereas
cell 2 is the sole province of the visionary charismatic. Either type of charismatic, on the other hand, might be expected to c-erge in cell 4; whereas
neither might be expected to emerge in cell 1, as conditions favoring the
production of charismatic effects would not exist (although a leader who
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had helped move a situation from cells 2, 3, or 4 to cell 1 might be able to
maintain charismatic effects in cell 1).

A Model of Charismatic Leadership
In this section we propose a model of charismatic leadership that represents a
synthesis of House's (1977) work, Brickman's (1978) development of the
concept of phenomenological validity, Gidden's (1979) attempt to link phe::,uin.ailogical and structutal approaches, and our own ettorts to adapt these
writers' efforts to the question of how charismatic leadership develops in
organizational settings. The model is summarized in figure 2-1. Several
propositions will be presented in this section that summarize the relationships
that constitute the model. Due to a lack of prior theory and empirical
research, only a few speculative propositions primarily at the individual level
of analysis will be offered.
The model consists of six basic components. The first component consists of leader characteristics and behaviors and is based on House (1977).
The second component is the perceptions and feelings of the followers. The
third component is the behavior of the followers, and the fourth component
is the consequences of the behavior of the followers. The fifth and sixth components of the model are follower characteristics and task and environmental
variables that are hypothesized to affect internal and external correspondence.
At this point we must address directly the question of whether phenomenological and structural approaches are compatible. We argue that they
are-that they represent two sides of the same coin of social life (cf., Sanders
1982). Giddens (1979) provides persuasive support for this position. The kex
to his argument is his concept of structuration, based on what he asserts to be
the three fundamental elements of social life, and three neaLssary levels of
analysis. He argues that all social life invU'c, L three essential elements: the
creation and corimunication of meaning (in this case between leader and followers), the exeicise of power (in this case the power of a charismatic leader
to get followers to do what they otherwise would not), and the evaluation of
conduct as measured against normative standards (in this case the sanctioning and reinforcement of leader and follower behavior based on normative
criteria). He goes on to differentiate three levels of analysis. He argues that
interaction (the primary province of phenomenologists, ethnomethodologists, and hermeneutic specialists) is linked to structure (the primary province of structuralists and logical positivists) through the concept of modality.
The modality level consists of all the modes, media, or methods through
which structure is drawn upon to create interactions, and through which
structure is recreated by those interactions.
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Acceptance of Giddens's approach allows one to do three things: (1)
bracket structure and focus on patterned regularities in interaction as the
phenomenologists do, (2) bracket interaction and focus on structure-seen
as impersonal properties of social systems-as the structuralists do, or (3)
attend to interaction, modalities, and structure in a structurational analysis.
The model presented in figure 2-1 may appear to bracket interaction and
present a structural and positivist approach, but the model clearly inviteseven requires-phenomenologically based understanding and methods to
apply it in any given setting. That is, our model provokes attention as much
to patterned regularities in interaction as it does to impersonal properties of-

social systems. Thus we argue that our model represents a step toward tie
reconciliation of phenomenological and structural approaches. 6
Now we return to the model. We have argued that the primary impact of
charismatic leadership is through facilitation of the creation of a new or
different world that is phenomenologically valid to the follower. We propose
that the most direct impact of the visionary charismatic's characteristics and
behaviors is on the perceptions and feelings of the follower-their interpretative schemes and what flows from them purposefully, emotionally, and motivationally. In this line of reasoning affect is viewed as an antecedent to
behavior. We argue further that the most direct impact of the crisis-produced
charismatic's characteristics and behaviors is on the follower's behaviors and
In this line of reasoning, behavior is an
the consequences of those behaviors.
7
1980).
(Staw
affect
to
antecedent
Intrinsic and extrinsic validity, however, are experienced whenever
perceptions and feelings are congruent with behavior and behavior is congruent with consequences. Changes in follower perceptions, feelings, or
behavior, or in the consequences of that behavior therefore could establish
the necessary conditions for phenomenological validity to be experienced.
The linkages between perceptions and feelings and behaviors, and behaviors
and consequences, thus should be viewed as reciprocal or interactive in terms
of creating conditions for internal and external correspondence.
In addition to the direct impact of leader behavior on the feelings of followers, we believe that leaders may also have an indirect impact on phenomenological validity through fostering conditions that enhance internal and
external correspondence. This impact could occur when leaders change task
or environmental variables that are hypothesized to affect internal and external correspondence, such as task design, reward systems, and organizational
structure (Kerr and Slocum 1981, 122).
The rest of this section consists of propositions based on the model. The
propositions are summarized in table 2-3.
Proposition I is true by definition if our model is valid. House (1977)
argues that most writers on charisma-including himself-believe it must be
based on the articulation of an ideological goal. We do not fully agree,
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Figure 2-1. A Model of Charismatic Leadership in Organizations
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Table 2-3
Propositions on Charismatic Leadership
Proposition 1. There must be a high degree of internal correspondence between the perceptions
and feelings of the follower and the behavior of the follower, and a high degree of external
correspondence between the behavior of the follower and the consequences of that behavior for
the "charismatic situation" to be real to the follower and for charismatic effects to be produced.
Proposition 2. For long-lasting charismatic effects to be produced, effective follower and leader
performance (that is, behavior appropriate to task demands and in accord with normative standards) must be reinforced; successful performance is probably especially important in the case of
maintaining crisis-produced effects.
Follower characteristics and situational task or environmental variables that aftect intrinsic
Validity (that is, the correspondence between internal states and behavior
Proposition 3. Individuals with high job involvement will experience their jobs as more intrinsically valid.
Proposition 4. Individuals who are high in organizational commitment, especiall
fully handled crises, will experience their roles as more intrinsically valid.

in success-

Proposition .. Long-linked technologies and tasks low in job scope, that is, variety, autonomy,
identity, significance, and feedback, will decrease internal correspondence.
Proposition 6. Individuals with strong growth need strength will experience tasks high in job
scope as more intrinsically valid than individuals with low growth need strength.
Proposition 7. Mediating technologies with pooled interdependence and intensive technologies
with reciprocal interdependence will enhance internal correspondence.
Proposition 8. Bureaucratic structure decreases intrinsic validity.
Follower characteristics and situational task or environmental iariables that aftect extrinsic
validity (that is, the correspondence between behavior and consequences
Proposition 9. Individuals high in job involvement will experience their jobs is more extrinsically valid.
Proposition 10. Individuals early in their role involvement will emphasize external correspondence more than individuals late in their role involvement.
Proposition I 1. Tasks low in job scope will diminish external correspondence.
Proposition 12. Bureaucratic structures enhance extrinsic validity.
Proposition 13. Individuals with an internal locus of control will experience greater intrinsic
validity than individuals with an external locus of control.
Proposition 14. Individuals characterized by a condition of learned helplessness .%ill experience
reduced extrinsic validity when compared with those not so characterized.
Proposition 15. When task performance is a function of group cohesiveness, the greater the
group cohesiveness, the greater the external correspondence for members of the group.
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because we do not think it is necessary in crisis situations, and because the
concept of ideology is too restrictive unless we broaden it to include cognitions, values, and need structures (e.g., Hall 1976, Kohlberg 1969, and
Rokeach 1973).
We do believe, however, that individuals must see their behavior in terms
of the fulfillment of some underlying purpose, meaning, or value that transcends the particulars of the moment if they are to experience the leader as
charismatic (cf., Frankl 1959). If individuals are to see their behavior as
meaningful and consequential, internal and external correspondence must be
established, thus allowing the person to experience his or her own behavior
as "reality based."
A long tradition of theorizing and research in motivation theory suggests
the importance of linking behavior to its consequences. Thorndike's "law of
effect" is an example from reinforcement theory and instrumentality perceptions are an example from expectancy theory (Porter and Lawler 1968). Thus
we believe, for long-lasting charismatic effects to be produced effective follower and leader performance (i.e., behavior appropriate to task demands
and in accord with normative standards) must be reinforced (proposition 2).
This is especially important, we think, with respect to crisis-induced charismatic leadership.
The leader in a crisis who produces no effect or negative effects will not
command support over any length of time. Note also that proposition 2 does
not preclude followers from vicariously experiencing the leader's and others'
behavior as well as their own. Thus, extrinsic validity is experienced not only
as a result of the actor's own behavior but through the behavior of others
as well.
The remaining propositions focus on factors that we believe influence the
creation of a charismatic Lebenswelt. In some cases, the factors are viewed as
residing within the follower in the sense that they represent individual differences. In other cases, the factors arise in the situation and are not dependent
on which actor is involved. It is our contention that the leader can enhance
the likelihood of producing charismatic effects either by changing the task or
environmental variables in which behavior is embedded or by selecting individuals who are more likely to prefer a particular environment.
In suggesting factors that influence the experience of intrinsic and extrinsic validity, one would normally draw upon existing theory and research.
Unfortunately, there is a paucity of both. We thus must rely on our intuition
and hunches derived from our knowlutge of other areas. We also admit that
the suggested moderating variables are not necessarily inclusive or even
necessarily likely to turn out to be the most important.
Propositions 3 to 8 primarily concern factors that influence whether
cognitions and feelings and behaviors will be high on internal correspondence, and thus be experienced by the followers as intrinsically valid. Propo-
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sitions 9 to 15, on the other hand, concern factors that are primarily thought
to affect external correspondence.
Although job involvement and organizational commitment may be
viewed as effects of charismatic leadership, we argue that they also may be
viewed as preexisting conditions characterizing a group of subordinates who
acquire a new leader. Individuals may be viewed as high on job involvement
if at least one of three conditions exist.
First, they view their own performance as central to their self-esteem.
Second, they view work as a central life interest. And third, they actively
participate in and influence the way things are done (Saleh and Hosek 1976).
The first two dimensions of job involvement emphasize the linkage between
attitudes and behaviors (i.e., internal correspondence), whereas the third
dimension emphasizes the link between behavior and its consequences (propositions 3 and 10). We think that job involvement, as active participation,
would be especially important for a visionary leader. This is so because active
participation may serve to bind a follower to a course of -ction, and change
the follower's perceptions and attitudes to be in accordance with the vision
put forth by the leader (cf., Staw 1980).
Organizational commitment, when conceptualized as an attitude, also is
generally characterized by three factors: (1) a strong belief in and acceptance
of the organization's goals and values, (2) a willingness to exert considerable
effort on behalf of the organization, and (3) a strong desire to maintain membership in the organization (Mowday, Porter, and Steers 1982). All of these
facets emphasize the linkage between attitudes and behavior.
We believe that organizational commitment, as an individual difference,
will have special significance in times of crisis. A natural tendency is to withdraw when faced with a crisis. Thus, a leader in a crisis situation might not
have the necessary support inside the organization to deal successfully with
the crisis. Leaders who have subordinates high in organizational commitment, however, would have greater potential to mobilize the necessary people and resources to deal successfully with the crisis than would leaders with
followers who are low in commitment. Crises provide three opportunities.
First, crises make the subordinates more receptive to leader influences.
Second, a crisis allows subordinates to demonstrate their commitment, which
will be self-reinforcing. And third, if the crisis is handled successfully, additional external reinforcement will be provided. All will lead to enhanced
internal correspondence (proposition 4).
Long-linked technologies (Thompson 1967) with serial interdependence
and low job scope, that is, low degrees of task autonomy, variety, identity,
significance, and feedback (Hackman and Lawler 1971, Hackman and Oldhom 1976), do not allow actors to fully utilize valued skills and abilities.
Research suggests that workers on these kinds of jobs experience low job
satisfaction (cf., Pierce and Dunham 1976). Thus, we suggest that long-linked
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technologies and jobs low in task scope decrease internal correspondence
(proposition 5).
Task significance for the follower (a component of job scope) can be
especially important when vis. znary charismatic leadership is involved. We
would argue that visionary charismatics would help followers see their jobs
as more meaningful-and therefore more intrinsically valid-by linking their
jobs to higher purposes. These effects would be especially strong for individuals with high growth need strength (Hackman and Oldham 1976, Pierce
and Dunham 1976) (proposition 6).
In addition, Blauner's (1964) research suggests that tasks low in job
scope result in a sense of powerlessness, thus diminishing external correspondence as well (proposition 11). On the other hand, mediating and intensive
technologies, which emphasize person, as opposed to task specialization
(Thompson 1961), and which tend to be larger in job scope (Rousseau
1977), would increase internal correspondence (proposition 7).
We assume that most actors prefer states that allow control and discretion (cf., Brehm 1966, White 1959). Further, we assume that the greater the
freedom an actor has, the more likely behaviors will reflect internal states and
thus be experienced as intrinsically valid. Organizational factors that we
believe would reduce control and discretion are high standardization, formalization, and centralization. These are characteristics commonly associated
with bureaucratic organizations (Pugh, et al. 1969). Under these conditions,
we think the message of the visionary may be lost. At the same time, however, we recognize that the ideas that are acted upon may be more effectively
implemented (e.g., Zaltman and Duncan 1977, Bradley 1984), thus creating
greater extrinsic validity (propositions 8 and 12).
Propositions 9 to 15 concern factors that are thought to primarily affect
external correspondence. For example, Rotter (1966) suggests that individuals develop generalized expectancies regarding the linkage between their
behavior and the outcomes they experience in life. Individuals who believe
they control their own fate are said to have an internal locus of control.
Those who believe, on the other hand, that external factors (e.g., luck, other
people) are the primary determinants of their fate are said to have an external
locus of control. Thus, individuals with an internal locus of control would be
more likely to experience their behavior as extrinsically valid than would
individuals with an external locus of control (proposition 13).
In a similar vein, Seligman (1975) has found that when individuals are
unable to affect consequences they display decreased motivation, impaired
learning, and increased emotionality. He refers to this state as "learned helplessness." Thus, individuals who are characterized by a state of learned helplessness would not experience external correspondence (proposition 14).
These two traits or states, external locus of control and learned helplessness, are important with respect to both visionary and crisis-produced char-
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ismatic leadership. Persons characterized by either state would see visionary
causes as utopian and without substance. In the case of a crisis, such persons
would see the situation as impossible and without hope. Such persons thus
would be unlikely to respond to either type of charismatic leadership. However, to the extent they did, we would postulate that a shift in locus of control, from external to internal, would occur.
Research suggests that when cohesiveness is relevant for group performance (e.g., when intensive technologies are involved), cohesive groups are
more effective in achieving their goals than are noncohesive groups (Seashore
1954, Stogdill 1972). Thus, when cohesiveness is relevant to performance,
individuals who are members of cohesive groups are more likely to experience high external correspondence (proposition 15). Both visionary and
crisis-produced charismatics are likely to echo messages of solidarity (i.e., the
need for cohesiveness). The visionary does it to build the critical mass necessary for mobilization, whereas the crisis-produced charismatic does it to
maintain membership and enhance performance.

Conclusions
We have argued that the primary function or impact of charismatic leadership is to help create a new or different world-or interpretive scheme and
what flows from it purposefully, emotionally, motivationally, and consequentially-that is phenomenologically valid for the follower.
We have gone on to present a model of charismatic leadership in organizations. Although we do not present any data based on a direct test of our
model, we do think that the propositions are testable and consistent with
existing empirical findings. Further, an implication of our model is that charismatic effects may not be limited to a few who are endowed with exceptional
gifts or supernatural qualities. Rather, our model implies that -he potential
for charismatic effects may be widespread. For example, leaders who successfully handle minor crises or engage in such seemingly mundane activities as
job redesign may come to be seen as cha, ismatic.
We have also argued that our efforts represent a step toward reconciliation of phenomenological and structural approaches to charismatic leadership. In other words, we feel our model invites an understanding of meaning,
reasons, motivations, and intentions as much ,s it seeks explanatory connections between formal structural arrangements and behavior. A complete marriage between these nominally opposed approaches requires complementary
methodologies, such as the use of interviews, case histories and participant
observation in concert with more formal structural analyses. But consummating such a marriage also requires further theoretical development. In particular, more attention should be given to the modes, media, and methods
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through which structure is drawn upon to create charismatic interaction, and
through which those structures are created and recreated by those actions.
We feel that our model represents a useful first step in the direction of such a
reconciliation and theoretical advance.

Notes
1. Ted Kennedy's eulogy for his brother will be found in The New York Times,
9 June 1968, p. 53.
2. The Halsey quote is from Beirne L.ay, Jr., and Frank D. Gilroy, The Gallant
Years, a United Artists movie, 1959.
3. The scholarly tradition of research in phenomenology is quite long, and has
been influenced by symbolic interactionism (Blumer 1969) and ethnomethodology
(Garfinkel 1967), as well as seminal works within phenomenology itself (Schutz
1967). These historical-hermeneutic (Habermas 1971, 309-10) approaches have
aimed at understanding meaning, reasons, motivations, and intentions. Good review\s
of the application of these approaches to organizational studies may be found in
Burrell and Morgan (1979) and Astley and Van de Ven (1983); see also Sanders
(1982).
Obviously we are not able to draw upon the full richness of the phenomenological
tradition in a chapter as short as this. Of necessity we have been forced to limit ourselves. We have chosen in particular to utilize two aspects of the phenomenological
tradition. The first is the concept of interpretiveschemes. The,e are abstract, ccgnitive
frameworks of organized experiences which establish relations among specific events
and entities. They serve as an initial frame of reference for perception and action
(Schutz 1967, Jermier 1985). The second is the concept of phenomenological i'alhditv.
4. Intrinsic and extrinsic validity, as used here, are not to be confused with
other concepts of validity, for example, internal, ,.xternal, construct, and statistical
conclusion validity, as used from a positivistic s,aence point of viek%. See Cook ind
Campbell (1976), among othe-s, for a di-cussi,n of these.
5. "Theories of action . . . are for organizations what cognitive structures are
for individuals" (Hedber, 1981, 7).
6. An anonymow, reviewer suggested that there is an inherent contradiction
between a phenomenological interpretation of social reality which seeks a wholistic
understanding and the epistemological assumptions of positivistic science. Thus, tur
attempt at understanding charismatic leadership by examining component parts or
variables is at odds with a phenomenological inte: pretation. We do not, however, see
these positions as mutually exclusive but rather as complementary. To begin with,
both appi oaches are concerned with phenomenal experiences, both are empirical, and
both bracket experience to focus attention. Further, we assume that "different" tspes
of individuals can experience "similar" situations similarly, and that "similar" types o
individuals can experience "dfferent" situations as similar as well. Thus, \e believe
that common task or environmental structures promiote common experiences. At the
same tine we recognize the influence of individual differences. Thus, the assumptions
of positivistic science help us "explain" the pattern of regularities in behavior across

28 • Charismatic and Transformational Leadership
individuals and situations, whereas phenomenological strategies aid in "understanding" the meaning of those regularities to the individuals involved.
A fully structurational approach to charismatic leadership awaits more attention
to the modes, media, or methods through which action is linked to structure and vice
versa in charismatic situations.
7. Recent arguments between Zajonc (1984) and Lazarus (1984) over the primacy of affect or cognition raise the issue of the indep~ndenc -nd causal connection
between affect and behavior. For us, this is not an issue. We recognize, as does our
model, that the leader may have a direct or indirect impact on either perceptions or
affect or behavior. Also, we agree that action produces feeling and vice versa. For us,
the key issue is whether the actor's Lebenswelt is internally consistent and meaningful
to the actor.
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Bernard M. Bass

"Ah, but a man's reach should exceed his grasp."
-Robert

a

Browning

young senior executive found himself moving to take over a new

division. Tradition called for a lengthy inaugural address. He
redrafted his speech from 11/2 hours to 7 minutes! "Iprophesize... I
expect ...You can expect ...and I believe .. ." Immediately upon completion of his speech his group members stood up and cheered.
Much of the leadership research since World War II has concentrated on
how to maintain or achieve results as expected or contracted between the
leader and the subordinate. Yet, there are many examples of leadership that
clearly do not conform to the ever popular exchange models of leadership.
The young executive above is one such example, but clearly each and every
one of us has experienced leadership that cannot be neatly classified as a
simple transaction between leader and follower. Our purpose in this chapter,
therefore, is to build upon existing models of leadership which have focused
on readily observable, short-term leader-follower relations in order to present
a new paradigm of leadership, and preliminary evidence, to account for
variance in subordinate effort and performance that goes beyond the boundaries or predictions of current leadership theories. We intend to build upon
the current body of research that addresses the transactional processes of
leadership by examining transformational leadership as defined by Burns
(1978) and Bass (1985). Armed with a model that attempts to explain how
leaders draw the attention of their subordinates to an idealized goal and
inspire them to reach beyond their grasp to achieve that goal, we hope to
account for the actions of leaders that result in higher order changes in subordinates.
In the remaining sections we attempt to show how Bass's (1985) paradigm of leadership builds on previous models of leadership. We will also
review preliminary work that led to the model's current status, discuss
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research completed to date that has addressed propositions in the model,
and suggest the many avenues and opportunities we foresee for leadership
research in this area. Some detail will have to be omitted due to space limitations. More information on the model itself can be found in Bass (1985).

Building the Base: Transactional Leadership
Theory and research has concentrated on leadership as an exchange process
in which the subordinate is rewarded for enacting a role to accomplish
agreed-upon objectives (e.g., Bass 1960, Hollander 1978). The leader clarifies for the subordinate what will facilitate the successful attainment of those
objectives. Simply put, transactional leadership is contingent reinforcement.
Subordinates are the actors who accept the leader's promises of reward or
avoidance of punishment for enacting agreed-upon roles. Contingent avoidance reinforcement may be seen in management-by-exception. The leader
only intervenes when standards are not being met by the subordinate. Transactional leadership is dependent upon the subordinate's perception that the
leader can reinforce the subordinate for successful completion of the "contract."
As shown in figure 3-1, transactional leaders help subordinates recognize what the role and task requirements are to reach a desired outcome. The
transactional leader helps clarify those requirements for subordinates, resulting in increased confidence that a certain level of effort will result in desired
performance. By recognizing the needs of subordinates, and clarifying how
those needs can be met, the subordinate's motivational level should be
enhanced. This form of leadership is also essentially rooted in path-goal
theory (Evans 1974, Graen and Cashman 1975, House and Mitchell 1974).
Subordinates learn what they must do to gain rewards and to avoid punishments through an exchange process with their superior. In the currcnt mcdel
of leadership we propose that there are two transactional factors of relevance to a leader's exchange with a subordinate: contingent reward and
management-by-exception. These factors were empirically derived by Bass
(1985) and are addressed in greater detail in the discussion of our leadership
survey.
There is support in the literature concerning the effectiveness of
leadership-by-contingent reinforcement (e.g., Hunt and Schuler 1976;
Luthans and Kreitner 1975; Oldham 1976; Podsakoff, Todor, and Skov
1982; Reitz 1971; Sims 1977; Spector and Suttell 1975). Using contingent
reinforcement, leaders have been shown to increase subordinate performance
and job satisfaction, and to reduce job role uncertainty. Nevertheless, the
transactional leadership approach only captures a portion of the leadersubordinate relationship. Often, its effectiveness is marginal. It can also be
counterproductive.
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Problems with Transactional Leadership
Although potentially useful, transactional leadership appears underutilized.
In an interview study of a representative national sample of 845 U.S. workers,
Yankelovich and lmmerwahr (1983), found that only 22 percent of the participants saw a direct relationship between how hard they worked and how
much they were paid. Again, 73 percent felt that working harder would not
result in their receiving any greater benefits from the organization. Most
important, 61 percent would prefer to see a closer link established between
pay and performance. Time pressures, poor performance appraisal systems,
doubts about the fairness of the reward system in the organization, constraints outside a manager's control, or lack of managerial training may partially account for the failure to make more use of contingent rewarding
despite its popularity with organizational psychologists.
Another problem concerns the reward. Reward is often in the form of
positive feedback from the superior, feedback that may also be counterproductive. What managers view as being valued feedback for the subordinate is
not always perceived by the subordinates as being relevant and may be
weighted less than feedback received from the job or coworkers (Greller
1980). As for contingent reproof, reprimand or worse, managers appear to
avoid giving negative feedback to followers. They distort such feedback to
subordinates to protect them from the truth (Ilgen and Knowlton 1980).
A transactional leader who views leading others solely from a contingent
reinforcement perspective, may find that subordinates will circumvent a
better way of doing things to maximize short-term gain to reach their goals in
the most expeditious manner possible, regardless of the long-term implications. This system by itself would seem to support and reward the creative
subordinate, but not necessarily the long-term goals of the organization.
Ironically, in some situations, noncontingent reinforcement has been
shown to be as effective a motivator as contingent reinforcement (Podsakoff,
Todor, and Skov 1982). The impact may be negative when contingent
rewards by the superior are seen as manipulative by the subordinate. Bass,
Valenzi, Farrow, and Solomon (1975) found that among five styles of leadership, manipulative leadership was seen by subordinates as the least satisfying
and the most ineffective leadership style.
Contingent reinforcement has been shown to be an effective strategy for
reducing job role uncertainty. This suggests that contingent reinforcement
may have more of an effect on learning than on performance. For some
groups of employees, reward contingent on performance is probably an effective extrinsic motivator for increasing effort and performance. But overall,
positive and particularly aversive contingent reinforcement may fail to
generate the desired higher levels of motivation or performance. Hence, contingent reinforcement must be augmented.
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Adding in Transformational Leadership
How do we motivate people to do their best or to maintain peak effort? Since
most of the leadership research to date has concentrated on affecting lower
order changes in subordinates, a new paradigm was sought to help account
for both lower and higher order changes brought about by transformational
leadership. Burns (1978) conceptualized the transformational leader as one
who motivates followers to work for transcendental goals instead of immediate self-interests and for achievement and self-actualization instead of
safety and security. The transformational leader gains heightened effort from
subordinates as a consequence of their self-reinforcement from doing the
task.
To an extent, transforming leadership can be viewed as a special case
of transactional style leadership with respect to exchanging effort for
rewards. In the case of transformational leadership, the rewarding is internal.
Each approach is linked to thc achievement of some goal or objective. The
approaches differ, however, with regards to the process by which the leader
energizes a subordinate's effort to accomplish the goals, as well as in the type
of goals set. For example, a transformational leader may communicate a mission or vision to the subordinate that is exciting and in theme alone is able to
motivate the subordinate to work hard and long to achieve that mission. The
vision itself suffices as a motivator of increased effort. By working towards a
vision or mission, and its eventual accomplishment, subordinates may also
improve their personal skills, give themselves a broader picture of the problem, or merely question their own values or attitudes which they had failed to
question previously. The leader communicates a vision to the subordinate
and in return the subordinate is self-rewarded for efforts to convert the vision
into reality. Understanding and development which are also rewarding are
enhanced in the subordinate.
Simply viewing the exchange between leader and subordinate as a lower
order change ignores the effects personal qualities of leaders have on higher
order changes in followers. Consider how much of the variance one could
account for in the impact of Mahatma Gandhi's leadership on the Indian
people by using a simple contingent reinforcement model. Clearly, the Indian
people were willing to offer considerable sacrifice to make real the vision that
Gandhi espoused.
It should be kept in mind, however, that transformational leadership
cannot be effective if it stands alone. As Tosi (1982) correctly notes, supporting most successful charismatic/transforming leaders is their ability to effectively manage (transact with subordinates) the day-to-day mundane events
that clog most leaders' agendas. Without transactional leadership skills, even
the most awe-inspiring transformational leader may fail to accomplish his or
her intended mission. History is strewn with visionaries and revolutionary
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leaders whose lack of managing skills or disciples with such skills resulted in
the rapid demise of their movements. Jesus without Paul might have been lost
to history as a minor Jewish rabbi about whom a transient minor sect was
founded.

Measurements
Development of the transformational leadership factors was based on both
quantitative and qualitative procedures. Using Burn's (1978) definition of
transformational leaders, Bass (1985) surveyed senior male executives to
determine those attributes that would best describe transformational and
transactional leaders. Items developed from this survey as well as those generated from the leadership literature were subjected to a response allocation
analysis in which raters assigned each item to one of two categories of leadership, that is, transactional or transformational. Items that raters could reliably place in each category were retained and placed in a survey given to
senior U.S. army officers who rated their immediate superiors in terms of
how frequently they exhibited each leadership characteristic. Principal components factor analyses of the final items resulted in five primary leadership
factors which accounted for approximately 90 percent of the common variance. Two leadership factors, all of whose items had previously been labeled
by the response allocation analysis as transactional, were contingent reward
and management-by-exception. The three transformational factors, all of
whose items had previously been labeled as transformational, were charismatic leadership, individualized consideration, and intellectual stimulation.
These same five factors have emerged in an independent factor analysis of
360 managers not used in the derivation sample. High scores on each of the
five factors indicate the following.
TransformationalLeadership
Charisma. The leader instills pride, faith, and respect, has a gift for
seeing what is really important, and has a sense of mission (or vision)
which is effectively articulated.
Individualized consideration. The leader delegates projects to stimulate
and create learning experiences, pays personal attention to followers'
needs-especially those who seem neglected-and treats each follower
with respect and as an individual.
Intellectual stimulation. The leader provides ideas that result in a
rethinking of old ways, and enables followers to look at problems from
many angles and resolve problems that were at a standstill.
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TransactionalLeadership
Contingent reward. The leader is seen as frequently telling subordinates
what to do to achieve a desired reward for their efforts.
Management-by-exception. The leader avoids giving directions if the
old ways are working; the leader intervenes only if standards are not met.
The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ)-Form 5 (revised)
is the primary instrument currently used by our research team to measure
transactional and transformational leadership. For 728 respondents the
following coefficient alphas, estimates of internal consistency, have been
obtained for ten-item scales: charismatic leadership (.88), intellectual stimulation (.83), individualized consideration (.86), contingent reward (.78), and
management-by-exception (.67). Procedures used to estimate the interrater
reliabilities associated with each of the five scales have also provided very
promising results. Using analyses of variance, in which each leader is rated by
several subordinates (see Bass et al. 1975 and Dansereau, Alluto, and Yammarino 1985 for a more detailed description of this procedure), eta values
have ranged in the high 70s and 80s for the transformational leadership factors and low 70s and 60s for the transactional factors. Even in situations
where nine raters have evaluated a single leader, we found a high degree of
consistency across leadership ratings. It is interesting to note that in two independent samples the highest levels of interrater agreement have been with the
charismatic leadership scale.
To summarize, respondents completing the MLQ are asked to judge how
often their leader displays each of seventy items of behavior or attitude, using
the following scales: 4, frequently, if not always; 3, fairly often; 2, sometimes; 1, once in awhile; 0, not at all. These options bear a magnitude
estimation-based ratio to each other (Bass, Cascio, and O'Connor 1974).
In the following section, we briefly examine how Bass's transformational
leadership model fits in with other leadership approaches and also how it
builds on House's (1977) theory of charismatic leadership.

Expanding the Boundaries
Figure 3-1 also displays how transformational leadership adds on to transactional factors previously discussed in this chapter. Although conceptually

distinct, these two styles of leadership can be displayed by the same individual to varying degrees. For example, Franklin D. Roosevelt was able to transform this country with his vision of a "New Deal," but in turn, was often
viewed by his closest subordinates as highly transactional, arranging political
deals and encouraging competitiveness among his associates. Accordingly,
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we support the notion that leadership, as we have conceptualized it here, can
be captured in a five-factor profile.
A One-Minute Review
The leadership work at Ohio State in the 1950s and 1960s brought forth two
factors, initiation and consideration, which subsequently received the lion's
share of research interest. This is true even though many other scales were
developed for the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (e.g., LBDQForm XII). The two factors in one form or another can be identified in most
current models of leadership behavior and/or style (i.e., Fiedler's Hi/LoLPC; Path-goal theory; Blake and Mouton's managerial grid; Vroom and
Yetton's Decision-making/Delegation model; and Hersey and Blanchard's
Situational Leadership Theory). Bass's model cuts across these tv.'o dimensions. Initiation can be transactional or transformational. So can consideration. The transformational leader may provide a new strategy or vision to
structure the way to tackle a problem. The transactional leader may clarify
the "right" way of doing things. Likewise, consideration for a subordinate's
current needs and self-interests is likely to be transactional, whereas consideration for a subordinate's long-term personal development in alignment with
organizational needs is transformational leadership.
Transformational leaders strive to make subordinates more selfconfident. The leaders, themselves, are models of such self-confidence.
Although clarifying the path to an objective may result in increased confidence and self-esteem, showing greater concern for the subordinate and flexibility in how the situation is structured has two additional benefits. First, it
helps the subordinate to take a longer range view of his or her own needs,
leading to potential elevation of those needs. Second, the !r'ider, through acts
of individualized consideration, and articulation of the "big picture," models
a style of leadership that will help the subordinate as he or she takes on leadership responsibilities.
Although it is not fully represented in figure 3-1, we agree with Fiedler,
Hershey, and Blanchard, and Vroom and Yetton, in particular, that the
situation often can be a determinant of leader effectiveness; however, we
differ on one fundamental point. We view the leader as being as dynamic in
terms of having the ability to change the situation as Fiedle:" views the situation as being the major factor in determining how effective a leader can be.
More specifically, transformational leaders do not necessarily react to environmental circumstances-they create them. Rather then trying to be a leader
in the situation, as given, John F. Welch is leading General Electric by changing its culture and encouraging subordinates to take the risks entailed to join
in the change efforts. Of course, we are not arguing that the situation, as
given, should be ignored or that transformational leaders are not reactive to
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environmental determinants. We merely suggest that with their ability to concretize a vision, to excite others, to change the way problems are thought
about, the transformational leader is able to get others to react over time ;n
ways that earlier models neither anticipate nor elaborate upon. The understanding of leadership requires expansion.
Relation to House's Theory of Charisma
House (1977) ended his discussion of his theory of charismatic leadership by
quoting Hebb (1969, 21): "A good theory is one that holds together long
enough to get you to a better theory." Although empirical testing was slow to
emerge (Smith 1985), probably because of the difficulties involved and the
resources required, we are witnessing an upsurge in research on charismatic
leadership (e.g., Howell's 1985 and House's 1985 contributions).
Based on preliminary factor analyses of the MLQ leadership scales,
charismatic leadership accounted for a large portion of the variance in transformational leadership. As we define and measure charismatic leadership this
factor also takes into account what Yukl (1981) defined as inspirational
leadership. Similar to House's model, charismatics are viewed as attracting
strong feelings of identity and intense feelings of love and hate. Charismatic
leaders generate excitement and increase the expectations of followers
through their visions of the future and, as Weber originally conceptualized,
the leader's special gift. The fact that charisma has been viewed as an endowment, however, may have deterred others from further conceptualizing and
evaluating this construct. We therefore question previous views of charismatic leadership that consider charisma solely as an inborn trait and operationalize charisma as being a function of how followers view their leader.
That is, the leader is charismatic because we think he or she is so. In light of
recent evidence produced by Howell (1985), there is strong empirical support
for the idea that charismatic leadership is a function of what followers perceive, and most importantly that such leadership can be trained in a laboratory setting. Perhaps some are born with this gift, but most leaders probably
attain it the hard way-they learn it and earn it!
Bass (1985a) agreed with House (1977), Oberg (1969), Dow (1969), and
Shils (1965b) that charisma is widely distributed in organizational settings. In
fact, as reported later, we have found charisma at all organizational levels. It
is not limited to world-class leaders. Bass expanded on House's model in
terms of how charisma fits in with transformational leadership. Charisma is
one component, albeit an important one, in the transformational process.
Transformational leaders also need the ability to recognize the needs, aspirations, and values of their followers and the skill to conceive and articulate
strategies and goals that will predispose the followers to exert their best
efforts. These skills seem to embody what we referred to earlier as individ-
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ualized consideration and intellectual stimulation, both of which are helpful,
but not sufficient even when joined with charisma to achieve successful outcomes for the transformational leader. For example, the transforming leader
who operates within a highly bureaucratic structure that resists change may
fail to inspire others to join in his or her vision no matter how compelling it
may be, regardless of the leader's determination or self-confidence, and irrespective of the leader's ability to engender trust and affection from followers.
From a transforming perspective, the leader must be able to read situations to determine when the time is right for changing individuals, organizations, and/or societal perspectives. It is here that earlier contingency and
situational leadership models will play a significant role in furthering our
understanding of the importance of contextual factors on the success (or
failure) of transformational leadership. Transforming leaders must be able to
diagnose what can be feasibly done given the formal and informal constraints
of the environment within which they operate. Those who do not or who
cannot may succeed through sheer perserverance, but the likelihood of success is probably lower.
As Bennis (1982) concluded following his study of ninety directors and
chief executive officers, successful transformational leaders are able to create
a compelling vision and have the self-determination to see it through no
matter how difficult things become. However, they must be adaptable and
willing to change as demands change within their environments. Where selfdetermination turns to insensitivity (declining consideration), the resulting
effect may be a failure to endure and an inability to achieve one's mission.
This particular abuse of self-determination was noted by McCall and Lombardo (1983) as being the major contributor to a "rising star" becoming
metaphorically an "organizational nova."
Purely Charismatic or Transformational?
The purely charismatic leader may fail to be transforming for other reasons.
Lacking in individualized consideration, a purely charismatic leader may
strive to keep followers from personally growing as individuals. As long as
followers support a leader's message, any further change in the follower may
be perceived as threatening by the leader. The purely charismatic leader may
want followers to adopt the charismatic's worldview and go no further; the
transformational leader will attempt to instill in followers the ability to question not only established views, but eventually those espoused by the leader.
Relatively speaking, the charismatic leader who is transformational will rely
more heavily on rational intellectual persuasion to build into the subordinate
the ability to do the same. The purely charismatic leader will depend more
heavily on emotional appeals.
The difference we propose is one of both immediate and long-term
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process and outcome. The process differs in that transformaticnal leaders
excite subordinates, but go further in coachiig them to think (in their own
and to develop new ventures that will further the group's goals while also
developing the subordinate. Although the outcomes may be identical in the
short term, transformational leaders ideally build in subordinates the willingness and motivation to question future systems and rules that even the transformational leader never dreamed of in his or her original vision.

Charisma, Cognition, and Emotional Arousal
House's model of charismatic leadership does not deal wvith two additional
areas: first, how cognitive and emotional factors play a role in explaining the
arousal levels of subordinates engendered by the charismatic leader- second,
the extent to which situational factors moderate the arousal levels of subordinates working with different charismatic leaders.
By arousing emotional responses in followers, the charismatic can reduce
inhibitions to change. We suggest that this does not only come about through
role modeling or impression management but through an idolization of the
leader and a belief in the leader's conception of what the future can and must
be, not what others will allow it to be. The leader is viewed as being larger
than life. How this excitement is created by the leader, under what circumstances, how different individuals react or the same individuals at different
times react, are some of the issues that deserve closer scrutiny. Most important, the link between charismatic qualities and follower excitement has not
been adequately explained either from a cognitive or an emotional perspective. When theory and evidence is available to explain this linkage, the -'giftof charisma will probably be more available to all of us.
Charismatic leadership has a strong emotional effect on follmers-it is
enlivening and arousing-however, to thoroughly understand the less explicable emotional components of charisma, a further analysis of the relation
between cognitions and subsequent emotional states is warranted. A good
starting point for this analysis is in recent work in social psychology (e.g.,
Scherer 1982, Smith and Ellsworth 1985).
A Cognitive Process View of Charisma

For some time, many authors have suggested that emotional differences or
subjective states of feeling should be examined with respect to how the individual cognitively appraises his or her environment (James 1890 1950,
Lazarus 1968, Schacter and Singer 1962, Scherer 1982, Clore and Ortonv
1984, Abelson 1983). These authors have argued that by viewing emotions
as simply ranging from positive to negative, we ignore how individuals inter-
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pret different emotionally charged situations and how that interpretation
affects the type of emotional response observed. One view is that all emotional responses to external events have some cognitive antecedents. In this
regard, Smith and Ellsworth (1985) state, "We believe that people must
answer certain fundamental questions about changing sensations that
impinge upon them not only so as to know what to do, but also so as to know
what they feel." (Smith and Ellsworth 1985, 819). Even pleasantness, which
is seen by Zajonc (198(0) as being so automatic as to appear to precede cognition, most likely has some cognitive antecedents.
Of particular import are the cognitive dimensions which have been identified over the years to explain the range of emotions. Smith and Ellsworth
(1985) identified six such cognitive dimensions from past literature and
empirical analyses of their own that help explain how one emotion differs
from another. The six dimensions of consequence are attention, novelty,
uncertainty, responsibility for events, anticipated levels of effort, and situational control factors. By using these dinensions, which are by no means allinclusive, we can begin systematically analyzing how charismatic leadership
results in the emotional arousal in followers often attributed to this dimension of leadership. For example, the first step in analyzing the emotional reaction of a follower to a leader is to determine if the leader (and the leader's
message) was noticed; i.e., the follower can choose to attend or not attend to
a leader. Here is where the follower's interpretation of the leader's message
begins-or abruptly ends following the choice of the follower (if such a choice
is feasible) to ignore the leader. Contributing to whether the lead -r is ignored
or not is the novelty of the leader's message or vision. A novel message (the
fact that a vision can be novel or not with respect to lEuman emotion. necessitates some cognition) can grab the attention of the follower because of its
content or the leader's skill in presciting the argument. These factors clin also
motivate the follower to ignore the leader's future messages when the same
message repeated time and time again loses its appeal for the follower.
Uncertainty can also play a significant role in the type of emotional
response evoked by the charismatic leader. The more the current situation
either does not fit with any prior expectations or violates prior expectations
of the follower, the greater the follower's hopes and/o7 fears become, which
in tu'n result in greater attention to what the leader has to say. This fits with
the -onception that charismatic leadership will have its greatest impact (cognitively and emotionally) in situations where threats to "steady state" are
eminent. Hence, if after appraising his or her environment the follower does
not perceive any degree of uncertainty, the follower's emotional response to a
charismatic's message may be less intense if we hold constant the novelty of
the message and the extent to which the follower is turned on by other personal qualities of the leader (e.g., the leader's intelligence, good looks, presentational style, and so on).

Charisma and Beyond

.

41

Particularly relevant to our analysis of how transformational leaders
energize their subordinates into action is Smith and Ellsworth's discussion of
activation level. Level of activation is viewed as being a function of our estimating how much effort will be needed to deal with our current situation.
Cannon (1929) referred to this as "fight or flight." Emotional responses can
be viewed as being a function of how much effort we anticipate is needed to
do something, ranging from an extreme expansion of our effort to just sitting
back and enjoying the scenery. By articulating their vision, charismatic
leaders can affect the subjective estimates of effort made by followers in at
least several plausible ways. First, by concretizing a vision that followers view
as being worthy of their effort, the charismatic leader excites followers and in
turn, raises their anticipated levels of effort. Rather than reflecting a simple
exchange and a lower order of change, the leader raises the anticipated level
of effort, resulting in the follower performing beyond "expected" levels of
performance. Using this scenario the leader creates a "Pygmalian effect"
(Eden and Shani 1982) that inspires followers to greater levels of effort than
were previously considered necessary for achievement of a goal. Second,
transformational leaders bring to a situation a feeling that there is greater
control over events than previously perceived by followers. This revised
analysis of the situation can result in L reformulation of anticipated effort.
Numerous "real world" examples exist to support this position. For instance,
Lee lacocca was able to convince Chrysler's employees, Congress, and the
banks, that Chrysler's survival was feasible by changing the expectations of
those parties that Chrysler could again be a profitable corporation. His
message clearly led to a change in activation level among employees that has
subsequently resulted in a Chrysler corporation that has performed beyond
all expectations.
Finally, the transformational leader can offer followers alternative solutions to problems by using intellectual stimulation. The use of intellectual
stimulation by the leader results in a cognitive reappraisal of current circumstances involving the subordinate that shifts the subordinate away from
feelings of frustration to feelings of there being a challenge. The challenge
then results in higher levels of activation and effort as opposed to feelings of
helplessness.
The Charismatic ReLtionship
Sonic additional antecedents to the success of charismatics bear mentioning.
Having a shared sense of purpose and common norms bet\een follower and
leader should help facilitate charismatics in successfully completing and communicating their mission. If noriis are not common to both leader and follower, then the first step toward transforming subordinates may involve the
leader presenting alternative views which stimulate followers to question not
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only the way they perceive problems and solutions, but the very attitudes,
values, and norms that may have resulted in those problems. Charismatics
must unfreeze subordinates' attitudes and values and then gain conformity
with their own value systems to increase the likelihood that the mission will
conform or transform previously obeyed norms that would inhibit success. It
is not simply unquestioning acceptance nor is it a basic disagreement with the
leader's values that will necessarily result in the desired transformation by the
leader, and the highest order of change in followers. It is the fact that subordinates have gone through a reexamination of their position in relation to
the one espoused by the leader that motivates them to reconsider their needs
and elevate their goals.

Research Progress
Since Bass (1985, chapters 11 and 12) published some introductory survey
findings, a number of studies have been partially or fully completed regarding
the effects of transformational and transactional leadership on individual,
group, and organizational effectiveness. The results are encouraging both in
terms of the basic propositions of the model and in regards to the overwhelming evidence supporting the notion that transformational leadership seems to
exist at many levels in a variety of organizational settings.
We have continued to find in our data from military, industrial, and
educational settings indications that transformational leadership is not at all
rare. Many superiors were identified as exhibiting transforming behaviors
fairly frequently. In industrial settings, we found some degree of transforniational leadership being practiced at the most senior levels down on through to
nonmanagerial employees, but as hypothesized, more of it was seen at higher
levels.
Additional evidence supporting the frequent occurrence of trinsformational leadership was obtained in studies of U.S. Army colonels and U.S.
Army officers ranging from captain to colonel. Similar results have been
obtained for squadron commanders in the U.S. Air Force.
High-scoring transformational leaders also turn up among students and
among women. In fact, a female graduate student (in one study) received
close to the highest transformational leadership factor score of all leaders
rated thus far. Her scores were based on a composite of ratings by nine peers
participating with her in a semester-long management simulation game and
on an impartial rater who evaluated the leadership qualities of each leader
based on a review of videotapes of the leader in action.
In a workshop for twenty-four managers in a high-tech firm, half of
whom were women, the four whose subordinates described them as most
charismatic were women. It suffices to say, that sufficient data are now available to show that transforming leadership is not uncommon in organizational
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settings nor is it limited to males, top management executives, and worldclass leaders.

Transformational Leadership and
Organizational Effectiveness
Transformational leadership relates positively to how effective the leader is
perceived to be by subordinates, how much effort subordinates expend for
the leader, and how satisfied subordinates are with the leader's performance.
Transformational leaders are viewed as being more effective at communicating the needs of subordinates to higher-ups, as having more effective work
groups, and as contributing more to the organization's overall effectiveness.
Subordinates also view themselves as putting in greater amounts of effort for
the transformational leader.
Although contingent reward has also been positively correlated with the
aforementioned factors, the magnitude of the relationship is generally much
lower. Passive transactional leadership (management-by-exception) is consistently negatively correlated with ratings of leader effectiveness and extra
effort in industrial studies and only marginally in the military. These findings
support survey results reported by Yankelovich and lmmerwahr (1983) concerning the frustration employees express over the current absence of active
transactional leadership. In and of itself management-by-exception is not
very favorably perceived as a leadership style, although we can imagine a
situation in which a group of highly "independent" individuals would not
only prefer but would seek out a manager who would intervene in worker
affairs in rare situations-for example, research scientists.
Subordinate Satisfaction

Subordinates rate their satisfaction with the leader as being higher the more
frequently the leader displays transformational leadership qualities. This
finding is consistent across all organizational settings. Thus the transformational leader not only gets subordinates to put forth greater effort, they also
are seen as being more satisfactory to work for whether in the military,
industry, or in educational settings.
Leadership by contingent reward was also positively correlated with
subordinate satisfaction with a leader, whereas management-by-exception
was negatively correlated with subordinate satisfaction.
Analysis with and without Common Methods Bias
Overall, individual ratings of leader effectiveness, satisfaction with the
leader, and the degree to which the leader is able to get extra levels of effort
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from subordinates were all positively correlated, and most highly, with transformational leadership. But interpreting these results as definitive had to
remain problematic due to the common methods bias associated with much
of the collection of rated leadership and criteria of effectiveness, satisfaction,
and extra effort. However, a number of other studies have been completed
without such bias present. These studies are briefly summarized below.
1. Performance was measured separately from leadership ratings by
Waldman, Bass, and Einstein (1985) to examine how transformational leadership combines with transactional leadership to affect individual and group
performance. They examined the incremental effect of trandformational leadership over transactional for predicting individual performance levels of 256
managers from a manufacturing firm. The theoretical basis for this analysis
came from Bass (1985, chapter 2), which postulates the add-on effect of
transformational leadership to transactional leadership style in predicting differences in individual and group performance.
A two-step hierarchical step-wise regression analysis resulted in the transformational leadership factors accounting for a significant amount of unique
variance in performance above and beyond transactional leadership.
2. In an independent series of analyses of transforming/transactional
leadership in a commercial firm, the proposition was tested for 360 managers, that higher performers in the organization, who were placed by superiors in high management potential groups, would be viewed by their subordinates as being more transformational. MLQ scores were collected from
subordinates independently of the superiors' evaluations of the managers. In
contrast to a random sample, the high-potential managers according to their
superiors were rated significantly higher on transformational leadership factors by their subordinates.
3. Avolio, Waldman, Einstein, and Bass (1985) have recently examined
the effects of transformational leadership on group performance. Eighteen
MBA student groups, comprised of nine members each, participated in a
management simulation game. Leaders were chosen in each group using a
peer nomination procedure.
The groups begin with equivalent assets at the start of the term and compete with each other for market share in their respective industries. The game
has high external validity in that the typical factors that influence how firms
do business are incorporated into the game, such as current inflation rates.,
interest rates on loans comparable to current rates, realistic limitations on
resources and available capital, having to abide by employment laws in
personnel actions, avoiding hostile takeovers by other firms, and gaining
approval from boards of directors to begin new capital ventures. Competition is rather fierce among teams since each student's six credit hour grade is
dependent on how that student's team performs relative to other teams in his
or her industry.
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Although the game runs for one full semester, it actually simulates eight
full quarters of performance. Ratings of each team's president were collected
in the latter part of the spring semester at a group meeting where all nine
members of the team rated the president on the MLQ (Form 4). Performance
data were collected at each quarter and reflect common financial indices of
performance typically used to measure organizational effectiveness, for example, stock price, debt/equity ratio, return on assets, and so on.
Analyses indicated that those teams who had leaders with higher ratings
of transformational leadership (i.e., 3.0 and above) had significantly outperformed those teams with presidents rated lower in transformational
leadership. As expected, the transformational leaders were viewed as being
more effective and team members had greater levels of satisfaction with their
leadership.
It is important that we point out several issues regarding the interpretation of our findings. First, the transformational factor scores of leaders in
the game were comparable to those obtained in industrial settings. Second,
unlike in most organizational settings, the followers on these teams had
ample opportunity to observe their leaders close-up, and yet they still viewed
some leaders as being highly charismatic. This contradicts the notion that
distance between leader and follower is a necessary precondition for one to
have the mystique of a charismatic leader. Perhaps our most important point
is the conclusion that transformational leaders have more effective organizations.
There is a less plausible alternative hypothesis which cannot be ruled out.
Since ratings of leadership were collected at the end of the semester, the possibility exists that more successful teams attributed transformational qualities
to their leaders-qualities which the leader may not have exhibited to the
extent perceived by followers. In other words, charisma or intellectually
stimulating qualities are attributed to a leader because a team is successful. It
should suffice to say that the current data do not allow for a definitive test of
the hypothesis of whether transformational leaders augmented the team's
performance or leaders were merely ascribed transformational qualities.
To summarize, preliminary data are now available to support the notion
that transforming leadership can significantly contribute to performance
above and beyond transactional leadership. Further, transformational leadership may impact on group and individual performance in a similar, positive
fashion.

Reflections and Recommendations
Our prelini nary research on transformational and transactional leadership
has merely scratched the surface in regards to the potential for empirical

46 - Charismaticand Transformational Leadership

inquiry in this area. As we expressed earlier, very little is known regarding
the process by which individuals become energized and under what circumstances a transforming leader will be most effective. In our opinion, this is
one of the most important questions raised by Bass's model in that it not only
focuses on how individuals are energized by a leader, but how the individual
becomes the source of energy for others. Accordingly, we have much to gain
by viewing leadership as a dynamic development process. Consequently, one
clear message we wish to leave the reader with is that leadership is a more
dynamic process than the boundaries of transactional leadership theories
allow for or even consider.
One recommendation we have for future research on transformational
and transactional leaders involves the type of methodology used for analyzing
these styles of leadership. Psychohistorical analyses of "famous" leaders, for
example, is an approach which has rarely been used by social and organizational psychologists to systematically study leadership behavior and attributes. In general, past leadership research has failed to take advantage of
the wealth of hiformation in biographies of world-class leaders to evaluate
leadership b.ehaviors-behaviors we often attempt to simulate in laboratory
settings.
Recently, Bass, Avolio, and Goodheim (1987) reported evidence that
supported the usage of biographical accounts of world-class leaders as a reliable method for evaluating leader behavior and attitudes. Students were
instructed to choose a world-class leader whom they would enjoy reading
about. During the course of a semester, students read a biographical account
of a leader and wrote a short term paper to document their observations. At
the end of the semester they completed the MLQ (Form 4) as if they were a
subordinate of their chosen leader.
Several interesting findings emerged from this process. First, multiple
raters evaluating the same leader tended to agree with each other similar in
degree to estimates of interrater reliability presented in the previous section.
Second, the pattern of relationships among the empirically derived leadership
factors were virtually identical to those obtained in more traditional survey
research settings. Finally, in most cases, leadership ratings characterized the
reputations of world-class leaders. For example, Andrew Young, Dag Hammarskjold, and Mahatma Gandhi were rated very high on charisma; Eleanor
Roosevelt was rated highest on individualized consideration-Adolph Hitler
was lowest; Gerald Ford was rated low on intellectual stimulation, whereas
David Ben-Gurion was rated high. In general, this pattern appeared to hold
true for most leaders.
Obviously, there is much more that can be done to improve on current
psychohistorical procedures. For instance, the actual biographers could complete a leadership survey on the leader they wrote about to determine if
different biographers would agree on ratings of the same leader. Another
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approach currently being developed by House (1985) is to content analyze
biographies of leaders. The content analysis can then be used to evaluate the
quality of behavioral information in the biographer's account of the leader
and also as a means of evaluating the type of leader that person was in his or
her time period. Since a psychohistorical approach is so rarely used in organizational research, it is difficult to determine its validity in comparison to
other more traditional methodologies. It suffices to say, that the limited evidence that is available does support a further examination of psychohistorical
approaches for studying world-class leaders.
A second recommendation for future research on transformational leadership is to use longitudinal designs to determine the antecedent conditions
that cause a leader to be more (or less) successful. Both House (1977) and
Bass (1985) make specific recommendations in their models of charismatic
and transformational leadership, respectively, that necessitate a longitudinal
design for examining the influence of leadership. For example, in both
models, self-confidence is identified as being an important attribute of the
leader, in addition to the leader's ability to instill greater confidence in the
subordinate. The process by which one builds confidence in oneself and
others is time-bound and cannot be accurately examined by relying upon
static cross-sectional designs. Other examples exist that also support giving
greater attention to longitudinal analyses of leadership factors, particularly
those factors that take more time to have an impact.
One basic premise throughout this chapter has been that leadership can
also affect higher order changes in subordinates. It is therefore imperative
that future research in this area consider a broader spectrum of criteria. This
relates to the idea of adding on to path-goal theory, and examining criteria
that represent performance beyond expectations. Hence, it is necessary that
we consider the criterion deficiencies in prior research on transformational
leadership.
Specifically, there are many situations where performance data can be
easily collected and correlated with ratings of transformational leadership;
however, many performance appraisal systems do not emphasize performance beyond expectations-higher order change. This particular criterion
problem may result in attenuating the model's ability to predict the consequences of transformational leadership. There are several ways to deal with
this type of criterion deficiency. One way is to develop criteria that assess
how much reserve capacity the follower is willing to expend to complete
a mission. Take for instance the following example: A doctoral student
recently completed her dissertation in the coal mining industry, where she
analyzed teams of miners performing on the job. During the course of her
investigation she noted that some teams would continue to work on their
equipment even after the main drills had broken down, while other teams
would pass the time by playing cards or exchanging stories.
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The outcomes of this dissertation offer a good example of what we mean
when we refer to performance beyond expectations. We are recommending
that one alternative to developing appropriate criteria for studies on transformational leadership is to partition the task into primary and secondary tasks.
In our example above the primary task was to remove coal from the face of
the mine. The secondary task was choosing how to occupy one's time while
the machinery was being fixed. Those groups who continued to work could
be viewed as transcending their own immediate self-interests-to relax-for
the good of their organization. From an energizing perspective, the residual
effort left unaccounted for in many appraisal systems may be extremely critical to testing the predictive validity of Bass's leadership model.
As was mentioned in our discussion of residual effort, greater emphasis
needs to be placed on developing reliable intermediate criteria. Intermediate
criteria such as a willingness to delay immediate payoffs for the good of the
group or organization, an interest in developing oneself to achieve higher
standards, estimating the levels of excitement created by the leader and how
that excitement manifests itself, and even the degree to which leaders instill
within subordinates the willingness to consider taking greater risks are potential criteria one could develop.
The willingness of a subordinate to take risks as a criterion measure is
worth expanding on. The idea that transformational leaders can influence the
risk propensity of their followers is intuitively appealing given the historical
emphasis placed on great leaders who were able to impel their followers to
metaphorically and literally charge up the hill at great personal risk to themselves. We are suggesting that further concentration needs to be directed
towards understanding the cognitive and emotional components of such
actions. This idea actually parallels one finding of Peters and Waterman's
(1982) in that more successful companies had leaders and organizational
cultures that supported risk-taking behavior (and thought). However, we
need to develop a clearer understanding of the process underlying the development of this type of culture, as well as the leader's role in getting subordinates to contemplate riskier ventures.
The examples cited previously emphasize both the importance of focusing on secondary or residual measures of performance to determine the
degree of impact that a transformational leader has had on his or her followers or organization and the need for leadership research to put greater
, r,AetClmining
.
the effecas of transforming leaders on prG,:es variables, for example, the way one thinks. Each is needed to provide a fairer test
of the model.
There are many additional questions that need to be answered: What
type of organizational environments breed the transformational leader and
how many can one system handle? Are there any similarities across transformational leaders in terms of personality, intelligence, values, attitudes, family
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background, or education? What type of subordinate reacts positively (or
negatively) to a transformational leader? How does the influence of transformational leadership spread throughout an organizational system and to
what extent can it be observed impacting one organizational level to the next?
To what extent can we train this form of leadership? At what point will followers "burn out" on the transformational leader and rebel against the
leader's vision?
These are just some of the issues neglected in our overview of the model
and our findings to date. Clearly, there are many avenues for research in this
area that we have overlooked; however, if we have gotten the reader excited
about a new approach to understanding leadership, an approach that provides for a clearer vision of how to explain higher order change, but does not
overlook one's personal needs for effective leadership, then we have achieved
our primary objective of getting the reader to think about leadership in a way
that had not been previously considered and thus a transformation has
occurred.

4
Toward an Organizational
Leadership Theory
MarshallSashkin
Robert M. Fulmer

Top-level

managers take on many roles. This has been documented by
various observational and diary-type studies of executive behavior.
The most recent and popular of these was Nlintzherg's (1975) intensive observational report of the activities of several CEOs, whose behaviors
were sorted into ten emergent categories. One of these role categories, "leadership," seems-when defined only a bit more broadly than did Mintzbergto account for a rather large proportion of executive behavior, as well as
including what many scholars see as some of its most important aspects. Katz
and Kahn ( 1966, 1978), for example, consider the "origination" - creation
and development-of organizational structures and policies as the unique
and identifying aspect of executive behavior. Mann (196S) carried this further by noting the CEO's role as manager of the organization-environment
interface, a sort of top-level boundary spanner.
The sort of organizational approaches to the leadership role that we have
been noting have always been off the track of primary research on leadership.
Leadership research and theory has centered on the leader-follower relationship, either dyadically or in the context of the small group, rather than on
organizational leadership. This has been true from the classic lab and field
studies to the most recent work of Fiedler and his associates. (See Bass, 198 1,
for a review of this work.)
In our view, the study of leadership from an organizational perspective
has been neglected, in favor of a focus on what might be called "supervisory
management"-the role of the leader at middle and lower levels of the organizational hierarchy. This has led to considerable nontheoretical but practical
understanding of leadership at these "operational" levels. Katz and Kahn
(1966) refer to leadership activities at these levels as "interpolation"- adding
to and interpreting structures and policies developed at the top- and, at the
lower levels, as "administration," simply operating within defined structures
and carrying out policies. With a few prominant exceptions, such as Mintzberg or Katz and Kahn, organizational psychologists have failed to pay attention to top-level executive leadership as an organizationally relevant phenom-
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enon. This has left rhe study of organizational leadership to psychologists
who write Freudian interpretations of "charismatic" leadersnip ,.,
see
Schiffer 1973), and to sociologists whose intere:,ts lie in the mass-movement
effects of such leadership (e.g., see Burns :978 or Weber 1947).
The present argument returns to the organizational level concepts of
leadership pioneered by Katz and Kahn (1966, 1978) and Mann (1965,
1968), while integrating within this system-level framework some new concepts about leaders' personality structures (Jaques 1985) and behaviors (Bennis 1984). This leads to an effort to include within such an argument what is
known about "lower level" leadership traits (e.g., McClelland 1975) and
behavior (e.g., Stogdill 1974). A simple yet useful framework for both contrasting and integrating individual and organizational leadership concepts
can be found in Kurt Lewin's classic paradigm which states that behavior is a
function of personality factors in interaction with certain important aspects
of situations: B = ./(P,S). This framework is used in figure 4-1, to outline
the theory to be presented here, specifically comparing and contrasting the
way the theory treats top-level "executive" leadership and mid- to lower level
"operational" leadership.
The discussion that follows is organized around the three themes shown
in figure 4-1: person, situation, and behavior. Each of these themes is
explored with respect to operational as well as executive leadership. One aim
is to present some new concepts regarding leadership and how it works.
Equally important, however, is the attempt to develop clear connections between the "micro" variables that are typically associated with the study of
leadership and more "macro" variables at the organizational level of analysis.

Leadership and Personality
For many years it was thought that the secret of leadership was some special
characteristic of the "born leader," some unknown - but real - trait that gave
such leaders a key to success. This myth was demolished in the late 1940s bv;
a major integrative review and synthesis of research on leadership by Stogdill
(1948). He found that of over 100 research studies, none showed any clear
evidence that leaders were strikingly or substantially different from nonleaders. There were some consistent (but minor) differences: leaders are a bit
taller, a bit heavier, a bit brighter, and so on. But none of these "bits" was
especially significant, nor did they come together to form a picture of a "special" leader personality.
One result of Stogdill's review of leadership traits was, perhaps, untortunate. Stogdill (personal communication, October 1976) said that he never
intended to close off research on the personality of leaders (he hoped to focuS
it better), but that was essentially what happened. Since 1950 only a very fewy
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researchers have studied personality fact )rs that characterize successful managers. And, their focus has been on issues rather different from the sort of
traits examined in the studies reviewed by Stogdill. These early studies looked
at traits like "emotional stability," "absence of modesty," "fortitude," or
"insight." Oddly enough, however, personality factors included in the present
model and based on recent research are highly consistent with Stogdill's integrative synthesis, briefly detailed in the concluding section of his 1948 review
paper. Stogdill speaks of capacity (intelligence, judgment), achievement
(scholarship, knowledge), responsibility (dependability, aggressiveness, selfconfidence, desire to excel), participation (activity, sociability, cooperation,
adaptability), and status (position, popularity) as five basic themes identified
by personality research as important for effective leadership. Some of these
themes are reflected in the present framework, in terms of the two personality
variables we will discuss in depth.
Responsibility: The Need or Pou'er and Impact
It is suggested that effective leaders must be motivated to make ain impact on
the world around them. This may relate to Miner's (1965) concept of motivation to manage," but it seems most closely connected to McClelland's
(1975) "pro-social power need." McClelland and Burnham (1976) discuss
how their initial notion that effective leaders are high on need for achievement was off-track; individuals with such high need for achievement nAch
will, if pressed, go out and do the job themselhes because they so alue the
associated achievement. But, notes McClelland, this is quite the opposite of
effective leadership, which implies success in getting others to accomplish
goals.
McClelland's work suggests that effective leaders are only moderate in
need for achievement. Instead, they are high on need for power ( nPo\w . This
need may be exhibited in behavior as dominance, and that mav be \%h
research (see House 1977, House and Baetz 1979, Stogdill 1948) seems to
consistently show aggressiveness, power-orientation, or high dominance
need as a trait characteristic of leaders. McClelland, however, argues that
when nPow is expressed as dominance the outcomes are quite negative, and
the ultimate consequences for the individual often include depression and
alcoholism in addition to failure as a leader (McClelland et al. 1972).
According to empirical evidence offered by McClelland and Burnham (1976),
successful leaders use their high need for power to influence others to attack
goals that benefit their subordinates and the organization, not just the leader.
Thus, classic as well as modern research on leader personality seems consistent in suggesting that effective leaders have a strong need to :.make a difference," as well as a need for the power and influence to do so. More tenuous in terms of research base, but surely consistent with any rational thought
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and observation on leadership, is the vlev that effec.tive leaders express their
need for power and influence in vavs that henetit everone in the organization.
Capacitv: Level (j./ (ognitiv e De'elopment
A second personality factor might be termed "cognitive ability," but \we do
not mean to simply suggest a general intelligence factor. Again, this fac.tor is
quite consistent with Stogdill's synthesis, which included intelligence, "kno\Ning how to get things done," and "alertness to, and insight into, situations."
The source of the \ariable used in the present framework is the work ot Elliott Jaques ( 1995), who has recentlk extended his earlier research and theor\
on "time span of discretion" (Jaques 1964).
In prior work Jacques demonstrated that people in organizations differ in
the length in time of their longest term responsibilities. The longer the time
span the higher the management level. But to function effecti\ely at high
levels, over longer time spans, requires higher levels of cognitive development. Thus, Jaques (1985) has developed an extension of Piagetian theor\,
arguing that at higher organizational levels individuals require more
advanced cognitive de\elopment in order to "see" over longer and longer time
spa nis.
A foreman typically needs no more than a year of such a long-range
vision, in terms of thinking about \work that Katz and Kahn would term
"administration": application of rules, policies, and standard procedures.
Middle managers, ho\e\er, who must "interpolate" their own notions of
ho\ to make top-level policies actuall\ work, will typically require t~ne
spans of t\o to four years. And executives, who "originate" policies and programs, must think, in concrete terms, over spans up to ten %ears. jaques
observes that truly "visionary" chief executives will often have time spans of
tw\enty years and more.
Summar'

It is suggested that effective leaders believe they can have an impact on the
world and have a high need for power in order to create such impacts. This
need is then expressed through pro-organizational actions, rather than as persOal dominance. And, effective leaders are at a level of cognitive development appropriate to the time span requirements of their positions. In terms of
evidence, the research of McClelland and his associates ol iPo\v (McClelland 1975, McClelland and Burnham 1976), as well as classic (Stogdill,
1948) and recent research on personality traits of leaders Mann 1959, Stogdill 1974), provides support for the present argument.
,aques' views on time spans of leaders at different organizational levels
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are supported by extensive research evidenice (jaques 1961. 1964, 19T6,
1979).
His views regarding cognitive development (Jaques 198.5 are clearlN
more theoretical than proven, although he and his associates have conducted
research studies on the theory as well as developed Indiv.idul1 mecasures.
Although further wNork is clearly called for, the bulk of trait research, from
Stogdill's classic review and Sy'%nthesis to Jaques' on-going w\ork, prov ides a
solid grounding for the concepts of leadership and personaility put forth in the
present model.

Leadership and the Situation
Our view, of the Situation is based on Parsons' (1960) "'action framnew ork."
Using the classic work of Weber (1947) as a basis. Parsons added the concept
thea sten with inputs from the environment, internal action, arid outputs to
heenvironment. Parsons idetntified certain critical fun( ions that III I sys tem
Must effectively, attend to, in order to survive . One has to do i th adal'pini! to
change in the env~ironmient. A second concerns attainiggoahi that client, or
customiers want and will pa for. A third funFction Centers ott the coordination1
of otngoing actiocities;, that io," Integrating" the %
arhor behavioral actions o)f
the pt'oli who operate the organization . F-inal]\ , Parsons proposed a tourth
anid miost basic furict ion, that oh maintaining the pattern of act ions \x ii
respect to adapting, attaining goals, and coordin rung peoiple's activ ities. This
pittern of actions is maitaimed th routgh the shiared development of ar set (of
coninio1ti valueCs, beliefs, aind behax oral norms, an organ iatronal "colt nrc."'
These elements11P define lie Cultunre and determnie how atid if the organ i/ .1nion adapts to change, w\hat goals are aimed for and how\ these g als relate or fail to relate -to ohat clients and customers xv~rnt . and the w .ir pe( ple are
dealt xvith and deal wilth one another in order to coordinate rtiei r ormgaii i/nThe first three functin ix are relex ant at the "ni,ro n"\hel, the lex el of t Ke
nmiddlec- or lower level operational leader, as %\vel as ai
nthli "vticro,0 \\ hw~c
orgainiation executive leadership level.
A111(70- kiti/s

1-.V(,(Ieiv

'ca'r/p

and ( -Idllm'z

lIi agreenient w ith Schein's (1)98.5) recent argument. we sugge.st t hat exeUcuri
leaders, are directl. concerned w\ith creating cultutre, w\ithI designing nrrgm.nrn/.ion1a I fUriCtiorm t h at prm iote organii at iona I effectiveness,,. These I.I rge scalec
or "macro-level" v~i rables i)re the sit nationa I facto rs, the .N
atrend to. A\s rin ted
earlier, executive leaiders have a long-range "vision or timec spman this enable,1s
liin to deal coriceptuall Ivwth thle long-term issues irivnnlvd im creating inLn ItLure.
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Just what sort of a culture does an executive leader try to create? To
answer, we return to Parsons' (1937, 1951, 1960; Parsons, Bales, and Shils
1953) concepts and his action framework. In those terms, one can say that
executive leaders must develop organizational beliefs and value systems that
make it more likely that the critical adaptation, goal attainment, and integration (coordination) functions will be carried on effectively. Thus, the organizational culture is the fourth and most important function, the "pattern maintaining" function, as Parsons called it. A primary task of executive leaders is
creating an effective culture, that is, one that supports the other three key
functions (e.g., see Schein 1985).
We suggest that in order to deal effectively with issues and problems of
adaptation, executive leaders encourage internal entrepreneurs to develop
new ideas, programs, and even mini-businesses. They, create norms of risktaking, of freedom from fear of punishment if a risk does not pan out. They
make it clear that when in doubt one takes action, that asking forgiveness is
more desirable than going through procedures to get permission in advance.
The goal attainment function calls for executive leaders to focus organization members on the significance of matching organizational outputs
with the needs and desires of clients. These "output goals" (Perrow 1970), the
goals of the public in contact with the organization, are critical. Unless "system goals," the ways the organization chooses to operate, and "product
goals" (what we normally think of as goals, such as volume, quality. etc.) are
consistent with output goals, clients and customers will not be satisfied. They
will take their business elsewhere, and the organization's survival (let alone
prosperity) will be threatened.
Executive leaders foster an organizational belief in the importanct of
people, in order that the organiz;ition can better deal with issues of integration or coordinatioin. It is paterns of employee behavior that define coordination, and such coordination is logically likely to be more effectively accomplished when people are more committed and involved (e.g., see Thompson
1967). A basic belief in the importance of people means involving them,
directly and to the greatest possible extent, in the operation of the organization.
Micro-Variablcs: Operationall('ad'rship and (;nt.vt
Although the culture-defining variables are the responsibility of executive
leaders, operational leaders look to the micro-management issues, the day-today context in which organizational activities occur. At this contextual level
we can identify a set of three variables that are analogous to the three culturedefining factors just discussed. These variables also appear in several of the
best-known approaches to leadership, both practice-models (such as Hersev
and Blanchard's [19691 Situational Leadership Theory) and academic
research-based theories (such as Fiedler's [19671 Contingency Model).
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The first variable is leader authority, which is taken from Fiedler (1967)
and appears also in House (1971). The leader's formal authority is important
because it determines the sorts of extrinsic motivators the leader can bring to
bear in a situation. It also defines the limits of intrinsic motivation through
the delegation of authority (and thus of control or autonomy) to subordinates. That is, the leader can delegate only to the extent the leader has the
authority to do so. This notion is similar to Maier's (1948) "area of freedom"
concept. Effective adaptation requires control -authority -but also calls for
leaders who can, as appropriate, share their power.
A second variable is the degree to which the task is structured. Task
structure and the effect of highly structured versus relatively ambiguous tasks
have been discussed in detail by House (1971) and House and Mitchell
(1974). Task structure is also critical in Fiedler's (1967) model, although in
this case task structure more typically refers to the group or unit's task rather
than to an individual's task, as is most often the case for House's theory. Fiedler also places more conceptual emphasis on the leader's control and
manipulation of task structure. Kerr and Jermier (1978) suggest that a
carefully structured task can, to a degree, be a substitute for active leadership
behaviors, in terms of manager-employee face-to-face interaction. Task
structure is, of course, closely related to goals and goal attainment. Indeed,
House's approach is called the "path-goal theory of leadership."
A recent meta-analysis of research on Fiedler's model (Peters. Hartke,
and Pohlmann 1985) concluded that although the model received substantial
support, it was incomplete, requiring specification of additional major variables. We suggest that "subordinate capability" would be one such useful
addition. Hersev and Blanchard (1969) first proposed the task competenc\
and cooperation of employees as a key situational factor for leadership effectiveness. Various studies of House's path-goal leadership theory have examined the proposition that enhancing the performance of workers at very different skill and experience levels requires different leadership approaches.
Some support has been found for this hypothesis, providing a degree of coifirmation for the inclusion of subordinate capability as an important situational variable. Subordinate capability is, in our view, a "micro-level" expression of the function defined by Parsons ( 1960) as critical for integrating or
coordinating people's work activities and task-related interactions.
Although there are surely other important situational factors, it is interesting to see how consistent three well-known situationally-centered leadership theories are in identifying the same basic situational variables as important. House's path-goal theory considers task structure and subordinate capability as key situational factors, with leader's authority an important secondary variable. Fiedler's contingency model treats leader authorit\ and task
structure as critical, whereas subordinate capability plays a small part In
Fiedler's third factor, leader-member relations. Hersev and Blanchard's situitional leadership theory treats subordinate capability as the single kc\ factor
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but recognizes leader authority as important for designing task structures and
developing subordinates' capabilities. We suggest that these similarities are
not due to chance, or even to academic inbreeding. Rather, it is because the
situational context can be most clearly defined in terms of the critical functions in Parsons' (1960) action framework: adaptation, goal attainment, and
integration (or coordination). Adaptation implies the exercise (or sharing) of
control or power. Goal attainment is the focus of task structure issues. And
people-and their capabilities -are the coordination /integration issue.
Summary

For both middle-to-lower-level leaders and executive leaders, the key situational factors relate to Parsons' critical functions. Leaders at different levels
concern themselves with different manifestations of these functions. Executive leaders are concerned with cultural factors, with creating beliefs and values that support the other three functions, whereas operational leaders deal
with the specific contexts in which the functions are played out on a "microscopic" level.
Note that we first see some indications here of the interaction between
leaders' personality characteristics and situational variables. Managers who
feel neither a need to have an impact nor a need for the power that can be
used to make positive organizational impacts are not likely to be leaders, at
any organizational level. Such managers may not be especially concerned
with situational factors, for lack of motivation. But even when managers do
exhibit the needs and motives characteristic of leaders, they may not have the
cognitive capacity to identify and deal effectively with the situational factors
we have defined, especially when this requires conceptual planning over a
relatively long term scale (as is true for the case of creating organizational cultures).
Let us examine the sorts of behaviors that are a product of the personality
and situational factors we have defined.

Leadership and Behavior
The behavioral research inaugurated in part as a reaction to Stogdill's review
of trait research and, in part, by Stogdill himself (along with his Ohio State
colleagues), identified two very clear dimensions of leader behavior. One type
of behavior concerns task activities and involves setting goals, giving directions, providing materials, organizing the work setting, and so on. Another
broad category centers on interpersonal activities, such as cooperating with
coworkers, providing psychological support, and guiding the work group'\
interactions.
These two dimensions have been shown to account for a very large pro-
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portion of all leadership behavior (Stogdill and Coons 1957, Yukl and Nemeroff 1979) and have been studied by many researchers, often under different
labels. The Ohio State researchers called the dimensions "consideration" and
"initiating structure." For convenience we will label them T for task-focused
and R for relationship-centered behavior.
An obvious inference, made both by scholars (Fleishman 1953) and practitioners (Blake and Mouton 1962), was the idea that effective leaders exhibit
high levels of both types of behavior. This notion was supported by early
laboratory research directed by Bales (1958), who found that "great man"
leaders-individuals consistently observed to emerge as leaders of fourperson discussion groups, regardless of group composition or topic-did,
indeed, engage in very high levels of both T and R behavior. Such persons,
however, represented a very small fraction of all emergent leaders in those
studies-less than 5 percent, in fact
As we show in the next section, many years of subsequent research on the
relationships between leader behavior and subordinate performance, in both
field and laboratory settings, have consistently failed to demonstrate any consistent relationship between levels of the two major leader behaviors and
subordinate performance. At the same time, non-obervational studies have
shown strong relationships between high levels of both buliaviors (as reported
by subordinates) and leader effectiveness measures.
We will suggest a relatively simple explanation for this puzzle, with
respect to the behaviors of operational leaders. We will also suggest that, as
Bales found, "great" leaders do actually engage in high levels of both T and R
behavior, in terms of specific behaviors required for the creation of an organizational culture.
Ve'rsatilitv: Opcrationa!Leadership B4'at'or5
Early hopes that leaders might be taught to exhibit high levels of both T and
R behaviors and thus become more effective (as measured by subordinates'
performance and satisfaction) were not fulfilled. For one thing, it turned out
to be more difficult than anticipated to get trainees to exhibit the desired
behaviors when "back home" (Fleishman 1953, Stogdill and Coons 1957).
Even more serious, research studies consistently failed to confirm the sensible
notion that effective leaders actually engage in high levels of T and R behavior (Fleishman and Harris 1962, Stogdill 1974).
This situation was made puzzling (in addition to being disappointing)
when subordinate reports (unconfirmed by actual observation) continued to
describe effective leaders as engaging in high levels of both T and R behavior
(Blake and Mouton 1962, 1964). As if to compound the puzzle, a major
study directed by Hall and involving almost 2,000 managers showed striking
differences in subordinates' reports of the behaviors of fast-, average-. and
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slow-advancing managers (Hall and Donnell 1979). Managers promoted
more rapidly than their peers were reported to engage in high levels of T and
R, both in absolute terms and in comparison to their less successful peers.
Those promoted with average "speed" were high on T but low to average on
R, and the least successful managers were quite low on both.
Our explanation is deceptively simple. Although effective leaders are seen
or perceived by subordinates as highly task-focused and highly relationshiporiented, at the same time, their actual physical behavior varies. As we see it,
the same behavior can mean very different things, depending on the situation,
and that is the key. The effective leader is skilled in terms of behavior and
changes his or her behavior with what Blake and Mouton call "versatility ," to
take into account important factors in the situation. By doing so, the leader is
seen as highly focused on both the task and on relationships. Note that we are
not implying that the leader's behavior is not "real" or that the leader tries in
any way to be manipulative, giving only the appearance of caring about the
task (or about the people), when he or she is really only concerned about the
people (or about the task). What the leader is doing is carefully designing his
or her actions, to convey to subordinates the accurate and true meaning of
the lead,'s behavior, that is, a high concern for both the people and the task.
We do not mean to oversimplify; it is obvious that a wide range of specific behaviors falls within each of the two broad T and R categories (e.g.. see
Benne and Sheats 1948). The specific behaviors an effective operational
leader chooses to engage in (as well as the T/R balance) will be determined
by situational factors as those factors interact with the leader's own needs and
abilities (conceptual, as well as behavioral). The advantage of the operational
leadership framework we have developed (and summarized in figure 4- 1\ Is
that it focuses on key factors, both with regard to the leader's personality and
with respect to the situation, as derived from earlier theories of leadership
and based on a variety of research investigations not well integrated into current leadership theory.
Charisma: Executive Leadership Behaviors

The task of executive leaders is creating an organizational culture incorporating shared values, beliefs, and norms that help the organization effectively
carry out the functions of adapting, attaining goals, and coordinating activities. Executive leaders do this through their actions, of course, not by some
mystical or magical process. Three sorts of actions seem important: crediting
an organizational philosophy, establishing policies and programs, and personal interactive behavior. The first two actions are clear examples of what
Katz and Kahn (1966) mean by the term "origination." The first is a
relationship-focused action, aimed at creating strong affectively-based value
bonds between individuals and the organization. The second is a task-
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centered action, involving policy formulation and the actual establishment
(and funding) of structures to carry out those policies. Ouchi (1981) deals
with these approaches to creating organizational cultures.
The third and most complex activity calls for the executive leader to create elements of the organization's culture by means of his or her own behavioral interactions with organization members. This is the essence of what
some have called "charismatic leadership," for it involves the creation of
shared values, beliefs, and norms through strong affective reactions to the
leader's behavior. In other words, the executive leader engages in certain
task- and relationship-centered behaviors that produce in followers the affect
we call "charisma." The specific content of the leader's behavior deals with
actions that establish or confirm specific values, beliefs, and norms that support adaptation, goal attainment, and integration functions.
Through intensive clinical interviews with ninety reputedly charismatic
leaders, Bennis (1984, Bennis and Nanus 1985) identified a set of specific
behavior strategies used by these individuals. Sashkin (1 9 85a) turned these
into specific behaviors and developed an instrument to measure them, the
Leader Behavior Questionnaire(LBQ). The LBQ includes a separate measure
of charismatic affect toward the leader. This permits an hypothesis test: if the
behaviors are in fact linked to charisma, then higher levels of such behavior
should be associated with stronger charismatic aff,: arrmong followers. Use
of independent observations of the same leader, one to report behavior and
the other to report charismatic affect, eliminates the sort of same-source bias
common to questionnaire studies of this type. Such a process, using a sample
of 69 leaders reporting on their own behaviors and 108 followers reporting
charismatic effect, yielded an r = .256 (p < .05). (In most cases the reports
of two followers were averaged to increase reliability; for thirty leaders only
one follower report was available.) As might be expected, when behavior and
charismatic affect reports are correlated for the same observer, the correlations increase greatly, to .638 for leaders and .585 for followers (p < .001 ).
It seems clear from this exploratory work that leaders who engage in those
behaviors to a greater extent are seen as more charismatic than leaders who
engage in them to a lesser degree.
The five specific executive leadership behaviors that Sashkin (1985a)
derived from Bennis's (1984) studies are the following:

1.

Focusingattention on specific issues of concern, concentrating communication on key points to involve others in analysis, problem solving, and
action planning.

2.

Taking risks, but only on the basis of careful calculation of the chances
of success, and in ways that create opportunities for others to join in.
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3.

Communicating skillfully, with understanding and empathy; insuring
that effective two-way communication takes place through the use of
active listening and feedback skills.
4. Demonstrating consistency and trustworthiness by one's behavior,
openly expressing positions and sticking with them, and following
through on action commitments.
5. Expressing active concern for people including one's self, thus modeling
self-regard, and reinforcing feelings of self-worth in others, by action
(such as involving others in important decisions and activities) as well as
words.
Notice that the first two behaviors-focusing attention and taking
risks-are special types of task-oriented activity, whereas the latter threecommunicating, showing trust, and showing concern for people-are types
of relationship-centered behavior. Thus, these charismatic leadership behaviors fit within the broader frame of reference of leader behavior established
by the Ohio State studies.
We suggest that it is through these charismatic behaviors that effective
executive leaders go about putting their long-range organizational plans into
practice, on a "microscopic" level. On an organizational level the executive
leader is creating a "culture," a set of shared values, beliefs, and norms that
can guide the organization and the actions of its members over relatively long
periods of time (Sashkin 1985c). As noted earlier, key to an effective culture,
on nothing more than a definitional basis, are the functions identified by Parsons (1960) through his "action framework." Parsons argued that all systenms
must deal with adaptation, goal attainment, integration (internal coordination), and "latent pattern maintenance." The latter consists of culturedefining values, beliefs, and norms. It is proposed here that organizations
characterized by sustained high performance are also characterized by certain
sorts of values regarding each of the other three functions, values that foster
sustained high performance.
The integration function should be strengthened by the value of high concern for people, as the coordination of individuals' and groups' behaviors is
the essence of this function. It should also be facilitated by increased involvement of organization members, since such involvement helps to achieve what
Thompson (1967) calls "coordination by mutual adjustment," the only wax
to coordinate effectively in many complex interdependent organizations. We
see the three relationship-centered charismatic behaviors as all acting to create and reinforce values supporting the importance of people and of invol .'ing
employees.
The goal-attainment function is, we propose, supported by a value that
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places client or customer goals above all else. This is of benefit because, at
least for private sector organizations, it is through satisfaction of clients'
goals that the organizati3n prospers (by future resource inputs; see Sashkin
1985b). The charismatic leader task-centered behavior of focusing attention
on key issues can be directed toward emphasizing this task-goal-related
value.
Finally, the adaptation function is, we suggest, strengthened by a value
that says, "take action, do something!" When faced with rapid change, as so
many organizations are, and the need to confront such change and adapt to
it, taking action, taking sensible risks, is a critical issue. And this is exactly
what the charismatic leader behavior of risk-taking aims to instill.
We are, again, oversimplifying. First, it is rather doubtful that Bennisor we-has identified "the" five charismatic leader behaviors. It is not, however, unreasonable to hypothesize that man' or most of our five are among a
larger set of such behaviors. And, unless one believes in magic or mental
telepathy, it is surely through specific leader behaviors that the affective result
we call "charisma" is created. Our argument is a hypothesis, but it is an interesting one, for it attempts to link macro organizational issues to micro executive leadership behaviors. We suggest that it is indeed, as Schein (1985) and
Sashkin (1985c) argue, executive leaders who create organizational cultures.
And we hypothesize that they do this through specific behaviors that create charisma and thus instill the values, beliefs, and norms that create cultures in the minds of organization members.
Summarv
Leaders' motivational needs and cognitive abilities provide them with the reason and wherewithal needed to focus on relevant situational factors and then
determine and carry out behavioral strategies associated with effective leadership. Although the details are rather different for lower-to-middle-level operational leaders, versus high-level executive leaders, the basic pattern
described by Lewin's equation, B = f(PS), holds true for both types of
leader.
Identification of effective leadership behaviors, for either operational or
executive leaders, is bound to provoke disagreement, for there is at present
little enough agreement as to lust what behaviors art, effective. \With respect
to both sorts of leadership, we have tried to rely on empirical evidence to help
identify effective behaviors, but we are fully aware of how limited that evidence is, as well as of the methodological arguments it has inspired. We mean
our specifications to be tentative an i open to change, based on future
research. Our focus has been to look for organizationally-relevant leadership
behaviors, for both operational and executive leadership, using Parsons'
action framework as our base. It is this organizational focus that may be our
most important contribution.
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Conclusion
We believe that one challenge for leadership theory and research is the identification of a limited number of variables in each of the three areaspersonality, situation, and behavior-that nonetheless explain a maximum
degree of variance in leadership effectiveness. We feel that substantial progress has been made over the past decade toward this aim, and that in this
sense the present chapter is more of a synthesis than it is a new treatment of
leadership. A second and perhaps more difficult challenge is the development
of an organizational approach to leadership, an approach that is not confined
to the dyad or small group and that can deal with leadership as origination as
well as interpolation and administration. If we have produced new ideas and
a new approach to leadership it is with regard to this second challenge.
Over the past decade we believe there has developed a degree of convergence of the work of various research scholars and practitioners in the field of
leadership. The leading edge of this work is in the domain of organizational
concepts of leadership, concepts that do not ignore the individual or
individual-level variables but that relate such factors to organizational issues
and phenomena. It has been our aim to sketch some broad outlines of this
new organizational approach to leadership. To the extent that we have succeeded we will stimulate discussion, disagreement, and new syntheses with
regard to the issues we have tried to address.

5
Commentary on Part I

Chapter 2 Commentary:
Welcome Back Charisma
D. Anthony Butterfield
or about the last ten years, we leadership researchers have been very
critical of the research knowledge generated in our field. Indeed, the
1975 leadership symposium book, Leadership Frontiers, in which
John Miner suggested doing away with the leadership concept (Miner 1975),
can be seen as the stimulus for all sorts of self-flagellation. The next symposium book was even more self-critical. It was called Leadership: The Cutting
Edge (Hunt and Larson 1977), and cutting edge turned out to mean cutting
up each others' work rather than a ship's bow knifing ahead through the
waters. It has since become fashionable to dump on the output of mainstream
leadership research, and to call for new ways of approaching the study of
leadership, and new theories to account for the leadership phenomenon - if,
indeed, there is such a phenomenon. Thus, we have Emerging Leadership
Vistas, the title of this book.
To this presumed sorry state of leadership research has been added in
recent years a general disaffection, on the part of a growing number of social
scientists and organizational behavior researchers in particular, with the
whole approach to the study of organizational behavior based on functionalism and logical positivism. Now, it is not just leadership research that is in
the doghouse, it is practically the whole body of knowledge in organizational
behavior generated by the functionalist paradigm.
The chapter by Boal and Bryson ambitiously tackles both fronts simultaneously. It offers a new and comprehensive model for looking at leadership in
terms of charisma, and it does so from a broad epistemological perspective
that includes the increasingly popular interpretivist approach without, happiiy, rejecting the structuralist.

Contributions of the Boal and Bryson Chapter
The Boal and Bryson chapter offers several important contributions to the
field of leadership theory. First, it explains the dynamics of the charismatic
leadership process, in ways more thorough than other current charismatic
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approaches such as Bennis and Nanus (1985) and Tichy and Ulrich (1984),
and even the Avolio and Bass, and Sashkin chapters in this book. It does this
through the notion of phenomenological validity, which charismatic leaders
create in the minds of followers. Second, it posits two types of charismatic
leadership-visionary and crisis-produced-each with its own type of phenomenological validity: intrinsic validity (balance between the individual's
internal states and behavior) for visionary charisma, and extrinsic validity
(balance between the individual's behavior and its consequences) for crisisproduced charisma. These explanations and distinctions are useful, as long as
one accepts the notion that the charisma exists in the minds of the followers.
The psychologist in me has no problems with that, although the logical positivist in me squirms a bit.
In defining charismatic leadership in terms of its effects on followers,
Boal and Bryson borrow directly and openly from House's 1976 charismatic
theory, presented in an earlier symposium volume (House 1977). Although
their explanation of charismatic leadership goes well beyond his, it gets to be
a bit confusing, and I am not yet convinced that crisis-produced charismatic
leadership ought to be called charismatic, or even, for that matter, leadership, since it is so temporary and situation-bound. "Crisis-produced problem
solving" might be more correct; but I like their explanation of crisis-produced
charismatic leadership as enabling followers to see positive connections
between their behavior and outcomes.
A third contribution is Boal and Bryson's accounting for charismatic
leadership at both the individual and group level. Groups achieve phenomenological validity through the process of co-orientation, for visionary leadership, and system effectiveness, for crisis-produced charismatic leadership.
Although this goes well beyond House's work, which focused primarily on
the individual, their presentation for the group level is much less thorough
and convincing than that for the individual level of analysis. They hint that
this could be due to space limitations. It may also be more difficult to pull off.
A fourth contribution of Boal and Bryson is their merging of the phenomenological and structural approaches. Although most of what I have mentioned of their work thus far deals with the phenomenological, their stress on
patterned regularities in moving from the individual to group level, and their
explicit incorpration of task and environmental variables, even though as
perceived by the follower, makes an integration with structural approaches
possible. Although I am not convinced that they have pulled it off, it is a
worthy attempt, and a welcome relief from our tendency to entrench ourselves in one paradigmatic approach versus another.

Concerns about the Boal and Bryson Chapter
On the whole I admire their effort. Nevertheless, there are some concerns I
have, some of which I have hinted at. First, as already suggested, calling
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crisis-produced leadership charismatic may do a disservice to the notion of
leadership and charisma because of the short-term nature of most crises. As
Boa) and Bryson themselves point out, the term charzsma is derived from
"gift." I am not sure what gift crisis-produced charismatic leaders possess,
other than being in the right place at the right time. Thus. Boal and Bryson
may have unnecessarily created a contingency theory of charismatic leadership, when one may not yet be needed. Visionary leadership evolving from
crisis, such a:; Lee lacocca's rescue of Chrysler, can be seen as charismatic.
But I would not call T'A stewardess Uli Derickson charismatic for her magnificent performance in handling the group during the recent highjacking of
flight #847. Thus, although adding the crisis dimension makes their model
more comprehensive, I am not sure it makes it better.
Second, the sixth element of their model, task or environmental variables, is the weakest. Although it highlights their interest in integrating interpretive and structural perspectives, it really has little to do with leadership,
except that the leader can manipulate such variables. Their propositions are
worthy, testable propositions, but they do not have much to do with leadership. Ihev could as easily be propositions for a theory of job design.
This fact leads to a third concern. Propositions should spur new research.
Yet, their first two are essentially definitional:
Proposition 1:There must be a high degree of internal correspondence
bttween the perceptions and feelings of the follower and the behavior of the
follover, and a high degree of external correspondence bet\een the behax ior
of the (ollusser and the consequence of that behavior for the "charismatic situation" to be real to the follower and for charismatic effects to bc produced.
Proposition 2: For long-lasting charismatic effects to be produced effective
follower and leader performance (i.e., behavior appropriate to task demands
and in accord with normative standards) must be reinforced; successful performance is probably especially important in the case of maintaining crisisproduced effects.
Proposition I is the core of theory and proposition 2 is a charismatic leadership version of Thorndike's Law of Effect. The remainder of the propositions
do not deal with leadership per se. In other words, although there is much
that is new in the chapter, we do not really have any new or test-\worthy propositions regarding charismatic leadership among the fifteen they list.
A fourth concern is that their explication of group-level charismatic process is not thoroughly carri .d out. Their identification of both individual and
group charismatic effects shows promise, but is not realized. I would rather
have seen some propositions dealing with charisma at the group level, than
those on the task and environment which have so little to do with leadership.
A fifth concern is not so much a concern as an observation. Despite its
title, this chapter is not really so much a chapter on charismatic leadership as
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almost impossible to measure (Butterfield 1972. (The Boal and Brvson chapter has deftly sidestepped this problem, in part b% remaining a conceptual
model without having to resort to ways of operationalizing variables.>
Indeed, .%e became very expert, and still are, at criticizing methodological
weaknesses, especially measurement.
Second, starting with Fiedler ( 1967), contingency theories arrived on the
scene and became paramount. All sorts of other factors had to be taken into
account before leadership could be understood. It \\as almost as though the
leader %\asbeing taken out of theories of leadership. If the leader wvas of limited importance any\way, fhen surely charismatic theories %kereout of step
with imainistream contingency approaches.

Today there is a third factor at \work, seeming to discredit charismatic
approaches to the stud\ of leadership. Elements of this factor are reflected in
much of the content of this book. Behind this factor is the notion that studsing leadership directh is inappropri:ate because the ser\ concept of leader is
the result of our social construction of realitv. We have been studving the
\vrong thing, or studying something thint does ne, rcalh evsr except in Our
heads. Even if that is true, and the latter ma, \\ell be true, that does loit niike
the concept of leader or leadership unimportant. or lnccessaril\ consigned to
the research Iunkyard as obsolete, particularly if ones par.adigm assumies, in
essence, tiat all social realit. is sociall\ constructed.
SO whx should %\e d incoe ' back attention to charismatic leadership, and
be glad that there are riot one but t,'c
chapters on chairisma in this book?
Simple. The language Of charisma and expectations for it irc lronlnd t
evervsvhere and cver\ dax . It is high time we leadership rcsearchcrs caught up
\ith ever\bod\ else.

Conclusion
Boal and Brxson's chapter is a \er goo)d effort to\\ard finding ne\ %as if
thinking about leadership. It is comprehensive, integrative., iid xer sophisticated in its elaboration of the charismatic leadership process. \s 1 suspect
most Of us do, I believe the field of leadership research is better off if \ e ba\C
ne\\ models, and ne,\ methodolo,ies. It is better to havc alternati\ c pcrspekti\es, indeed, alternative paradigms. I believe it is better \et t(, hIsc models
that can integrate alternative perspectives, \hich the Boal and Bron model
does. Ihor that they ha\e nii admiration.
According to brainstorming theory, it is better to generate rMiMti ne\ ,nd
different ideas in Order to increase the probabilit\ of getting ,I giod rne.
I Imwe\er, it does not necessirihlx tolo\ that an\ given ne\\ idea Is better thin
1n ld one. Nc\ ind different maN be just that. but not !,htt r th'i the Old or
sinilalr. :\t riloes ill our clanor for ne\s approaches tc the ,ud\ if lcader,,hip

. .
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I fear we have become like marketers, who are always trying to come out
with new products, Just to increase sales. It may say new on the box, but is it
really new inside, and is it really any better than the old?
The new perspective in the Boal and Bryson chapter does not reject the
old, it builds on it. It does not throw out the old paradigm, it integrates it
with the new. Charisma does deserve some scientific attention these days, as
does leadership per se. Although their chapter is certainly not without problems, 1 find it an insightful and constructive stimulus to our thinking about
leadership.

Chapter 3 Commentary:
Transformational Leadership:
Fostering Follower Autonomy,
Not Automatic Followership
/ill W. Graham
ne approach to understanding leadership, especially charismatic
leadership, is to study followers, but there are twvo fundamentall
different ways to do that. One highlights followers' dependence on
the leader, the other, followers' capacity for independence. Exemplifying the
first approach is House's (1977) seminal work on charismatic leadership, in
which "unquestioning acceptance" and "\ illing obedience of the leader" are
cited as responses by followers to charismatic leaders. That perspectise has
been dominant ever since, but Graham (1982) offered another point of kie\%
when she suggested that fostering follower autonomv is the hallmark of effective leadership. The present commentary elaborates on the latter position by
focusing on the creation and support of good organizational citizenship. In
this way it helps elaborate on and extend the Avolio and Bass chapter, which,
it is argued, supports the idea that the appropriate product of leadership is
follower autonomy rather than automatic folloimership.
A basic premise of this commentary is that the measure of good leadership is the work done by followers. It makes no sense to sa\ that a leader did
a good job of leading, but that followers did not do their part. A "good job of
leading" is show'n exactly /)) followers doing their part. That simple truth
highlights followership as even more tightly linked to organizational effectiveness than is leadership. From that perspective, leadership \within the organitation is but an instrument to achieve followership, which in turn serves the
goal of organizational effectiveness. As Memidl, Ehrlich, and Dukerich
(I 985) recently demonstrated, the tendency to focus on leader rather than
follower behavior to account for organizational success or failure is a romantic simplification of reality which threatens to diminish rather than deepen
our understanding of how to make organi7ations work hotter.
This commentary, then, focuses on followers and the relationship
between leaders and followers, rather than on any heroic vision of leader
behavior. The first section defines leader-follower relations in terms of fol-
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lower autonomy. Avolio and Bass's distinction between transactional and
transformational leadership is discussed. The next section considers two
issues concerning followers: the nature of their attachment to the organization, and the nature of their performance within it. Organizational citizenship as a descriptor of autonomous follower behavior is introduced. The dangers of inattention to follower autonomy are e:plored in the third section, as
is the role of transformational leadership in promoting autonomous followership. The commentary closes with some methodological caveats about doing
research on transformation:,I leadership. The possibility of combining
research on organizational citizenship and transformational leadership is also
suggested.

Leader-Follower Relations
Definitions of leader-folloxver relationships t.pically draw a distinction
bet\%een voluntary acceptance of another's influence, onl the one hand, and
coerced compliance, oin the other ((;rahlai 1982, Hunt 1984, .jacobs 197 1,
jago 1982, Katz and Kahn 1978). That distinction rests oil the degree of free
choice exercised b\ follo%%ers. Specific instances of obedience \%hich stein

from the fear Of punTl~ihment, the pronlise of re\yards, or the desire to fulfil
contractual obligations are examples not of voluntar

followership but of

subordination, and the range of free choice ax ailable to subordinates is relativelv small. Appropriate labels for the person giving orders, monitoring
compliance, and administering performane-contingent re\wards and punishments include "supervisor- and "manager," but mIt 'leader." As noted b.
jago 1982, 330), following jacobs ( 1971 ):
I ,',01rs/,zp in ol Cs the influence of group mnmbers tihrough intcrpcrsma
processes t't.iztb.o re',or to the athorit\ or po\%er dcri\cd troni an cmplmiment contract. suwort, m'ou. (o

the other hd~u,

inolkes the inl uence ot

group members through the use of formal rc\ssards and punidisflnic!t
through the exercise of contractual oblig.itions. fcmpha~is added

Ind

Hunt ( 1984, 21 ), referring to French and Raven's (1959) tvpolog. of bas1es
for social power, makes a similar argument when he claims that "leadership is
the use of personal-power bases (expert and referent)" \\hereas super\ision

"is the use of position-power bases (rewNard, coercion, and iegitimac: to
influence group members."
The distinction between transactional and transformational leadership in
the Avolio and Bass chapter bears a striking resemblance to what is no\\ the
well-established difference bct\veen supervision and leadership. (Iertainlk a
transactional leader's use of contingent reinforcements is nothing more than

,ommntarv (m Pa.ri I • 7S
supervision. Research oin supervision, moreover, is in the same conceptual
category as theories of organizational control and the operant paradigm for
employee motivation (Jago 1982, 330). Only transformational leadership
occupies a conceptual category that is independent of those other topics, that
is, leadership standing alone.

Followers' Organizational Attachment
and Performance
Here, two issues concerning followers are discussed: the nature of their
attachment to the organization, and the nature of their performance within
it. Folloership is considered as distinct from subordination, just as leadership is distinct from supervision. Using O'ReillN and Chatman's (1984) adaptation of Kelman's (1958) trichotomv (compliance, identification, and internalization) to describe an employee's psychological attachment to the organization, we can posit that suhordinates are linked to organizations in order to
obtain specific, extrinsic rewards; the nature of their involvement is instrumental compliance. Follow'rs, on the other hand, are ps. chologicallv linked
to the organization because of identification (that is,involsement based on
pride in affiliation K and,"or internaliiation (that is. iovohvemnt based on a
congruence between individual and organizational va lues'.
Interesting parallels ar
lausible between those t'pcs, of eniplovee
attIchment to organizations and the bases of leader influence discussed b\
Hunt (1984). Position-based pow\er for supervisors is plausibl. linked to
instrumental compliance b\ subordinates. Person-based pow\er for leaders,
on the other hand, may correspond to identification and internalization in
followers, \vith referent po\\er most closelh linked to identificition and
expert poxer to internalization. Those hypothescs might be tested \%ith the
help of Podsakoff and Schriesheim's (1985',, recent advice on impro cd measurement of French and Raven's 119,59) power bases.
The second issue to be raised about follm%e. a,gain in contrast to subordinates) concerns their behavior on the ob. What separates excellencc from
adequ ac. in regard to f:dloxership and subordination? This is itopic that i
number of researchers ;ire
currently St udying under the title of
rgaiii/,tional citizenship" (see Graham 1985, for a review\). h-lie
essential requirements of organizational participation and task performance ffrin the c rc of
an enployment contract.
Compliance with those essential requirements, hmo ever, can range froml
minimal maintenance of appearances, through grudging performance o
assigned duties, to cheerful obedience. Beyond those varieties of comlpliauicc
w\ith the employment contract, ioreover, lie several kinds (f su,<rirperh rmatice that can be called good organizational citizeiship. ( ompliancc in this
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case is not with regard to what a job contract requires or a supervisor has
instructed, but rather what the employee supposes would be desired if the
present situation had been foreseen or were now' known by higher-ups in the
organization. The employee engages in what might be termed -anticipatory
compliance," fulfilling the spirit as well as the letter of organizational policy
supervisor\ instruction, or lust plain common sense.
The criteria for good organizational citizenship, as proposed b\ Graham
(1985), are threefold:
I. It is represented by observable behaviors, not private attitudes.
2.

It is discretionary, that is, it goes beyond the minimum requirements of a
job description or supervisory instruction.

3.

The primary beneficial impact is on the organization,
employee's own immediate interests.

not on the

Initial work at Indiana Univ rsity done on the organizational citizenship
concept led to two published studies (Smith, Organ, and Near 1983, Bateman and Organ 1983), the first finding a twNo-factor description of organizational citizenship (factors the atthors labeled "generalized compliance" and
"altruism"), and the second a single factor.
Feeling that citizenship involves more than voluntary helping beh.iior,
and certainly more than mere compliance, another group of researchers
Dunham, Graham, and Pierce) are currcntl engaged in an
(unimings,
effort to develop a reliable multidimensional measure of organizational citizenship. The general categories being explored include extraordinar compliance with rules and instructions; initiative and innovation on the job; interpersonal helpfulness within the organization; support of the organization to
outsiders; and responsible political involvement in organizational affairs
(including principled dissent). The results of the effort to develop measures of
citizenship should be helpful in providing a vay to test A\volio and Bass's predictions about the effect of transformational leadership on followk ers' levels of
activation and etfort.

Follower Free Choice
A theme common to the familiar distinction between supCrvision and leaidership, on the one hand, and the definition of organizational citizenship, on the
other, is follower free choice. Follovers freely choose to be influenced b\
those who lead them (that is, their allegience is not coerced, bought, or
o\wed), and organizational citizens volunteer organizational ser icc bes ond
job requirements. Supportive leadership, in fact, X\as found to be one of the

determinants of organiiational citizenship by Smith, Organ, and Near
(1983).
But consider what would happen if either of those wells ran dr , if obedience became habituated subordination, or if superior performance \5erc redefined as the new standard of required performance. Superficially \wc %%ould
have a semantic problem: bN our definition, leadership is impossible unless
followership is problematic, that is, unless subordinates have it within their
power not to accept a leader's influence. Similarly, when wiat were once
extra-role behaviors become expected of a role incumbent, performance of
those behaviors is no longer discretionary and hence loses its status as Cvidencc of organizational citizenship. \W'ithout follmer free choice, leadership
and citizenship \would both disappear-to be replaced, respctively., 1b supervision and routine performance.
Vt a deeper level and going bexond scmontics, howex er, the dry-well
problem raises a more profound question: once subordinates are successfull\
conditioned to follow instructions without question, can the\ c\er regain the
capacit. to think for themselves, to inn ite, to contribute at a lev\el "o%er
and above mechanical compliance with the routmie dircctl css of tie ,rganizatiron" {Kat/ and Kahn 19-8.. 528,
Although Houses theor' of charismatic leadership 19-- dotes in t
address that issue directly, his list of charismatic eftects on folliwcrs enphasizes their dependence on the charismatic leader, rather than their capacity
for independence. B\ that accoL'nt. once followers surrender themseh e, to .i

charismatic leader, follmer autonom\ is gone for good.
.\soio and Bass',, multidimensional analysis tif translormiatoial leadership reveals features that support a more iptimistic \ ic\%. Iheo found three
factors within transformational leadership:
I. (bartsma: Possessing gifts of insight and in,,piritimal co
instilling faith, respect, even awe in folloers.

on catmI;
unl

2. lndit'idualiz'dconsit,'ration: Creating learning opportunit--: tailored to
individtl needs; treating each person with respect.
3. l1tthl'ct1al stimulation: Facilitating radical thinking, cen t the exent
(if inviting followers to challenge the position,, of the leader.
Individualized consideration and intellectual stimulation are the pump
printers used by transformational leaders to make follosers mlore ',clfconfident, self-reliant, and critical people, all of \w hich reduces the likelihooid
that follo\ers will fall into habituated subordination. Adding the latter tsso
factors to purely charismatic leadership provides the theoreticil safeguard
against the well of follower free choice running dry.
Follomers who, as
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organizational citizetns. utilize their criti -
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cal skills to assess organizational issues, communicate their analyses to
others, and participate in devising and implementing constructive responses
to organizational problems and opportunities, are at one and the same time
engaging in political citizenship within the organization, contributing to
organizational effectiveness, and demonstrating the effects of transformational leadership as outlined by Avolio and Bass. That sounds great, but how
and when could it ever happen? Can real leaders contribute to organizational
citizenship in followers, or does the human need for control and desire for
personal power preclude empowerment of others?
Although there is certainly room for some cynicism on that matter, there
are also reasons for optimism. The notion of leadership as employee development and empowerment has most recently been popularized in the "Excellence" books (Peters and Waterman 1982, Peters and Austin 199S), and also
in Bennis and Nanus's (1985) book on leaders, all of which contain many
real-life examples of transformational leadership.
Peters and Austin (1985) highlight five different activities engaged in.
each under particular circumstances, by exceptionally talented leaders. They
include educating, sponsoring, coaching, counseling, and confronting

employees.
All of those actMties build the self-esteem and confidence of employees.
as well as facilitate their growth and independence, and the do so in a way
that is collaborative rather than condescending. In the terminology of tran,actional analysis (Berne 1961), leader and follower relate as adult-adult
rather than as parent-child. Individualized consideratio,, ,..dintellectual
stimulation are certainly among the behaviors recommended by Peters and
Austin (198U).
Bennis and Nanus (1985, 82-83) touch on man\ of the same themes
sshen they identify four components of employee empowerment, \which is the
outcome of effective leadership: feelings of significane making a difference
to the organization and/or the world at large), comiphtnce (skill develop-

ment and learning on the job). community (joining with others in common
purpose), and ejoviment (having fun).

At least in the popular business press, then, transformational leadership
is all the rage. Reports in scholarly journals ill doubtless follow as the
research program of Avolio and Bass (and others) reveals important relationships between transformational leadership and other concepts inorganizational behavior.

Conducting Research on Transformational Leadership
In closing, I want to raise again the issue of organizational effectiveness and
its relationship to leadership. I argued at the outset that the test of good
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leadership is effcective performance by followers. But that is "zut to SaN that
employees onlh perform %%ell in the presence of good leaders. There are certainly other contributing factors to effective performance besides leadership.
Employees might be intrinsically motivated, be part (f se!f-managed
work teams, or have available to them other technical or organiational -'ubstitutes for leadership" (Kerr and Jermier 1978; Pierce, Dunham, and Cummings 1984) which contribute to their effective performance. Because of the
potential importance of factors other than leader behavior, A\ olio and Bass's
proposal to study transformational leaders by mean, o{ ps,-hohistorical
analysis must be viewed svith considerable caution.
In proposing to identif) transformational leaders by reference to the success of their groups or organizations, A\olio and Bass risk making the attributional error discussed by Meind), Ehrlich, and Dukerich 198S ,.namel\
exceptional group performance may cause obserci, to atrIbute sociall*
desirable characteristics to group leaders quite apart from their actual possession. If that is the case, psxchohistorians \vould be collecting popular myths
about leadership rather than learning about actual leader behas ior, let alone
about the factors contributing to success that are unrelated to leadership.
That would mean a retreat to the unedifying oversinplif-ication O-charismatic leadership as mesmerizing m vster. and magic..Avolio and Bass'\ singular contribution is to focus on specific dimensions of leader behavior that go
b voud glitter and excitement, to those that empower follo\vers to servc as
autonomous organizationa ciriens. A promising wa' to do research on tHiat
form of leadership is to measure both transformational leadership and orgaiwational citizenship behavior in a single stUd\.

Chapter 4 Commentary:
The Merger of Macro and
Micro Levels of Leadership
Patricia Rzie

he impetus for Marshall Sashkin and Robert Fulmer's chapter,
"Toward an Organizational Leadership Theory," is relativels
simple - theory and research have focused on the "supervisor' management" level of leadership to the exclusion of "top-level' leadership. B\
utilizing Lewin's constructs of person, situation, and behas ior. Sa~hkin and
Fulmer suggest a model that provides parallel interpretations of effeciiec
leadership for both the "operational" and 'executive"c lcels ot leadership.
These comments regarding Sashkin and Fulimer's \xork addres three gcneral areas: I) the conceptual framcvork, 2 epistemological concerns, and
(3, future research.

Conceptual Framework
The model presented in their chapter blends prc iooU tindI lgs orl eftct kc
management leadership %-ithseveral rcdiscoxered SuCs n orga nratn
/
llna
research 'i.e., culture and charisma . :\n attempt l ) Integrate such dI crsc
concepts is both itriguing and timely . Sashkin and -uhnur, hfirst, focUs (1 TIh'
distinction betweetn "management" and "leadership." Recent literature mdicates that distinctions between these activities have been obscured and that
the differences are significant. Bennis (1994' blieves that "managers do
things right while leaders do the right things" and Riles and -innex 19)S6
state that -bureaucrats invoke rules, managers create rules, and leaders tr,nsfoim rules." Although separating these forms of "leadership" is not ne\ c.L.
James MacGregor Burns's separation of transformative leaders from trinsactional ones [Burns 1978j, and Max Weber's argument that charismitic leiders launch enterprises and bureaucrats run them (\Weber 194- , conceptoilizing both forms of leadership behavior as "a function of pcrsonalit factors
in interaction with important aspects of situations' is newv.
What is needed, however, is a clearer assessment of the extent to which
Iewin's formulation is actually being used to explain the functioning (It etee-

( '(? mi , tIr ,,P1 Irt I -

I

tive leadership. It seems to exist prumarily as a category scheme that alloss ,
comparisons to be made across the two types of leadership.
Sashkin and Fulmer, second, successfully s nthesiie previous r-se,r,.h
within their tripartite model. Nlany leadership studies in the organiiational
behavior literature focus on person, situation, or behavior factors, or some
combination thereof, particularly at the operational level of leadership. The
"variable" structure of the framework, however, is less vell suited to the
more symbolic aspects of exectiMe level leadership. as the concepts tend to
be more elusive than traditional social science constructs.
For example, "charisma" is the dominant element in the "behavior" categor. for executive leadership. Although Sashkin and Fulmer are referring to
the actions of "charismatic leaders," a more faithful repre',entation of this
concept would place it in the person category. For Weber, charisma is a complex interaction of leader, follower, crisis, etc., but first and foremost, charisma exists because of the unusual, transcendental qualities possessed by an
individual (Shils I 96S). This does not den that there are similarities in the
actions of charismatics; there are (House 19777. The issue, howes cr, is that it
an individual models these characteristic behaviors, he or she mas become a
better manager, or perhaps even a better leader, but it is difficult to imagine
that engaging insuch actions simultaneoushl
endo\s\ one \\ith chlrist,.
Thus charisma should first be considered a personal attribute.
The complexity of identif\ Ing "behaviors," in the sense that I evn uts'd
the term, certainly adds to the cnfusion. Sashkin and

-uhnTer

note that per-

ceptions of an operational leader's behavior, and observation, of phssical
actions by that samc leader, can \ar. greatl. 'theN attribute this to flexib .1t,
and situational planning b\ the leader, howsever, an analogs to equifinal i in
systems theory ma\ be just as iccur.ite:. Bennis (1984' similarly states -hat
the stoics and actions of the "charismatic leaders" he inter\ ewked w\ere quite
disparate. Thus the "behaviors" Sashkin and Fulner present are otten ectibehaviors- not descriptions of \hat these indi'iduils actuall\ do, but categories and patter ns otf
action that include eal Ltic ins of successOU) outconles
,i.e., effective communication; creating sensible risks and opportunities that
involve others). A ciearcr understanding of the relationship bet\een these
implicit effectiveness outcomes and behavior- whether observcd. perceptual,
or intersubjcCtively understood-is needed.
The "person" and "situation" categories fare much better in the s\ nthesis
Of executive leadership research, as the current literature is replete \\ith provocative examples. For instance, "vision" or the capacit, to see connectcons
that are not obvious or are unprecedented, is clearly a personal abilIit,,
although it ob\iouslx is affected by other organiictio'll f.ictors.
Organizational culttre, as the "situation" example, represents the shared

%alues and patterns of activity that enable and constrain CxCcuti\e leaders.
Ihere is some conceptual slippage, hosyever, in the cxplmiition of 'cnilture."
Sashkin and Fulmer give paramount attention to the actions of "culture crea-
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tion" and "pattern maintaining" under the situation category. Such acti%ities
seem more appropriate to the behavior category (certainl more appropriate
than charisma). Aspects of culture such as cultural types (e.g., "Z" cultures,
Ouchi 198 1) or the depth and breadth of cultures or subcultures kkould be
more congruent with the notion of "situation."
The notion of subcultures is a necessary addition because the chapter has
a tendency to treat cultures as monolithic. (The problems with this \ie\wpoint
are given by Lewis (1 985), among others.) In addition, although Sashkin and
Fhnier's position that leaders are the primary force in culture creation has
intuitive appeal, other researchers have suggested that leaders may be able ro
influence cultural development only at certain periods in an organizationIs
history (see Martin, Sitkin, and BoeFm 1983 for a reviewN of this literature
In summary, the model presented by Sashkin and Fulmer synthesizes
numerous studies on leadership and illuminates the consistencies betwkeen the
twv(o types of leadership across the three components of effective leadership.
The theoretical underpinnings of this model need to be explicated \with
respect to leadership and reconciled with the more "interpretive" literature on
executive leadership. Finally, a more concrete way of operationali/ing "'efectiveness" is needed to better conceptualize the relationship between behavior
and the person and situation factors.

Epistemological Concerns
In the conclusion of their chapter, Sashkin and Fulmer call for the identification of a limited number of variables that \ill someda explain a maximum
degree of variance in leader effectiveness. This mas be a fruitful enterprise,
however, the nature of the phenomena under investigation - particularly the
concepts described under executive leadership-also points to lines of
research that are neither variable anal\ ti.nor parsimonious in the tridition.il
sense.
The notions of charisma, vision, and culture all share a sense of the iesthetic-the art form of leadership (another Bennis term). This requires some
forms of analysis that are sensitve to style, to the creation (if mieaning, and to
the dramatic edge of leadership. Symbols like "leader" and "charismatic
have pover in and of themselves because of their abilit\ to cxoke expressixc
and nonrational images and feelings. To utilize these terms is mere categories
of behaviors rUns the risk of stripping them of this power and moving them to
the level of the mundane-plain-label s\mbols.

Future Research
Although current research into these areas iPprimaril\ interpretive (storytelling, metaphor analysis, etc.,, this need not be the case. Empirical studies can
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be undertaken within compatible research traditions-for exaimple, social
cognition, strucruration, discourse analysis, rules theory, What is important
is that leadership remains embedded in the social structure in \\hich it is
enacted. Isolated from the systems that create and recreate leadership, theor\
will nevem advance to some of the more compelling questions: How do certain
forms of leadership emerge? How are organizational cultures and leadership
related? What circumstances give rise to transformative leadership? ,'.ad
what leads to the success or failure of either particular individuals or certain
forms of leadership?
One of the most interesting areas for future research lies in pedagogy. If,
indeed, executive leadership is different in kind from management, can it be
taught? Can executives develop "'vision,'" for example, and does it differ from
long-term strategic planning?
In looking at the relationship between leadership and culture, assessments must be made regarding various levels of leadership. Ti \what extent
do cultures reproduce themselves with little or no regard to top-level leadership? To what extent is culture maintenance or culture change dependent on
leadership activities at many levels and in man\ subgroups in the organiiation? Another area that needs more research is the influence oi cuItLUC 1,11 perceptions of leadership (both organizational and national culture .
Theoretical advancements are also needed to bridge micro- and macrolevels of analysis the theory of structuration - e.g., GiddCis 179 -is one
promising avenue of research , and to better intcgrate the nonratinal" or
political components of leadership.
The list could go on ad infinitum. What is important is that through thL
spotlight on organizational culture, interest in leadership .,,; Con2t vt \\S
reborn. This should create theoretical and practical ad\,ancements be ond
our present understanding.

Part II
Leadership in a Dynamic
Organizational Context
James G. Hunt
B.R. Baliga
H. Peter Dachler
Chester A. Schriesheim

his part brings together different aspects of leadership in a dynamic
organizational setting. It consists of three content chapters and a
commentary chapter.
"The Skills of Leadership" (chapter 6), by Dian-Marie Hosking and Ian
Morley, argues that a key problem with leadership is that leadership phenomena typically have been divorced from the organizational processes of
which they are a part. Accompanying this has been a neglect of the significance of leadership skills as they accompany leadership processes.
The authors develop a conceptual model around these processes and
skills. Leadership is seen as the process by which social order is constructed
and changed. It relies heavily on negotiation and the accompanying skills as
leaders negotiate descriptions of threats and opportunities (their political
environment) or as they negotiate a particular interpretation of events and
what to do about them. The leader contributes to social order both within his
or her group and in relation to other groups or even organizations. Ihis is
called organizing, and the authors argue that it needs to be contrasted with
traditional macro-oriented leadership approaches (e.g., Hunt and Osboin
1982) which concentrate on what they call the "condition of being organized." Hosking and Morley discuss in detail the nature of the skills needed to
carry out the processes of leadership and suggest some ways of testing their
model.
Continuing the dynamic processual aspects of leadership, but from a very
different espistemological perspective, is Andrew Crouch and Philip Yetton's
chapter 7, "The Management Team: An Equilibrium Model of Manager and
Subordinate Performance and Behavior." The authors develop a dynamic
model tested with six-person management subordinate work teams. Accord-
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ing to the model, the behavior and performance characteristics of a team tend
to evolve toward either a high manager-subordinate, mutual trustworthiness
condition or the opposite. The model also provides an explanation for the
adjustments that occur in group membership. Furthermore, it examines the
likely performance gain or loss from replacing a manager and/or subordinates in their particular groups.
The model's major tenets are supported by the authors' empirical data,
and traditional strategies for team development are discussed in light of the
model.
Hosking and Morley consider the process aspects of leadership to be
needed at both the micro (within group) and macro (between groups and
even between organizations) levels. Crouch and Yetton's chapter concentrates on process aspects at the group or team level. Chapter 8, "An Organizational Life Cycle Approach to Leadership," by B.R. Baliga and James G.
Hunt, looks at differences in leadership/management requirements at different phases of the organization's life cycle.
The Hosking and Morley chapter conceptualizes leadership as a process,
as does the Crouch and Yetton chapter. The Baliga and Hunt chapter conceives of the organizational life cycle as a four-phase process with each phase
including a transition and a stage. Leadership as such is a variable within the
life cycle process. Propositions are formulated to cover each phase. Thus,
empirical work to test these propositions would consist of a series of tests
done during each phase of the processual life cycle. In Melcher's (1979)
terms, this would be a comparative statics approach, analogous to taking a
series of snapshots rather than a dynamic processual approach, which would
be analogous to using a movie camera.
The Baliga and Hunt chapter develops a model that looks at both transformational and transactional aspects of leadership and posits that the impact
of these on organizational outcomes will differ as a function of the organization's phase in its life cycle, from inception to revitalization or death. Thus, in
addition to its kinship with the other chapters in this part, the Baliga and
Hunt piece also has linkages with the transformational and charismatic
aspects of leadership treated in part I.
Klaus Bart6lke was chosen as a commentator for Hosking and Morley's
chapter 6 because of his broad background and work in areas related to but
different from those in traditional leadership research. He focuses on the
importance of Hosking and Morley's treatment of leadership as a social construction of reality. He provides a perspective beyond that of Hosking and
Morley with respect to the place of negotiation in providing for the social
construction of reality. Basically, his commentary extends and further develops the concepts in Hosking and Morley's chapter. Bartdlke's knowledge
of ways of constructing reality helps provide additional insights into the
strengths and weaknesses of Hosking and Morley's innovative chapter. He
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also has something to say about the model's potential usefulness to practitioners.
Gilbert Probst was chosen as a commentator for the Crouch and Yetton
chapter primarily because of his background and research in general systems
theory. Like a number of others in this book (e.g., Bart6lke, Calas and Smircich, Dachler, Hosking and Morley), he approaches his contribution using a
non-functionalist perspective. Indeed, he argues strongly that the positivist
approach of Crouch and Yetton is insufficient, even inappropriate, to really
understand the kind of systemic thinking on which the Crouch and Yetton
chapter is based in part.
To him trying to isolate the relationships as Crouch and Yetton have
done simply does not reflect the essence of systemic thinking. He argues that
we have to understand patterns of interactions and patterns of orders as they
emerge and that concentrating on equilibrial states is too narrow a concept.
Probst's commentary illustrates clearly the vast !ifference in perspective that
exists between him and the authors in terms of how research should be conceptualized and conducted.
The Baliga and 1-unt chapter developed as an offshoot of a symposium
workshop session devoted to examining leadership in organizations in transition. It extended mary of the ideas brought out in that session but because
of the way in which it ,!cvclcped, it does not have a separate commentary as
do the other chapters in this part.

Additional Concerns
What follows are some points beyond those contained in the commentary on
the chapters in this part that may be of some interest to the reader. First, is
the question of Hosking and Morley's conception of leadership. They see it as
constructing social orders that foster the values and interests of the group to
which group members belong in order to help group members deal with complexities. It is useful to compare this definition with the more traditional
influence conceptualizations of leadership. What similarities and differences
are there between the different conceptualizations? Hosking and Morley
argue that a key difference is their emphasis on leadership as a process and in
turn on ways of studying leadership, What are other implications of the
differen, conceptualizations?
Second, is the model put forth by Hosking and Morley really a paradigm
for scientific study of leadership (thus connoting a paradigm shift)? Or, on
the other hand, is it, instead, a heuristic to guide case studies for descriptive
purposes? Both are important but the implications for the field are quite
different.
Third, how does one determine effectiveness in the Hosking and Morley
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approach? If, as is implied, the criteria have to be grounded in the particular
context of a study, what are the implications for generalizability?
Fourth, the authors' conceptualization looks at leadership as a distributed (among group members) as opposed to a focused (appointed leader
only) phenomenon. What are the implications of this in studying leadership
in organizations?
Finally, as units are embedded in larger systems what is the relative
impact of the unit leader(s)? To what extent does the larger system constrain
or enhance the leadership actions?
Turning now to the Crouch and Yetton chapter, first, the model looks at
the influnce ovhordinpre, c-" Iu,,e -n rhe !eader. This is a relatively "eglected area in current leadership literature and thus enhances the value of the
study.
Second, and related to Probst's concerns, what are process and context
implications of this study of groups abstracted from their setting? In other
words, in addition to examining leader-member relationships, an important
issue is what do leaders do to develop desirable group processes? Also, how
does one broaden this to include realistically the knowledge of the context
within which the group operates?
Finally, to what extent does the cross-sectional nature of the study limit
the processual conclusions that can be drawn? What are the implications for
the inferences of Crouch and Yetton?

6
The Skills of Leadership
Dian-Marie Hosking
Ian E. Morley
he potential value of the leadership concept can be realized only by
taking it seriously. The existing literatures do not "add up" (Argyris
1979), partly for the reason that diverse phenomena have been
studied in the name of leadership. Here it will be argued that the concept can
be made useful when used with greater care and rigor than has typically been
the case. However, this, of itself, will not be enough. Decisions must be made
about what kind of concept leadership should be. Shortcomings of the existing literatures again suggest what is required. It will bc argued that the literatures do not add up because leadership phenomcna have been divorced from
the organizational processes of which they are a part (Child and Hosking
1979). One important consequence of this is that the political quality of leadership has received insufficient attention. Finally, it will be argued that additivity is lacking because the significance of skills, as they characterize leadership processes, has been largely ignored.
Although gloom and despair seem to characterize the comments of most
critics, the view taken here is essentially one of optimism. The concept of
leadership can be made to work through a social-psychological perspective in
which it is intrinsically connected to the concepts of skill and organization.
This may be achieved through attention to interlocking cognitive, social, and
political processes. A model will shortiy be outlined which does just this.
However, it is first necessary to indicate what kind of model is intended
and why.

Leadership, Skill, and Organization:
Some Preliminary Remarks
A truly social-psychological approach requires premises and arguments concerning three components: participants, processes, and contexts. Each needs
to be theorized in ways that implement existing knowledge. Further, ind this
is crucial to the arguments that follow, each component must be theoried in
ways that are commensurate with the other two.
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Participants
Our opening argument was for taking the concept of leadership seriously.
This requires an explicit definition that can be employed to interpret existing
literatures and to direct subsequent research and theory. We argue for a
definition of leaders as those who consistently contribute certain kinds of acts
to leadership processes. More precisely, we define participants as leaders
when they (1) consistently make effective contributions to social order, and
(2) are both expected and perceived to do so by fellow participants. In this
sense, leaders' contributions represent a "special variety of ordinary member
behavior" (Douglas 1983, 72). As will be shown, what makes the contributions "special" is their achievement of skillful leadership processes.
This conceptualization has three general aid important implications.
The first is that we prefer not to follow the common practice of using the
terms leader and manager interchangeably (see Dubin 1979). This practice is
becoming more widespread, resulting in a "leadership-management controversy" (Hunt, Sekaran, and Schriesheim 1982). In our view, studies of managerial behavior should not be assumed necessarily to inform our understanding of leadership. Of course they may; however, it is always necessary to
establish that the managers concerned were also kciders in the sense the term
is used here. Later, a model will be presented which was partly induced from
certain studies of managers at work. Other research and theory led to the
inference that such findings were of relevance to leadership. Of course this
interpretation requires independent validation.
The second and related point is that the only sure means of identifying
leaders is through the analysis of leadership processes. The reason, quite
simply, is that leaders achieve their status as a result of their contributions,
and the ways these are recei'ed, relative to the contributions of others.
Therefore, the question of a participant's possible status as a leader cannot be
resolved without reference to these processes. In other words, to study leaders must be to study leadership, that is, the processes by which "social order"
is constructed and changed.
Third, and last, our conceptualization recognizes that significant leadership contributions may come from a minority, including a minority of one;
equally, they may be expected and contributed by the majority. Either way,
the processes are performed with a degree of skill that is likely to make a difference between effective improvement, maintenance, or decline of participants' social order.
Clearly, more must be said to even approximate a sufficient model of
participants. However, this may be better achieved once processes and contexts have been discussed. For the present, it is sufficient to say that participants (whatever their formal or informal status) are understood as active,
constructive, interpretive agents. They are argued to negotiate descriptions
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of their political environment (e.g., in terms of "threats" and "opportunities")
and methods for dealing with it. They inay differ in their values and interests,
knowledge bases, and other resources; they may differ in the frequency with
which they contribute acts that are influential in structuring leadership processes, and therefore, their social order.
Processes
In the symposium book, Crosscurrents in Leadership, Edwin Hollander
called for "more attention to the study of process and to perceptions of context by the participants in leadership events" (Hollander 1979, 102). To
some extent, this has occurred (see Hunt and Larson 1979; Hunt, Sekaran,
and Schriesheim 1982). However, with one or two exceptions, this research
has not attended to the processes implied by our concept of leadership. This
i, because they have focused on manager-subordinate relations within a
recognizable task group.
By our definition, it is necessary to study the processes by which particular acts come to be perceived as contributions to social order, and therefore,
come to bc perceived as leadership acts. Studies are reqiired of, for example,
the means by which participants might attempt to maintain or destroy their
status as leaders, having earned it; of status competition; changes in the
status quo, and so on. Our conceptualization implies that these processes are
endemic to leadership whether or not there are appointed managers involved.
In other words, the position taken here is that leadership, properly conceived,
is emergent. For these reasons, th:re is an urgent need for studies of the processes by which social order is constructed, while "simultaneously" and
"implicitly" particular acts come to be defined as leadership contributions
(see Stein et al. 1979).
We take the view that leadership processes represent a special kind of
organizing activity. The organizing activity is political decision making, construed in the widest possible sense. This activity has the effect of constructing
more or less stable social orders which, in turn, are more or less effective in
protecting and promoting the values of participants. Social orders are, to
some significant degree, negotiated; some are more negotiated than others.
They are characterized by systems of both power, and value.
There are many reasons why power is an inevitable characteristic, one
being that participants differ in their values; in consequence, some desire
change, and some do not. This is also true of social orders. Differences in
values are often accompanied by differences in resources to promote them.
Further, some leadership processes will be more skillful, and therefore, more
likely to protect and promote the values of that social order at the possible
expense of others. In sum, leadership is an inherently political process.
Degrees of social order are revealed in both social and interrelated cogni-
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tive processes; higher degrees are present to the extent that participants are
able to negotiate an "adequate guide to the use of knowledge and the conduct
of human affairs" (Kelvin 1970, 226). Social order is grounded in considerations of value as these arise both with respect to means, i.e., "modes of conduct" (Lovejoy 1950), and ends (Brown and Hosking 1986).
The process of negotiation to which we have referred is a more or less
collective process in which issues are agreed, solutions developed, and policies put into effect. These are referred to later as the "core processes" of
leadership. They will be discussed using the abstract terms of information
search, interpretation, choice, and influence. The terms are deliberately
abstract so as to accommodate variations in their content.
Finally, while on the subject of processes, it is important to note that we
do not restrict these to face-to-face, within-group interactions. Almost all
leadership research has been of this kind. Although such processes provide
some evidence of leadership, they are only part of the picture. Groups exist in
the context of other groups, individuals simultaneously belong to many
groups, and, group memberships overlap. Order is negotiated both within
and between groups; negotiations result in tacit and explicit agreements concerning "threats" and "opportunities," the terms on which participants will
do business, accept influence, and so on. Interactions within and between
groups provide the means for, for example, building and mobilizing
resources, building interpretations of what is going on, and what to do about
it, and so on. Activities of this kind may make all the difference to the degree
of skill with which values are promoted. Processes of this kind have rarely
been contemplated in the leadership literatures. They are the subject of our
model.
Contexts

It was asserted earlier that leadership has typically been abstracted from the
organizational processes of which it is a part, and that this is one reason why
the literatures do not "add up." The lack of attention to organizational variables has been noted in previous leadership symposia (Hunt and Larson
1979; Hunt, Sekaran, and Schriesheim 1982). Few researchers have investigatcd cmpirical relationships between leadership and organization (but, see
Meyer 1975). More importantly, there is little in the way of theory which
would effectively guide research of this kind. The few attempts that exist
either imply, or explicitly argue, a perspective that has the effect of divorcing
organization from social action (e.g., Hunt and Osborn 1982). Elsewhere,
we have described this general approach as "entitative,'" as one that emphasizes the "condition of being organized": organization is treated as a macro
object which exists independently of the activities, interactions, and evaluations of participants; the concept of organization is static and apolitical
(Hosking and Morley 1985).
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Criticisms of this perspective or "paradigm" have orly recently gained
force (see, e.g., Zey-Ferrell and Aiken 1981) and have largely been expressed
outside the leadership literatures (but, see Hosking and Morley 1983, 1985).
This is not the place to examitie the range and substance of this critique. For
our purposes, it is sufficient to note that the entitative perspective does not
allow satisfactory conceptualization of links between organization and leadership processes. Such links can only be achieved through a "bottom-up,"
"processual" approach that stresses "acts of organizing" (Hosking and Morley 1985; Hosking, in press). It is within the context of this larger critique of
the traditional concept of "organization" that our arguments concerning
leadership take their full significance.
It is for reasons such as these that we argue for a view of leadership as a
special kind of organizing activity (see earlier). Our concepts of leadership
and organization imply that leaders and their groups, through their leadership processes, attempt to create and maintain a sense of social identity and
social order for themselves. They do so in relation to other groups. Order is
negotiated both within, and between, groups of participants whose values
and interests, sense of identity and order are likely to vary, and sometimes, to
conflict. In other words, "organization" is found in the cognitive-social and
social-political processes through which leaders and groups enact, socially
construct, and influence their social order, and that of interdependent others.
We shall argue that these processes may be performed with more or less
skill. The degree of skill depends on participants' practical understanding of
the systems of power and value in which they are involved (within and
between groups); it depends on the abilities of leaders to "invent a formula"
and "negotiate detail" (Zartman 1977), that is, to negotiate "frames" (Huff
1984). The skills are, to some extent, the skills found in negotiation, reflecting a sensitivity to the prevailing systems of power and value (Wrapp 1984),
demonstrating a concern to reach agreemcIIIS tha, Wi "s:JK "'MArlty 1983).
We shall have more to say about ,Nhat these skills look like.

Existing Approaches to Social Skill:
Description and Comineitt
Previous research on social skills may be described under the following four
headings.
The Traditional Regression Approach
Work of this kind represents normal science within the "ruling orthodox
paradigm" of North American research. Leadership effectiveness is defined as
an outcome, and is typically investigated in relation to input, and moderator,
or contingency variables using regression analysis. Leadership skills, if con-
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sidered at all, are treated as traits of the leader, that is, as inputs (see
Martinko and Gardner 1984). Aspects of organization are treated as contingency variables: variables which are viewed as independent of the activities and interpretations of leaders and other participants in leadership
processes.
Theories of this kind exemplify the traditional emphasis on the condition
of being organized. For this reason, they have little to say about the skills of
organizing. for example they say little about what must be learned, or about
the processes of learning that characterize leadershlip; they ignore the Ways in
which participants, particularly leaders, may be active agents in such processes. In contrast, the approach to be taken here emphasizes social learning:
what has been called learning with descriptions (Minsky and Papert 1972).
Broadly, the process of leadership is, in part, a process of learning how to
describe contextual features, and how to make inferences based on those
descriptions. The process is social because participant, learn from others,
and because they influence the ways other participants describe their context and act upon it. This is how leaders influence social er 1er: by negotiating with others a particular interpretation of events and what to do about
them.
Skill as a Resource
Heller and his colleagues have conducted longitudinal studies of decision
making in organization (Drenth and Koopman 1984, Heller 1984). Their
joint emphasis on skill and on decision making is of considerable interest in
the present context. However, their attention has largely focused on the
development of a contingency model of participation. They have not attended
to the kinds of skills implied by a perspective that stresses leadership as an
organizing activity.
The model to be presented discusses leadership as a process o-t iplex
decision making. Following Steinbruncr, decisions are understood to be complex when a given policy has several effects, some beneficial, and some not.
Complex decisions are characterized by a special kind of uncertainty which is
structural, where the achievement of a sufficient sense of order, so that possible outcomes can be described, "is itself a matter of uncertainty" (Steinbruner 1974, 18). When placed in the context of organizing processes, decisions can be seen to be made more complex by being negotiated between
interdependent participants who are likely to disagree about the "values at
stake, the weight to be given to them, the resolution of major uncertainties"
(Steinbruner 1974, 18). This leads to certain important "dilemmas." An
understanding of these dilemmas is central to an understanding of leadership
skills and yet they have been almost entirely ignored. We shall have more to
say on these matters.
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M.ur, Communication Skills
Explicit attempts to train managers in the micro-skills of communication
have been employed in the context of interview training at the University of
Bradford, in England. The essence of this approach is well captured by two
of the researchers involved:
Although we Aere ostensibly training people to carry out a particular kind of
interview, we were in fact training people in skills which ... would be useful
in virtually any interaction between managers and subordinates. Rather to
our surprise,., we came to the conclusion that, implicitly, we were training
people in leadership skills. (Wright and Taylor 1984, xi-xii)

This research is both interesting and important in its own right. However, it can contribute little understanding of leadership processes as they are
defined here. The model to be presented is founded on the premise that

leadership is primarily a matter of macro rather than micro skills. In contrast
with the existing work in this area, we assume that leaders have a basic cornpetence in the kinds of micro skills outlined by Argyle (Argyle 1969, 1978'.
Instead, the issues are seen as being whether or not participants "know their
way around" their decision-making environment, how they achieve this
Understanding and make it practical, and what contributions leaders make to
such processes. To quote Argyle, "In order to function effectively one needs a
good map, showNing how the system works ' (Argyle 1984, 97). The model to
be presented attempts to map the leadership processes by which this is, more
or less, skillfully achieved.
Studies of1 ,lanagerial Beha'ior
The last fifteen years have seen a marked increase in studies of managerial
behavior, identifying what managers do, how they do it, the contacts they
make, and so on (e.g., Kotter 1982, Savles 1979, Stewart 1976). Although
excellent in many ways, this work has not been directed by an explicit and
systematic treatment of the skills involved. Further, the authors have not
implemented a distinction between leadership and management, and have
not been concerned with leadership as an organizing process in the sense
employed here.
Despite these features, some of the empirical work seems to provide
evidence of the leadership skills implied by an organizing perspective. For
example, certain studies suggest that effective managers recognize and deal
with "dilemmas," which are endemic to the relationships, and issues, in
which they participate. In particular, they suggest the importance of networking, and begin to explore the skills in,l\,ed (see, e.g., Kanter 1984,
Kotter and L.awrence 1974). What is needed is a systematic account in which
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the concept of skill serves to integrate the discussion of relations between
leadership and organization. Such an account will now be offered.

The Skills of Leadership
The main purpose of this chapter is to present a general model of leadership
skills which integrates talk about leadership with talk about organization.
The most important elements in the model are summarized in figure 6-1.
The elements are taken from Morley's analysis of the skills of formal
negotiation (Morley 198 Ia, b; 1983) and from Hosking's analysis of leadership as skillful organization (Brown and Hosking 1986; Grieco and Hosking
1985; Hosking 1983a, b; Hosking, in press; Hosking and Morley 1983,
1985). The model emphasizes leadership processes as those of "complex"
decision making (see earlier) in which participants recognize and respond to
actual or potential changes in the status quo-changes that imply that they
may have something significant to lose (a stake) or gain (a prize). Leaders are
defined as those who are both perceived, and expected, to make consistent,
influential contributions to such processes.
Networking
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Figure 6-1 is intended to describe the elements necessary for the analysis
of any social skill that involves complex decision making in the sense
described. It is assumed that the processes will vary in their content, that is, in
the particular values, interests, and so on, under study. In other words, a
social situation is recognized as different to the extent that it requires changes
in the content of the elements in figure 6-1.
Social skills may always be described in terms of the "core processes"
identified inside the triangle of figure 6-1. This being so, any process of complex decision making may be interpreted in terms of the processes of information interpretation, information search, influence, and choice. To focus on
"core processes" is to focus on one unit of analysis. Three additional units are
required in order to describe the more or less skilled ways in which these core
processes may be structured: knowledge bases, networking, and core problems. No one of these can be understood without understanding its relation
with the other two, or without considering its significance in relation to core
processes, and to the values of the social order. This makes separate discussion of each element less than satisfactory. Even so, this is what will be done.
Knowledge Bases
Recent work in cognitive science has shown the degree to which intelligent,
or skilled, performance depends on a variety of different kinds of knowledge
(e.g., Minsky and Papert 1972). Further, other areas of inquiry, such as symbolic interactionism, political psychology, and cognitive sociology, indicate
some of the interrelations between cognitive, social, and political processes.
The Perception of Threats and Opportunities. Decision making begins when
leaders recognize and respond to actual or potential changes in the status
quo-changes that are inherently ambiguous. They are interpreted, that is,
given meaning, by relating them to cognitive frameworks such as "operational codes," "frames," or "scripts" (see Holsti 1970, Huff 1984, Gioia and
Poole 1984). In this sense, skilled leadership depends on skilled perceptions:
leaders have a significant influence over such processes. They achieve this, in
part, through contributing higher-order constructs which help systematicallv
to organize understandings of the environment, and how

to

work in it. What

this amounts to, is that leadership involves the management of meaning.
Leaders promote persuasive scripts that help others to interpret actions, and
events, in relation to the "core values" of their social order (e.g., Selznick
1957, Weick 1978). Further, by definition, leaders are expected to make contributions of this kind, and to do so consistently (Huff 1984, Norley and
Hosking 1984). "Effective leadership depends on the extent to which the
leader's definition of the situation . . .serves as a basis for action by others"
(Smircich and Morgan 1982, 262).
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Leaders achieve the preceding through negotiating acceptance of persuasive scripts-scripts that are motivating because they engage central values,
and suggest ways in which participants should mobilize resources to protect
their "stakes," or gain a "price." They are able to do so primarily because
cognitive frameworks, such as scripts, define, in ordinary language, threats
and opportunities in relation to values; they bring certain values sharply into
focus, at the expense of others. Further, frameworks of this kind exemplify
the "reasoning of practical syllogism" (Eiser 1980, 43). That is, they show
what kind of action is appropriate in the circumstances.
Scripts are not imposed; they will rarely provide detailed specifications,
nor are they "permanent." Leaders arrive at appropriate scripts by engaging
in trial arguments with themselves, and with others. They, encourage others
to launch "trial balloons," and then monitor their progress (Huff 1984,
Wrapp 1984). Endorsement, and implementation, of a script, results from a
process of negotiation, a process in which influential participants sponsor
different scripts, and "acceptable" terms are established (Hosking, in press).
Thus, skillful perceptions and negotiations promote flexible social order, not
a "rigid perpetuation" of doing things the way they have always been done
(Kelvin 1970).
Capacities of Participants and Demands of Tasks. Perhaps the best-known
approach to the study of social skill is that outlined by Welford (1980). It
derives from ideas central to the information processing paradigm in cognitive psychology. At its heart is the recognition that certain mental processes
are resource limited. People have limited capacities for processing information and performing mental work. Skilled leaders recognize that this is so.
Our arguments concerning threats and opportunities imply that leaders help
others to work through the core processes of information search and interpretation, influence, and choice.
Some of the ways in which managers may do this have been described by
Stewart (1976) and Kotter (1982); they will be discussed in the context of
"networking." Otherwise, what we have to say is somewhat speculative. To
the extent that the skills of leaders are the skills of negotiators, it may be
supposed that leaders facilitate the matching of capacities with the demands
of complex decision making by making moves designed to reduce ambiguity,
clarify communications, and generally slow things down. Some of the ways
this is done in the context of formal negotiations have been identified (see
Morley 1981b, 1983; Rackham and Carlisle 197 8a). Direct evidence that
skilled leaders do this is hard to find. However, some descriptions of effective
executives suggest that they employ skills similar to those of negotiators
(Drucker 1970). Both appear to remove unnecessary obstacles to decision
making, and therefore, to the promotion of social identity and social order.
They do so by helping others to handle the core processes identified in figure
6-1. We argue that skilled leaders do the same.
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Dilemmas
Dilemmas are fundamental to an understanding of social skills because they
represent choices inherent in the social-political processes by which decisions
are made. They occur because leadership is a process of complex decision
making. Decision making of this kind is stressful, because choices have to be
made between courses of action that will satisfy some important values, and
not others (see earlier). In such circumstances, participants may be aware that
important decisions have to be made, and that whatever they do will probably be wrong. This poses particular problems for those perceived as leaders;
they run the risk of being seen to make ineffective contributions, and so, risk
loss of status.
Brown and Hosking (1986) have identified four kinds of dilemmas. First,
there are those that derive from difficulties in managing relationships, for
example, "being demanding with superiors without being perceived as
uncooperative" (Kotter 1982, 16). Second, there are those that derive from
difficulties in managing resources, for example, balancing long-term and
short-term considerations. Third, there are those arising from activities:
figuring out what to do, when, how, for how long. Finally, there are those
that result from possible relationships between valued "end states" and
valued "modes of conduct."
Taken together, these difficulties pose a higher-order dilemma, perhaps
the dilemma for social organization in general. The dilemma arises because
leadership is effective to the degree it achieves flexible social order. The
dilemma is one of how to achieve a degree of order that is, on the one hand,
sufficient to provide the basis for coordinated social action, although, on the
other hand, not too much, thus perpetuating a rigid way of doing things as
they have always been done (Kelvin 1970). This dilemma is observable in the
dynamics of "groupthink" (Janis and Mann 1977), and is particularly vivid in
the case of certain social movements (Brown and Hosking 1986).
Let us look at some of the ways in which leadership processes might
handle these dilemmas. Broadly, it seems vital that disagreement is a valued
mode of conduct, and that disagreement is used in particular ways, and for
particular purposes, that change in relation to the core problems. In other
words, the skills lie, in part, in the content and sequencing of contributions.
Also, it seems that skilled participants learn to label their contributions, so
that when they disagree, this is not interpreted as dislike, which would present an obstacle to decision making.
Other Kinds of Knowledge. For a social order to be flexible, one or more
participants must have a great deal of specific knowledge about their decisionmaking environment. For example, large, family-based employment networks have been found to accumulate a considerable knowledge of alternative jobs, employers, and places of work. This has been a necessary element
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in the skillful process of moving the network from ene place of (threatened)
employment to another (Grieco and Hosking 1985). i: seems likely that skillful leadership will often involve what might be called "technical" components
of this kind, components which may, or may not, be transferable to a new
context (see also Kotter 1982).
Networking

Constructs such as "script" or "operational code" help to explain what otherwise might be rather puzzling. Participants clearly deal with mixed evidence,
and uncertain environments, yet they form strong, categorical judgments
(Steinbruner 1974). Evidence to confirm a script is quickly found, thereby
implicating certain threats and opportunities, and possibly, certain courses of
action. Equally disconfirming evidence is denied, distorted, or ignored (Nisbett and Ross 1980, Steinbruner 1974).
Risks of this kind have been argued to be endemic to all kinds of perception; "ordinary seeing" is veridical because people move around and are
forced to recognize that "inputs" have changed (Neisser 1976). What is "ordinarily seen" in the social context must be similarly evaluated. Somehow participants must "move around" their decision-making environment, and so test
out their interpretations. Leaders make especially important contributions to
such processes, both in moving around themselves, and in influencing others
accordingly.
One of the ways skilled performers move around their environment is by
networking. For example, the general managers rated as excellent in Kotter's
research "created networks with many talented people in them and with
stronger ties to and among their subordinates" (Kotter 1982, 71). Similarly,
in the case of women's centers in Britain, evidence shows that networking
may be skillfully employed to obtain information and achieve influence, processes without which survival would have been unlikely (Brown and Hosking
1986).
Certain kinds of "close relationships" are especially important in this context (Morley and Hosking 1984). They are exchange relationships in the
sense of Homans (1951). Of particular note, are the politicalaspects, features
which receive little prominence in existing literatures. First, there is exchange
of information that is often confidential or quasi-confidential. Second, there
is exchange of activities such that participants help each other to work out
how (a) values can be satisfied, and (b) agreements can be grounded in an
appropriate historical context so as to accommodate previous agreements,
rules of custom and practice, and the like (Batstone, Boraston, and Frenkel
1977). The information and activities function as resources that have
political significance in the context of competing values.
There is a sense in which relationships of this kind are "collusive" (Morley
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and Stephenson 1977); they are so, both within, and between groups. They
are important because they allow participants to identify obstaJce to decision
making, and to communicate them to others. They are important because
they help participants mutually to identify threats and opportunities in the
context of interdependent values. As a result, skillful networking facilitates
the development and implementation of "knowledge bases" and other
resources (see figure 6-1).
Core Problems
Leaders initiate or respond to changes in the status quo. That is, they manage
"violations of tolerance" by structuring leadership processes so as to handle
the core processes of information interpretation, information search, influence, and choice (Snyder and Deising 1977). In plain language, leaders have
to work out what is going on, why, and what to do about it. What is important, is that the core processes take different forms, depending on whether the
problem is identification, development, or selection.
"Identification," is the identification of problems (what is going on),
whereas "development" concerns the generation of alternative solutions;
"selection" is made of a policy. The core processes involved in the first two
problems are at least partially antagonistic to those involved in selection.
More precisely, although each of the core processes is characterized by bargaining, the bargaining involved in identification and development is more
often "integrative," whereas that involved in selection is typically "distributive" (see Walton and McKersie 1966).
We have argued that the skills of leaders are, to some extent, the skills of
negotiators. They are implemented, to a lesser or' greater degree, in the core
processes by which core problems are handled. We have also argued that
these processes occur both within, and between, interdependent groups.
Skillful negotiators are those who make negotiations as hard as they need be,
but no harder; in so doing, they structure processes so as to remove obstacles
to agreement. This is, in part, achieved because skilled negotiators are not
afraid to disagree. Rather, disagreement is organized to indicate the strengths
of differing interpretations of core problems, and to draw attention to the differing values involved. Further, disagreement is used to clear up ambiguities
concerning core problems and differing values. This increases the likelihood
of stable agreements-that is, agreements that are stable until the status quo
changes in ways felt to represent threats or opportunities.
Values and Interests
Figure 6-1 is intended to indicate that "core processes" are found in the
development and implementation of knowledge bases, in the processes of
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networking, and in the handling of core problems. Further, figure 6-1 is
intended to show that knowledge bases, netwoi king, and core problems, are
themselves interrelated. For example, making -hingq no harder than they
need be involves complex interrelations between networking, the building
and implementation of knowledge bases, and the handling of core problems.
It has been argued that successful leadership processes are those in which
the capacities of participants are matched to the demands of complex decision making. Core problems are revealed in an active, sometimes aggressive,
search for information and understanding; especially from those involved in
close relationships. As a result, leaders are better able to negotiate a process
that facilitates the skillful handling of core problems. This, in turn, is argued
to increase the probability that the values of the social order are protected
and promoted (figure 6-1).
In sum, it is skillful processes of the sort described which further "flexible
social order," and positive social identity. Contributions of a particular kind,
that is, those which are consistent and influential contributions to order. may
be perceived and expected from a minority, or from the majority, of participants. Our principal concern has been with leadership processes, and the
skills with which they are performed. However, underlying this has been the
important question of who makes what kinds of contributions, and in particular, who makes those contributions that define a leader. As we have indicated, there is no such thing as a leaderless group, at least, not for long.
Whether there be one, or many, leaders in a group, the crucial question concerns the degree to which leadership processes reflect skills of the kind
described.

Putting the Model to Work
Our major purpose has been the attempt, systematically and explicitly, to
articulate the skills of leadership. The model presented in figure 6-1 shows
the concepts we think necessary. To put the model to work is to use it (primarily) to facilitate "appreciation" of the skills of leadership as the skills of
"organizing" (Weick 1979a).
Organizing of this kind has two major aspects; these are reflected in the
principal sources of the model. The first concerns the general nature of intelligent social action. Here we drew on insights from a variety of disciplines.
From individual psychology we took the idea that people have limited mental
resources; skilled leaders are argued to recognize this in various ways which
we have attempted to specify. From cognitive science we took the understanding that mental life is concerned with the manipulation of symbols, and
borrowed the concept of script. Furthermore, we recognized that intelligent
performance requires appropriate knowledge to be represented in appropriate
ways. From cognitive sociology we took the central themes of symbolic inter-
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actionism, relating actions to meanings. The lite;ature of social psychology
and political science also facilitated our understanding of these processes.
Our second major theme came from empirical studies of effectiveness in
management and negotiation. A detailed treatment of the relevant literatures
is given in Hosking (in press). The findings mainly derive from techniques
such as activity analysis, diaries, network analysis, and behavioral observation. Figure 6-1 represents our attempts to incorporate them within a single
conceptual framework. We would add that such a framework showed little
sign of emerging from the texts on leadership (see Bass 1981).
Figure 6-1 outlines the kind of analysis which we believe must be at the
heart of any attempt to understand the skills of leadership. We also belicve
that a framework of this kind illustrates the defining characteristics, and the
strengths, of a truly social psychological approach, one able to integrate the
analysis of participants, processes, and contexts without losing sight of their
political qualities.
To put such a model to work is to return social psychological analysis to
center stage. This is likely to result in three kinds of activity. First, the model
may be used to throw new light on old research. For example, certain managerial activities such as answering the phone, unplanned meetings, and the
like, have been interpreted as reactive, time-wasting conditioned responses
that "need to be brought under control" to "increase effectiveness" (Davis and
Luthans 1980, 72-73). However, from our perspective, differences in effectiveness are more likely to be found in the more or less skillful use of such
activities. For example, we would expect skilled performers to use chance
meetings as opportunities for networking and building strong relationships.
Similarly, they may take the opportunity to "gather gossip," which, in turn,
keeps them informed of the political possibilities in the world of work (Feldman and March 1981, Kotter 1982).
Second, the model may be used to guide research into the skills of leadership. However, it suggests only the kind of analysis that will be necessary.
The model will need to be instantiated in each particular case. In other
words, the content of the elements will be a matter for empirical research, as
will be the nature of the relationships between them. Only by doing this will
it be possible to identify leadership processes and leaders. Our conceptualizations of these terms reflect our abstractions, inference, and interpretation; the
concepts focus on underlying processes rather than surface phenomena.
Like other "second degree constructs," they are relatively difficult
to translate into simple measurement procedures. However, we think the
attempt worthwhile, and certainly preferable to continuing to miss the point.
We would add that there are a variety of methods and measures which seem
likely to be of use in this respect. For example, many of the techniques employed by Kotter and Lawrence (1974), and Kotter (1982), along with existing measures of "operational codes" (Holsti 1970), seem likely to be of use.
Third, the model may be used to direct a "case" or "anthropological"
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approach, and/or interpret its results. Such an approach provides an essential methodology for identifying the social and political processes of leadership and organizing (e.g., Sayles 1964). It does so by allowing the us' of a
wide variety of methods having the potential, not only to describe the content
of participants' norms, values, interests, and so on, but also, to provide
"thick" description, facilitating new understandings concerning our central
concepts and arguments. Examples are drawn irom two case studies to illustrate thesc puints: both employed a variety of research methods, and both
produced findings that, when interpreted in terms of our model, produced
important new insights.
The first example concerns the earlier-mentioned study of women's
groups (Brown and Hosking 1986). The principal method was participant
observation over a period of approximately two years. This was supplemented by the use of semi-structured interviews, both with participants and
with others who had an interdependent relationship with the groups concerned. Documentary sources provided further information.
A proper understanding of these groups was found to come from the
recognition that common decision-making dilemmas were, for them, especiallv acute. The reasons lay with their egalitarian values concerning both
"modes of conduct" and "end states of existence." These values needed to be
understood in relation to the values of other societal groups. For example,
the women's groups' values were both different, and more radical. As a
result, such groups had major difficulties in handling the dilemma of how to
achieve a degree of order sufficient to provide the basis for collaborative
social action, but not too much. The latter would be reflected in grooved
thinking, and in procedures that maintained the existing social order, solidarity, and cohesion. Our arguments imply that this dilemma will demand
especially skillful leadership, without which the groups' values are unlikely to
be "protected and pursued."
Our model provided further appreciation of the case material by directing attention to the potential appearance and significance of the distinction
between "leaders" and "leadership." The egalitarian values of the women's
groups implied a derogation of leaders, yet contributions to leadership processes continued to be vital, and indeed, required considerable skills of participants in order that their values be protected and pursued.
A related insight came from application of the model to case studies
of family-based employment networks (Grieco and Hosking 1985). Case
methods included snowball interviewing of network members, plus semistructured interviews and documentary evidence from personnel departments
and the Employment Bureau in Britain. The case material showed the existence of family networks moving into, and out of, employment settings over a
period of forty years or more. Often, achievement of this collective presence
in a place of work required migration from one part of the country to another.
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Our model seems to provide a useful app!,cciation of the processes by
which such families organized their employment as a network. At the same
time, we have gained an insight into the ways in which "organizing" can be
practiced, regardless of the boundaries of "formal organization." This, in
turn, helped us to realize the weaknesses of the concept "organization," as
compared with the concept of "organizing.'
In going about their organizing, it is evident that many networks moved
in anticipation of "threats" to the status quo: threats of imminent redundancies or factory closure. It was crucial to our understanding of these
moves, and of the network's activities more generally, that we understood
their central values, norms, and interests. Briefly, it was, for them, of great
significance to be a "good worker," and to be known as such; the family
reptitation on this matter was of central importance. For these reasons, certain norms were "enforced" concerning acceptable behavior at work, mutual
aid, and so on. Organizing was, in this sense, all about harnessing and maintaining employment for the network.
Some family members were especially influential in relation to these
values and, indeed, were expected to be so. Further, consistent with the
m )del, there was evidence that they networked more than others, better
ndc.stuod potential threats, and so on. In sum, certain individuals made
especially significant contributions to leadership: they built-up and integrated
the network's knowledge bases; facilitated an understanding of the processes
by which employment might be harnessed; and, were able to help network
members to translate these understandings into action. This is what skilled
leadership is all about.

Concluding Remarks
We have attempted to provide a systematic and explicit treatment of the
nature of the skills of leadership. It is to be hoped that the attempt to link
leadership and organization, and the use of social skill as an integrating concept, will have a number of beneficial consequences. First, we hope to have
helped overcome the naive separation of individual and social units of analysis; second, to have done so in ways that recognize the political qualities of
relationships; and third, to put the study of leadership where it belongs-that
is, at the center of organizational analysis.
Our emphasis on the negotiated quality of cognitive-social, and socialpolitical tAocesses, is critical. Negotiation is very much more than influence
through direct contact at a "bargaining t:ble"; it extends beyond explicit
agreements between representatives of formal bargaining units. Negotiation
is generally recognized to involve both intragroup and intergroup processes
of influence and exchange. Further, these processes can be seen to combine
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indirect, as well as direct, relationships in which, for example, A may influence B by getting C's support. Networking, and other processes, facilitate the
achievement of indirect influence and indirect exchange.
Perhaps the essence of our argument is captured by saying that organization and negotiation involve change, actual or potential. Skillful leadership
achieves a social order in which certain kinds of change are seen to make

sense. Leaders are importantly understood as change agents whose skills are
vital in the success of organization development. This is because their skills
concern the "creative" and "political" aspects of innovation (Kanter 1984).
The creative aspects of the process arise because the sense making is active,
interpretative, and fundamentally social (Hosking and Morley 1985). The
political aspects arise because policies (or projects) compete for resources and
other kinds of support. Thus, to understand leadership, it is necessary to
understand the cognitive, discretionary, and politically problematic aspects
of leadership processes. It is these aspects that are fundamental to a shift from
"mechanistic" to "non-mechanistic" views of knowledge (Clark 1984,
,76-77). Ti.,
lihat it will take to achieve a "paradigm shift" (Hosking et
al. 1984) in the study of leadership.
..

7
The Management Team:
An Equilibrium Model of
Manager and Subordinate
Performance and Behavior
Andrew Crouch
Philip Yetton
ne of the major developments that has emerged trom current
research in leadership is the increasing emphasis being placed on
process issues. In the 1982 leadership symposium volume, for
example (see Hunt et al. 1984), a number of chapters, including those prepared by Rauch and Behling (1984), Huff (1984), and Heller (1984), deal in
different ways with process-induced changes in social structures. The present
chapter is a further contribution in that direction. The values adopted in pursuing the current investigation are positivist in a North American tradition.
Although we are aware that other interpretations might well be made of both
the questions and their answers, for reasons of space these issues are left to be
considered elsewhere.
The unit of analysis is the management team comprising a manager and a
number of subordinates. We ask how manager and subordinate task performance and behavioral characteristics are related to one another and how
these patterns change in response to disturbances originating outside the
team. These questions concern the maintenance of team social structures and
structural transitions following changes in team membership.
Over the past decade or so there has been a clear shift away from traditional stimulus-response models of leadership process. The contingency
models advanced by Fiedler (1967), House (1971), and Vroom and Yetton
(1973) have given way to a serious questioning of their one-way causal linkages. A more complex and process-oriented view is now emerging. For example, Greene (1979) has investigated two-way relationships involving manager
and subordinate behavior. Graen describes role-making processes through
which the social structure of a management team develops (Graen and Cashman 1975). Relationships of mutual dependence also underly managersubordinate exchange and reciprocal influence as described by Hollander
(1978).
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In this chapter another step in the development of explanatory models is
proposed. Our primary concern is the form of the explanatory model. We
develop an equilibrium model to explain processes of pattern maintenance
and transition in group social structure. The model specifies a set of transitions by which teams evolve towards one of two stable equilibrium states,
which are therefore predicted to occur with high frequency. Their incidence
among a cross-sectional sample of 165 management teams is analyzed.
In addition, the model predicts the changes in social structure that occur
when a team is disturbed from an equilibrium state by a disturbance originating outside the group. In particular, the model explains how team responds
to the replacement of some of its members: the manager, subordinates, or
both. Managers are often surprised by the new patterns of behavior that
develop in a team after its membership is changed. The degree to which such
unanticipated consequences can be predicted and avoided is central to both
the theory and practice of selection, promotion, and team building.
Finally, rather than comparing these findings and predictions with the
existing literature, their implications for team building are discussed.
Although both skill training and the replacement of team personnel are used
in organizations to upgrade team performance, the team-development literature deals nearly exclusively with behavioral skill training and pays little
attention to the alternative strategy of replacing team members. Here we
examine the frequently exercised alternative options of replacing a team's
manager or subordinates. The analysis shows that high team performance is
vulnerable to changes in composition. A return to low team performance is a
frequent outcome of composition changes initiated in an attempt to upgrade
an initially low performing team. These conclusions highlight the sensitivity
of team performance to poor promotion decisions.

An Equilibrium Model of Team Performance
and Behavior
Two characteristics differentiate the model presented here from both the
bivariate stimulus-response and reciprocal causal models typically described
in the leadership literature. First, the model deals with stability and change
among a restricted cluster of variables. No simple causal ordering is assumed
to exist among the variables. Rather, they form a mutually dependent cluster.
This means that a change in any one is likely to alter the joint characteristics
of the variables in zhc cluster.
The second distinguishing aspect of the model is the centrality of the coilcept of equilibrium to the analytical framework adopted. Consistent with
definitions advanced elsewhere (e.g., Homans 1951), a stable state within an
equilibrium process model is defined as a configuration among variables
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whereby the pattern among the variables is restored after any small
externally-induced change in any one of the component variables.
Within traditional North American models of leader and subordinate
performance and behavior, two particular domains of behavior are frequently studied. These are supportiveness, that is, helpful cooperative behavTor, and conflict legitimization, the encouragement of open expression of differences of opinion. Both of these behaviors are necessary to develop and sustain high-performing groups (see, for example, Likert 1961). Support provides a basis for trust, mutuality, and reassurance among group members. It
helps the achievement of interdependent tasks and provides a buffer for the
ambiguities and uncertainties associated with open communication in an
uncertain task environment. Conflict legitimacy promotes this free flow of
task information, while avoiding inhibiting group processes such as "groupthink" (Janis 1982). In general, candor within a supportive group setting is a
necessary condition for building trustworthiness and trusting behavior (e.g.,
Johnson 1981).
A large number of other variables from different frames of reference
could also have been considered. No claim is made that the variables in tht
model are either exhaustive or newv. They were selected to illustrate the application of an equilibrium process model and are a small number among those
available in the field of small group dynamics. Furthermore, we accept that
the individual relationships linking these variables are not ne\.
However, although the constructs are familiar, the form of the model is
less familiar. The notion of equilibrium has received little attention as an analytical tool in the leadership literature. Elsewhere, the converse is the case.
For example, Bales (1953) refers to the equilibrium characteristics of behavior patterns in small groups. Homans (1951) also uses the concept of equilibrium to explain how group members adhere to social norms. Indeed, the idea
of an equilibrium as developed by Becker, Parsons, and others (see, for example, loomis and loomis 1965) is a widely accepted sociological concept. The
point to be made here is that although equilibrium analysis is not newk, its
potential in the context of managed work groups has not yet been full%
investigated.

Interdependencies among Manager and Subordinate
Performance, Support, and Conflict Legitimacy
The following equilibrium model specifies the relationships among four variables: manager and subordinate performance and manager and subordinate
trustworthiness, where trustworthv (untrustworthy) behavior is defined as
congruent high (low) support and conflict legitimization (see figure 7- I ). In
figure 7-2, manager and subordinate performance are also dichotomized

110

.Leadership

in a Dwiamic Organizational Conztext

Mdriager

high

Trustworthy

ma~nager___________________

Support
Manager
o Uft rustA orthy

high
Imk
.\Unager Legitimnizaition
of Confli

Suhordinate'
Truo rth',

high

SuhordinflteX

10'-

Untru~tw~orthy

lo%%

high

So ho rd inaite Legit imi/at ion
ot Conflict

Figure 7-1. Manager and Subordinate Trustworthiness as a Function of
Supportive Behavior and Legitimization of Conflict

(high versus low), and the sixteen possible configurations of performance and
trustworthiness are represented as cells in a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 matrix. Each of
the four 2 x 2 tables in this diagram represents a Unique combination of

IIlI

Ihe Alanagenernt Teanz
Manager

Purtormance

lo',x

high

2
-

hnigh

T

I

1

)--2

Subordinate

Luodnl:

I

Perornance2
[

'"

T rustwort hiness

or

high

,g

Manager
Trus orthine

Figure 7-2. An Equilibrium Model Relating Manager and Subordinate
Performance and Trustworthiness
manager and subordinate trustworthiness for each of the foe combinations
of manager and subordinate performance. This representation has two
advantages. First, although a dichotomous classification is a;n oversimplification, a team can be described in terms of a unique configuration of manager
and subordinate behavior and performance. Second, it simultaneously presents both the configuration of a team (cell characteristics) and the direction
in which that structure is likely to change (transition dynamics). The former
allows us to analyze the relative frequency with which certain structures
occur. The latter facilitates the examination of different developmental intervent ions.
The arrows in figure 7-2 represent the tendency for teams with certain
social structures (cell characteristics) to evolve different structures. This is
presented as a shift from one cell into another. The arrows are numbered 1 to
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4. They represent four team dynamics that have received extensive support in
the literature. These are reviewed as follows. Only a brief discussion of each
dynamic is presented because their interactions are the primary issue in this
chapter, not their individual validity.
1. Subordinate performance and manager trustworthiness. A number of
studies suggest that a manager acts supportively and legitimizes conflict as a
response to subordinate performance. For example, Lowin and Craig (1968)
and Farris and Lim (1969) report that managers behave more supportively
toward high-performing than low-performing subordinates. Similarly, Graen
and his associates (Dansereau, Graen, and Haga 1975, Graen and Cashman
1975) argue that access to information and influence by subordinates is
largely based on the subordinates' performance. In figure 7-2, this linkage
between subordinate performance and manager trustworthiness is represented by the arrows numbered 1. The arrows are interpreted as follows. In
all four cells for which subordinate performance is high, teams have a tendency to shift from low to high manager trustworthiness. The reverse tendency occurs in the four low subordinate performance cells.
2. Manager trustuorthiness and subordinate trustuorthiness. Social
learning theory argues that people select role models because they have desirable social characteristics such as status and success. Subordinates perceive
their manager as having desirable status and success in an organizational
hierarchy and are therefore likely to imitate the manager's behavior (Weiss
1977). Thus, subordinates behave in a supportive and open manner when
their manager acts in this way. Similarly, they imitate untrustworthy behavior if it is displayed by their manager. This process is represented in figure
7-2 by the arrow marked 2, linking manager behavior and subordinate
behavior.
3. Subordinate trustworthiness and manager performance. In complex
task environments, a manager's performance is a function of the efficient and
effective upward flow of information from subordinates (Jablin 1979).
Subordinates who openly express their opinions in a supportive manner facilitate information flows which then enhance manager performance. In contrast, information manipulation by subordinates in a defensive and/or politically aggressive way reduces the flow of relevant information to a manager.
For example, the research on the behavioral aspects of budgetary control systems reports numerous cases of such information restriction and distortion,
and their dysfunctional impact on manager performance (Argyris 1951,
Libby and Lewis 1982). In a dynamic and interdependent task environment,
this unsupportive and closed subordinate strategy has an adverse impact on
manager performance. This process is represented in figure 7-2 by the arrow
marked 3, linking subordinate trustworthiness and manager performance.
4. Subordinate performance and manager per/ormanc'. A manager's
ability to acquire resources from his or her own supervisor and from his or
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her management team's external environment depends, in part, on the manager's own demonstrated task performance. A high-performing manager is
much more likely to be successful in negotiating increases in both resources
and discretion than a low performer. High resources and discretion help
subordinates to perform more successfully than a relatively resource-deprived
group with little discretion. Furthermore, a high- relative to a lowperforming manager is more likely to deploy these resources and exercise this
discretion in ways that enhance subordinates' performance. This relationship
is consistent with the evidence, for example, from the contingency theory of
intraorganizational power (Hinings et al. 1974, Salancik and Pfeffer 1977).
This process is represented in figure 7-2 by the arrow marked 4, linking manager performance and subordinate performance.
The complete pattern of transition tendencies in figure 7-2 gives rise to
three types of team configurations. Two of the sixteen configurations are stable, two are unstable, and the remainder are termed transition states:
Stable states. The change tendencies represented by the arrows in figure
7-2 show that groups located in the cells labeled S, and SI are stable. Four
arrows lead into them and none lead out. These cells are stable because any
externally-induced shift to another cell results in a tendency for the team to
return to one of the two stable cells. Once a team achieves either the high (Sb)
or low (SI) performance pattern, it is unlikely to change through its own
internal social dynamic.
Unstable states. The pattern of change tendencies also shows that two
configurations of team characteristics are unstable (U and U ). In both
cases there are no arrows that lead into these cells. The only paths associated
with them are those leading into adjacent cells. U1 and U2 are unstable
because a group is unlikely to change toward these characteristics in the
course of a developmental process. Such characteristics can only be produced
by exogenous intervention.
Transition states. The remaining patterns of behavior and performance
represent transition states. These cells are labeled T 1 to T 1 2. They are considered transition configurations because each has two paths leading into it and
two leading out. This means that a team whose configuration of variables
coincides with one of these cells is unlikely to sustain this pattern. Rather, it
will change its structure in one of the directions shown by the outward
arrows.

Incidence of Stable and Unstable States
A major feature of the equilibrium model is the predicted change in team
characteristics. A test of the theory would require an assessment of the direction of these change tendencies using an experimental or quasiexperimental
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design. Without the immediate opportunity to conduct this type of research it
was nevertheless possible to undertake a cross-sectional study to assess the
incidence of stable and unstable configurations of behavior and performance
among management teams. The hypothesis derived from the model is that
teams tend to adopt the two equilibrium conditions and move away from the
unstable patterns. Therefore, the incidence of teams in cells Sh and S I should
be higher than expected by chance and the incidence of teams in U 1 and U 2
should be lower.

Survey
The subjects are managers and their subordinates comprising 165 established
managerial work teams. While attending management development programs, the managers were asked to complete a large questionnaire and to
allow five of their subordinates to be approached by the researchers for the
same task. The questionnaire, a covering letter explaining the purpose of the
survey and a guarantee of confidentiality signed by their manager and one of
the researchers, was then mailed to each subordinate. Completed questionnaires were returned directly to the researchers. Subordinates were promised
confidential feedback and assured by the researchers that their manager
woild only receive aggregate team data while attending the course. The
response rate was 100 percent for the managers and 82 percent for subordinates.
This survey procedure introduces two sources of potential sample bias.
Since the managers were unrestricted in their nomination of subordinates for
inclusion in the study, they could have chosen those with whom they were on
friendly terms. There could also be a similar bias among subordinates who
responded. However, few managers had more than five subordinates and,
therefore, few subordinates were excluded by a manager's choice. This, combined with the high response rate among subordinates, indicates that these
selection effects are likely to be weak. Furthermore, any range restriction
arising from selection effects would inflate the Type II Error rate rather than
constitute a validity threat to the results reported here.
The data were collected using the Crouch (1982) Behavioural Inventory.
This instrument collects perceptions of a number of dimensions of behavior,
including support, conflict legitimacy, and task performance. All measures
are unit weight averages across five items using seven-point Likert scales (see
table 7-1 for item content). Manager scores are the average subordinate perceptions of a manager's supportiveness, legitimization of conflict, and performance. Subordinate scores are their manager's perceptions of their average
supportiveness, legitimization of conflict, and performance. Table 7-2
reports mean values on a 0-10 range, standard deviations, and both individual and group alpha coefficients.
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Table 7-1
Behavior and Performance Items
Support
Is reluctant to cooperative with others (R)
Cannot be trusted (R)
Goes out of way to help
Is interested in the feelings of other people
Cooperates in an agreeable manner
Confl t l.egitimitzatton
Is willing to listen to others
Encourages suggestions
Takes a negative approach to suggestions offered (R)
Resents criticism (R)
Maintains an open mind
Performance
Needs constant prodding (R)
Makes many mistakes (R)
Does exceptionally good work
Adapts quickly to situations
Gets things done without delay
Note: (R) denotes reverse scoring.

Table 7-2

Scale Characteristics
Coefficient Alpba

Manager support
Iegitimi7ation of
conflict
Performance
Subordinate support
l.egitimiation of
conflict
Performance

Mean

SD

Indivdual

Group

7.44

1.04

0.84

0.89

7.08
7.74

1.04
0.92

0.80(
(O.77

0.87
0.91

7.63
7.01

1.08
1.09

0.80
0.84

0.895
(.83
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Analysis
Dichotomizing the manager and subordinate performance and supportiveness and trustworthiness behavior using a median split produces a 2 x 2 x
2 x 2 x 2 x 2 contingency table with sixty-four cells. The model presented
in figure 7-2 is a submatrix (see figure 7-3) of this more general matrix. The
within-manager and within-subordinate conflict and support behaviors are
restricted in the submatrix to cells in which the two behaviors are congruent
(both are either high or low).
In practice, these behaviors are highly correlated. Two contingency
tables (see figure 7-4) show that supportiveness and conflict legitimization
are positively related for both managers (x 2 = 67.2, p < 0.01) and subordinates (x 2 = 28.7, p < 0.01). The weaker relationship for subordinates relative to managers is probably a function of measurement error. A manager's
score is an average across a number of raters' judgments about a single stimulus (manager behavior), whereas the average subordinate's score is the average of a single rater's judgments about multiple different stimuli (subordinates' behavior).
To test whether the end points to the dynamic, namely cells S 1 and S1,,
occur more frequently than expected, we compare their observed frequencies
with their expected cell frequencies. Cell frequencies were estimated using a
log linear modeling procedure which controls for (1) the marginals, (2) the
congruence between supportiveness and conflict legitimacy, and (3) any
response consistency effect arising from the fact that managers code both the
behavior and performance of their subordinates and, similarly, subordinates
code both the behavior and performance of their managers. (For those unfamiliar with this procedure, it is essentially a generalized x 2 model used for the
analysis of multidimensional contingency tables [see Bishop, Fienberg, and
Holland 1975].)
Figure 7-3 reports the observed cell frequencies, the expected frequencies, and their standardized residual differences for the variables in figure
7-2. Note, the expected frequencies are compared for the complete 2 x 2 x
2 x 2 x 2 x 2 matrix. Only cell frequencies for the matrix presented in figure 7-2 are reported in figure 7-3. The combined cell frequencies for S I and
Sh are 44 out of a sample of 165. The expected cell frequency, controlling for
within-person behavior effects and response consistency, is 28.8. The
observed frequencies as a proportion of the total sample is significantly
greater than the expected proportion (binomial test: Z = 3.04, p :5 0.01).
A similar procedure shows that the unstable configurations, cells U I and
U 2 , occur less frequently than expected. Their combined frequency is 20.
This is significantly less than the expected frequency of 28.7 (binomial test:
Z = 1.70, p !: 0.05). Given the size of the matrix (sixty-four cells), these
two tests can be treated as essentially independent of each other.

The Management Team

low
Teams observed =
Teams expected STD residual

Manager
Performance

*

117

high

10
14.7
-1.2

9
6.2
1.1

3
6.6
-1.4

22
14.9
1.8

2
2.6
-0.4

2
0.9
1.0

1
1.0
0.0

0
2.7
-1.5
high

/
/
/

high

2
2.7
-0.4

1
0.9
0.1

22
12.9
2.5

3
5.4
-1.0

1
1.0
0.0

Subordinate
Trustworthiness
/

4
2.7
0.7

/

Manager
Trustworthiness
low

low

high

7
5.8
0.5

10
13.0
-0.8

/

/

I

Io,'w

Manager
Trustworthiness
Note: Expected cell values, control of marginals, and response consistency effects. This figure is
a submatrix of the full six-dimensional figure which includes manager and subordinate support,
conflict legitimization, and performance.
n = 99

Figure 7-3. Observed and Expected Configurations of Manager and
Subordinate Performance and Trustworthiness among
Managerial Work Teams

Within the restrictions imposed by the use of cross-sectional data, the
preceding tests report strong evidence in support of the equilibrium model. It
seems likely that (1) managerial teams do cluster in the two stable equilibrium
configurations, and (2) managerial teams move away from the two unstable
con figu rations.
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Figure 7-4. Relationships between Manager Support and Legitimization of
Conflict and Subordinate Support and Legitimization of
Conflict

Implications: Responses to Changes in
Team Membership
Although the equilibrium model predicts that management teams evolve
to'vards one of the two stable configurations, a number of organizational
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procedures have the effect of displacing a team from either cell. Here, the
adjustments resulting from changes in manager or subordinate behavior and
performance due to changes in team membership are traced through the
model presented in figure 7-2. This allows us to speculate on the most likely
transition paths and their outcomes. To simplify the discussion, changes in
leader and subordinate membership are evplored independently.
Replacing the Manager
Consider first the appointment of a high-performing but untrustworthy manager to a low-performance team (S1). This is shown in figure 7-5 as a shift t,
T 4 . The new manager may find he or she cannot get on top of the task, in
which case, the transition is likely to be back to S1. Alternatively, the manager may "take charge," and lift subordinate performance by directing subordinate effort. Such behavior is typical of Blake and Mouton's (1964) taskfocused manager. The gains are likely to be temporary. To consolidate high
performance in the long term, such a manager would need to change his or
her behavior and be open and supportive rather than directive. Given that he
or she was promoted on the basis of previous directive behavior and that
opening up requires releasing control in a dangerous situation, it is unlikely
that the manager would change his or her behavior. Instead, behavioral and
communication problems would accumulate and both manager and subordinate performance would eventually suffer.
The latter transition is the pattern typically followed "when a highperforming but untrustworthy manager is appointed to $,. Initially subordinates continue to cope with the task interdependencies among their roles
without their manager's legitimacy and support. Unless the manager can
change and encourage conflict and act supportively, subordinates will
become independent and defensive. Subsequently, both manager and subordinate performance decline.
Of course, declining performance is not inevitable. A new highperforming and trustworthy manager can sustain high performance and
improve low performance in a team. Obviously, he or she is a stable match in
cell Sh. For a low-performing team (SI), the new manager's appointment
results in a shift to UI (see figure 7-5). This is a highly unstable configuration. A rapid change will occur and its direction depends largely on the attri
butions made about previous poor performance. If the previous manager is
seen as responsible for the depressed team performance, then it is likely that
the subordinates would respond positively to both the manager's high performance and trustworthiness. The team will quickly establish a stable highperforming configuration. Alternatively, if the manager judges that the
subordinates are weak and blames them for the previous low performance,
the manager would respond by attempting to take charge and this behavior
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would be perceived by subordinates as untrusting. Over time, this configuration v,
eroded into a stable low-performing team.
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Replacing Subordinates
Instead of replacing the manager, one or more of the subordinates could be
replaced. Again, the response to a change in team composition depends on
the initial form of the equilibrium from which the team is disturbed.
Consider first a team that initially had a stable high-performing equilibrium (Sh). The promotion of high-performing and trustworthy subordinates
into such a team does not disturb the team from its stable high-performing
configuration. In contrast, if the new subordinates do not display trustworthiness, then information restriction leads to a reduction in manager performance and a subsequent decline in subordinate performance. The manager then withdraws his or her own supportive behavior; and the team shifts
towards the unfavorable poor-performance equilibrium (S 1 ) in figure 7-6. If,
instead, the subordinates model themselves on the manager's and the other
subordinates' high trustworthy behavior, then the high-performing team
equilibrium is reestablished. It follows that, to maintain a stable highperforming pattern, the manager should isolate and replace a subordinate
who cannot learn trustworthy behavior before long-term damage is done.
A second departure from the high-performance cell involves a change in
subordinate composition toward reduced task performance, while maintaining a high level of openness and trustworthiness. This is shown in figure 7-6
as a shift to cell T 6 . This occurs when high-performing subordinates are
themselves promoted and replaced by less successful subordinates. Since
subordinates' task performance is less dependable, the manager's behavior
becomes less supportive. The subordinates realize that they are not trusted,
and they, also become less trustworthy. The manager's performance suffers as
restrctions are placed on the flow of information. This sequence of changes
brings the team into a stable, low-performing equilibrium.
The changes in subordinate composition for teams with an initially high
performance equilibrium suggest that sustained high team performance is a
somewhat vulnerable state. Furthermore, compared with the apparent ease
with which a high-performing team can decline into an unfavorable equilibrium, we show below that it is difficult to upgrade a poor team.
Consider the case of a low-performance team (S 1) in which subordinate
composition is altered to bring about an increase in subordinate trustworthiness. This is shown in figure 7-6 as a shift to cell T 1 . Such behavior simply
cannot be sustained under the leadership of an untrustworthy manager in a
team in which both manager and subordinate task performance are below
average. Suspicion, defensiveness, and distrust would quickly return the team
to the unfavorable and stable equilibrium (S 1). A similar outcome is the most
likely result of a change in team composition that improves only subordinate
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performance. This is shown as a shift to cell T9 in figure 7-6. In an environmient characterized by defensiv' behavior, subordinate performance Would
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trustworthy behavior. This is shown as a shift to cell U, in figure 7-6. Where
the prior performance was a function of subordinate behavior, this combination is likely to bring about an initial increase in manager performance, followed by an increase in manager trustworthiness, and a stabl- highperformance equilibrium is attained by the team. In contrast, with ai,incompetent and directive manager, subordinate performance and behavior would
be eroded. The manager's performance would nor increase.
The transitions previously described are those considered likely within
the equilibrium model. This is not to say that other paths are theoretically
impossible. Indeed, a number of other paths which reverse the overwhelming
tendency for teams to shift toward the low-performance configuration are
theoretically feasible, but the very substantial effort and resources required of
team members to achieve a favorable pattern makes them less likely than
those shown in figure 7-6.

Team Building and Changes in Membership
The preceding analysis of team dynamics demonstrates the vulnerability of
management teams to both inadequate leadership (leader behavior) and followership (subordinate behavior). In addition, it suggests two strategies, one
for sustaining an effective team, the other for rebuilding an ineffective one.
Both strategies are frequently observed in practice. As often happens, the theory clarifies our understanding of good practice, and, we hope, helps us replicate it elsewhere. The analysis also highlights the underlying cause of one of
the classic organization promotion dilemmas, namely, the promotion of a
functional specialist into a role with general management responsibilities.
The simplest way to maintain a successful team ( SJ,) is to promote a manager who has had task experiences similar to those of the previous man,,ger.
This can be achieved by establishing standard career routes %%hich are followed by a high proportion of senior managers. It would also help to match
their behaviors if the departing manager is given a maior say about his or her
replacement. This is often the case in organizations.
To rebuild an ineffective team, a powerful strategy is to combine two of
the changes described in the previous section: to appoint a high-performing
and trustworthy manager and replace at least one low-performing and
untrustworthy subordinate. The replacement should be someone who can
seed the team with the desired high-performing and trustworthy behavior. As
shown in figure 7-7, the new subordinate facilitates the shift from U to a
stable high-performance equilibrium. In this case, both the manager and the
new subordinate act as role models for the existing subordinates. Naturally,
the new manager would expect and be given a major part in choosing the
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Figure 7-7. Strategies for Rebuilding an Ineffective Team

replacement subordinate. The major risk to this strategy is that the new manager and subordinate can work so easily together that the) exclude the others
and the team development process is stalled before it begins. The outcome is
then an unbalanced ineffective team with one powerful dyad.
Finally, consider the classic organization problem of promoting a functional specialist into a position with general management responsibilities.
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This promotion is often from a head office staff functional area with cost
accountability to a divisional management position with profit accountability. It is the change in task environment which is the critical factor. In the
staff function, conflict is primarily about means rather than ends and the
team members share a particular professional ideology. The manager is seen
as an expert exercising expert judgment in a relatively well structured task
enviroiment. The need for trust and openness is low and is, when needed,
made easy to achieve thr,,,,h the shared ideology and mutual respect for
recognized expertise. In contrast, a divisional role is characterized by high
conflict over ends, competition for scarce resources, and a lack of any shared
recognized expertise.
Some of the problems can be identified by exploring such a promotion to
both high- and low-performing teams. In the former case, there is a risk that
the functional expert would not only be seen as untrustworthy', but his or her
technical skills would also be only partly relevant and, therefore, his or her
performance would be low. At best, this is a shift from S;, to T 1 2 in figure
7-7. Alternatively, it is a shift to U 1. Reestablishing stable high performance
requires the manager to simultaneously learn new task skills and new behavior. More likely, the new manager would employ a one-on-one structure
(professional review process) to manage. For subordinates who are used to a
collaborative group style, this is likely to be seen as a divide and control, if
not divide and conquer, strategy. The subordinates would use the manager's
behavior as a role model and reduce cooperation among themselves. The
problems due to a lack of task coordinaJon would thei, reduce their performance.
The prognosis for a promotion into a low-performing team is also poor.
At best, the manager takes control and by refocusing individual subordinates'
efforts increases their performance. The team is shifted from S I to T 1I in figure 7-7. The problems of task coordination are likely to erode this performance gain. In this instance. it does not help for the manager to take one of
his or her ow n subordinates with him or her to the new team. Frequently, this
actually means promoting one of the manager's former subordinates into the
manage! s previous job. The temptation for both people to focus on the area
in which they are both highly competent would be very great and, in the long
term, counterproductive Because other areas are afforded insufficient influence and attention, overall team performance is unlikely to increase.
Of course, functional specialists, like other managers, want promotion
opportunities. Unfortunately, the preceding prognosis is not good. The organization risks a loss of motivation by ambitious man ',ers if it restricts their
opportunities. It risks maintaining and even creating ineffective teams if they
are promoted. It i obvious why this remains a classic problem endemic to
many organizations.
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Team Building and Process Training
As noted at the beginning of this chapter, both practice and theory have
focused nearly exclusively on training managers and subordinates. Strategies
of selection and replacement are conspicuous by their absence. Furthermore,
within the conventional team development approaches management training
in behavioral skills is also divorced from training in task skills. In contrast,
both areas of skill development are integrated in the model presented previously.
The prevailing bias towards training the existing management team
members rather than replacing them is easy to understand. Organization
development managers and consultants have cultivated a "counseling psychology" within which it is assumed that team members rather than the organization are the clients. From this perspective, dismissing one's client, even
for the client's own good, is bad for business. Skill development is much more
attractive than team wastage and replacement.
Unfortunately, the results for process training are at best mixed. For
example, Kaplan's major survey found little evidence for gains in performance as a result of process training (Kaplan 1979). Although traditional
simple causal models predict performance gains from behavioral skill training, the findings arising from the equilibrium model predict minimal performance gains.
Consider three illustrative cases. First, analyze the consequences of providing behavioral skill training to members of a team with a high-performing
configuration. This training simply serves a maintenanLe function. It helps
sustain and perhaps marginally increases the level of team support and conflict legitimization which reinforces its existing high performance.
Second, training could be offered to high-performing but untrustworthy
managers before they are promoted. Of course, the key issue here is how well
new behavior can be learned. Typically, such training is conducted in a supportive training environment, and the effective transfer of learned behavior
from such a supportive environment to a work setting is unlikely for two reasons. One is that the new behavior is learned in an environment in which
there are no performance pressures or emphasis on formal authority. The
other is that few managers could cope with the pressures and stresses of a new
job sufficiently well to attempt new "experimental" behavior. Unfortunately,
if the new behavior is not attempted until the manager has been in the job
long enough to know that change is needed, the damage to a high-performing
team will already have been done. In addition, any untrustworthy behavior
by subordinates would have been reinforced and made more difficult to
reverse later.
Finally, consider training the manager of a team with a low-performance
configuration. Subordinates commonly doubt the long-term effectiveness of
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such training and they would probably be reluctant to imitate it. Sooner or
later the manager would revert to his or her previous untrustworthy behavior, rationalizing that the effort had been made and the subordinates had
failed to respond.
Instead of training either the manager or the subordinates, it is frequently
argued that both the manager and the subordinates should be trained. This
amounts to a shift by the team to T 2 in figure 7-7. Two transitions are possible. One occurs if the manager's performance improves as a result of the
increased cooperativeness of the subordinates. Alternatively, the manager's
support declines if he or she experiences no performance gains and gives up
the experiment.
Typically, such team training takes place away from the workplace and
focuses on personal growth and interpersonal relations, rather than task performance. No doubt it is easier to openly discuss these issues than to accept
the responsibility for poor work performance. For this reason the training
increases social satisfaction rather than task performance. It is difficult to
transfer such leor";ng back to the work context where social satisfaction is
insufficient to sustain the new behavior in the race of the pressures from continued poor performance.
To stimulate a transition to a high-performance equilibriim, simultaneous training in both task and process skills is required over an extended
period, with increased performance rather than social satisfaction as the primary' goal. Although this might show promise of being a successful strategy,
it typically requires a consultant to act as a surrogate leader to undertake the
task of completely retraining and structuring the team, including the manager. Even the cost advantage of such a strategy over simply replacing the
manager and one or two subordinates is not clear. Certainly replacement has
the advantage of being quick and simple.

Conclusion
In contrast to the optimism of the traditional organizational development
team-building literature, the preceding prognosis is pessimistic. Not only are
successful teams vulnerable to change in their membership, but unsuccessful
teams "resist" development. However, these somewhat bleak predictions are
consistent with both current management practice and the mixed success of
team building based on the recommendations and optimistic claims of the
traditional literature.

8
An Organizational
Life Cycle Approach to
Leadership
B.R. Baliga
James G. Hunt
urrent mainstream approaches to leadership tend to emphasize the
importance of the interaction between both leadership and the situation in determining leadership effectiveness. Fiedler's (1967) theory,
for example, argues that work group effectiveness depends on an appropriate
match between leadership style and the demands of the situation. House's
(House and Mitchell 1974) approach assumes that a leader's key function is
to act in ways that complement the work setting or situation in which subordinates operate. If this function is done well, subordinate satisfaction,
motivation, and performance will increase. Vroom and Yetton's (1973)
model looks at how participative a leader should be in terms of subordinate
knowledge and the attributes of the problem to be dealt with.
Each of these situational approaches and others like them are more
sophisticated than earlier trait or behavioral approaches which examined
leadership effects without considering the situation. However, these situational approaches tend to concentrate on:
1. Leadership at lower levels in the organization
2. Group or individual subordinate performance
3. Leadership, which implicitly assumes a static organization
In this chapter we discuss a framework that goes beyond these situational approaches. Specifically, we examine leadership in the context of
organizationally-derived managerial tasks in different phases of the organization's life cycle (Greiner 1972, Katz and Kahn 1978, Kimberly and Quinn
1984, Lippitt and Schmidt 1967, Quinn and Cameron 1983). Also, in terms
of our exposition of the framework, we focus most heavily on top-level managers, in Mintzberg's (1983) term, "the strategic apex." Following this, we
extend the framework, albeit briefly, to mid-level managers and supervisors.
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Consistent with the concepts advanced by Stewart (1982) and Hunt and
Osborn (1982), managerial tasks are visualized as having an element of
discretion which provides managers the opportunity to exercise leadership.
Instances in which organizational members create and exercise discretion in
tasks that have limited or no discretionary elements are also treated as "exercising leadership." It is our contention that as one moves up the organizational hierarchy, discretionary components of the manager's job increase
dramatically. This is consistent with arguments advanced earlier by Simon
(1976) and Jaques (1956).
At the highest level of the organization, that is, at the strategic apex,
discretion can be so great and the leadership component of managerial roles
so large that one can speak of the strategic apex manager(s) or organizational leaders in virtually synonymous terms. We tie these discretionary
notions together with our conceptualization of leader effectiveness in a later
section.

The Organizational Life Cycle
Organizational scholars (Kimberly and Quinn 1984, Quinn and Cameron
1983, Quinn and Rohrbaugh 1983, Tichy 1983), among others, have
advanced the notion that organizations move along a life cycle in a manner
analogous to biological organisms. Though there arc some differences in
conceptualization in terms of the number of different stages through which
organizations move, there appears to be an underlying consensus that the key
stages are birth, growth, maturity, decline, revival/death. (See figure 8-1).
If the organization is succe-ssful in reviving itself then this revival is generally considered to give rise to a new life cycle. Unfortunately, no definitive
empirical studies exist that provide an indication of the average span of these
life cycles. Also, it is conceivable that organizational demise can occur
abruptly (either from leadership failure or some catastrophic environmental
shocks), truncating the organizational life cycle. That is, the organization can
die without ever having grown.
Each stage in the life cycle can be visualized as one of organizational
equilibrium, and movement from one stage to the next as involving a "transition." Miller and Friesen (1980, 271) define transitions as "the packet of
changes that occur between the onset of imbalance or stress in one stage and
the time when equilibrium or tranquility is reached in the adjacent stage."
For our purposes, we conceptualize an organizational life cycle as having
four major phases. We define each phase as the combination of a particular
state in the organizational life cycle and the transition preceding the stage.
The four phases and the stages and transitions they incorporate are:
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Sales

Birth

Growth

Maturity

Revitalization/Death

Figure 8-1. Organizational Life Cycle

Phase

Phase
Phase
Phase
Phase

I
11
III
IV

or

Phase IV'

Transition

Stage

Gestation to Birth
Birth to Growth
Growth to Maturity
Maturity to Revitalization

Birth
Growth
Maturity
Revitalization

or

Maturity to Death

or

Death

These are shown in figure 8-2.
Phase I is concerned with the establishment of the organization. Phase II
is characterized by an increase in organizational outputs. Phase III is characterized by a decrease in the rate of growth of oganizational outputs. Phases
IV and IV' correspond to the phases that result from the organization following a maturity-to-revitalization transition (Phase IV) or a maturity-todeath transition (Phase IV' ). In our conceptualization, the maturity-to-death
transition could also include such activities as the focal organization being
acquired by, or merging with, another organization, as the focal organization
would then cease to have a distinct identity. Strategies in which the focal
organization acquires another organization or merges with another (while
maintaining identity), despite changes in form, we regard as revitalization.
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We do not take the position that death is necessarily bad for the organization. That is, under certain circumstances, it may be to the benefit of the
majority, if not all, of the stakeholders (entities who can influence the organi7atirw And be influenced, in turn, by the orgarization, e.g., sbreholders and
employees) to let an organization die prooctively.

Organizational Life Cycle and
Effectiveness Considerations
Demands, Constraints, and Choices
So far we have looked at our framework in terms of what we mean by the
organizational life cycle and its phases. For the framework's next aspect we
are concerned with looking at the manager's role in terms of demands,
choices, and constraints, and their influence on effectiveness. Following
Rosemary Stewart (1982), we can think of a manager's job in terms of three
components: demands (what anyone in a given managerial job absolutely
must do), choices or discretion (opportunities for managers in similar positions to do both different work and the same work in different ways than
their counterparts), and constraints (factors such as monetary or human
resource constraints, etc., inside and outside an organization, that limit what
a manager can do).
The demands, choices, and constraints change over the organizational
life cycle as a function of managerial actions and environmental changes.
Although these may be different in terms of the specific demands, choices,
and constraints between different organizations, we argue that there is a great
deal of similarity in generic terms. For example, for all organizations in
Phase 1, demands center around establishing the organization; choices center
around what constraints exist in terms of the resources that the organization
can acquire. Also, in most instances, although the demands associated with a
particular phase tend to be more easily identifiable, the choice and constraint
sets tend to be greatly influenced by the manager's cognitive abilities and
emotional makeup and account for variations in responses to demands. Over
time, there is a give and take across these demands, constraints, and choices
such that in meeting an earlier set of demands a manager's choices will influence the demands, choices, and constraints of a later period.
Managers, Leaders, and Effectiveness
When is a manager a leader? Bennis and Nanus (1985) and Zaleznik (1977)
assert that managers are people who "do things right" and leaders are thoqe
who "do the right thing." If one accepts this assertion, then people are either
managers or leaders but not both. It is our contention that managers can
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certainly be leaders as well (i.e., do the right thing). The conceptualization of
the manager's job in terms of demands, choices, and constraints, in conjunction with the notion of slack, enables us to demonstrate how this is feasible.
(According to Thompson (1967), organizations seek to protect themselves
from environmental fluctuations that are detrimental to organizational survival anci growth. One way in which this can be accomphshed is througn the
creation of slack-that is, by generating an excess of resources over and
above those required to meet demands.)
Consider the case of a sales manager who has to ensure that certain
goals are met. This, in effect, is the sales manager's primary demand and is
organizationally-induced. In addition, the sales manager is given a budget to
work with and told that the production department should not be adversely
affected by the actions of the sales department. These, in effect, are the sales
manager's major constraints. If the sales manager consistently fails to meet
these goals, not only has he or she failed as a leader but also as a manager.
The sales manager would probably be labeled an "ineffective manager" and
in all probability lose his or her job.
Now assume that the manager consistently meets his or her sales targets
operating at the limit of the assigned constraint set but fails to generate
slack. Furthermore, the manager neglects to determine whether customers
could have been handled differently in order to generate customer loyalty,
whether the operations could have been run more efficiently, whether more
organizationally-favorable targets could have been set and met, and the like:
that is, fails to modify demand and constraint sets through exercising initiative. The sales manager might now be considered a reasonably effective manager but an ineffective leader. If, in the process of meeting the demands, the
sales manager is also able to create organizational slack and favorably modify
constraints and choice sets and future demands, the manager can be considered to be acting more as a leader than as a manager in the Bennis and
Nanus (1985) sense.
Using such logic, we define managerial and leader effectiveness as
follows:
1. Very ineffective manager: unable to fulfill demands consistently
2. Effective manager/marginal leader: fulfills demands but is not able to
make beneficial modifications to the constraint and choice sets
3. Effective manager/effective leader: fulfills demands; also is able to
favorably modify the constraint, choice, and future demands sets and
create some organizational slack
4. Effective manager/very effective leader: fulfills demands with a minimum level of resources while simultaneously minimizing constraints,
maximizing choices, and creating favorable future demands in order to
generate maximum possible slack for the organization
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We asserted earlier that different phases of the organizational life cycle
generate different demands, constraints, and choices. It is likely that leaders
who are very effective in dealing with a particular set of demands, constraints, and choices may be less effective in dealing with another set of
demands, constraints, and choices encountered in a different phase of the
orgamzationai lift .It. iii odkCr WWJd, 1W taits, skills, and bchaviors
appropriate for effectiveness in one phase of the organizational life cycle may
be inappropriate in other phases. This has important implications for manager selection, promotion. and training; that is, managers have to be matched
to the organizational lifo cycle.
If a manager is being promotc at a time when the organization is going
through a transition, then it may be ucful to assess the manager's traits,
skills, and behaviors to see whether they are going to be appropriate for the
phase into which the organization is moving and provide the appropriate
training. Texas Instruments is an organization that recognizes the merits -f
such an approach and changes managers based on a life cycle approach; risktaking, entrepreneurial managers are assigned to start-up (Phase I) situations
and the like. (Tichy 1983, 222).

Leadership Aspects
In the preceding, we have described briefly the phases used in our organizational life cycle framework. We have also linked the framework to effectiveness and to the concepts of demands, choices, and constraints. We examine
the kinds of leadership aspects relevant to the framework and its varying
demands, choices, and constraints. Once we have considered these expanded
leadership aspects we incorporate these into the life cycle framework in the
next section.
Leadership as Superior-SubordinateInfluence
The most common way of treating leadership has been as influence from a
leader to one or more followers or subordinates (Bass 1981). Typically this
superior-subordinate influence has been concentrated on a fairly narrow
range of task-oriented and relationship-oriented behaviors or, more recently,
on leader/subordinate exchange relationships involving various forms of
reinforcement. (See, e.g., Avolio and Bass, this book, ch. 3.)
To deal with the activities i-quired across the organizational life cycle
we need to expand the typical superior-subordinate treatment of leadership
to include behaviors that are not restricted to superior-subordinate influence only and behaviors that go beyond task- or relationship-oriented and
exchange behaviors.
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Representation Behaviors
Representation behaviors involve behaviors representing some aspect of
an organization or unit to people who are not the leader's immediate subordinates. Thus, they include behaviors with people over whom a leader
has no direct authority. Typically these will be with people at or near the
leader'- own organization level. They can also include behaviors from a
leader directed toward a superior.
For the strategic apex, these behaviors will be those external to the organization. For mid- and supervisory-level managers these activities are more
likely to be across units within their own organization or, less frequently,
with superiors.
Following recent work (Glauser and Bednar 1986, Schermerhorn, Hunt,
and Osborn 1985), we can think of these activities in terms of: (1) resource
acquisition, (2) network development and support, (3) organizational advocacy, (4) interface management, and (5) environmental scanning.
Resource acquisition consists of securing required budget, personnel,
equipment, information, and materials, and obtaining necessary approval.
Network development and support consists of establishing ait i~nide track to
those on whom the leader is dependent, encouraging and facilitating interorganizational (interunit) communication, and nurturing important contacts
outside t~e crganization. Organizational(unit) advocacy consists of public
rctio;n work to create and maintain high visibility for the organization
(unit), seeing that organizational (unit) members receive equitable rewards
and development opportunities, and taking stands to support the orgonization's (unit's) activities. Interface managem -7t consists of clarifying the organization's (unit's) role vis-A-vis other organizations (units), negotiating s.- sfactory solutions in interorganizational (interunit) conflicts, solving resource
bottleneck problems, and protecting the organization (unit) from overload
from other organizations (units). Environmental scanningconsists of engaging in activities to identify organizations (units) playing a key part in the success of the leader's organization (unit); and engaging in activities to predict
future political and economic conditions in the environment.
Expanding Superior-Subordinate Behaviors
Besides considering representation behaviors, we pointed out earlier that we
need to broaden the traditional superior-subordinate leader behaviors to go
beyond task- or relationship-oriented and exchange behaviors. We are interested in those strategic apex behaviors in dealing with different aspects of the
organizational life cycle that have recently been called visionary (Sashkin and
Fulmer, this book, ch. 4) or transformational behaviors (Avolio and Bass,
this book, ch. 3).
These include or are related to those behaviors usually termed charis-
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matic leadership. Until recently, charisma was considered to be a gift that
only a few possessed. Furthermore, it was seen as having such a mystique or
aura that although people knew it if they saw it, it was considered virtually
impossible to measure. Fortunately for us, there is now evidence that
although some people have more charisma than others, it does appear that it
is possible for nearly everyone to exhibit at least some degree of charismatic
behavior (this book, ch. 3). A corollary of this is that charisma can be measured in fairly straightforward ways (this book, ch. 3).
Avolio and Bass (this book, ch. 3) and Bass (1985) argue that transformational leadership (leadership that broadens and elevates goals and instills
subordinates' confidence to go beyond ordinary goals) is "higher order"
leadership that moves beyond what they term transactional leadership (that
that gets things done through leader-follower exchange relationships). Transactional leadership is seen as necessary to accomplish day-to-day activities.
However, for a leader to go beyond the ordinary, transformational leadership is seen as necessary.
Avolio and Bass see transformational leadership as consisting of: (1)
charisma (the leader instills pride, faith, and respect, has a gift for seeing
what is really important, and has a sense of vision which is effectively articulated); (2) individualized consideration (the leader delegates projects to
stimulate and create learning experience, pays attention to followers' needs,
especially those followers who seem neglected, and treats each follower with
respect and as an individual); and (3) intellectual stimulation (the leader pro
vides ideas that result in a rethinking of old ways, that is, the leader enables
followers to look at problems from many angles and to resolve problems that
vere it a standstill).

We can see, then, that charisma is a necessary but not sufficient component of transformational leadership.
This is similar to Sashkin and Fulmer's (this book, ch. 4) recent work,
which deals with "visionary leadership" in terms of focusing attention, communicating skillfully, expressing active concern for subordinates, demonstrating trustworthiness, integrity, and consistency of behavior, and taking
risks. Here the earlier transformational leadership is extended to include the
consistency and risk-taking notions.
Avolio and bass see the transactional leadership base as involving contingent reward (the leader is seen as frequently telling subordinates what to do
to achieve a desired reward for their efforts) and management-by-exception
(the leader avoids giving directions if the old ways are working and intervenes
only if standards are not met). Transactional leadership is seen by Avolio and
Bass as being consistent with that used in most of the traditional approaches
and is necessary but not sufficient for the highest levels of performance.
Higher order transformational leadership is argued to provide the sufficient
condition.
It is important to keep in mind that although these behaviors are indeed
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primarily concerned with extending traditional superior-subordinate influence, they are also relevant for those other than followers or subordinates.
In other words, they may be used to influence external stakeholders, for
example.

Linking Life Cycle, Demands, Constraints,
Choices, and Expanded Leadership Aspects
We will now breathe life into our framework by first analyzing explicitly the
changing demands during each of the life cycle phases. Choice and constraint
changes are not explicitly identified since they are considered to be much
more organizationally specific than are demands. Readers should keep this
point in mind and should not lose sight of the importance of choices and
constraints even as we explicitly discuss demands.
Next, for each phase of the life cycle we use the str,,tegic apex demands
(and implied choices and constraints) as a base to formulate research propositions using the previously discussed leadership aspects. For illustrative purposes we do this for both the gestation-to-birth transition and the birth stage
in Phase 1. For the remaining phases, because of space constraints, we emphasize the stage within each phase and do not consider transitions.
We then take a brief look at mid- and lower-level manager demands,
although, again, space constraints prevent us from considering leadership
propositions at these levels. Nevertheless, we invite the reader to develop
these.
Finally, we should note that the leadership propositions are stated in
general terms. That is, they are not broken down by the previously discussed
specific leadership dimensions. We do not feel that enough is yet known to
make specific dimensional predictions. However, it is important to note that
we propose that the leadership measures be made operational by inclusion of
these dimensions. Some readers may notice that inclusion of these specific
dimensions could lead to a tautological relationship with demands, depending upon how the leadership dimensions are conceptualized and made operational. For example, there might be a demand for environmental scanning.
One might then argue that it is tautological to hypothesize that leaders with a
high score on the environmental scanning leadership dimension will be more
effective. For now we simply want to let the reader know that we are sensitive
to this issue. In the section on methodological concerns we discuss how we
propose to deal with this issue.
Phase I

Figure 8-2 shows that this first phase incorporates the gestation-to-birth
transition that culminates in the birth stage. We see the primary demands in
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this transition as: (1) developing a viable strategy, and (2) acquiring the
necessary financial, material, and human resources to translate the idea and
strategy into organizational reality. If these demands (particularly the second
demand) cannot be met, the strategic apex leader is clearly ineffective and the
"organization" is aborted.
One criterion for leader effectiveness here is the cost-benefit ratio of
resource acquisition. Other criteria are suggested by the process of resource
acquisition. If the process generates a number of constraints and limits current and future choice sets, then leadership can only be considered "marginal" in terms of our conceptualization.
An example would be where the financing is made available by a bank/
venture capital firm but stringent conditions-such as the repayment schedule, and so on-are attached to the strategy that the company is allowed to
pursue.
On the other hand, if the leader can acquire resources above those anticipated as necessary for creating the organization (i.e., generate organizational
slack) and have a favorable impact on choice and constraint sets we would
classify the leader as very effective.
Human resource acquisition tends to be particularly crucial. As an organization does not yet exist, effectiveness in this area is demonstrated by
readying a number of "key" people to come on board once the organization
materializes. Here again we can consider leadership to be less than effective if
the constraints created in the readying process (in terms of lucrative contracts, signing bonuses, etc.) are great.
Leaders are seen as being in a better position to keep their choice/constraint options open if they have had past success in similar ventures.
We see the leader's primary role here as that of a "salesperson," as the
organizational possibility has to bc sold to those stakeholders who can provide the organization with necessary resources. The basic skills are the ability
to interact with a wide range of stakeholders and communicate effectively the
vision of the proposed organization. The task becomes all the more difficult if
the vision is radically different from the norms, technologies, and so on that
the stakeholders are familiar with.
Leadership Proposition: Gestation-to-Birth Transition. The previous discussion leads to the following proposition for the gestation-to-birth transition: The previously discussed representation leader jehaviors and transformational behaviors toward external stakeholders will be more important
than other leader behaviors (transformational behaviors toward subordinates; transactional behaviors) and will be more strongly related to effectiveness than will these other leader behaviors.
Birth Stage. Assuming appropriate strategy development and resource acquisition in the gestatic; -to-birth transition, the organization then moves into
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the birth stage. This stage commences at the moment the nascent organizational structure takes form. Typically the structure is likely to be "simple"
(Mintzberg 1983). It will have little specialization, a loose division of labor,
few rules and procedures, few members, and will rely on direct supervision as
its primary means of coordination. The stage is probably characterized by
extreme scrutiny by the external and internal stakeholders (financiers, suppliers, governmental agencies, employees, etc.), who want to know how
likely it is that the nascent organization can deliver on its gestation promise.
We see primary demands in this stage as:
1.

Maintaining stakeholder confidence

2.

Recruiting the key personnel identified and readied in the gestation-tobirth transition

3.

Obtaining commitment from key personnel to the leader's vision and
objectives

Just as the external stakeholders and key personnel place demands on the
strategic apex leader, their expectations and aspirations also impose constraints. As before, the leader needs to try to incorporate these while maintaining as many future choices as possible.
Because of the initial excitement of building a new enterprise, motivation
and morale are not likely to be problems here (e.g., Tichy 1983). The strategic apex leader needs to have as much time as possible to deal with external
stakeholders. Thus, once the personnel have been socialized, and are committed to the leader's vision, the apex leader should delegate as much as
possible to set in motion a process of "dispersed strategic leadership" in order
to spread the organizational gospel.
As a result of the fluid nature of the nascent organization and the newness of the personnel. one can inevitably expect mistakes. Because of the
importance of developing the organizational growth mass and maintaining
external stakeholder relations, the leader must guard against responding to
these mistakes by emphasizing an internal o -ations-oriented focus. It is
crucial fo, long-term organizational effectiveness that the leader be successful
in creating requisite conditions to foster an innovating and nurturant organization.
Our discussion thus far Kas focused on new organization start-ups. Holyever, a number of start-tips are undertaken by existing organizations. Many
of these, especially those in areas that are very different from the start-up
organization's core business, typically fail to meet the expectations of the
start-up. We contend that this is primarily due to the phase of the organizational life cycle and history of the founding organization intervening in the
start-up. Most start-ups appear to be undertaken when organizations are
either at the end of their growth phase (Phase 1I) or in the maturity phase
(Phase Il). The strategic apex leader who is assigned to head the start-up
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is probably one who has been successful in dealing with the Phase II or II
demaids of the organizational life cycle. The behaviors that the leader is
likely to depict in the start-up stage are likely to be similar to those that have
been successfqi in these (Phase IIand 1ll) phases. These are likely to be ineffective for Phase I of the cycle.
Leadership Proposition: Birth Stage. The preceding discussion leads to the
following proposition for the birth stage: Representation behaviors and
transformational leadership behaviors toward both external stakeholders and
2ternal stakeholders (subordinates) will be more important than other leader
behaviors (transactional behaviors) and will be more strongly related to effectiveness than will these other leader behaviors.
Mid-Level and Supervisory-Level Managers. The primary demands on midlevel managers in this stage are seen as:
1. Communicating and socializing their subordinates to organizational
objectives and goals and establishing a social architecture for the organization
2. Designing information, control, and performance appraisal systems
3.

Selecting technology appropriate for producing desired organizational
outputs

Itis easy to see that mid-level managers have a fairly wide range of
choices from which to meet these demands. Constraints are likely to be
primarily resource constraints along with some organizational constraints
emanating from the fluidity of the structure. It is important for mid-level
managers to understand that the choices they make not only create future
constraints for themselves but also for the other parts of the organization. For
example, if special purpose technology is selected for operations this could
create a significant constraint for the strategic apex in terms of future strategic choices.
The primary demand on supervisory-level managers in this phase is seen
as putting in place manufacturing and operations systems. Training of operatives is also a concern and progress in this area is seen as having crucial implications for success in Phase II.
Phase II

After the organization has successfully overcome the pangs of birth, it enters
Phase II, comprising the birth-to-growth transition and the growth stage. If
growth is rather explosive, organizations generally experience a great deal
of confusion during the transition primarily because there is an imbalance
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between the resources required to sustain the growth and the rate at which
resources become available. Furthermore, the simple structure developed in
Phase I increasingly becomes a liability as a result of its looseness and amorphous tasks. The net result is likely to be a decline in member motivation and
morale. As a consequence of these changes, the following demands are seen
as being created at the strategic apex
1. Maintaining output in the face of resource constraints while simultaneously increasing the flow of resources
2. Creating the processes necessary to move the organization to a more
formal structure
3. Maintaining motivation and morale
4. Sustaining organizational credibility with stakeholders
5. Assisting mid- and lower-level managers in setting up technical systems
to ensure that growth demands can be sustained
6. Involving mid- and lower-level managers in strategic issues such that
strategic thinking is dispersed across the organization
7.

Emphasizing the strategic importance of operations to subordinates

As may be gathered from the preceding list, the primary demands tend to
shift from the mainly external ones of Phase I to an almost equal proportion
of internal and external ones. The absolute number of demands also is seen as
growing considerably. The sheer number of demands forces the strategic
apex leader to choose between dealing with the internal or external demands
based on his or her particular predispositions. Unless compensated for,
focusing on either the external or internal demands could lead to poor organizational performance. Effective leaders, recognizing the constraints in meeting all the demands by themselves, set in motion a process of dispersing some
of the tasks associated with the demands to other parts of the organization,
thus generating demands for mid-level and supervisory leaders.
This dispersal process can create its own set of demands on the strategic
apex, viz. the need to ensure that the dispersed activities are consistent with
those required of the demands at the strategic apex. This reinforces the
notion that delegation and coordination are particularly critical for the stra-

tegic apex leader in this phase.
Leadership Proposition: Growth Stage. The preceding discussion leads to

the following proposition for the growth stage: Transformational leadership
behaviors toward external stakeholders and transactional leadership behaviors toward subordinates will be more important than other (representation

behaviors, transformational behaviors toward subordinates) leadership
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behaviors and will be more strongly related to effectiveness than will these
other behaviors.
Mid-Level and Supervisory-Level Managers. Hayes and Abernathy (1980)
assert that a primary factor in the decline of global competitiveness of U.S.
business has been the failure of the strategic apex to adequately deal with the
earlier stated demand to emphasize the strategic importance of operations to
subordinates. They further assert that strategic apex leaders in Japanese organizations are particularly adept at reinforcing, on an organization-wide basis,
the strategic importance of operations and that this accounts for their substantial competitive edge in world markets.
The primary demands on mid-level managers in this phase are seen as:
1. Ensuring that operations take place as optimally as possible
2.
3.
4.
5.

Communicating and reinforcing the strategic importance of operations
to personnel directly involved in operations
Communicating and reinforcing organizational values to their subordinates
Dealing with their counterparts in supplier and consumer organizations
Scanning the environment (particularly the competitive environment) in
order to remain abreast of evolving technologies (systems that can influence the organization's strategy)

From the previous list, it is evident that mid-level manager demands in
this phase broaden to include some that have an external orientation. If the
demands are met effectively, mid-level managers can help alleviate the pressures on the strategic apex created by the demand set discussed earlier,
leading to increased organizational effectiveness.
Unfortunately, most U.S. organizations do not seem to have recognized
the potentially crucial role that mid-level managers can play in this phase,
preferring to see them essentially as conduits of information who can be easily
replaced by the evolving information systems hardware. Nance (1984) asserts
that a primary cause of Braniff's failure was the lack of an adequate core of
mid-level managers to deal with the demands encountered in the growth
phase-a direct result of the failure of the strategic apex to meet one of its
primary demands in this phase.
The primary demand confronting thc supervisory level is seen as ensuring that operatives clearly understand their tasks and their goals. Simultaneously, they need also to be concerned with motivating their subordinates and
communicating subordinate concerns to upper levels of management. Leadership notions such as initiating structure, consideration (Bass 1981), task,
maintenance (Bass 1981), and Fiedler's Ieast Preferred Coworker (LPC) con-
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cept (Fiedler 1967), probably have considerable relevance at this level in this
phase of the organizational life cycle.
Phase III
The growth-to-maturity transition is an insidious type of transitici. In many
instances the strategic apex fails to recognize this transition. A primary
reason behind this failure is that those at the apex are generally so caught up
in the internal operations complexities of Phase I that they fail to recognize
shifts in environmental forces that contribute to this transition.
The growth slowdown also tends to reduce advancement opportunties
for lower-level managers and subordinates. Thus, morale and motivation
may suffer unless potential new revitalization opportunities can be communicated.
Because of demands of the previous phase, the organization is likely to be
quite formalized and its structure firmly entrenched. In short, we might
expect a fair amount of inertia.
The primary demands during this phase are seen as:
1. Scanning the environment to determine the domain to be used following
Phase III (i.e., determining strategies for revitalization or proactive death)
2. Activating processes to move toward the new domain without disrupting
current operations
3. Communicating and reinforcing potential opportunities for personal
advancement and growth in order to rekindle and maintain motivation
and morale in mid-level and supervisory personnel
Leadership Proposition: Maturity Stage. The previous discussion leads to
the following proposition for the maturity stage: Representation behaviors
and transactional leadership behaviors toward subordinates will be more
important than other (transformational behaviors toward external stakeholders and subordinates and transactional behaviors toward external stakeholders) leadership behaviors and will be more strongly related to effectiveness than will these other behaviors.
Mid- and Supervisory-Level Managers. At mid- and supervisory-levels the
demands center around running operations as efficiently as possible. Constraints result from the slowdown in the organizational growth rate which
can rapidly lead to inefficiencies in operations from reduced equipment utilization, decreases in economies of scale, and so on. Innovative solutions
generated by mid- and supervisory-level personnel can be of immense value in
maintaining the desired level of efficiency. To the extent that mid-manager
and supervisory personnel can deal with problems emanating from below
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without having to refer them up the hierarchy to the strategic apex, then the
strategic apex is free to concentrate on the externally-generated demands
alluded to earlier.
Phase IV and Phase IV'

We see these as the most crucial of all the phases. As indicated earlier, actions
undertaken in the transition can lead to organizational revitalization (Phase
IV) or organizational death (Phase IV' ). The organization can enter these
phases either through a crisis path or proactive path.
Crisis Path. The crisis path results from either ineffective leadership in Phase
II or from an intense environmental shock. A vivid example of ineffective
leadership in Phase III creating crisis is provided by the failure of the managers of steel mills in the United States to recognize and deal with changes in
technology and foreign competition (Lawrence and Dyer 1983). A graphic
example of environmental shock leading to organizational crisis was the Arab
Oil Embargo of 1973 in numerous firms world wide. Yet another cause leading to the crisis path is "the failure of success syndrome" (Marrow 1974). In
this syndrome, past successes blind organizational leaders to changes that can
have adverse impacts on continuing organizational effectiveness.
If the crisis has been created by either leadership failure or the failure of
success syndrome, then a change in leadership may be the only way for organizational revitalization. Also, the organizational culture established by the
previous leaders may necessitate drastic changes in the strategic apex or dominant coalition. New leaders from within the organization may emerge during
the course of the transition or new leaders may have to be hired from the outside. A recent example of this was the hiring of Lee lacocca at Chrysler when
it became apparent to Chrysler's board that its current leaders were incapable
of dealing with the declining organizational performance that was threatening the survival of Chrysler (lacocca and Novak 1984).
The key task confronting the strategic apex is seen as that of ensuring
survival and growth. In some senses this is similar to the demand confronting the leader in Phase I of the organizational life cycle. However, there are
major differences thot make the task considerably more difficult than was the
case in Phase I. Major constraints arise from the substantial loss of credibility among the various external stakeholders, demoralized organizational
employees, noncompetitive product/service lines, and limited financial
resources. Also, the time available for turnaround and revitalization is likely
to be very limited. We see strategic apex primary demands in this phase as:
1. Reestablishing credibility with the various stakeholders and obtaining the
requisite resources, particularly time, for turning the organization around
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Scanning the environment and making product/service decisions
grounded in the firm's distinctive competencies
3. Creating and communicating clearly a plan of action for dealing with the
crisis and creating a new vision for the organization
4. Laying the groundwork for a culture consistent with the new vision of
the organization. This would require creating and sustaining a double
loop learning process (Argyris and Schon 1978) within the organization
5. Rapidly overcoming the negatives of past organizational cultures and
accentuating the positives. Cherished symbols of the past would have to
be phased out and replaced with new symbols consistent with the desired
organizational culture (Kanter 1984)
6. Instigating technical changes
2.

Revitalization along the Crisis Path Leadership Proposition. The previous
discussion leads to the following proposition: Transformational leadership
behaviors toward external stakeholders and subordinates, representation
leadership behaviors, and transactional leadership behaviors toward subordinates will be more important than transactional behaviors toward
external stakeholders and will be more strongly related to effectiveness than
wdi these othei behaviors.
Mid- and Supervisory-Level Managers. Expected demands on mid-level
managers in this phase are to:
1. Provide the necessary technical assistance to strategic leaders in creating
the new vision and translating it into more focused objectives and goals
that can then be used in operating the organization
2. Demonstrate appropriate behaviors indicating confidence in the organization's ability to deal with the crisis
3. Maintain organizational morale, particularly when cuts have to be made
differentially across individuals, groups, and departments
4.

Take control of many of the day-to-day operational activities in order to
permit the strategic apex time and flexibility in dealing with external
stakeholders

The primary demand expected at the supervisory level is to create conditions that facilitate adaptation to the new technology. This may require
the creation of training programs and the gradual phase-over of personnel
from the old technology to the new. The major constraints at both mid- and
supervisory-levels arise from an organizational culture that is increasingly
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dysfunctional for revitalization (Tichy 1983). Also, resources are likely to be
highly constrained and worker morale low.
Proactive Path. The proactive path to revitalization should be a considerably less threatening path than the crisis path discussed earlier. The critical
assumption underlying this path is that the strategic apex has been relatively
effective in the earlier phases of the organizational life cycle in recognizing
changing conditions, acknowledging them, and striving to deal with them. A
recent example is GM's move into electronic data systems and aerospace
(Business Week 1984).
As opposed to the crisis path, stakeholders should not have lost their
confidence in the organization; rather, they should have abundant faith.
Consequently resource acquisition is likely to be less of a constraint and time
available for the transition is likely to bt much greater than along the crisis
path. A critical decision facing the strategic apex along this path is determining whether or not their style and the current organizational culture are consistent in dealing with the new demands. If they deem that this is not the case
and that they cannot either reorient themselves or their organizational culture
in the required d;rection, then they should consider stepping aside and handing over the reins to others who can adapt and direct the organization appropriately. An excellent example of such behavior was shown by the former
Chairman of AT&T, John de Butts, who permitted Charles Brown to succeed him a year before de Butts's mandatory retirement upon recognizing that
his leadership skills, honed in a regulatory environment, were likely to be
unsuitable in the highly deregulated environment (Business Week 1980).
Resistance to such changes create the major constraints in this phase. However, the resistance encountered in the proactive path is likely to be of a different kind and intensity than that encountered along the crisis path. In the
crisis path, resistance is likely to be grounded in those members who perceive
themselves to be vulnerable to layoffs, dismissals, and the like during the
course of strategic reorientation. Support for the change is likely to come
from those who perceive their position being strengthened as a result of the
change. in contrast, in the proactive path, the very lack of crisis is likely to
increase resistance to change as the majority of the organizational members
may well feel quite comfortable with their situation and perceive any change
to be unwarranted.
Primary demands here are seen as:
1.

Ability to scan the environment and make product/service decisions
based on the firm's distinctive competencies

2.

Ability to develop and communicate a vision to persuade and motivate
organizational personnel in new directions
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3.

Ability to modify the old culture or create a new culture to reinforce the
new vision

Revitalization along the Proactive Path Leadership Proposition. I he previous discussion leads to the following proposition for the proactive path:
Representation leadership behaviors and transformational leadership
behaviors toward subordinates will be more important than other leadership
behaviors (transformational behaviors toward external stakeholders; transactional behaviors toward external stakeholders and subordinates) and will
be more strongly related to effectiveness than will these other leadership
behaviors.
Phase IV'
Occasionally, it may be better for organizational stakeholders if managers
make the choice to liquidate the organization. That is, effective strategic apex
leaders would select the proactive death path. This would be true of organizations that are confronted with very hostile environments (e.g., many companies in the asbestos industry) or whose future prospects are gloomy at best.
The primary demand, under such conditions, at the strategic apex is to
recover as much value as possible for internal and external stakehoiders.
Leadership Proposition. The previous discussion leads to the following
proposition for the proactive death path: Representation leadership behaviors and transactional leadership behaviors toward subordinates will be more
important thii other leadership behaviors (transformational behaviors
toward external stakeholders and subordinates and transactional behaviors
toward external stakeholders) and will be more strongly related to effectiveness than will these other leadership behaviors.
Mid- and Supervisory-Management Demands. The primary demand at midand supervisory-levels is to assist the strategic apex in this process. The major
constraints here is that most managers would perceive moving along the proactive death path as indicative of their ineffectiveness and thus would be
unwilling to move along this path.
Methodological Concerns
It is beyond the scope of this chapter to present a detailed methodology for
testing our framework. Suffice it to say that we think multiple methodologies
are necessary and that the methodologies would have to recognize the
dynamic nature of the model. However, one methodological issue is so
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important that it does need to be addressed in this chapter. That issue is the
demands/leadership potential tautology mentioned earlier. We gave the
example of a possible tautology if one hypothesized that where there were a
demand for environmental scanning, leaders who scored high on the environmental scanning leadership dimension ,ould be more effective than those
who did not. We think that such a tautology could occur with this as well as
other dimensions from the leadership questionnaires as currently measured.
To deal with this issue, we will need to reoperationalize the traditional
dimensions.
Conceptually we can use a power analogy with regard to demands and
leadership dimensions. Power is often considered as the force or capacity that
makes things happen. That force is activated in the influence process. (Influence is the behavioral response; see, e.g., Carroll and Tosi 1977.)
We see demands in our framework as analogous to power. We see the
demands "activated," if you will, through the behavioral response exemplified by a particular leadership dimension.
To return to the environmental scanning example, we need to measure
the environmental scanning leadership dimension in an active or behavioral
mode. Thus, rather than simply using an item such as, "the leader obtains
information about governmental regulations," more behaviorally-oriented
measures are needed. Examples might include such measures as estimates of
the amount or proportion of time spent on this information-seeking activity
, well as other activities typically in,,,lved in environment 1! scanning. Similar kinds of changes would also be made in the other dimensions, as needed.
In this way tautological relationships could be minimized if not totally
avoided.

Summary and Conclusions
The leadership literature almost entirely neglects leadership tequirements of
organizations as they move from one phase of the life cycle to another. Tending to this neglect shows promise of providing important new knowledge to
help strategic apex leaders in their jobs.
We have developed an organizational life cycle approach to leadership
which specifies: (1) some key explicit demands and implicit constraints and
choices faced by the strategic apex in each of five phases in the life cycle, and
(2) strategic leadership behavioral propositions believed appropriate for the
demands, constraints, and choices at each phase. The leadership behaviors
involve a number of dimensions within comprehensive transformational,
transactional, and external leadership categories.
The next step is to test and refine this framework and to make that information available to researchers and eventually to strategic apex leaders.
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Commentary
on Part 11

Chapter 6 Commentary:
Leadership: Nothing but
Constructing Reality
by Negotiations?
Klaus Bartdlke
Some Assumptions
Commenting on a major attempt, such as that of Hosking and Morley, to
provide a new perspective on a rather controversial research area such as
leadership requires that one clarify one's own position with respect to the
questions at stake. Leadership-understood here as formation and implementation of will-is part of social reailty. How it is discussed will therefore
be dependent on the conceptualization of social reality.
My basic assumption is that social reality as the playground, or the
battlefield, on which leadership occurs is socially constructed reality (for
earlier discussions of this concept in the context of the leadership symposia,
see, e.g., Dachler 1984; Hosking et al. 1984). It is a reality in the making, the
construction of which often will not be completely understood because of
interplays of different construction attempts directed at change as well as preservation. Interplays in the passing of time lead to highly complex developments (that some are inclined to interpret as evolution in an almost biological
sense). The resultant constructed reality will not necessarily be effective, in
fact-apart from unintended consequences and chance-functionality might
be a conflictual issue since with different construction attempts cnntradictory
aims will be pursued. Thus, social reality cannot be defined as nature but has
to be conceptualized as culture and as such can and does take very different
forms. To understand them, it should be possible to reconstruct in cultural
terms the dominant principles on which they are based. Furthermore, such
different forms are not determined by, although they may in degrees be
dependent on or limited by, the natural environment or habitat.
This assumption has been confirmed by my own research on the kibbutz
as a specific social reality, the construction of which is very visible (Bartolke,
Bergmann, and Liegle 1980, Bart6lke et al. 1985). It represents a perspective
nicely summarized by a student of the Indians of Texas:
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It is the conviction .. that by knowing and understanding tribes and nations
far removed from ourselves in time or space, we can gain perspective and
objectivity in evaluating ourselves and our age . . . Knowledge of others
forces us to realize that our way, our beliefs and ideals, are only our own
solutions to what may be common human problems. We come to see that
there are many ways of thinking and acting, and that simply because other
ways are different from our own does not inevitably make them inferior or
wrong (Newcomb 1980, v. VIII).
Feyerabend (1984) cites Herodot for an impressive example of how
differently cultures might deal with the same phenomenon.
When Dareios was king, he had convened before him all the Greeks living in
his vicinity and asked them for what price they would be ready to eat their
fathers' corpses. They answkered they would on no account do so. Then hc

called tht Indian Kalatiers who do eat their parents' corpses and sked
them-the Greeks being present and kept informed by an interpreter-for
,-bat price they would he re: !, to burn their dead fathers. They screamed
and beseeched him to refrain from such impious words. So it is with the
customs of nations, and Pindar is right in saying that custom is king of all
being (p. 53, my translation).
It is custom that is king, acknowledges King Dareios, leading the way to
socially constructed reality.
To understand a specific socially constructed reality, a number of only
artificially separable levels of analysis might apply. Using a rather familiar
distinction reflected in academic disciplines, there are the levels of society at
large, organizations of different kinds, and groups and individuals. All these
levels may be characterized by values, norms, legal codes, rationalities,
rationales, and myths, describing qualities of social relationships as bases of
social actions such as leadership. These characteristics are not necessarily
identical across or within levels at any point in time. There will be dependencies and interdependencies. However, the degree of homogeneity or
heterogeneity between or within levels will be influenced by characteristics of
society at large more than by characteristics of tne other levels as parts of the
respective society.
Such a perspective of describing socially constructed realities is a theoretical construction of reality in highly abstract terms. It is incomplete concerning concrete situations. It is incomplete too, with respect to the philosophy of
describing and explaining socially constructed reality or, more precisely,
theoretical reconstruction of socially constructed reality.
Researchers might adhere to different premises and focus on different
topics in their reconstruction of constructed reality. To make such an assumption implies that there is no unambiguous access to reality. Researchers
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theoretically construct reality dependent on their specific conception of the
world (which, in turn, is dependent on the characteristics of the reality they
are living in and their involvement in or alienation from leadership performed
in this reality). For example, are they looking for scientific knowledge defined
as valid independent of time and space or do they modestly focus on the here
and now? Do they adhere to a more descriptive rather than a prescriptive
understanding? Do they focus more on dissimilarities and less on similarities
of different constructed realities (examples for such a struggle are provided by
Lammers and Hickson 1979)? The ways such questions are answered will
determine the theoretical construction of reality.
I am more convinced than not about the limits of the validity of general
theoretical constructions of reality. In the social sciences I rarely see any area
where it appears possible to create theories at the same time encompassing
large parts of constructed reality and being sufficiently specific to allow
understanding, explanation, and perhaps, handling of concrete situations.

Leadership: Nothing but Negotiation~s?
It is with this kind of skepticism that I address the question of leadership. As
already mentioned, I define (reconstruct) leadership in functional terms as
formation and implementation of will in terms of attempts to construct
reality. Functional means that leadership itself is part of socially constructed
realities and that it might take different forms under different societal conditions. The question of how leadership is institutionalized remains open. It is a
question of research, how the function of leadership is performed taking into
account values, norms, legal codes, rationalities, and the like. That particular
individuals are permanently recognized as leaders is only one case among
possible others and would have to be analyzed in terms of ideologies (Neuberger 1984) used to justify their dominance in reality construction. Along
with the existence of such specified conditions, leadership takes its specific
form of institutionalization, personification, justification, and legitimation.
Leadership as a theoretical construction of a socially constructed reality
finds its conceptual boundaries in the researcher's perspective and in the
aspects of socially constructed reality that are outside of that perspective.
Such perspectives are necessary and unavoidable in any theoretical construction because, for a number of reasons, reality cannot be completely
described. Therefore, the questions can only be what are the characteristics
of the perspective and how would the theoretical construction look if different perspectives had been chosen. Such an analysis concerns the problem
of whether the content of the perspective results in theories with some commonality or whether different perspectives for a given time period lead to
theories that are incommensurable.
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What is the perspective that Hosking and Morley have chosen when discussing "The Skills of Leadership?" I assume that their perspective is defined
by the concept of social order. Social order is interpreted as negotiated order
(e.g., Bazerman and Lewicki 1983). Leaders are the individuals who are considered by those concerned (the followers?) to contribute effectively to negotiated social order within groups and between groups. What makes them
effective are specific skills.
This view seems to be based on the assumption that there are independent individuals or coalitions of individuals who enter into negotiation
arenas. Although there might be some differences in power between them,
everybody has a chance to participate in the negotiation process concerning
the establishment of social order. Such a picture comes close to a liberal
market model applied to exchanges of nonmonetary goods. In these exchanges the skillful persons (skillful in terms of relationships with followers
as well as relationships with other groups or organizations) are the agents of
social control. Social control thus is negotiated control and open to change by
renewed negotiation processes dominated by skillful leaders.
Leadership in this sense means social construction of reality and foriation and implementation of will. Therefore, I can easily agree that itis
a theoretical construction that is worthwhile. I have doubts, however,
whether it is an approach with a potential for general theory, applicable to all
forms of sociallv constructed reality. These doubts, as compared with the
authors' convictions, might be partly grounded in the comparatively strong
German practical and theoretical tradition of thinking and acting in terms
of structures and institutions rather than in processes of events, a more British way of looking at and constructing reality. Can it really be assumed that
there is one process or one principle underlying all realities on all levels of
analvsis?
A first , estion to be raised concerns the conditions of society at large
and its mechanisms of social control (T-irk 1981) in terms of the possibility
of considering negotiation as a general construction principle. For example,
pre-organizational socialization and general and occupational education as
mechanisms of social control might be built on quite different concepts of the
individual. In socialization, there might be strong emphasis on socially constructed structure, understood as processes that are repeated over and over.
Structure then might be taken for granted and become a non-negotiable part
of a society's perception of reality including ieaders' roles. Or, there might be
a concept of rationality with regard to production and distribution of commodities that assigns and legihimates the prerogative to lead quite apart froin
any necessity to negotiate with the holders of specific resources like capital.
Under such conditions, specific negotiation skills might be helpful though not
necessary to define the situation and to construct reality.
Regarding the level of the organization, the type of governance as a strictural and/or cultural characteristic should be considered. Ouchi 1980' has

Commentary on Part II

155

suggested distinguishing among markets, bureaucracies, and clans. The concept of a leader as a skillful negotiator appears to apply more to governance
by market as the dominant mechanism than to bureaucracy (of which hierarchy is a main component) or clan. Put into such a perspective, other mechanisms of social control, besides negotiation, appear, namely authority and
power, manipulation, and persuasion.
Etzioni's (1961) distinction between coercive, utilitarian, and normative
organizations might be of relevance, too. Also, it might be appropriate to
differentiate between negotiation and problem-solving in interaction processes that involve coalition formations. In a zero-sum situation, interactions
can be rightly called negotiations; under non-zero-sum conditions, the term
joint-problem-solving appears to fit better (Bass 1983).
On the individual level, the motivation to enter into a situation where
leadership is exercised might make i difference. Negotiation skills are more
likely to be a condition for acceptance as a leader when calculative orientations prevail. However, in the case of normative orientations (for the distinction between value orientations, see Kluckhohn 1951 and Rokeach 1973),
conformity with central values might be more important.
In summary, conceptualizing leadership and leaders in terms of negotiated order and negotiation skills seems to be a useful theoretical construction. However, what is needed, on such a road is a closer examination of the
conditions of constructed reality to which the concept of negotiation might
apply.
Usefulness to Practitioners
Hosking and Morley attempt to theorize in ways that make their thinking
useful to practitioners. The hope for usefulness of theory often leads to theoretical constructions of socially constructed realities in terms of cause and
effect, or intention and action relationships that focus on variables easy to
manipulate and neglect other aspects that in the short run must be taken as
given (for example, characteristics of society at large). Therefore, I wonder
whether skills are easier to change by training than are attitudes or broader
value orientations. For practitioners, at the organizational and group levels,
attitudes and value orientations are more likely to be controlled by mechanisms of social control apart from negotiations such as selection and selfselection.
The training of leaders as a topic of decision making may be called an illstructured problem (e.g., Bass 1983) in terms of the following:
No common understanding of the concept of leadership
No agreement on appropriate solutions and methodology to develop
them
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Obscurity of what are controllable and uncontrollable variables

At least partly unpredictable and unknown interdependencies
Missing consensus on ethical implications with respect to outcomes for
leaders and follot-ers, organizations, and society at large
Social construction of leadership in actual constructed reality deals with
such ambiguities and uncertainties using judgment, intuition, and experience
along with the exercise of power or authority. Theoretical construction of
reality as a perscriptive enterprise tries to deal with these ambiguities and
uncertainties from the outside, in fact transforming leadership into a wellstructured problem (a more precise discussion about the relationships
between theoretical constructions by scientists and actual practice is provided
by Ridder [1986]). If scientists are successful in convincing practitioners
about the validity of their theoretical constructions, they become leaders
themselves but without being directly affected by the consequences of their
suggestions. Thus, they become leaders without applying negotiation skills.
According to Hosking and Morley, scientists as leaders or potential ieaders provide descriptions for others of a reality in construction. Thus, they
might help to prevent followers or potential followers from a social construction of reality of their own.
A theory of leadership skills (not just a practical guide-e.g., Adair 1984)
in the context of negotiated order as a basis for training leaders perhaps is less
vulnerable to ethical problems than other social-technological theories. This
is so because such a theory appears to be based on a model of active human
beings, not one where a majority is assumed only to behave reactively or even
passively. Under such conditions, voluntary acceptance of rather than forced
compliance with social order could be expected. However, ethical questions
need to be raised when not everyone has the opportunity to participate in the
dialogical process of reality construction, and when training is focused on
those already better equipped to influence the result of negotiations.
The model of human beings previously described is one that I favor too.
Nevertheless, it would lead me down a different road for examining leadership and thinking about change in concrete situations. I would not attempt to
construct general theories and social technologies but would rather suggest
inquiry into the attributions and theories in use (Argyris 1979) of actors of
reality construction and those subject to it. Their attributions and theories, in
combination with mine, would be a starting point for working out choices
available, their consequences, and their ethical implications.
It is a road in the direction of understanding the world as a human possibility by a process that explores theoretical and practical views of reality on
the basis of a common reconstruction of socially constructed reality. By
attempting to clarify the construction principles applied in a concrete situa-
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tion, those involved in the reconstruction might become conscious of the process of leadership, its underlying conditions, and its boundaries in ways that
lead to changes in reality construction.
The decision on how to perform and to train leaders would be in the
complete authority of those who will have to live in the reality that they are
constructing. Regarding the researcher, she or he can only hope that consciousness results in reality construction that is improved for all concerned.

Chapter 7 Commentary:
Leadership Research:
A Systemic Viewpoint
GilbertJ.B. Probst
A Difference That Makes a Difference?
Recent research results show that organizations in crisis often remove their
top managers or sometimes subordinates as a way to erase dominating ideas,
to repudiate past programs, to become receptive to new ideas, and to symbolize change. The literature on symbolic or cultural management suggests a
similar pattern (cf. Nystrom and Starbuck 1984; Pfeffer 1981; Smircich
1983; Starbuck 1982; Starbuck, Greve, and Hedberg 1978). Therefore the
alternative strategy of replacing team managers proposed by Crouch and Yetton is of special interest.
Managers' ideas, values, goals, motives, or interests have a remarkable
influence on a system's behavior, a system's learning, sense-making processes,
and the structuring of organizations but they also prevent behavior, structures, unlearning, and so on. Certainly the results and consequences of such
analysis of teams have to be discussed by managers and taken into account.
As Peters and Waterman (1982) have nicely shown, teams, and especially the
ongoingness and a capacity for continued ongoingness of teams, has a crucial
meaning.
Crouch and Yetton present an interesting look at work teams that signals
a change in leadership research. They accept complexity as a phenomenon
and try to give an alternative to simple one-way causal models. Their interests have a systemic basis-even if it is not explicitly called systemic-and
they focus on equilibrium models. The authors do not look at one individual
only, for example, the leader. Their research is built on an interactive and
diachronic viewpoint, which takes into account not only the characteristics of
the leader, but also those of the subordinates. They emphasize processes in
social systems and their complexity. They deal with stability and change and
assume no simple causal ordering, but rather, forms of mutually dependent
clusters. This is a very systemic basis indeed.
However, they also stay with a positivistic perspective, claiming to develop an explanatory model and aiming to predict consequences or behavior.
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In their project, accepting complexity means to model one aspect of that
dynamic complexity. The main question stated by Crouch and Yetton is
whether developmental processes in teams continue indefinitely or whether
stable states exist towards which teams predictably evolve. But this raises
another question, namely, whether or not the notion of "complexity" to identify a phenomenon in social systems degenerates to lip service when used for
modeling one isolated aspect of social systems.
Complexity is not something purely objective but always includes subjectivity. Based on our interest, we draw the boundaries of a system and therefore perceive complexity. Modeling hundreds of variables does not necessarily include complexity (there is a clear distinction between complicated
and complex systems). It is relationships and interactions, the dynamics of a
system, that makes us perceive or construct complexity. Moreover, one may
ask whether a dichotomy is valid where there are either stable states or devel,
processes continuing indefinitely.
This commentary is embedded in a broader perspective and some epistemological questions. Often it involves not so much a critique as a hint to go
further and accept all the consequences a systemic approach entails. The
main question is whether the underlying assumptions by Crouch and Yetton
provide a satisfactory basis for the research of teams as systems or whether
their conceptual and epistemological foundations do not unduly constrain
one from dealing adequately with a team's nature and its complexity.

From Leadership to Management of
Social Systems
Leadership in its traditional, most fundamental meaning denotes the art of
leading people. To be sure, ideas, values, goals, and the like are realized by
human action, and to motivate or lead people to act in a certain way is a
classic view of leadership. But this cannot be understood by simple analysis of
the characteristics of the leader, as motivation theories have demonstrated
extensively. To see the followers (or leaders) as isolated beings is too great a
reduction for the understanding of human social systems behavior. Human
beings act in a network of actions, in interactive communication.
A narrow understanding of leadership tends to explain what happens in a
social system and the behavior of the leader in terms of goals, intentions,
motives, and interests of the leader. But leaders do not (only) act out of personal goals, intentions, and the like, but in the light of the viability of a
system (a group, department, organization). They are not to be isolated from
a system as a whole, as in a traditional meachanistic, cybernetic view (controller). Leadership can only be understood as part of an open, interrelated
network, or as a part of the system, where the system itself is a part of a
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larger system or context, interrelated with its environment. In Koestler's
(1948) language, social systems are holons with an integrative tendency and
expansive, assertive aspects. We cannot reduce the complexity of the whole
without changing the nature of the system.
Thus, when leadership is used in the context of heading a team or a larger
human social system, and we agree on a systemic view, then the concept of
leading people in an individualistic sense turns into a metaphorical meaning,
that does not reflect adequately the complexity implied in leading social systems. Rather, we have to take into account the team as a system with its
fundamental relationships in a network and with intrinsic or organic control.
Such a system does not allow the separation of the leader from the team or
the reduction of explanations to cause-effect relationships in a linear sense.
When leadership is seen as individualistic, properties of a social system are
then reduced to properties of individuals as leaders and followers. That is
why the consequences are often dismissing chief executives or starting training programs for individuals.
Kurt Lewin introduced the notion of a group as a dynamic whole (cf.
Lewin 1948), and further research has shown that groups display phenomena that are not attributable to individual actions. Thus, it is important to
create adequate research designs. Social systems, such as a corporation, a
hospital, and so on, cannot be analyzed as groups; they are systems of
another category. And neither their origination nor their behavior is explicable on the basis of group research results. Nor can one explain group
phenomena solely on the basis of the characteristics of the participants (cf.
Ulrich 1984).
Modeling just one aspect of a relatively complex system becomes very
unsystemic, for example, when we use an interactive relationship in which
the one participant (leader), in order to achieve self-established goals,
motives, ideas, and the like, generates and maintains directed behavior of the
other participant. Thus, in Crouch and Yetton's rationale there is the dangei
that management of a team could be understood as nothing more than leadership of people.

Questions about the Methodology
Some reflections on the consequences of the perspectives and assumptions
chosen raise doubts about the adequacy of the empirical basis and the methodology as well as the questions posed compared with a systemic approach.
Elements such as performance, trustworthiness, conflict legitimacy, support,
and the like are ambiguous. Thus, it is essential that they be properly
researched. The lack of a clear definition of any of these elements may well be
a phenomenon closely related to research on complex social systems but
hinders empirical research in the traditional way. Obviously the use of ques-
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tionnaires gives an idea of the interpretations of the leaders and the followers
but I doubt whether we can get a systemic understanding of a system in that

way. In addition I would still agree with Barry Staw, who recently commented:
One problem with data in the field of organizational behavior is that it may
merely feed back to administrators their own lay theories of effectiveness.
Research data, for example, show that questionnaire responses to items of
influence, openness to change, cohesiveness, and satisfaction correlate significiantly with organizational performance. Recent research, however, has
shown that beliefs about performar. - also influence our beliefs about other
processes that occur in social situations. Once we know that an individual,
group or organization is a high or low performer, we are prone to make attributions consistent with this evaluation along many other dimensions. For
example, regardless of the actual level of functioning of various processes in

a group, research has demonstrated that knowledge, that the group performed effectively, will lead to the conclusion that it was also cobesive, high
in communication, high in mutual influence, and highly satisfied (Staw
1977, 5).

Self-reports only reflect the interpretations of the people asked, not true
causal relationships, and generalizations or representations of the results are
the researcher's interpretation of a reality. In this context, one must ask what
legitimates the rationale given in the Crouch and Yetton chapter 7. One can

find some rationale for why any linkage can lead to another state. For
example, if a manager is highly competent or performs well, a subordinate
may imitate the manager, but on the other hand one can also find other
rationales depending on the context.
Different structures can produce the same outcome and the same or similar structures are capable ot producing different outcomes, as has been
shown by Singer (1924), Ackoff (1981), Churchman (1971), and Emery

(1977). But the claim that there are just two equilibrial states does not fit with
a systemic view. If one chooses a wider context and imagines that a team in
an unfavorable equilibrium gets into competition with another team, the
whole situation, the rationale, may change. But in this empirical research, the
teams are not in their work environment; they are in a different context that
is not further discussed.
Again, the focus in questionnaire research is on individual properties and
behavior. The nature of a team as a system is difficult to understand from an
aggregation or calculation of average numbers. As mentioned previously,
social systems have to be understood as holons in an inner and an outer integration. Neither the embeddedness of a team within its context, nor the training program situation (which is a very special situation that does not fit with
the actual work situation), nor the social, political, cultural, economic, technological, aesthetical, or ethical context are recognized.
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Observing Social Systems
Constructivism sheds new light on the question of how we know what we
believe we know. Reality is no longer something out there that has to be discovered objectively. "Any so-called reality is-in the most immediate and
concrete sense-the construction of those who believe they have discovered

and investigated it" (Waltzlawick 1985, 9). However, from the fact that our
brain produces the images we perceive, it follows that all experience is subjective. The world as we perceive it is our construction; we are constructing a
reality (cf. Von Foerster 1985).
This is not the place to give an overview on constructivism but there is no
way to neglect its contents. It leads to a fundamental crtical reflection of an
empiricist position as it is proposed by Crouch and Yetton. Any discourse
about the world is not a reflection or map of the world; thus, theory is not
dictated by the objective experience of the world bu is an emergent outcome
of communal interchange (cf. Gergen 1985, Berger and Luckmann 1966,
Von Glasersfeld 1985). This does not mean that objectivity becomes odd or
useless. Experience can only be compared with experience. But objectivity
can then be discussed as a successful insinuation-Unterschiebung in the
sense of Kant-of our own successful experiences (that means they fit) to
others. We need others therefore to construct objectivity 1Voi; Glaserstield
1984).
But the "objective basis of conventional knowledge" is challenged; it is no
longer a description or explanation of the world out there. An absolute distinction required by a positivist viewpoint between subject and object is no
longer viable. "Everything said is said by an observer, and, everything said is
said to an observer," as Heinz Von Foerster (1979) paraphrased Humberto
Maturana. And Gergen gives a very good summary of the consequences:
What we take to be experience of the world does not in itself dictate the
terms by which the world is understood. What we take to be knowledge of
the world is not a product of induction, or of the building and testing of
general hypotheses. The mounting criticism of the positivist-empiricist conception of knowledge has severely damaged the traditional view that scientific theory serves to reflect or map reality in any direct or decontextualized
manner (Gergen 1985, 266).
By far the clearest description of a radial constructivism is given by Ernst Von
Glasersfeld.
We have to include the observer in our description of social systems and
acknowledge that not only the researcher but all the human beings included
in the researcher's research compute a reality. In describing social systems the
observer role is a crucial one. It has to be recognized that concepts such is
equilibrium, feedback, trustworthiness, performance, conflict legitimac. .
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support, and so on are not properties of the systems but of the description of
those systems by an observer. Thus, we no longer can accept that by an accumulation of empirical research results we get closer and closer to truth. If we
construct realities we have to include ourselves. Knowledge is taking part in
constructing realities that may be shared or "insinuated by others."

Patterns of Order-A Result of
Equilibrial States and Transitions
The core view of today's systems thinking is not equilibrial states, but
change, self-organization, evolution, becoming of order, non-equilibrial
processes. The ability and desire to change as manifested in learning, selfadapting, self-organizing, and self-developing social systems have become a
core concept of systems and cypernetic research in recent years. But it is a
necessity to have a close look at traditional and new cybernetics, equilibrial
states and transitions, stability and change alike. To concentrate on equilibrial states is too narrow a concept. Equilibrium systems are closed systems,
they demand a formulation of a norm of equilibrium, and preferential views
are a bias of the observer (or user, describer . . . ). "A norm of equilibrium
may be thought of as a part of the very definition of an equilibrium-system,
but equilibrium alone will not suffice to distinguish the degree to which a particular system achieves its proper purpose; nor is it sufficient for comparing
one system with another" (Cowan 1965, 126).
A further danger is that we end up with an aggregate of the properties
and behavior patterns of individuals, even if in an interactive and diachronic
way. If we do not take into account the system as a whole we miss the idea
that the whole is something different from the sum of its parts. I think that
from a systemic point of view we have to acknowledge that the interrelationships and interactions among the participants of a team are interwoven in
such a way that it is not possible to trace single attributes or reduce the analysis to one aspect of the whole to reach understanding of the leadership of
teams.
We have to understand patterns of interactions and patterns of order as
they emerge. The properties of social systems as teams or other larger collective phenomena cannot be reduced to their parts (a leader or follower) or
isolated interactions or relationships between parts. The properties are of a
different kind in a social system than those of the individuals and their interactions (cf. Dachler 19 85a).
The question is how order in social systems as a whole arises, how these
systems become, grow, and so on-the processes by which social systems are
designed, controlled, and developed (Malik and Probst 1984, Probst and
Scheuss 1984). Interactions and relationships are very important indeed.
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However, often they are explained not on the basis of the attributes of the
actors in a complex network-system, but as the attributes of the one actor
and his or her cognitive schema, personal skill, trustworthiness, intelligence,
power, conflict legitimacy, and so on.
These single attributes act as a sort of stimulus and affect the other person (and this process goes on in that linear mode). The whole is reduced to
attributes of one actor. I do not believe that we can predict states in a complex
social system (thus, the term pattern is well chosen by Crouch and Yetton);
we rather have to deal with pattern predictions. "We have in fact learned
enough in many fields to know that we cannot know AMthat we must know
for a total interpretation (or understanding) of phenomena" (Von Hayek
1967).
Research projects may be designed differently depending on the reference
frame, paradigmatic rules, or perspectives. We can measure more precisely
the attributes of leaders, the motifs, goals, intentions, attitudes, trustworthiness, and so on with ingenious instruments without questioning the reference
frame, the paradigmatic rules, or the perspectives. But as long as we do not
question the latter we arc not able to define a system adequately and research
hardly makes a difference that makes a difference.

Part III
Inside the Heads of
Leadership Researchers:
Their Assumptions and
Implications on How
Knowledge Is Generated
James G. Hunt
B.R. Baliga
H. Peter Dachler
Chester A. Schriesheim

T

he three content chapters in this part focus in very different ways on
the thought processes of those involved in conducting leadership
research. As such, they are representative of a newfound respectability in looking at the cognitive processes of behavioral science researchers (see,
e.g., Blair and Hunt 1986, Cummings and Frost 1985). They also reflect the
introspection that has come about in response to disappointments with the
way the content of the leadership field is developing (see. Hunt and Larson
1975, 1977, 1979; Hunt, Sekaran, and Schriesheim 1982; Hunt et al. 1984).
Chapter 10, "Leadership Theory as Causal Ar-ributions of Performance," by James C. McElroy and J. David Hunger, sensitizes us to the
importance of researcher attributions. The argument is that researchers carry
implicit alternative causal antecedents of performance in their minds as theN
examine leadership. The authors contend that these alternative attribute
causes should be made explicit and in so doing one can examine systematically the assumptions underlying leadership theories as opposed to debating
the mechanisms of such theories (see also chapter 15, by Dachler, in part IV).
They propose an attributional framework for classifying these assumptions
and propose that performance rather than leadership be the focus of attention. The question would then become what is the role of leadership among
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other variables in performance as opposed to using leadership as the central
focus and making various attributions about its role.
The McElroy and Hunger chapter admonishes leadership researchers to
examine systematically their implicit causal attributions to enhance leadership research. Calas and Smircich's (chapter 12) "Reading Leadership a,, a
Form of Cultural Analysis" asks leadership researchers to go much further in
reflecting on the state of and assumptions made in the leadership literature.
The authors ask researchers to examine their traditional normal science
approach to leadership research within the context of narrative literature.
They argue that leadership researchers exist in a narrative culture that has scientific knowledge as its preferred mode of discourse, but that the researchers
are unaware of this.
The authors anchor this discussion within the context of the dissatisfaction with the state of the field that has been articulated in all leadership symposium volumes from 1975 on (Hunt and Larson 1975, 1977, 1979; Hunt,
Sekaran, and Schriesheim i 1982; Hunt et al. 1984). They conclude that
leadership researchers need to recognize explicitly that the\ are really doing
narrations whose content is scientific discourse. Once that is recognized,
researchers will be freed to expand their horizons, connect their community
with the rest of the world, and learn from themselves. Narratives legitimize
these directions in a way that hard-core normal science does not.
Peterson and Smith's chapter II,"'tOleanings from a Frustrated Process
Analysis of Leadership Research Stakeholders," is also concerned with leadership researcher introspection. Here the focus is on identifying the stakeholders and the assumptions of these stakeholders as they affect the direction
taken by the leadership field. The authors established a series of task forces
and used a variation of Mason and Mitroff's (198 1) Strategic Assumption
Surfacing and Testing (SAST) technique to explore these stakeholder issues
and assumptions and their potential impact on research directions. Peterson
and Smith's chapter does provide some of this information but has its primar%
focus on the strengths and limitations of the SAST technique as designed and
used in the present context. The authors discuss the potential of the technique
and their less than full success in using it to accomplish the goals of better
understanding the role of differing stakeholders in influencing research directions in leadership.
Torodd Strand is the commentator for the McElroy and Hunger chapter.
His commentary is basically concerned with continuing McElroy and
Hunger's spirit of extending leadership theory by breaking out of traditional
way, of thinking. Strand does this by arguing for an integration of psy chological and organization theory. He is concerned about attributional errors in
one camp and lack of interest in leadership and intervention in the other.
Though his arguments are not new, they reflect the view that many researchers outside of the United States appear to hold about leadership. Strand's
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commentary essentially uses McElroy and Hunger's chapter as a backdrop
against which to argue for broader conceptualizations of leadership.
Walter Nord's normal science training as a social psychologist and his
interest and expertise in interpretist perspectives allow some interesting commentary for the Calas and Smircich chapter. He argues that a major contribution of their chapter is its emphasis on being reflexive (developing an understanding of ourselves as leadership researchers). As Nord sees it, Calas and
Smircich go beyond mere reflexive admonitions and actually do reflexive
social science complete with a model based on narrative analysis for others to
examine. He takes issue with the authors for not being even more selfreflexive in using their self-reflexive approach. At the same time, he is concerned that they did not make clear how they arrived at some of their conclusions. He also makes the ironic point that in revealing the shortcomings of
normal science, the authors themselves used a normal science type of analysis. They were not able to abandon completely the normal science pa'-adigm
and they wrote as normal scientists.
Finally, he argues that more than Calas and Smircich's recommendations
for getting individual researchers to reeducate themselves and broaden their
vision is needed if the research endeavor is to change, He contends that structural changes are necessary as well. The structural changes would involve a
much higher degree of specialization among researchers than at present and
would need to provide sufficient differentiation and integration.
As with Baliga and Hunt's chapter in part I1, the Peterson and Smith
chapter does not have an accompanying commentary. The chapter itself
includes elements of such a commtetary in its content.

Issues to Ponder
As one reads the McElroy and Hunger chapter, a number of points are worth
pondering. First, to wh .t extent would a focus on performance miss the
essence of the raison d' tre for many organizations? Too narrow a conception
would rule out social groups formed for member interaction enjoyment.
Also, an emphisis on performance implies a certain researcher value system
that should be made explicit. In other words, researchers should be reflexive
here as elsewhere in conducting research.
Second, and related to the earlier point, to what extent is the selection of
performance as a key variable a function of our attributional biases? Are we
"attributionally bound" as it were?
Third, to what extent do immediately identifiable leader behaviors keep
us from trying to get at deeper structures which may be operating? Are
researcher attributions causing a neglect of these deeper structures in leader-
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ship research? To what extent does normal sciencc adlos a researcher to deal
with these deeper structures?
Calas and Smircich also provide some points to ponder. First, their chapter argues for going beyond typical positivist science methodology in doing
leadership research. To what extent is the field so biased in thit direction that
their arguments will fall on deaf ears, As they say,, narrative discourse is tolerant of scientific discourse but not vice versa. Both the authors and Nord
make recommendations for dealing with this perceived positivist bias. What
would be necessary for these recommendations to be taken seriouslh ? Does
the fact that they appeared in this book suggest that there is some likelihood
of serious consideration"
Second, to what extent are social science paradigms mmnolithic enough
50 that one can dra\ the inferences about leadership research that the authors
drev? If there are many paradigms, what are the implications for the kind of
ana! -sis done b\ Calas and Smircich?

10
Leadership Theory as Causal
Attributions of Performance
james C. McElrov

J. David Hunger
eadership is one of the most talked about, written about, and
researched topics in the area of management and organizational
behavior (Bass 1981). A vast number of articles and books about the
leadership phenomenon ha;'e been written from a wide variety of perspectis es
over the years. The most common method of categorizing and discussing the
many theories and conceptualizations of leadership is by taking a historical
orientation. Textbooks, for example, typically group theories according to
whetber they focus on traits (popular in the 19 30ls), behaviors (popular in the
1950,s, or on the situation (popular in the 1970s). Interestingly, this method
of lassifving leadership theories runs the gamut from a focus on the leader in
terms of that person's enduring qualities to a focus on the situation in terms
of possible substitutes for leadership.
The purpose of this chapter is to examine the leadership literature from a
somewk hat different perspective. It is proposed here that ,,ch ,' tlhc man theores and conceptualizations of leadership can be more usefully classified as
theories of performance. That is,
given the existence of an outcome (i.e., performance), theories of leadership can be viewed as alternative explanations
used b, theorists to explain that outcomc. Sotne leadership theories, therefore, begin with the assumption that effective leadership is an (if not thi'
important determinant of good performance, whereas others do not.
Some of the ambiguity surrounding leadership Pfeffer 19-7- ma\ be the
result of variations in the causal attributions used by theorists to explain
group and / or organizational performance. Thus, the perspective taken here
is that leadership theory can be viesved as a product of the causal attributions
employed b; theorist,, in their search for the antecedents of pcrfortuance.
Ihroughout the chapter, the term thcorv is used rather broadl\ to include the
manus different concCptuailiiAtions of the phenoenicon referred to s leadership. This is done mcrcly to simplify discussion and not to suggest that all the
\ arious consiructs used to describe leadership are actuall\ theories in the pure
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sense of the termp. Moreover, no attempt ,, made to assess iL

Ut of the

various theories being advanced.

The Nature of Causal Attributions
Attributions are defined as interpretations of the causes of behavior. Originally developed by H-eider ( 1958), attribution theory is based on the assumption that individuals have an inherent need to explain events that surround
them. Follow,,ing the occurrence of an event, individuals will attempt to
explain why it occurred. The cognitive process of assigning causes to events i
called the attribution process.

Attribution theorists propose that in achievement-related contexts, success or failure can be cognitively attributed to four basic factors: abilitv .
effort, task difficulty', and/or luck (Weiner et al. 1972). These four types of
ascriptions are commonly used in empirical attribution research and have
been shown by Frieze (1976) to account for a large portion of the causal
inferences made by individuals. Weiner and others (1972) placed these four
factors on two general dimensions: internal-external and stable-variable. as
showvn in figure 10- 1 . Thk. internal-external dimension refers to the degree to
which individuals attribute success or failure to personal versus situational
characteristics. The stable-variable dimension refers to the degree to which
the perceived Ccauses for performance are of a variable or relatively\ permanent
nature.
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In making attributions, people use information, and the resulting attributions depend on the nature of the information available to the attributor. The
existence or absence of such information results in two cases, or what Kelley
(1967) calls systematic statements, of attribution theory.
The first case is that involving an absence of information available to the
attributor, beyond the observation of a single event or outcome. In this case,
individuals will rely on what Heider (1958) refers to as one's "naive psychology of action" in assigning causes to events. This naive psychology may come
from one's personal experiences or as a result of the conventional wisdom of
the time. The particular attribution used to explain success or failure (figure
10-1) is simply a by-product of the attributor's implicit theory of performance.
In some instances, however, an individual has access to more than a
single observation of a behavior or event. In this case, Kelley (1967) proposes
that three types of information are used in making causal attributions. These
information cues are known as consistency, consensus, and distinctiveness.
Consistency refers to the extent to which an event is repeatedly associated
with a particular individual over time. Consensus refers to the degree to
which an event is associated with other individuals. Distinctiueness refers to
he degree to w\hich an event is associated with the same individual across different tasks.
For example, any individual in a position to evaluate a supervisor %\ould
use whatever information cues are available in order to appraise the leadership effectiveness of that supervisor. Consistency cues would provide information concerning the performance of the work group during the time the
person has been supervisor. For example, has the work group continually
had high performance under this person's supervision? Consensus cues would
allow one to compare this supervisor with other supervisors. That is, do all
other supervisors have high-performing groups? Finall, distinctiveness information would allow someone to judge the performance of this supervisor
when this person has been in charge of different work groups.
To the degree that this information is available, individuals will utili/e it
in the assignment of causality for an event. That is, certain combinations of
information lead to particular attributions (Mowday 1983). For example,
high consistency (this group's performance has always been high during this
supervisorIs tenure), low consensus (other supervisors' groups are not all high
performing), and low distinctiveness information (this supervisor has been
successful on other jobs as well) will result in current performance being attributed to the personal qualities of the leader (i.e., an internal-stable attribution).
On the other hand, high consistency, high consensus, and high distinctiveness information cues would result in attributing current performance to
the nature of the particular task being accomplished (i.e., in external-stab c
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attribution). Finally, low consistency, low consensus, and high distinctiveness information yields circumstantial attributions or attributions of a variable nature (i.e., internal-variable or external-variable attributions).
To summarize, the placement of these attributions along the two dimensions, as shown in figure 10-1, is the result of a conclusion, based upon available information, on the cause of the work group's performance. Informational cues leading to an external attribution will result in the conclusion that
the group's good performance was due either to an easy series of tasks or to
luck. If information results in an internal attribution, the group's good performance may still be seen as due either to the supervisor's inherent leadership ability or to the effort expended by the supervisor.

Leadership Theories as Causal Explanations
Figure 10-2 illustrates how Weiner and others' (1972) two-dimensional
taxonomy of the perceived causes of success and failure can be used to categorize the various theories of leadership on the basis of causal explanations
for group or subordinate performance. The premise for this classification
schcme is that the assumption underlying attribution theory-that individuals have an inherent desire to explain observed events-is applicable to theorists as well.
It should be noted that no attempt was made to survey leadership theorists concerning their personal attributional assumptions underlying their tneories. Instead, the theories themselves were used as public statements of theorists' causal assumptions. Whether these public statements represent privately
held beliefs is subject to debate; however, the analysis of public statements
has proven insightful in a wide variety of settings, ranging fr,)m corporate
annual reports (Bettman and Weitz 1983) to the sports pages (L.au and Russell 1980).
As shown in figure 10-2, leadership theories vary in the fundamental
assumption that is made concerning the causal explanations for performance.
For example, some theories focus on the leader (an internal attribution) as the
dominant cause of group or subordinate performance, whereas others, viewing performance as caused by factors external to the leader, focus on the situation.
Moreover, leadership theories that assume that the causes of performance are relatively stable, propose relatively fixed, specific traits, behaviors,
or situational factors as determinants of performance, regardless of time or
place. Other theories, based on variable causal explanations for performance, propose that the important behaviors, situational factors, and the like
change over time and place.
This view of leadership theory, representing alternative attribUtcd causes
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for performance, allows us to examine the assumptions underlying leadership
theories as opposed to debating the mechanics of such theories. The remainder of this L..!;yter, then, discusses theories of leadership in light of their commo:nly held attributions for performance. Follosing this analysis of figure
10-2, the current status of leadership theory will be discussed.
Quadrant I
Within this quadrant are placed those theories of leadership based upon an
internal-stable assumption concerning th causes of performance. Performance is seen to be a result of the leaders presence or activities. Other variables are of minor consequence. The causal connection is such that leadership
is assumed to directly affect performance ( L - P). Implicit in these theories is
the assumption that there is a specific set of stable traits. characteristics. or
behaviors that make for good performance regardless of time or place.
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The great-man theory briefly states that "history was shaped by the leadership of great men" (Bass 1981, 26). Ignoring "great wvomen," this theory
suggests that a certain number of people are born with mate leadership qualities that enable them to directly change the world around them regardless of
the situation.
Trait theory is a more sophisticated, specified version of the great-man
theory. It states that certain clusters of characteristics differentiate leaders
from followers, effective from ineffective leaders (Bass 1981, 81). These
qualities or traits are assumed to be stable in nature. An effective leader in
one situation is thus assumed to be an effective leader in any situation.
House's charismatic theory is similar to trait theory in that it proposes the
existence of a stable set of personal qualities that have a profound and extraordinary effect on followers (House and Baetz 1979, 399-400). These qualities or characteristics include dominance, self-confidence, need for influence,
and a strong conviction in the moral righteousness of one's beliefs. Since it is
proposed that these people can create major social change, this theory
appears to be a refinement of the great-man theor\.
A number of theories can be grouped under the stvles-olhbeba'ior thcon
of leadership. Initiated by the famous study of boys' clubs by Lewvin, lippitt.
and White (1939), this research concluded that a democratic style of leader
behavior is superior in terms of group performance to autocratic or laissezfaire styles, later, McGregor (1960) conceptualized (and advocated' this
democratic style as a function of the leade,'s th-or Y assumptions about
subordinates. Blake and Mouton (1964) also propose the existence of 'one
best style" of leader behavior, based upon the classic Ohio State studies
revealing initiating structure and consideration as two independent diniensions of leader behavior. They argue that the best style of leadership, regardless of situation, combines a high concern for production with a high concern
for people (the 9-9 style). Although Blake and Mouton propose that all organizations can use the "managerial grid" to generate team-oriented leaders.
this development process is long-term oriented. Thus, in the short term.
behavior is seen as stable. Even though these latter approaches all focus on
leader behavior rather than leader characteristics, the\ share the same
assumptions: that the leader is the primary determinant of group performance, and that a stable set of qualities or behaviors results in desired performance.
CQuadra::t II

The theories grouped in quadrant II also assume the leader to be the prinar\
determinant of performance; however, the qualities (in this case. behax iors';
that result in performance are not inherently stable ones. Rather, effective
leader behavior varies with situational demands. The causal relationship is
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one of leadership affecting performance through its influence on a series of
intervening situational variables (L --xyz - P). The leader thus continues to
be the primary actor and decision maker, but must be prepared to vary
behaviors with the time and the place.
Path-goal theory as developed by Evans (1970) and House (1971) proposes that a leader must adjust his or her behavior on the basis of situationi!
factors, such as characteristics of the subordinates and the task. Identifying
four kinds of leader behaviors (House and Mitchell 1974), path-goal theory
assumes that leaders can and should vary their style of behavior to meet the
demands of a particular situation. Performance will thus be determined by
the subordinate's motivation to perform as manipulated by the leader.
Situational leadership theory, as proposed by Hersey and Blanchard
(1982), agrees with the other theories in this quadrant that there is no one
best way to lead. Also assuming that the leader is primarily responsible for
group performance, Hersey and Blanchard state that the most appropriate
style of leader behavior is the one "right combination" of task and relationship behavior given the "maturity level" of the group. A particular leader
must therefore be prepared to vary leadership style as the job maturity and
the psychological maturity levels of the group change. Like path-goal theory,
situational leadership theory contends that the primary determinant is the
leader's ability and willingness to alter behavior depending on certain variables.
Vroom and Yetton (1973) propose that effective performance is a function of the leader's ability to select the most appropriate style of decision
making given the nature of the problem and the willingness of the subordinates to implement the decision. This decision-making theor. of ieadership
recommends that the decision maker (i.e., the leader in a managerial role)
adopt one of five decision styles ranging from autocratic to participative
based on answers to seven questions. Like path-goal and situational leadership theory, the Vroom-Yetton decision-making theory suggests that a leader
must be prepared to vary behavior from one point in time to another and
from one job to another. The leader has the option of selecting the appropriate decision-making style based upon the least amount of time nceded for
problem solving or upon team development considerations. The cause of
group perf,.-mance is thus primarily in the hands of the group leader.
Operant conditioning theory (otherwise known as behavior modification), as proposed by Scott (1977), Sims (1977), and Mawhinnev and Ford
(1977), proposes that leadership can be best explained as a process of managing reinforcement contingencies in the work environment. It assumes that the
leader is able to manipulate stimuli, rewards, and punishments in order to
cause the subordinate behavior needed for the desired performance. As with
the other theories in this quadrant, performance is assumed to be a result of
leader behaviors which will need to vary with the situation.
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In summary, each of the theories in quadrant 11is based on an internalariable assumption concerning the causality of performance. Although they
offer varying explanations on how the leader achieves effective performance,
each views flexible leader behavior as the key determinant of performance.
Quadrant III
Contained in this quadrant are those theories of leadership that are based on
the assumption that the cause of performance lies in the stable properties of
the situation. In contrast to theories in the first and second quadrants, these
theories aume that performance is primarily due to situational factors
which are (at least in the short run) generally independent of leader behavior.
Leadership is simply one of the many variables that cause performance.
These variables are assumed to be identifiable and reasonably stable, at least
in the short term. The causal connecti-n is that a number of situational variables (including the leader) determine performance (XYZL - P). The focus
of these theories, therefore, is on identifying those variables or factors that
tend to account for group or subordinate performance.
Fiedler (1967) advances his contingency theory o lleadership using the
interaction of leader personality (as measured by the least preferred coworker
scale) and situation favorability to predict group performance. Similar to trait
theory, Fiedler's contingency theory argues that the style of leader behavior is
a reflection of the leader's personality and is basically stable for any person.
In contrast to trait theory, however, other aspects of the situation pla. an
important part: leader-member relations, task structure, and the power position of the leader are stated as being "of utmost importance in determining
the leader's control and influence" (Fiedler and Chemers 1974, 69-70).
The focus of the theory is thus on three specific characteristics of the situation, with the leader beiig considered only insofar as he or she fits the situation. The leader cannot change his or her personaility and thus assumes a
position of secondary importance to the situation. Although Fiedler does
recommend "engineering" the job to fit the leader, and even leadership training to facilitate this, these three situatior al variables are generally stable ill
the short term. Consequently, Fiedler's theory advocates matching the leader
and the situation, and if a match is present, performance foliows. If a mismatch exists between the leader and the situation, there is not much that can
be done about it, in the near term at least, short of replacing the leader.
Similar arguments have been made from a macro point of %iewv in various
strategy-manager matching models as summarized by Szilagyi and Schweiger
(1984). Research in the field of strategic management is concluding that organizations should match key attributes of the strategic manager to the requirements of a particular business unit strategy. Portfolio analysis prescribes specific strategies based upon industry attractiveness and the business unit's
competitive position. The strategy-manager matching models attempt to
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identify specific skills, backgrounds, and personality traits which best match
the desired business unit strategy.
The underlying assumption is that those managers with certain characteristics are better able to implement a strategic plan than are those without
these characteristics. For example, Wissema, Van Der Pol, and Messer
(1980) propose six strategic management "archetypes" for six different strategic directions. Some support for this approach has been provided by Gupta
and Govindarajan (1984), who found that strategic business units (SBUs)
with a "build" strategy as compared to SBUs with a "harvest" strategy tend to
be led by managers with a greater willingness to take risks and a higher tolerance for ambiguity.
As with Fiedler's theory, the strategy-manager matching models focus on
the characteristics cf the situation, with the leader being considered only
insofar as he or she fits the "right" strategy. Strategic managers are perceived
as types, such as "professional liquidators," "turnaround specialists," or
"mature entrepreneurs" (Hofer and Davoust 1977) who cannot change their
leadership style or personality (at least in the short run). They thus assume a
position of secondary importance to the situation and must be replaced if the
desired strategy for the unit changes.
Recently, leadership has been conceptualized by Kerr and jermier (1978)
in terms of substitutes for leadership. Arguing with the assumption implicit in
most leadership theories that some leadership style is necessary for effective
performance, this approach proposes that many individual, task, and organizational characteristics have the capacity to substitute for hierarchical leadership. Some of these characteristics are the ability, experience, and professional orientation of the subordinates; routineness, feedback availability, and
intrinsic satisfaction present in the task; and formalization, group cohesion,
and reward structure of the t rganization. The theory implies that to the
extent certain characteristics are present in a work unit, the presence of a
leader is unnecessary. The situation alone may cause performance provided it
accommodates functions normally provided for by the leader. The theory
also implies that such substitutes are knowable and merely need to be identified and used in order to achieve specific performance results (Kerr 1983).
To summarize, the theories in quadrant IIf place less emphasis on the
leader's role as a determinant of perf-rmance. The assumption that the relatively stable aspects of the situltion cause performance places leadership in
the position of a variable that can be superceded by other, situationally stable, factors.
Quadrant IV

Quadrant IV represents the perspective that leadership may, in fact, have
very little to do NN
ith the causation of performance. Epitomizing this is Pfeffer's ( 1977) work on the Ieadrr as a symbol. This perspective received impe-
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tus from two sources: (1) the inconsistent results of research testing traditional leadership theories (quadrants 1 and I1), and (2) the success of research
on substitutes for leadership (quadrant Il). Examples, of the former include
Mintzberg (1975) and McCall's (1983) arguments that the pace of managerial work precludes systematic application of those theories grouped in quadrant II. Additional contradictory evidence is provided by research from a
variety of field and laboratory studies demonstrating that leader behavior
may, in fact, be a result rather than a cause of subordinate attitudes and performance (Greene 1973, Lowin and Craig 1968, Lowin. Hrapchak, and
Kavanaugh 1969). With respect to the latter source of impetus, a natural
extension of the substitutes for leadership research is the question of whether
leadership is a necessary prerequisite for performance at all.
Citing research that found little evidence of the effects of leadership on
performance, Pfeffer (1977) argues that leaders are very constrained in what
they can do. Derived from attribution theory, the belief in the leader as causal
agent is accepted and promulgated because it serves to maintain the social
order. lust as firing o' baseball manager serves a scapegoating effect, the firing
of a chief executive office, and his or her staff sends a clear message to all in
the organization that previously held attitudes and behaviors are no longer
acceptable. Viewed from this perspective, and coupled with evidence that
leadership is not closely related to measures of performance 'Tosi 1982, 22"
or organizational effectiveness (Farris and Butterfield 1973',, leadership
assumes the status of a myth, existing only in a post hoc manner. The successful leader, then, is one who is able to attach him or herself to successes
and disassociate him or herself from failures.
To summarize, in the perspective of quadrant IV. performance is
assumed to be caused by unstable situational variables. This external orientation prevents making a causal connection from the leader to performance but
does not prevent a reverse causal connection. Thus, leadership in this quadrant is viewed as a dependent rather than as an independent variable
(XYZ - P - 1 ).
A Historical Perspective
As may be seen in figure 10-2, most of the leadership literature generally
assumes a causal link between leadership and performance. Given that the
phenomenon of interest (leadership) is personal in nature, and given the lack
of previous information, it is attributionally logical for the process of explaining performance to begin with an examination of the inherent characteristics
of leaders, particularly in light of attribution research indicating the existence
of an actor-observer bias in the assignment of causality for events (Jones and
Nisbett 1972). That is, actors tend to look to the environment for causes of
performance whereas observers tend to focus on che actor, per se. From an
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attributional perspective, being observers of the phenomenon they are seeking to explain, it would be natural for researchers to initially look toward the
dispositional characteristics of the leader as a means of explaining group
and/or subordinate performance.
The research generated, however, concerning the efficacy of trait/
behavior theories (quadrant I) produced data inconsistent with this dispositional (internal-stable) view of leadership. It became apparent that the performance level of a group or subordinate was subject to within-leader variability
(low consistency), between-leader variability (low consensus), and that the
same leader was not always successful with every group or subordinate (high
distinctiveness). According to attribution theory, this information combination is posited to lead to variable attributions for performance (e.g., Mowday
1983); however, these explanations could be either of an internal or external
nature. Again, coupled with the actor-observer bias, it is attributionally logical that researchers then turned their attention to the variable behaviors of
leaders (quadrant 11). Only recently, with the exception of Fiedler. have
researchers begun to look beyond leadership for the causes of performance
(quadrants III and IV).

Discussion
In an earlier symposium volume, Miner concluded that "the concept of leadership itself has outlived its usefulness" and suggested that "\e abandon leadership in favor of some other, more fruitful wvay of cutting up the theoretical
pie" (1975, 200). We would argue that unless we consciously examine the
assumptions underlying our current theories and research on leadership, this
is unlikely to occur. Indeed, as equivocal information has been gathered on
current leadership theories, researchers appear content to search frr otrher
means of operationalizing the leader's role as a cause of performance as
opposed to turning their attention toward other possible causal explanations
for performance.
To illustrate, most of the new conceptualizations of leadership, such as
the vertical dvad linkage approach (Dansereau, Graen, and Haga 1975;,
Yukl's multiple linkage model (Yukl 1981), and Wofford's integrative theor\
of leadership (Wofford 1982), are each based upon the same causal assumptions common to quadrant II, and could be so categoriicd. The point being
made here, however, is not one of cataloging leadership theories. Rather, it iS
simply to illustrate the constraints that assumptions of causality may bring to
bear on the direction of leadership research. Only in those instances %here
leadership has not been perceNved as the major cause of performance havc
radically new theories of leadership resulted (e.g., sYmbolism ). Perhaps, as
advocated by Miner in the preceding quotation, a more fruitful X a' of cut-

180

Inside the Heads of Leadership Researchers

ting up the theoretical pie would be to focus our attention on theories of performance rather than on leadership, per se.

Theories of Performance: The Marginal Utility
of Leadership
What is needed are fewer theories of leadership and more theories of performance. Turning attention to performance (or some other behavioral outcome
of interest; for example, turnover, absenteeism, and so on) would result in
changing the nature of leadership as a research variable. With performance as
the dependent variable, leadership would assume independent or intervening
(moderating/ mediating) variable status.
This should serve to eliminate some of the ambiguity surrounding what
leadership is (that is, traits. behaviors, attributions) by, in effect, making it a
moot question. Instead, the emphasis would be on the impact of leadership.
Or, as noted to Tosi, it will allow us to determine "what portion of the predictability (variance) in behavior patterns is accounted for by interpersonal
influence and what portion is accounted for by other factors" "1982, 228).
Some of this type of work is already taking place at both the micro and
macro levels of analysis. At the micro level, Mitchell's ( 1982' revie\ of attribution research exemplifies the approach advocated here in that his analysis
focuses on actions as the dependent variable rather than attributions. His
conclusion is that attributions play a minor role, explaining onl small proportions of the variance in actions, with many instances in which attributions
are completely b.pa,;cd. At the macro level, there is ,,',re evidence that leadership plays a role in organizational performance (e.g., Smith, Carson. and
Alexander 1984), but much of the evidence suggests a role of minor importance for leadership compared to the impact of other factors (e.g., l.ieberson
and O'Connor 1972, Salancik and Pfeffer 197).
A "theories of performance" perspective holds several implications for
leadership researchers. First, and most basic, is the notion that simply assessing what type of leader behavior is called for under i particular set of circuLstances is perhaps a necessary but not a sufficient research design. An emphasis on explaining performance requires broad enough research paradigms
such that other possible causes of performance can be assessed concurrenthN
with leadership.
By way of analogy, Mitchell (1982) noted a series of studies in \which the
impact of attributions on responses to a poor-performing administratixC
assistant was reduced from 20 to 30 percent of the variance explained to onh
5 to 10 percent by the inclusion of information on the costs"benefits ot arous responses. This latter information accounted for o2 percent of the \ariance in responses. The point being made is simple: ;ttributions nma iltect
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people's behavior if there is no additional information available. The presence of additional data may, however, not only directly affect behavior moi,
than attributions; it may actually reduce the effect of attributions on behavior. Thus, leadership research must recognize and take into account other
possible variables affecting performance in addition to leadership.
A second implication concerns the need to report statistics showing the
proportion of variance explained by leader behavior relative to the proportion of variance explained by other factors. In this way, the role of leadership
can be assessed across studies not only in terms of leader behav ior but also in
terms of the context in which leaders operate.
Finally, consideration of leadership as an independent or intervening
variable requires that researchers develop adequate measures of actual leader
behavior. Recent research on leader behavior questionnaires has severely criticized their veridicality (e.g., lord et al. 1978; Mitchell, Larson, and Green
1977; Phillips and L.ord 1981; Rush, Thomas, and Lord 1977.
Lord and others (19 78) caution that as the behavior component of leadership becomes more ambiguous, leadership questionnaire ratings become
more susceptible to being influenced by other informational cues, parti. iarlv
performance data. The result is a reliance by the rater on a global impression
of leadership (Phillips and Lord 1981, Rush, Phillips. and I ord 1981 as
opposed to perceptions of leader behavior per SC.
Although this categorization process (lord, Foti. and Phillips 1982 ma
be relevant for understanding hov judgments about leaders are formed - that
is, selection decisions - research on the effects of letderhip on performance
requires more accurate descriptions of actual leader bthavior. Vo illustrate
this point, consider the work of Fiedler (19671. He utilized a rescarcb design
that focused on performance. His results, however, \%ould hasc had greater
utility had he utilized a measure of leadership that focused on actual leader
behavior rather than one that simply categorized leaders into those \s ith high
versus low le,,,-preferred coworker (IPC) scores.

Conclusion
The purpose of this chapter has not been to develop and propose the precise
typology of leadership theorists' causal attributions. As noted earlier, figure
10-2 represents our assumptions, attributions if you will, concerning the
positioning of each leadership perspective rather than those of the authors of
each theory. As such, one might debate the placement of any particular
theory.
What is more important, however, is that the perspective offered here
demonstrates that most leadership theory presupposes leadership as ha\ Ing a
dominant role in causing group or subordinate performance. Meindl, Ehr-
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lich, and Dukerich (1985) argue that this "romance" with the concept of leadership results in using our faith in leadership to account for variance in performance that is, in fact, beyond the leader's control. The view taken here is
that this faith in leadership restricts the nature of the questions asked about
leadership. We advocate that turning attention from leadership per se to performance will allow us to determine the marginal utility of leadership as a
construct of interest.
To date the debate surrounding leadership has been too dichotomous in
nature. Either leadership is assumed to be the cause of performance, or it is
eliminated entirely as being insignificant or substitutable. The question as we
perceive it is not an either/or question. It is simply one of attempting to ascertain the degree to which leadership contributes to performance.
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Gleanings from a Frustrated
Process Analysis of Leadership
Research Stakeholders
Mark F. Peterson
Peter B. Smith

"Ready. Fire. Aim."
-Peters and Waterman (1982, 119)

The

Leadership Symposia series has encouraged innovation and exper-

imentation in the leadership field. It has provided a structure for
leadership researchers to interact about their work in ways that are
not possible through the formal journal review process. Some of what goes
on is reflected by a "paper trail" of symposium books. Given that compiling
these books requires that the manuscripts presented be very substantially
edited after the symposium, they are an intentional distortion of what actually occurs. In a sense, the symposium books are a post hoc rationalization of
the confeieliLC process.
But even a sound track, including the laughter and publically made
asides, of all sessions would be a cistortion of much of the substance of the
symposium. The leadership symposia, like other conferences, provide an
opportunity for informal social processes to occur which contribute as much,
if not more, to the leadership field than do either the oral, living research
reports or the nicely dressed, written remains that you are looking at now.
The symposium provides an opportunity for socializing and integrating
newcomers to the field. (For example: Who are Mark Peterson and Peter
Smith? Of what significance are they to me?) It provides an opportunity for
people whose research perspectives are compatible to express support for
new initiatives and to pledge continuing commitment to a preferred methodology or perspective, or indicate a movement away from one. For example:
As authors, we would like to thank the symposium conrdinators for inviting us to conduct the
session, especially B.R. Baliga for directing us to the SAST technique. We also appreciate being
given permission to name names by the people involved. As session chairs, we would like to
thank all participants for allowing us to carry out, more or less, the main thrust of our agenda
for the session.
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What were Marshall Sashkin and Chet Schriesheim planning in the dorm
lobby all evening?) The symposia also provide opportunities for confrontation between parties representing perspectives that are incompatible at some
theoretical, methodological, or empirical level. (For example: Did anyone
who bore the brunt of the Schriesheim and Kerr critical review of 1977 come
to the 1986 symposium?) It also provides an opportunity for those who disagree to offer friendship. (For example: After the session being described
here, two people gave Tony Butterfield some flowers after he had professed
friendship toward them, even though he belonged to an "enemy" group.)
Constructing a series of symposia with a knowledge that such processes
will occur is a bold experiment. The afternoon session described in the pres
ent chapter was even more brash. It was based on the premise that many of
the informal socialization, collaboration, confrontation, and healing processes that occur informally could constructively be made just as explicit and
formal as the presentations. Relying on an informal process of socialization
assumes that the skills justifying professional acceptance have a larger interpersonal component.
Informal collaboration assumes that people whose perspectives are similar know one another, are also comfortable together, and are able to recognize the similarities in their perspectives. Confrontation and, especially,
subsequent healing may occur to a much smaller degree than is optimal for
the field to develop. Attempting to structure such processes has some justification.
A formal process was sought to promote some of the informal processes
that otherwise occur simply because of the collection of people assembled at
the symposium. A technique was selected that seemed likely to structure some
of these informal processes. However, the purposes previously noted are
largely a post hoc rationalization and justification of the reasons for selecting
the technique. The justification for the session provided in the present chapter reflects to some degree the implicitly held, but never well explicated opinions of various planners of the symposium and of the -ssion. Perhaps
because of this lack of clearly explicated purpose to guide the planning, but
perhaps for other reasons as well, the session using the technique described in
the following was less than fully useful for its original purpose. Nevertheless,
its treatment here may help us learn something about the strengths and
weaknesses of the approach as structured in the symposium session.

Openness, Epistemology, and
the Philosophy of Science
The session described in the following is an applied extension of developments in modern epistemology and the philosophy of science. Epistemological
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perspectives and philosophies of science differ in the openness attributed to
the knowledge acquisition process. Rationalist and idealist philosophies,
such as Descartes' rationalism (Haldane and Ross 1955) and Locke's empiricism (Nidditch 1979), assume a largely closed relationship between an
isolated observer, abstracted from context, and discrete, separate objects of
observation. European epistemology phenomenology recognizes that object
perception is an actively constructive process open to a broad domain of context (Carr 1970, Merleau-Ponty 1962). Although phenomenology recognizes
the context of the observer in a broad sense, greater attention is given to the
effects of an object's context on the qualities perceived in it. The same emphasis is reflected in the figure-ground interrelationships described in gestalt
psychology (Koehler 1930).
Modern logical positivism, as applied in leadership research, reflects a
sophisticated recognition of the proactively constructive aspects of scientific
knowledge formation. This implicit recognition is applied in carefully conceived methodological controls intended to circumscribe these constructive
processes. In effect, rational empiricism is taken as a goal to be achieved in a
world where naive experience and "nonrigorous" research is subjected to
phenomenological biases. Modern positivism recognizes the phenomenological positioning of the social scientist as a proactively perceiving actor who
experiences complex social phenomena embedded in a complex social context. However, this situation is treatcd as an undesirable one, the adverse
affects of which are to be avoided. Much of the dialogue at the leadership
symposium occurred among researchers who generally accept a phenomenological perspective on science, but who disagree about how its realities should
be taken into account in social science investigations.
Social Systems Philosophies of Science
The social systems philosophies of science advocated by Kuhn (1970), and
Polanyi (1966), among others, incorporates an additional element of openness into the scientific process-the scientific community. Openness is
extended beyond the physical context of an object, and the general psychological context of the observer. The social context surrounding scientists as
individuals and as cliques begins to be structured and explicated.
The field of leadership study can be viewed from a social philosophy of
science perspective. The field is an amalgam of partially complementary and
partially competing researchers and research groups. The boundaries of the
field resist definition. Individuals' interest in being associated with the field
are reflected in reference to other leadership researchers' work, use of the
term leadership in article titles, Pnd participation in leadership conferences.
The products of this social system are published propositions and research
results as wci as an oral tradition. Social systems philosophies of science
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point out the significance of competition among paradigms as opposed to
rationalistically logical incremental accumulation of facts.
The experimental session conducted at the leadership symposium was
based on the assumption that paradigm debate should be fostered. It assumed
that a constructive approach to facilitating the leadership reseaich field
would need to overcome the same limitations that characterize traditional
approaches to strategic planning. Strategic planning has often had the same
rationalistic qualities that characterize positivistic social science. It requires a
singular construction of corporate reality in goal setting, and follows a
deductive process of working out the implications of this construction in
implementation. Implementation becomes the incremental normal science of
management.
SAST as a Social Systems Approach to Science
The analogy between strategic planning and social science paradigm competition has limitations. Since social science, at least in most of the world, does
not require concerted action by all parties, the last step in strategic planning
of developing a working consensus is unnecessary. However, a strategic planning process that recognizes and structures the social process underlying
strategy formation was considered a useful basis for designing an experimental session to clarify and debate assumptions. One approach that places
strategic social processes above strategic rationalism is the Strategic Assumption Surfacing and Testing (SAST) process designed by Mason and Mitroff
(1981).
The kind of devoted, soul-searching strategic planning toward which the
SAST process is directed assumes a substantial external motivating force.
Otherwise, the time investment by managers iequired by the process is not
worthwhile. For example, a strategic planning process motivated by the crisis
of responding to a competitor's recently automated production technology,
as it occurs in the context of a complex, changing network of financial, market, and societal conditions, warrants substantial strategic reevaluation. Such
a situation is similar to the crisis associated with scientific paradigm formation. During a management strategy crisis, the development, refinement, and
applications of standard operating procedures, the corporate equivalent of
"normal science," ceases to be appropriate. Through a political struggle to
establish a new strategy, culture, and production technology supported by a
new dominant coalition of executives (Goodman and Pennings 1977), a new
corporate "paradigm" emerges.
Kuhn's (1970) suggestions about the natural processes addressed by the
scientific paradigm formation process are similar to Mason and Mitroff's
(1981, 12) analysis of the environmental processes that generate policy planning and strategy problems. Mason and Mitroff describe these as "wicked"
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problems. They are characterized by interconnectedness, complicatedness,
uncertainty, ambiguity, conflict, and societal constraints. Kuhn (1970, ch. 6)
characterizes scientific advance during periods of crisis as involving anomalies, problems not well handled by established paradigms, that have these
same characteristics.
Strategy structures and directs manager attention to relevant aspects of
an otherwise undefined environment (Weick 1977). Similarly, the information contained in a paradigm "provides a map whose details =- elucidated Ly
mature scientific research. And since nature is too complex and varied to be
explored at random, that map is as essential as obse-vation and experiment
to science's continuing development" (Kuhn 1970, i19). Kuhn's notion of
scientific revolutions and the paradigm formation process go a step beyond
an incremental, logistical positivistic approach to science. Science is reinterpreted as a social as well as a rational and individualistically phenomenological process. "The transfer of allegiance from paradigm to paradigm is a
conversion experience that cannot be forced" (Kuhn 1970, 151). However,
this process is viewed as being conducted largely with a particular scientific
community (Kuhn 1970, 176-87).
A Pragmatic, General Systems Philosophy
of Science

Another degree of openness, not well developed in the philosophy of science,
goes beyond the scientific community to include other parties. Taking the
philosophy of science this next step involves placing the scientific process in
the context of political, economic, and cultural forces that are only hinted at
by Kuhn. Recognizing that the effects of such contextual factors are mediated
by social actors who have different interests in the scientific process, the
nature of social science changes. The social scientist becomes an actor in a
large scale Hegelian dialectic of not just logical thesis and antithesis, but also
value-linked thesis and countervalue-linked antithesis. The social scientist is
seen in a position similar to that of a senior executive trying to generate a synthesis and working consensus having both value and information elements as
part of a system open to a turbulent environment of competing social actors.
Applying a strategic planning analogy to the scientific process makes two
modifications to social philosophies of science. One modification transforms
the analysis of science from a social system theory analysis to a general system
theory analysis (Miller 1971, Von Bertalanffy 1968). Science is thus viewed
as a political process transacted by individuals and cliques whose attitudes
and actions implicitly represent the interests of a broad set of "stakeholders"
in the scientific process. These stakeholders are assumed to affect the scientific process by exerting coercive control through manipulating resources,
and, possibly, normative control by directly shaping researcher attitudes.
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The second modification is consistent with traditional American pragmatism (James 1907, Peirce 1878). The contribution of a philosophical perspective or research approach does not depend on its objective accuracy in
comparison to competing approaches. All philosophies and theories are, at
some relatively short term point, philosophies in action. A stakeholder perspective on the philosophy of social science is only successful if it changes the
behavior of scientists and the stakeholders they implicitly represent. The
SAST process conducted at the present leadership symposium was directed
toward promoting an explication cf who are the stakeholders in leadership
research and what assumptions leadership researchers are making about their
probable actions.

An Adapted SAST Process
In attempting to apply the preceding considerations to the problem of promoting development in the leadership field, several assumptions were made.
A process for facilitating development in the leadership field-or other fields
of organizational science-should have several characteristics. First, several
rationalistic characteristics often tried in the past are not likely to be constructive. An effective approach should avoid trying to obtain agreement
about terms throughout the field. It should avoid estab!i'.hing a "meta
theory" intended to provide a single definition of leadership and a "unifying"
framework within which all parties will placidly interact.
Instead, a more effective approach requires a sophisticated form of process consultation. The goals should be to save researchers' time and generate
increased resources for each of several conflicting views. It should promote
collaboration among individuals who hold compatible views of leadership
research to increase the pace with which that view's implications are clarified.
It should promote an explication of assumptions and evaluation criteria by
parties inside and outside the field who control resources-including potential collaboration opportunities-that are of interest to leadership researchers.
Adapting Mason and Mitroff's (1981, 43) definition of organizational stakeholders, stakeholders in the leadership field may be defined as follows:
"Stakeholders are all those claimants inside and outside the (leadership
research field] who have a vested interest in the problem and its solution.Process consultation for leadership researchers should promote paradigm
evangelism and paradigm competition to reveal more of the underlying
assumptions made about stakeholders than is revealed in formal article
reviews. It should encourage actions by individuals and research groups to
maximize resources of all kinds, and minimize time wasted on low probability ventures that are likely to be scuttled by unsupportive stakeholder
response.
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An adapted SAST process was carried out; the purposes were described
to symposium participants as follows.
1. To meet in working groups that will explore different perspectives with
regard to leadership theory
2.

To surface the assumptions underlying each group's perspective by
means of the concept of stakeholders
3. To show the relative importance and certainty of assumptions by means
of a simple graphic plot
4. To prepare and present to a plenary session the assumptions upon which
each group's perspective rests
5. To debate similarities and differences in the assumptions surfaced by the
exercise
The history of science suggests that it is difficult to draw boundaries
around a set of adherents to a paradigm or to unambiguosly specify the rules
defining a paradigm (Kuhn 1970, 43-44). However, a process was attempted
for the SAST session to place participants into groups such that the underlying paradigm rules and supporting social structures would be reasonably
compatible within each group.
Groups had been formed in advance of the session following a two-step
process. In the first step, participants were asked to describe the most significant issues in the leadership fidd at present. This was done either prior to
arriving at the symposium, or during the first day. Participants submitted
comments varying from key descriptive words and phrases, to up to two
pages of comments. The two session chairs used these comments to subjectively induce some of the most critical qualities differentiating sets of
researchers.
Based on these responses, the session chairs identified five topics that,
taken together, were expected to separate the forty participants into subgroups that were each more internally homogenous in theoretical and
research orientation than was the larger group as a whole. The participants
were then asked to answer a series of questions concerning their attitudes or
positions regarding these topics. Based on answers to both sets of questions,
as well as the session chairs' observations of the attitudes about leadership
research that participants expressed throughout the symposium, five groups
were formed.
The process of creating these groups indicated that several perspectives
on leadership were not represented at the symposium in proportion to recent
leadership publications. In particular, no group distinctly represented the
laboratory experimental tradition, although some groups did represent an
individual, positivistic view of research more nearly than did others. No
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group represented structured observation methods, although som. represented more unstructured observation anproaches. No group expressed clear
identification with Fiedler's contingency theory, the Vroom/Yetton/Jago
decision theory model (Jago and Vroom 1980, Vroom and Yetton 1973), or
Graen's vertical dyad linkage model (Graen 1976, Wakabayashi and Graen
1984). These are perspectives that would probably have been represented by
at least some participants in leadership symposia in the recent past.
The process the session followed is summarized in table 11-1. The session purposes, as previously described, were reviewed orally with the participants at the beginning of the session (Briefing" in table 11-1). A description
of what the various events involve in a more extended strategic planning
application is provided in Mason and Mitroff (1981, 37-57).
Table 11-2 provides detail of the five groups that emerged through the
use of the group formation procedures. Of particular interest are the names
which they selected for themselves, and the manner in which the various
nationalities within the symposium were distributed between the groups.
Groups 1 and 5 were composed almost entirely of North Americans. The
Traditional Applied Empiricists had the oldest average age and were all male.
The Data-Enhanced Theorists, although also largely North American, were
somewhat younger and more identified with recent attempts to draw upon
cognitive conceptions of social process.
The remaining three groups were composed predominantly of researchers
from the other parts of the world, and they included all but one of the eleven
women. These groups favored either a research strategy addressing more
macroscopic levels of analysis or else an integration of levels of analysis. True
to their own views of research priorities, they were much more resistant to
Table 11-1
Leadership SAST Schedule
1.45-2:00

Step 1:

Briefing

2:00-2:20

Step 2:

Establishment of group identities (identif~ing the group's perspective,
selecting a name)

2:20-2:40

Step 3:

Identifying stakeholders

2:40-3:1.5

Step 4:

Assumption surfacing

3:15-3:35

Step 5:

Rankings of important assumptions

3:35-3.45

Step 6:

Preparations of presentations

3:45-4:00

Break

4:00-5:30

Group presentations and general discussion
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Table 11-2
The Groups and Their Composition
Group

Rationale Provided

Self-Selected Name

Composition

I

Progress will bc made only
through better quantified data

"Traditional Applied
Empiricists"

5/6 North
American

2.

Better theory, integrating different
levels of analysis

"Oklahoma"

3/6 North
American

3

Work at the macro level, to
include conceptualization of
leaders, followers, and a wide
variety of situational variables

"Social Constructors
of Multiple
Realities"

1/6 North
American

4

Work at the macro level, focusing
more specifically on leader
behavior, particularly at more
senior levels (modified by the
group to "at all levels")

"Impatto
Internationale"

2/6 North
American

5

Work at the micro level, with
particular emphasis on followers'
cognitions, attributions, and
experiences

"Data-enhanced
Theorists"

6/7 North
American

the quantitative elements in the approach used to form groups for the present
exercise. Accordingly, two of these groups chose names for their groups that
were at least partly facetious.
Each of these five groups was asked to identify its principal stakeholders,
in line with the instructions provided in table 11-3. The stakeholders identified by each group are shown in table 11-4.
Following this, they debated assumptions they might make about future
behavior of these stakeholders (see table 11-5). In the plenary session which
followed, it emerged that the five groups had identified substantially different
stakeholders, making the assumptions surfaced about the behaviors of those
stakeholders difficult to compare. For example, the Traditional Applied
Empiricists identified a t.io of high-status journals as a prime stakeholder in
their view of the field.
In contrast, the Social Constructors of Multiple Realities identified funding agencies as a key stakeholder. There was little disagreement among participants that the publication policies of key journals in accepting empiricist
papers and the funding policies of key agencies in denying funds to nonempiricist theorists was likely to continue. Thus it proved to be the diversity
of their stakeholders which differentiated the symposium members, more
than the assumptions which each group might make about the stakeholders'
future behavior.
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Table 11-3
Stakeholders and Stakeholder Assumptions
Stakeholders are parties who w'ould be affected it Your group's preferred perspectite were to
bec or' (or continue to be) a ke-v one in the leadership field, or parties Uwho would need to supPort Your perspecti .ve in order for it to become a key one. Stakeholders are those who haiv' a
rested interest in Your leadership perspectiive.

Please identify one especially important stakeholder in each of the follow&ing categories.
I.
2.
3.
4.
i.
6.

A theorist or established group of theorists (e.g., F~red Fiedler. implicit leadership theory
researchers, etc. )
A journal or other dissemination medium (e.g., the ASO editorial board, john NXilev publishers, American Msanagement Association conference organizer%, etc.
Acamdemic or research institutio~ns (e.g., business schools. Survey Research (enter, tenure
cermmittees. psychology departments)
Funding agencies (e.g.. NSF. client organizations, resources of a universit iir a major conlsuiting organization. etc.;)
M. )r users or categories of users (e.g.. Fortune 500) CEOs. human resources managers of
m..nufacturing companies. U.S. militarv , free-lance consultants. etc.
A'\secoind kev example of one of the .ibose, or another kind of starkeholder "shio c.a be
described in one of the following wa s. Someone w ho:
Is affr'ctr'd bsN
the leadership perspective
H-as an interest in the perspective and its outcome-,
C:an affect the perspectise\s acceptance. development, and aipplication
Hais expressed an i;,terest in the issues involved
BCatiSe of his or her dependence on leadership or tither charatcteristics, ougtbt to cire or
might care about the perspective

0th1 ' r Sta ke/'nlde r Examiples
1.Financial support sources,:
Federal agencies
Private foundations
U ser organization%
tinisersits centers
2. Research assistants:
Graduate students, doctoral aind masters
Junior cotnsultants
3.

D)issemination media:
Academic journals
Practitioner journals
Magazines
Newspapers

4.

Middlemen:
Consultants
Human resources practitioners

I

Gleaningsfrcm a FrustratedProcess Analysis

193

Table 11-4
Stakeholders Identified
Group 1: TraditionalApplied Empirictsts:
Theorists
Journals arid publication companies
Business schools (as research institutions)
Business schools (as teaching institutions)
Military (as a funding source)
Academics and researchers
Leadership training clients
Followers in general
Group 2: Oklahoma
The leadership Symposium
General systems theorists
Marxists
Political theorists
Social psychologists
Authors of political histor biographies
Social movement groups
Qualitative/clinical methodologists
Federal government funding agencies
Group 3: S..ial (onstructors ) / M ultiple RealitiesMain stakeholder categories: enemies, friends, and bystanders
Enemies: Gatekeepers in:
a. dissemination media
b. funding agencies
c. academic departments
Summary or enemies: "All adherents of the dominant scientific mode of knis ledge production; Lhose who are guided by the technical interest, and believe in one objective realit.
for example, powerholders."
Supporters:
a. Sage Press (reflecting demand for critical theorists)
b. Ford Foundation (funding in response to interest in critical theorists
c. Bystanders (sho affect institutional policies)
Ourselves:
a. (Implicitly, people already pursuing critical theory)
Group 4: lnipatto International(:
Peter Drucker
Harvard Business Review
Organizational behas ior departments (vis-a-vis executive development emphasis)
McKinsey Consulting Group
CEOs generally (that can affect their organization)
Other special interest griups outside business and government (that affect the fortunes of an
organization)

194

*

Inside the Heads of Leadership Researchers

Table 11-4 (Continued)
Group 5: Data-enhanced Theorists:
likert-type researchers and theorists
Journals: Administrative Science Quarterly, Journal of Personalits and Social Psychology,
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes

Professional peers
Army Research Institute/ clients/ SSHRC
Managers and educators
"Children": the next generation

Table 11-5
Examples of Critical Stakeholder Assumptions
Resear, h3sites as stakeholders as releiant to micro-emphasis field researchers

Assumption: Research sites will cooperate with the increasingly demanding methodological
requirements imposed by peer-reviewers for (1) considering multiple predictors, contingencies, and criteria, (2) obtaining independent data sources, (3) including sufficient sample
stes to permit complex multivariate statistical tests, and (4) including multiple data waves
to permit causal analysis.
Counterassumptions: Potential research sites will conclude that data collection costs exceed
probable benefits and that promoting academic work has insufficient inherent value to
iustify participation. Alternative sources of any benefits that micro-field research previcusls
provided will be found in in-house and less-obtrusive consulting company data collection
programs.
Publication outlets as stakeholders (as relevant to qualitatie field researchers

Assumption: A sufficient number of publication outlets viewed as credible by university
tenure and promotion committees will be found that an entrenched network of qualitative
workers can develop within academia.
Counterassumption: Few established journals will accept qualitative methods, and those
that do will decline in credibility, roughly in proportion to that acceptance of this research.
Funding agencies as stakeholders (as relevant to structured field observation researchers
Assumption: Sufficiently persuasive findings will be generated by structured field observation that major funding agencies will be willing to accept the high cost of the method compared to other methods.
Counterassumpt(n: Initial structured observational field studies wi)l rncotnter sufficient
logistical, data management, and data analysis difficulties that major funding agencies will
be unwilling to accept the risks involved.
Publication outlets as stakeholders (as relevant to laboratory researchers)
Assumption: A sufficient number of credible publication outlets will maintain a revies
policy accepting the external validity of laboratory research to organizational settings that
such methods can prosper.
Counterassumption: Publication outlets that attempt to support lahoratorN methods will
lose readership and thus lose resources from an impatiently pragmatic, business-schooldominated academic audience.
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Senior executives as stakeholders (as relevant to top management researchers)
Assumption: A sufficient pool of executives will make themselves available to the more
competent researchers that publishable results will be produced.
Counterassumption: The population of chief executives is sufficiently small, their ability to
evaluate researchers sufficiently limited, and the quantity of requests sufficiently great that
they will not make themselves available as data sources for useful research endeavors.
Executive trainees as stakeholders (as relevant to training-orientedleadership research)
Assumption: Executives will continue to finance executive-oriented research by purchasing
pragmatic books and attending conferences requiring substantial ftes, because they accept
the legitimacy of the researchers.
Counterassumption: Executives will require sufficient documentation and public verification of executive-oriented research that proprietary use and sale of the research becomes
impossible.

Academic Dialogue versus
Stakeholder Analysis
The Mason and Mitroff technique envisions that substantial subsequent time
be spent in debating between groups the validity of varying assumptions and
counter-assumptions about the future behavior of groups' stakeholders.
Within the symposium there was only limited time or enthusiasm for such a
debate. We wish here to argue that this unwillingness itself provides evidence
as to constraints upon future development of research into leadership, and
indeed of academic research more generally.
Presentations to the symposium by each group evoked the reaction that
the analysis presented was clear but depressingly familiar. What we accomplished was a formal presentation of issues that are extensively discussed at
almost any academic conference. On such occasions colleagues talk about the
reactions of different universities and departments to varying kinds of publications and professional activities, especially as these reactions are expressed
at salary, tcnure, and promotion evaluation times. Close colleagues talk
about transitions in journal policies. Very close colleagues talk about funding
opportunities by various federal and private foundations, or research and
change opportunities within corporations. Programs such as SAST formalize
such informal processes. The SAST process, if broadly practiced, might open
up some areas that researchers treat as the most proprietary.
Should projections about stakeholder actions be discussed openly? Perhaps, yes. Doing so could provide information to newer or less well connected researchers that would contribute to the development of the field. To
the extent that stakeholder analysis is important yet proceeds informally,
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interpersonal skills and political processes among researchers take on
increased importance compared to more technical professional skills.
But perhaps, no. Explicating information about parties controlling
resources would negate much informal prescreening by information centers,
the "powers to be" in a field. If practitioner stakeholders and funding agencies are not capable of screening for quality as well as are the informal cliques
of leaders in a field, perhaps it is desirable to leave informal the process of
information control about stakeholders. One could only justify a "yes"
answer rather than a "no" if the SAST process can be conducted in a manner
that facilitates development of the field, rather than merely illuminating a
deadlocked debate.

Researchers' Norms and Stakeholder Debate
As a step in this direction let us examine again the differences between corporate strategic planners and leadership researchers. Leadership researchers do
not perceive themselves as being functionally interdependent. They are less
like functional department heads than division directors. The parties have
little reason, or perceive little reason, to come to any consensus, or even to
interact regularly. And they are less like division directors than independent
entrepreneurs.
Further, norms of depersonalized evaluation, such as refereed review
processes for funding and dissemination, can be invoked when threatening
evaluations are required. Other complex and unexplicated norms limit the
explicit attention that can be given to various stakeholders-especially textbook writers, consultants (middlemen), ultimate users, and business funding
sources-which implicitly and substantially affect researchers' time allocation. Time spent giving explicit attention to federal and foundation agencies
and jourr.al review boards is more consistently considered legitimate.
The goals of leadership researchers are targeted toward overcoming two
pervasive forces-mistaken judgment and action, and disorder. These are
substantial challenges; indeed they can seem so overwhelming that researchers
on occasion transfer their zeal from these targets to one another. The need to
do so may stem from the diffuseness of an academic's identity.
Tajfel's (1978, 1981) theory of intergroup relations proposes that one's
identity is established through such opposition. In his model, one's identity
resides in a membership group which is favorably compared with relevant
outgroups. Both in an academic field and a work organization, a series of
groups can be interrelated in a manner where some groups are of a continuingly higher status than others.
Under such circumstances, Talfel (1981) proposes that the low-status
groups will seek to change the basis of social comparison between the groups
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to one more advantageous to their own position. Experimental studies within
the Tajfel tradition (e.g., Lemaine 1974) have provided supportive evidence.
In line with such models, we may anticipate a continuing diversification
among leadership research subgroups in conflicting bases of comparison.
Conventional wisdom concerning intergroup relations has been much
influenced by the classic Sherif and Sherif (1953) studies of boys at summer
camp. The view generated by these studies has been that in the absence of
compelling superordinate goals, hostile intergroup relations will develop
where groups are in competition with one another. More recently, critics
have suggested that the external validity of such studies is limited by the fact
that the Sherif groups were newly composed ones and that the role of the
experimenters in influencing the experimental outcome in the desired direction was substantial (Biilig 1976). Studies with long-established scout troops
at summer camp (Tyerman and Spencer 1983) have shown that competitive
activities were carried through within a framework of conflict-regulating
norms.

The Tyerman and Spencer study provides us with a more appropriate
model of relationships between researchers in the leadership field, and may
help to explain the manner in which the SAST exercise worked out. Disagreements between leadership researchers favoring differing research strategies
are regulated by a variety of emergent social processes. These include the
anonymity of journal review procedures, differential selection of which sessions to attend at large conferences, and reliance upon the stakeholders who
support one's view of the field as sponsors of smaller, more specialist conferences. The absence of most of those who are most strongly committed to
laboratory experimentation from the present symposium also illustrates how
a series of symposia that has given stronger emphasis to theoretical development and innovation may also set in motion self-fulfilling conference member
selection processes.

SAST and Its Alternatives
Can a stakeholder orientation to facilitating the development of the leadership field help overcome these basic difficulties? The answer is not clear. The
SAST process follows a Hegelian logic, and is probably realistic as a means to
speeding movement-possibly even progress-n a direction that would
otherwise be taken more slowly. Although intergroup relations may provide
us with a model of the inevitability of a continuing diversity of viewpoints, it
is the ebb and flow in the numbers of adherents to each of these views which
marks the outcome of the dialectic between them. Stakeholder analysis has
the potential to affect this ebb and flow.
However, the SAST exercise is explicitly designed around propositions
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about social processes that are better approximations of organizational processes than of social science field dynamics. The SAST process is designed to
produce cohesion within groups to encourage the open advocacy of a position that clearly diverges from that of other groups. One model of commitment suggests that commitment depends on the explicitness, visibility, volitionality, and irrevocability of attachment to an object (Salancik 1977). In
commitment terms, establishing groups for an SAST process makes explicit
and visible an identification that may previously have been implicit and personal. It then provides social support to encourage participants to increase
the explicitness, experienced volitionality, and irrevocability of one's commitment to a group position. It encourages people to accept personal ownership of the position, and to support one another in doing so.
Participants in the SAST process resisted commitment. During the
debriefing, some participants indicated that they had been assigned to a
group the consensus of which did not reflect their personal beliefs. Others
indicated an unwillingness to evaluate the assumptions about stakeholders
that were made by other groups. The Traditional Applied Empiricists identified themselves as "the good old boys," and seemed to be the focus of some
"we-they" feeling with respect to other groups. However, the process of promoting cohesion within groups to encourage debate with other groups was
not overwhelmingly successful.
Is it possible to derive better ways of confronting the apparent norm
among leadership researchers that clear alliance with any one research
approach is undesirable? What is required is a procedure that does not deny
the importance of the current norms of the leadership research community,
but that also allows fuller exploration of relations between each view of the
field and its related stakeholders. Several possibilities are apparent. One
would be to reduce the threat to one's own identity through the use of the
Nominal Group Technique (Van de Ven and Delbecq 1974). A second would
be to provide a more substantial time period for the exercise. Each group
could be provided time within which to prepare structured proposals as to
how they might address themselves to the stakeholders considered most
important by other groups. A third would be to allow groups to trade members who felt that they were misplaced, once each group had established for
itself an identity. A fourth would be to form a larger number of even more
homogenous groups.
Such approaches will require testing in further symposium settings. The
present procedure had value in that it opened up issues concerning processes
of academic debate that have implications far beyond the area of leadership
research. Examples of stakeholder assumptions worthy of debate are provided in table 11-5. Publically addressing these assumptions would be desirable. Doing so would promote the initiation and socialization of researchers
new to the field by providing them with information relevant to their work,
but not readily available.
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It would help researchers sharing compatible perspectives to begin to
seek alternative sources of resources of all kinds to continue their work. It
would also focus controversies about the leadership field as a whole, and particular perspectives within it, on a broad set of issues likely to affect paradigm
adherence, rather than on particular theories and methods viewed abstractly
from a strictly scientistic standpoint. It is disheartening to see one's colleagues,
especially doctoral students and recent Ph.D.'s, living in a "fool's paradise,"
earnestly pursuing very rational objectives, but not realizing that they have
little or no chance of accruing the social, financial, and organizational supports necessary to achieve them.

Epilogue
Given the very modest success of the SAST session conducted at the leadership symposium, what is the status of the pragmatic general system philosophy of science that the session implicitly reflected? The internaily consistent
criteria for evaluating success have already been stated-has it changed
behavior, and is it likely to do so? Although the proposed philosophy of
science has not been well articulated in the past, actions in organization
behavior reflect its implicit influence. The doctoral consortia at the annual
Academy of Management meetings occasionally devote time to some form of
stakeholder analysis, although that label is rarely used. Recent books concerning the research and publication process (e.g., Cummings and Frost
1985) reflect increasing recognition of obvious stakeholders on the edge of
the scientific community.
Also, despite frustration with the session itself, a practical majority of the
editors of the present book were persuaded that the underlying logic has sufficient merit to be exposed to more public scrutiny. It will be instructive to see
if and how a pragmatic general system philosophy of science is reflected in
future leadership symposia, future organization behavior conferences, and
future "scientific" and "non-scientific" work of other kinds. In general, to the
extent that stakeholders outside the leadership field continue to support nonscientific management models over scientific models, the scientific community is likely to be forced to explicitly recognize the significance of
stakeholders outside the field.
Genuine philosophical problems are always rooted in urgent problems
outside philosophy, and they die if these roots decay.
-Popper (1963, 72)

12
Reading Leadership as a
Form of Cultural Analysis
Marta B. Calas
Linda Smircich
ecently a considerable number of books and articles have appeared
that question what the field of leadership research has attained.
There is widespread discontent with the knowledge accumulated,
expressed in feelings of stagnation, regret over the unfulfilled promise of
social science, and in desires for different paradigms to revitalize the field.
This discontent and questioning has been well documented by the recent
Leadership Symposia books. The opening pages of Leadership: Be'yond
Establishment Views (Hunt, Sekaran, and Schriesheim 1982) presented the
leadership field as a cultural space In dispute, discontent, and dismay. (See
figure 12-1 for a depiction of the cultural space of leadership literature.)
"Sharp splits" are prevalent in the literature, "the researcher/practitioner
split" being one of the most dramatic," but there are others. The "leadership
establishment" is characterized by "many scholars" (unnamed) as producers
of models that are "narrow, highly deterministic, rigidly delineated." A
second group accuses the establishment of being "responsible for current
dismay with the leadership literature" because its narrow models "screen out"
. "most
1.
of the potentially interesting and important things that occur in
leadership in the real world."
Hunt, Sekaran, and Schriesheim (1982) placed themselves between two
distasteful alternatives: "defending to the death rigor/emphasizing scientific
canons" and "complete scrapping of this emphasis." Their position was "we
need to get beyond" but we cannot "throw out the baby with the bath water."
There was interest in putting some distance between themselves and "the
establishment," but there was also concern about going too far.
The editors saw themselves and the field of leadership as running both a
risky and conservative course, bounded on one extreme by the dictates of the
scientific method and on the other by something that is unnamed-its only
distinguishing feature is that it is not science. One alternative was a wellknown quantity, despite its failure to deliver; the other alternative was so unarticulated as to be no alternative at all!
Where would the field move? To something more pluralistic, free-market,
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LEADERSHIP ESTABLISHMENT,
known for its narrow,
highly deterministic,
rigidly delineated models

????????

BEYOND ESTABLISHMENT
VIEWS
............................................................

Figure 12-1. Cultural Space of Leadership Literature According to
Hunt, Sekaran, and Schriesheim 1982

anything-goes, consumer-oriented, and fun, proclaimed Hunt, Sekaran, and
Schriesheim. Diversity was treated as so much product. Everything was okay.
With the 1984 symposium book (Hunt et al. 1984), there was a change
in this self-understanding. The unnamed alternative of the 1982 book still
had no name, but the diversity in the field was understood as deeply significant-evidence of conflicting paradigms and competing values. The opposition for self-understanding was no longer "establishment/beyond establishment" but "status quo/paradigm shift." The editors noted little evidence of a
paradigm shift in the North American literature, nor was it clear what a paradigm shift would really mean for leadership research and researchers. But
they acknowledged that their earlier position was untenable: "It is impossible
to value all perspectives, methodologies, and the like as being of equal value."
With this chapter we enter the dialogue in the leadership field. Our wish
to join the conversation springs from reading the accounts of our colleagues,
sharing their frustration and disenchantment, and desiring to contribute our
efforts. Much of what we "academics" produce is irrelevant to the pressing
problems of the world. What can we do? How can the organizational scholar
go forward and feel valuable in the world? What kind of leadership are we to
practice?
Too often our solution to problems is the one proposed for the unfortunate Humpty-Dumpty-"more horses, more men." We propose rather than
going forward with more horses and more men (a technical solution akin to
more of the same), that we not go forward at all, but that we stop-to give
attention to what it is that we are doing, how we are doing it, and why.
One way out of our stagnation is to reexamine what we have taken
for granted as we have produced the academic leadership literature. By so
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doing we acknowledge that the organizations and the leaders we portray
in our writing are our own creations, that as leadership writers/researchers,
critics, and teachers (along with the popular business press and leadership
training industry) we have created leadership in our discourse. Our proposal
to include ourselves as subjects stems from the belief that the phenomenon
of leadership as demonstrated by human beings in organizations cannot
be understood in isolation from the discursive practices which are present
and possible at any given time in a culture, because practices of writing
and talking leadership "make" leadership as much as those who "do" leadership.

Literature as Our Central Cultural Practice
When anthropologists seek to learn about a community they take up residence with the natives and proceed to learn about their ways of life. We,
however, are not anthropologists seeking to learn about the exotic life of a
remote group. Instead we are investigating our own community, a community of scholars, to better understand what we do and what other alternatives
may be open to us.
How is one to learn about the academic culture and its worlds of possibility? We argue that the key lies in our literature. It is absolutely central to
the identity of the academic culture. It is who we are and what we do.
To substantiate our point, we call attention to how we spend of lot of
time reviewing each others' writing to judge whether it should become part of
the "literature." We make constant reference to the "literature" to locate our
arguments, legitimate our claims, and rationalize our actions. Furthermore,
status is achieved by being a published author (preferably frequently and in
the "right" places). And at the very least in many situations being part of the
"literature" constitutes a requirement for continued employment ("publish or
perish"). Thus, writing literature, as well as reading it, reviewing it, and
knowing it are favored and important cultural practices.
In this chapter we take the leadership literature itself as a cultural indicator, a manifestation of cultural dynamics. We treat the leadership literature
as a series of messages. We examine these messages for clues as to why there
is discontentment with the leadership literature. We want to know what are
the messages about the ways we think about organizationallife and its possibilities that are embedded in the leadership literature? We ask, what is it communicating and how? What is it not communicating and why not? In so
doing we are performing a cultural analysis on ourselves as cocreators of a
narrative inscribed in our organizational literature.
As organizational researchers we are used to investigating the details of
organizational life. But how shall we conduct research on our literature?
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The Paradigm of Reading
As researchers we strive to know the organizational world through a series of
empirical methods. But in our lives as "regular" citizens we gain knowledge in
other ways. We know through direct participation in events and situationsthat is, we know through experience. We also participate symbolically and
come to know through interpreting the experiences of others. One way we do
this is through reading; by reading the words of others we gain knowledge
through symbolic representation.
As researchers, if we are going to be consistent in our endeavors, the
epistemological position that we take and the methodology that we use have
to be congruent with the nature of what we want to know. Since what we
want to know about is literature, and the phenomenon is manifest in writings, it can only be uncovered by reading.
What is reading?This is one of our most taken for granted activities. We
seldom question how we are able to read, short of saying that we can understand the words we see in print: how they sound and what they mean. However, perhaps we should be amazed by the fact that we are able to read at all!
Consider what we read. The markings on a page are mere graphics with no
sounds at all, unless we have agreed upon the sounds that they should have.
More important, we should have also agreed as to the meanings of those
markings. And the meanings change, also by agreement, depending on the
way the markings are put together in form and context. In other words, reading is a negotiated cultural practice.
Furthermore, since there are many ways to understand that Ahich is
written (we have been unable to negotiate a unique and definite meaning for
all that we read, the same way that it is impossible to negotiate a unique and
definite meaning for all that we do), then reading is not only understanding
but interpreting what we read. In this sense, reading allows not onlv for multiple interpretations but also for the "authority" of the reader and the critic,
which goes well beyond the "authority" of the writer.
We can then say reading is the realization of a text through its interpretation. Here we go beyond asking how reading is possible and are concerned
with how interpretation is possible. That is, how do we understand a string
of markings? What is there, in our community, that permits us to make sense
of them? Why may others in our community make sense of these same markings in a different way? In asking this we are no longer asking, what do we
mean, but how do we signify? And what we are discussing is not how we give
meaning to words but how we signify with our texts.
This brings us to a specialized type of reading: the semiotics of literature.
Semiotics attempts to discover the conventions, the codes, which make meaning possible. A semiotic reading is centered on readers because they are the
repository of the codes which account for the intelligibility of texts. Only
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their reading can make a text intelligible since an unread text, for all practical
purposes, does not exist. Semiotic reading involves making explicit the
implicit cultural knowledge which enables signs to have meaning. By :eading
the leadership literature this way we go beyond understanding what we say,
to understanding ourselves as members of a particular community, as social
and cultural beings (Culler 1981).
How do we do semiotic reading? The notion of semiotic structures as

systems of oppositions or differences is fundamental to this type of reading
(Eco 1984). To describe a system of relations, such as markings on a page, is
to identify the oppositions that combine to differentiate the phenomenon in
question. This idea can be extended to understand a whole body of literature
by examining the key oppositions that underlie its intelligibility.
Another important concept is "horizon of expectations," a frame of reference without which experiences, observations, and the like would have no
meaning (Culler 1981). There are three principal elements in the idea: One,
the reader has previous understanding of the genre in question. For example,
the reader can tell the difference between a novel and a journal article. Two,
the form and theme of earlier works is assumed to be known. The reader
knows, for example, that he or she is about to encounter suspense since he or
she is reading a detective novel. Three, the reader can discern the cultural
codes of the text. The reader can tell "what is going on" beyond the written
word because there are a series of cultural conventions "pointed at" by the
language used. Thus "the sound of footsteps behind the bedroom door"
brings a series of images to the reader's mind in the context of an Agatha
Christie story that are different from the images triggered when reading a
Harold Robbins novel.
These elements do not imply that every reader will have an identical
"horizon of expectations" and will, therefore, interpret a text in the same
manner. Two reasons account for this: "intertextuality" and "readerly competence." Intertextuality poses that every text is "made up" of other texts
with which the reader is acquainted. A text can be read only in relation to
other texts "which provide a grid through which it is read and structured, by
establishing expectations which enable one to pick out salient features and
give them structure" (Kristeva 1969). Any reading experience becomes "a
grid of signification," "a weaving of meanings" brought about by the different
texts, which existed previ :.sly in the experience of the reader. Therefore,
rather than expecting identical interpretations, intertextuality provides
grounding for the plurality of interpretations which are possible in one
culture.
A second reason for nonidentical interpretations is varying readerly competence. Readers have learned a "grammar of responses" which enables them
to choose relevant structures of meaning from an otherwise amorphous mass
of details so they know the "conventions of plausibility" (Culler 1975).
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However, there are limitations to possible interpretations. Not "anything
goes." These limitations are established by the cultural and "literary" codes of
any one community at any one point in time. Thus, a deep semiotic reading
should be able to make explicit those limitations by uncovering the beliefs
and values of the community. By doing so, not only is the possible acknowledged but the "world of possibilities" may be extended into that which is
presently impossible.

Reading the Field of Leadership
Informed by the philosophical/theoretical position of the semiotics of literature and the operational paradigm of reading, we are now ready to read the
current literature of leadership, to find out how it signifies and about the
beliefs and values of the academic leadership research community.
We searched the Business Periodicals Index and the Social Sciences Index

for the 1983-1984 leadership literature published in the major academic
journals in management. This resulted in a total of twenty-three articles from
Academy ofAoManagement Journal, Academy of Management Revieu,
Administrative Science Quarterly, Journal of Applied Psychology, Journal of
Management, and Organizational Behavior and Human Pertormance. We
chose this current literature as representative of the valued products of the
scholarly community we are investigating. We assume it reflects the most
recent influences and issues of importance within the field. To have appeared
in these journals the papers must have been subjected to testing against the
standards of the community (Cummings and Frost 1985).
Authors of these twenty-three articles are: Adams, Rice, and Instone
(1984); Carbonell (1984); Dobbins, et al. (1982); Frost (1983); Graeff
(1983); Heilman, et al. (1984); Jones (1983); Kenny and Zaccaro (1983);
Knight (1984); Knight and Saal (1984); Larson, Lugle, and Scerbo (1984);
McElroy and Downey (1983); Phillips (1984); Pierce, Dunham, and Cummings (1984); Podsakoff, et al. (1984); Podsakoff, Todor, and Schuler
(1983); Rice, Instone, and Adams (1984); Seers and Graen (1984); Sheridan,
Vredenburgh, and Abelson (1984); Singh (1984); Smith and Simmons
(1983); Vecchio and G6edel (1984); and Wofford and Srinivasan (1983).
We read this literature with three questions in mind:
1.

How does this literature (or text) signify/communicate/mean?

2.

What does this literature/text
meaning)

3.

What is missing and why? What worlds of possibility are excluded by
this literature/text?

signify/communicate/mean?

(meta-

Reading Leadership as a Form of Cultural Analysis • 207
Let us clarify that this is not a standard review of the literature. Our task
is more archeological -to uncover the signifying processes, to uncover the
values and visions of the world portrayed.

How: Codes of Signification
Our first reading of the literature is directed to the question of how this literature signifies what it is: to uncover the codes of signification. Codes are
abstractions that contain the logical operations, the conventions, that make
meaning possible through reading. They are taken for granted so that when
we read we do not even notice how they are functioning in the construction of
meaning. They are intermediary between "the thing itself" (i.e., symbols on
pages) and the individual interpreter. Thus, to point to the codes of signification of any literature is to uncover the basic elements that make that literature
what it claims to be. It is possible to discern the codes because we are
members of the cultural community that has produced these texts. We have
been acculturated so that our horizon of expectations "prepares" us for
reading organizational literature.
Even though we have not exhausted the possible codes in this literature,
the following appear to account for what our literature is.
Themes chosen. Most themes are not "fresh." Papers begin with a statement indicating that a particular question has been investigated before and
the authors want to further that line of inquiry. All the expressions introducing the theme of the paper come with references to others who have done similar work. This serves to authorize the theme as appropriate and legitimate.
Lexical expression. The papers are written in neutral, highly specialized
language. Instead of "plain English" there is a technical language that implies
precision. This may serve to mystify the discussion so that the people who are
actually being described in the text would not recognize themselves in the
descriptions.
Form of the text. Papers have multiple parts and these parts have common labels. For example, introduction or opening statements, wethod,
results, discussion, implications, and conclusions. All of the parts except the
introduction are signaled by headings.
Rhetorical modes. Although argument is done differently in the different
parts of the text, the overall tone of communication is rational, logical, with
incremental steps of reasoning. The introductory section substantiates and
legitimates what follows by linking it to the work of others. The writing style
is emphatic and persuasive. The methods and results sections rely on the
power of numbers as a rhetorical strategy. Terms such as instrument, measurement, manipulations, and hypothesis testing signal that a particular kind
of technology has been applied to produce a certain kind of knowledge state-
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ment. The term sample communicates representativeness and the term reliability communicates consistency, lending further persuasive power to the
words and numbers that follow. The typical results section has powerful
abstract visual displays such as graphs or charts in which the rows and columns portray a world that looks neat and clean and precise. Judging by the
amount of space devoted to the different parts of the papers, the methods and
results sections are clearly the most important: over 50 percent of the total
length of each paper is taken up by these two sections. By comparison the
discussion and conclusion sections are generally brief. They often restate the
opening argument. Claims and persuasive appeals are on the basis of "the
evidence." Arguments are made on the basis of abstract, generalized hypotheses as opposed to details. In contrast to the assertive openings of most
papers, the endings are the domain of humility. Most speculation, if any, is
couched in terms such as "it seems reasonable to assume"; the words hunch
and intuition do not appear. The endings of papers are usually cautious, with
hedging statements. These provide a kind of "safety valve," for authors know
their argument has areas of weakness. There i. never a total resolution at the
end of a paper. There is always openness-"more research is needed." Most
endings communicate "we know very little for sure."
References. The presence of references is also a rhetorical strategy and a
signifying code. Nine of the twenty-three articles ended their first sentences
with citations. Fifteen out of the twenty-three had citations in the first paragraph. The citations show connections to the knowledge base of the community and provide evidence for the claims that follow.
Support and acknowledgments. Acknowledgments at the bottom of the
first page of articles express gratitude to others who helped in the research.
The authors of one paper thanked the president and vice president of the
company where the research was done; another th .ked those who had
served as experimenters. Interestingly, no one thanked the people who served
as the subject of their research. Of the twenty-three articles, ten :icknowledged receipt of financial support from institutions; five of them vAere funded
by military sources. The acknowledgments point Lo the historical situation of
the work; they provide traces of the influences on the thinking of the authors,
give clues as to what audience(s) the paper was intended for, demonstrate
links with institutions and people, and bid for legitimation by citing past
acceptance at conferences and funding age',cies. Overall, they point to political and social networks.
Institutional affiliation. Underneath the author's name is printed an
institutional affiliation, most often a university, but in the case of these
twenty-three papers, sometimes the name of a corporation or governmental
agency. University affiliation signals that one is legitimately based in the
academic environment and has the right credentials. What would the unemployed author do?
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Context. Each article signifies by virtue of its location in a scholarly
journal. All of the journals carry editorial statements wvhicai indicate what the
journal aims to print. These serve as a frame for the work that appears within
their covers.

An Example
To demonstrate the functioning of these codes of signification, we will illustrate how we read one article. The reading shows how this article signifies to
other members of the community.
When we open up Organizational Behavior and Human Performance

OBHP , volume 31 (February 1983), to read about leadership, we come
upon an article called "Role Perceptions and Behavior of the Immediate
Superior: Moderating Effects on the Prediction of Leadership Effectiveness."
Under the title we see "Dean E. Frost, Duquesne University," followed by a
summary in small print, then the formal beginning of the article.
'e do not know Dean E. Frost personally or even impersonally. In fact,
we arbitrarily selected this article to illustrate a point. Why should we accept
anything that is said in it? On what basis is this text to have value for us? By
what "authority" does it speak?
The first sentence gives some clues: "Research on the effects of role perceptions on organizational effectiveness has produced a large body of empirical data since the national survey reported by Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek,
and Rosenthal (1964)." Thus, this text speaks with the weight of history. The
work that has gone before has established a tradition of meaningfulness for
terms such as "role perceptions" and "organizational effectiveness." In fact, in
this article references are made to twenty-four different works "author-ized"
by thirty-five different people. Frost's work therefore proceeds in extension
from the work of others. The references to past work serve to praise and criticize, and to differentiate his work from others. However, perhaps most
importantly, they serve to legitimate the author as a "worthy speaker" by
demonstrating that he fits into a "research tradition" or a "stream of inquiry"
that has been "authorized" for some time. Thus, one reason we may conclude
that this text has value for us is its connection to other texts in which we have
been interested.
Althoupgh the text by Frost speaks with the authority of a research tradition, we have never heard of Frost and when we look at the bottom of the
first page we see the words: "This research was conducted while the author
was a doctoral candidate at the University of Washington ... -hese words
might give us reason to pause; after all these are just the ideas of a graduate
student (low ranking on our status hierarchy). Dean Frost may be at
Duquesne now (but what do we know of Duquesne? . . .excep- phenom-
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enology ... and OBHP is definitely not phenomenological!), but this is the
work of a graduate student; why should it have value for us? If we continue
to read we see "and was supported by a grant from the Defense Advanced
Research Projects Agency to Fred E.Fiedler." More clues. Since we are competent readers of the leadership literature, we know of Fiedler that he has
been a prolific researcher for about thirty years and that he has had many
publications, many awards, and many grants. Thus, not only does Frost's
text have a stream of research behind it, it has Fred E. Fiedler behind it, as
well as money provided by the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agencytwo more bids for legitimacy and signs of competence.
But other articles appear in OBHP without benefit of Fiedler and funding
and we still read them and attribute value to them, even if they are written by
someone we do not know-for OBHP is a scientific journal specializing in
"fundamental research and theory in applied psychology." Each article
appearing pledges allegiance to the canons of scientific inquiry as well as the
scientific writing style. When we read "Role Perceptions and Behavior of the
Immediate Superior: Moderating Effects on the Prediction of Leadership
Effectiveness," we give its words value and authority because IT IS SCIENCE
SPEAKING. Even if Dean E. Frost were still a graduate student his words
could have value for us, not because he is Dean E. Frost, but because he is
speaking in the voice of science.

Scientific Discourse
The operations described previously on reading the Frost article resemble the
implicit logic underlying the decoding of it as a scientific piece. The codes
enable the paper to communicate its scientific nature.
Our reading illustrates the claim that scientific knowledge is a kind of discourse with specific rules/conventions of signification (Lyotard 1984).
Lyotard summarizes the special nature of scientific discourse and likens it to
Wittgenstein's notion of "language game." That is, different modes of discourse have different rules that specify their properties, just as the game of
chess is defined by rules determining the way different pieces may be moved.
These moves make the game what it is. Lyotard summarizes the "moves" in
science as:

1. One is "learned" if one can produce a true statement about a referent.
One is a "scientist" if one can produce verifiable or falsifiable statements
about referents accessible to the experts. A statement's truth-value is the

criterion of acceptability.
2.

Those speaking a particular language game consolidate themselves into
separate institutions. Scientific knowledge is set apart from the language
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3.

4.

games of everyday life. The scientist does not speak in the everyday language of society.
The adequacy of scientific work depends on the competence of the sender
of the communication. There are still measures applied to determining
whether someone may be a scientific speaker. The referent, the speaker's
subject, is external to the communication between speaker and reader
(addressee). In fact, a person (the subject of the scientist's speech) does
not have to know how to be what knowledge says he or she is.
Science implies a memory and a project. The current sender of a scientific
statement is supposed to be acquainted with previous statements concerning its referent (bibliography) and only proposes a new statement if
it is different.

5.

One's project gains validity not by virtue of its existence but because it is
verifiable through argumentation and proof. Validity comes from a
connection with or building on previous statements, either supporting,
challenging, or refuting them. Any new statement that contradicts a
previously approved statement can be accepted as valid only if it refutes
the previous statement by producing arguments and proofs (Lyotard
1984, 25-26).

These are the well-known properties of science, moves we take for
granted when we act as speakers or as addressee in the discourse of organizational research. At one level this is how our literature signifies.

How: Oppositions
Another level of semiotic reading, the identification of oppositions, is needed
to show how this literature is structured and therefore intelligible as a specific
kind of scientific literature, the leadership literature.
Some of the oppositions on which the twenty-three articles relied to
establish meaningfulness were:
Male/Female
Internal attribution / External attribution
Ability / Perform mice
Initiating Structure/ Consideration
Autocratic / Participative
Actual leader behavior/Rater perceptual bias
Leader structure/Substitute structure
Situational variables/Leader traits and behavior
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Leader sex/Follower sex
High LPC/Low LPC
Deep / Surface
It is likely that competent readers of leadership will be able to recognize
the main topics of these articles just by looking at their oppositions. These
oppositions have been intersubjectively negotiated by a particular "interpretive community" (Valdes and Miller 1985), and through their activation the
world of academic leadership is charted and known, and made intelligible.

How: Webs of Signification
At this point we can see that ovir codes and oppositions show our literature to
be a well-defined and Nell-chartered territory. The questions to ask at this
level of our reading are: How was such definition possible? And what does
such defir-ition mean?
Earlier, we mentioned intertextuality as central to our ability to read. It
entails the possibility of "making a reading" because we bring to bear over the
present text our previous knowledge and experiences of other texts (not
necessarily in a conscious manner). Thus, intertextuality is not produced by
the citations provided by the author (with which the reader might or might
not be acquainted) but by the readers when they give an identity to each text
as it means to them.
On the other hand, basic competence in our academic community is
acquired through "reading the literature." These readings usually have developed shared intertextuality whereby any reading, by any members of the
community, elicits similar meanings. And the more this literature is deemed
distinct and separated from other forms of discourse (for example scientific
leadership literature versus mystery novels), the less likely the possibility of
multiple meaningful readings. This process creates closure not only for the
readers as readers, but also for the readers as writers. What is possible
becomes well identified by a well-knitted web of signification. And this brings
again to the foreground the notion of horizon of expectations.
Think of a horizon as a line in the distance that permits us to locate and
orient ourselves. However, most people using the horizon will want to move
beyond their current location once they know where they are. In this sense,
moving beyond will accomplish gaining new ground and obtaining a new
horizon. With these ideas we can picture intertextuality as either a web of
signification that permits us to "catch" new meanings and move forward or as
a spiderweb where we are trapped without hope to advance or escape.
We did our reading of the twenty-three articles trying to uncover only
the intertextuality permitted by our field. We considered each article as an
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important contribution that would advance knowledge about leadership and
that would move our horizon. At the end of this exercise we were left with the
web in figure 12-2. The possible meanings were meager, and we felt trapped.

What Is, What Is Not, and Why
We have been reading the current leadership literature to find out boa, it signifies. Three elements: codes of signification, structure of oppositions, and

1
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web of signification account for how the literature communicates. If all this
seems self-evident, that is exactly our point. We are surfacing the taken-forgranted operations of the community over its texts.
Our second and third questions are even more important to our exploration into our field's discontent: What does the literature communicate/
signify/mean? What is missing and why? What worlds of possibility are

excluded?
The sheer volume of literature and ubiquity of interest communicate the
centrality of leadership as an issue for organizational researchers (Meindl,
Ehrlich, and Dukerich 1985). One reading of this literature indicates that it
communicates the scientific achievements of researchers, that it advances
knowledge about leadership, and that it is still in search of better methods to
grasp the phenomena of leadership in all their manifestations. But this is only
a partial reading of the situation.
Consider the academics doing leadership literature. There are many of
them, and they are smart. Almost all of them, however, have been overheard
to say at one time or another: "All those studies and what do we really know
about the phenomenon?" "We're trying to advance knowledge" they proclaim, but at conferences they confess "we're not getting very far," as they
cast a sideways glance at their former colleagues who are making it big on the
best-seller list.
Why are these smart people beating their heads against a wall? The)
claim they are not getting very far with what they have been doing, yet they
are redoubling their efforts and trying even harder. There must be some other
way to understand this behavior.
Perhaps leadership research is a form of artistic expression, an end in
itself. Perhaps, like some artists, wc want our work to be appreciated,
admired, understood, and loved. Or. nrhaps, leadership research is like a
jigsaw puzzle. You work for a long time to put the pieces together yet you
only look at the completed puzzle for a few minutes since, after all, the fun
was in the doing.
Nonetheless it is clear that typical academic leadership literature producers work very hard to maintain the claim that they are scientists. However, we are going to deny the hegemony of science as the definition of the
situation. We contend that "science" is only one explanation of what is
happening and that "science" is one of the reasons we are so frustrated in our
endeavors.
What moves us to do something so radical? Recent literature on the
nature of knowledge and the relationship of science to knowledge has influenced us (Fisher 1984, Geertz 1983, Harding and Hintikka 1983, Keller
198 5, Lyotard 1984, Morgan 1983). One way of understanding our research
is to consider that humans, in their actions and practices, are essentially story
telling animals (Fisher 1984). Narration is their common mode of being,
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represented by symbolic action-words that have sequence and meaning for
those who live, create, and interpret them. Thus, the scientific point of view
is subsumed under the narrative perspective; it is but one way to tell the story
of how persons reason together in certain settings. The scientific form does
not represent the totality of knowledge. It exists together with the narrative
form, which is "the quintessential form" of customary or traditional knowledge (Lyotard 1984). In fact, much current activity in the wider intellectual
community consists of critiques of the incompleteness and one-sidedness of
scientific knowledge (Harding and Hintinkka 1983, Keller 1985, Kellerman
1984).

Narrative Discourse
Like science, the narrative form nas its constitutive rules. These, of course,
are quite different from the rules of science:
1. Popular stories recount what could be called positive apprenticeships
(successes) or negative apprenticeships (failures). Narratives allow the society
in which they are told to define its criteria of competence and to evaluate performance according to those criteria.
2. The narrative form lends itself to a great variety of language games.
Denotative statements and prescriptive statements are included, as are interrogative statements and evaluative statements. The areas of competence
whose criteria the narrative supplies or applies are thus tightly woven
together in the web it forms, ordered by the unified viewpoint characteristic
of this kind of knowledge.
3. The narration usually obeys rules that define the pragmatics of its
transmission. The narrative "posts" (sender, addressee, hero) are so organized that the narrator's only claim to competence for telling the story is the
fact that the narrator has heard it her or himself. The current narratee gains
potential access to the same authority simply by listening. The speech acts
relevant to this form of knowledge are performed not only by the speaker,
but also by the listener as well as by the third party referent. What is transmitted through these narratives is the set of pragmatic rules that constitutes
the social bond.
4. A collectivity that takes narrative as its key form of competence has
no need to remember its past. It finds the raw material for its social bond not
only in the meaning of its narratives, but in the reciting of them. The narrative's reference may seem to belong to the past, but in reality it is always contemporaneous with the recitation.
5. A culture that gives precedence to the narrative form has no need for
special procedures to authorize its narratives. The narratives themselves have
this authority; but people are their actualizers by putting them into "play" by
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assigning themselves the posts of narrator, narratee, and audience (Lyotard
1984, 22-23).
According to Lyotard it is impossible to judge the validity of scientific
knowledge on the basis of narrative knowledge, and vice versa, since the relevant criteria are different. But although narrative knowledge approaches
scientific knowledge with tolerance, by considering its discourse a variant in
the tamily of narrative cultures, the opposite is not true: the scientist questions the validity of narrative statements, and denies their status as knowledge (Ingersoll and Adams 1983).
What we are claiming, with tolerance, is that when we read the leadership literature we are entering a narrative culture that has "scientific knowledge" as its preferred mode of discourse. The leadership literature (or any
other organizational literature that calls itself "scientific") forms a story that
goes beyond its "scientific" nature arid tells us about the epic of the society
that produced it.
We now turn to examine the story embedded in the narrative or current
leadership literature. A note of caution: In telling a tale that portrays what
leadership researchers have been researching, we are aware that it is very
much our own tale that we are telling, done with the purpose of liberating
LEADERS from the context they have been placed in by the researchers. But
please note, the phrases in quotes are the researchers' own words.

A Saga of LEADER
Saga: (1) A medieval Scandinavian story of battlers, customs, and legends,
narrated in prose and generally telling the traditional story of an important
Norse family; (2) any long story of adventure or heroic deeds.
This is the story of LEADER as told by a community of his researchers.

Researchers' Tale

What it tells us about the community

LEADERSHIP is a good and
worthy subject.

The saga is not about the legitimacy or desirability of LEADERSHIP within this culture. The domination implied in the oppositions
leader / subordinate, leader / member,
leader/follower is never questioned;
instead these oppositions are treated
as the "natural" elements of hierarchical organizations.
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Researchers' Tale
(continued)

What it tells us about the community
(continued)

The LEADER's quest is to have
effects over others.

The researcher shares this same
quest by seeking to explain the
sources of variance in the life-world
of LEADER and to predict and have
effects in that life-world.

The character appears in different roles, but is very often cast by
the researchers in the role of "organizational manager."

The casting of LEADER in the
role of manager is nonproblematic.
Researchers assume a manager must
be a leader; otherwise he would not
have been able to become a manager. The saga is not about the possibility

that manager

-

LEADER

because of his placement in an organizational position that brings with
it certain powers to make things
happen.

Four themes seem to be intertwined in the story: (1) the struggle of
LEADERS to have their leadership behavior recognized by non-leaders, (2)
the concern of some narrators to identify what LEADER is like, (3) the
importance of gender in the life-world of LEADER, and (4) the potency of
LEADER.

Theme 1: The Struggle for Recognition
Researchers' Tale

What it tells us about the community

The LEADER exhibits particular behaviors that are representative of his leadership. But nonleaders constantly avoid recognizing
them when given the opportunity
to rate the LEADER.

Most of this research has been
concerned with the problem with
non-leaders that prevents them from
seeing real leadership as defined by
the researchers' community (usually
via the LBDQ); and how to correct
"the problem."
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Theme 1: The Struggle for Recognition (continued)
Researchers' Tale
(continued)

What it tells us about the community
(continued)

Non-leaders have trouble remembering leader-relevant information. There is a pervasive bad
influence called "implicit theories of
leadership" which impedes the
identifications of "real," "objective,"
"true" leadership behavior. Implicit
theories of leader behavior pose a
significant threat to the validity of
questionnaire-based leader behavior
rating. This is "troublesome" and
"devastating" to the researcher. Furthermore, non-leaders also attribute
behaviors to LEADER based on
things like success and failure of performance outcomes where LEADER
was involved,

The whole issue of the problems
with attribution and implicit theories
of leadership makes it clear that
there has seldom been any attempt to
identify a legitimate notion of "leadership" as understood outside of the
researcher's community.

One solution to this problem is
to do more research, applying attribution theory to leadership research,
Another solution is to train nonleaders to evaluate leadership correctly, being sure that such a program "systematically structures
appropriate cognitive categories for
observers ...

Instead, researchers assume that
"true leadership behavior" exists
separate from the rcsponses of those
who share the LEADER's life-world.
Researchers have a preconceived
notion about wha: LEADER behavior is. What is problematic is getting
respondents to distinguish between
outcome performance cues and real
behavior. Researchers feel somewhat
thwarted because the unruly mental
processes of non-leaders have gotten
in the way of their efforts.
Some researchers are concerned
with training away the "naive"
responses of non-leaders in order to

rather than relying on

keep their research enterprise alive.

their 'naive' prototypes." However,
such attempts will be effective only
to the extent that they "are compatible with the cognitive mechanisms
associated with observers' abilities
to accurately remember leaderrelevant information."

Thus, this community of researchers
is at odds with the wider society in
that they are in a battle with observers of LEADERS and are set apart
from them. To accept implicit theoties and attributions as normal
human behavior that makes the
world what it is would imply that the
researchers must reconsider their
whole approach to investigations
and their role in the world.
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Theme 2: Quest for Leader's Identity
Researchers' Tale

What it tells us about the community

Although some researchers are
hard at work figuring out ways to
get observers to recognize the LEADER's behavior, others are still concerned with describing what leaders
are like. Some say, "A major psychological function the leader performs
for subordinates is reducing their
role stress." The leader is somebody
"who is highly competent in reading
the needs of their behavior to more
effectively respond to these needs."
Yet, "leaders are caught in a bind.
Before acting, they have to decide
who they want to impress and in
what way. They cannot be all things
to all people." And: Beliefs about
effective leader behavior include
good upward and downward communication, positive leader responses to subordinate performance,
elicitation compliance because of
personally maintained bases of
power, and positive forth-right
forms of social influence."

This theme shows the weight of
tradition on the research community. The questions of "LEADER
effectiveness," and the importance
of traits versus situations are the
most ancient ones in this community. The community knows that
there are no answers to these questions. However, asking them permits the perpetuation of leadership
research under the legitimacy of
tradition.
There is honor in being associated with the most important character in the organizational literature.
But this tradition implies that
certain questions such as the following will not be asked: How is the
action of "leadering" possible? Who
does it serve? What do the myths of
leadership tell us about our cultural
norms and organizational life? How
does the imagery of leadership traits
serve to oppress organizational
members?

Theme 3: The Search for Gender Differences
Researchers' Tale

What it tells us about the community

How does sex enter the saga?
LEADER is typically male, but
some researchers have cast females
in the lead. Researchers believe that
there are differences when sex enters
the LEADERS saga; for example,
"female leaders may respond to all

This is a newer theme in
response to a mandate outside the
community [Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission, (EEOC)]
and the women's movement, an indication of followership rather than
leadership in the community.
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Theme 3: The Search /or Gender Differences (continued)
Researchers' Tale
(continued)

What it tells us about the community
(continued)

poor performers equally whereas
male leaders may alter their corrective actions based upon cause for the
subordinate's failure." So, in spite of
negligible results supporting this
statement, sex prototypes should be
included "to adequately predict and
explain the corrective actions taken
by a leader."

Cultural stereotypes are alive in
the research community. Finding
no differences between males and
females is so surprising that it has to
be defended energetically.

When no differences between
male and female leaders are found,
researchers seek to explain "factors
that give significance to the failure
to detect strong and replicable leader
sex effect."

there are few women researchers.
The range of questions around gender is limited. There is research into
male and female tasks, which takes

community by noticing that it does
not ask why there are so few women
in its samples of LEADERS nor why

cultural stereotypes for granted, but
none on the gender of organizations
or of organizational research. For
example, assuming that organizations are "neutral" or "androgynous"
precludes investigation of women's
experiences in organizations. It also
prevents investigating more "female

type" issues such as leaders' development of nurturing environments,
and the importance of feelings in
leadership.
Theme 4: The Measure of Potency
Researchers' Tale

What it tells us about the community

When LEADER was effective
he was "able to analyze the deficiencies in the follower's ability,
motivation, role perception, and
work environment that inhibited
performance, and to take action to
eliminate those deficiencies." But

LEADER's status as a central
figure in this cult(ure) would lead us
to expect great things from him. But
LEADER's potency is in debate, and
this provides a good clue to the heart
of LEADER's saga. His aim is not,
apparently, to undo some sort of
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Theme 4: The Measure of Potency (continued)
Researchers' Tale
(continued)

What it tells us abou' the community
(continued)

that was more like his dream. Others
posed that contextual influences,
task characteristics, and environmental influences can be important
elements in supplementing or substituting the leader's effects.

wrong to make a better world, as
most hero figures in traditional tales
seem to do. Rather, he is struggling
to have his potency acknowledged,
that is, to have his effects measured.
Some researchers have even abandoned him because they were unable
to measure his effects.

Some researchers have thought
it might be better to subsume
LEADER and environmental influences under the single rubric "management" since management structures all that can be called "the work
situation," in which case they would
be writing the drama of MANAGEMENT instead of saga of LEADER.
But they changed their minds because "management" would reflect
regression to a construct, which
many believe has outlived its utility
in a science (or emphasis) of behavior in organization. Management
becomes, simultaneously, everything and yet provides little or no
guidance for untangling the sources
variance in employee affect and
of
behavior.

But the abandonment has been
only temporary. Even if measuring
the "leadership effects" is difficult,
leadership remains a useful notion
as one more place to impute vainance. The paradox is that this literature first equates manager with
leader, then it measures the leadership of the manager, and when little
is found, it finds ways to substitute
for leadership and also to do away
with management. It seems to signal
a trend toward the non-human organization.
With this line of reasoning,
learning about leadership from the
",hole" rather than from the "parts"
becomes a logical possibility.

Only one article in the group analyzed showed any closeness to the
LEADER and to the complex world of lived leadership. Thus, it did not enter
the story formed by the other articles. It was bold enough to sound like a
narrative and not measure anything. It presented the LEADER as a real
person in his native surroundings with all his strengths and weaknesses. It
dared to suggest that stories could serve as research methods uncovering
deeper levels of organizational consciousness. No pretentions of "Science"
here. Just pure "Narrative." But for the same reason, the tale was very foreign
and out of the social bond that forms the traditional commrlmity of academic
researchers of leadership.
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Meta-Perspectives on the Saga
At one level an argument can be made that the researchers' tale (the left-hand
side of the page) is scientific discourse and that it represents "doing science."
But we are arguing that it is "doing" much more. The researchers' tale contains the narrative knowledge necessary to sustain the community. Later we
will argue that the boundaries of this narrative are too constraining and
function to keep us from expanding our horizons. But first let us clarify how
the researchers' tale functions as narrative knowledge.
We propose that the researchers' tale forms a narrative that defines the
criteria for a competent performance within this culture (Lyotard's point I.
Its main task is to socialize others into what is permissible or desirable to say.
Statements of truth and generalizability are valued, as are the abilities to
predict, control, and untangle variance: in short, as if science were spoken
and scientists were the speakers. There are a variety of language games at
play in this narrative, not only the denotative language games of science
(Lyotard's point 2). That is, leadership researchers speak in the verifiable,
falsifiable language of science but their discourse is also heavily laced with
prescriptive and evaluative statements. The unified view contained in the tale
is:
"This is scientific work" and "What is said should be expressed this x as."
In this saga, as in any other narrative, the right to occupy the post
of sender is based on having occupied the post of addressee and by the ability
to recount the story (Lyotard's point 3). The present narrators were the
addressees during their period of apprenticeship (where they learned how to
recount the saga: formal education in this "field of expertise"). They may
have been the referent by virtue of participating as subjects in experimental
studies during this period. Now, while recounting the saga. they implicitly
position themselves as the hero (LEADLR). For example, in most experimental studies of this topic, the researcher appoints the LEADER. By doing
this he is really appointing himself (through his confederates and manipulations of the experiment) to a post of leadership. Also, the researcher defines
what leadership should be like, and quarrels when the resulting responses do
not identify LEADER behavior as expected. Thus Researcher and LEADER
are two manifestations of the same character from a culture that values orderliness, predictability, and control. The researcher has cast the LEADER in his
or her own (wished for) image-a person who can decipher, manipulate.
structure, and control. They share a quest for mastery, to be LEADERmaster of the situation, master of the laws of behavior.
The literature continues to be important and publishable within this
culture, in spite of claims that "leadership doesn't exist" or that the research
"is going nowhere," because this culture finds its social bond not only in the
content of its narrative, but in the act of reciting it (Lyotard'e point 4). Producing the narrative and telling it are how we stay connected to each other.
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Finally the culture actualizes the narratives, that are now authorized, by
putting them into play in their institutions (e.g., journals, leadership symposia, etc.) and assigning themselves the post of narrator, heroes, and audience (Lyotard's point 5). So, different from "science," this "narrative of
science" is only of the community and for the community. The subjects and
objects of these investigations are only abstractions of the wider society. For
example, laboratory studies use students as subjects and videotaped cases as
"stimuli" but pretend to be about "real organizational leadership;" and when
"true" managers are investigated, the research is so sanitized that they would
not recognize what is happening as pertaining to themselves and their organizational life.

Further Reflections on the Saga
In an earlier leadership symposium book Karl Weick, in the midst of a
response to Chris Argyris's work, tossed off this aside:
I am not so sure that people are currently debating whether to do away with
science or not... , but rather that what they are doing is working toward a
new understanding of science and what it can and cannot do. From this
standpoint we may have to learn to discriminate good from bad poetry rathel
than good from bad research. If inquiry looks more like appreciation or
enrichment or description then this does not mean that we forego criticism. It
means instead that we simply use a different kind of criticism (Weick I979b.
90-91).
In this chapter we have aimed to do a different kind of criticism of
ourselves and of our community's cultural codes, based on what we have
learned when trying to attain a new understanding of science. Our approach
arose from a commitment to the pleasures and pains of self-knowledge as a
source of energy for good work and as fundamental to informed practice.
Self-knowledge is critical to our taking rersonal responsibility for the worlds
we are making. Thus, our vision of scholarship is explicitly emancipatory; we
sought to liberate leaders and ourselves from the constraints that limit what is
possible.
After doing he readings our original optimism about the leadership
rescarcl' community waned somewhat. We started with the assumption that
there is despair in the field and that this despair is about feelings of stagnation
and of lack of relevance. We further assumed that a reexamination of the
community's achievements in literature would bring an awareness of its limitations and would point toward ways of transcending them. Our present
pessimism arises from the following.
If the community was doing science, but doing it poorly, the readings
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would have helped to point out how to get back on the "right track" of scientific discourse. If the community was doing narrative, but was doing poor
narrations, the readings would have helped to point out how to get back on
the "right track" of narrative discourse. But what should we think about a
community that does narrations whose content is scientific discourse? How
can that community get back on the "'right track"?
Our first thought was to correct our assumptions and treat the literature
as purposive acts of mystification done solely to preserve a stronghold of
academic domination. The (ab)use of this literature as an instrument for
determining who should be included in the community also entered our
minds. This was a repugnant thought because we know that some individuals' livelihoods depend on being included (receiving tenure), and inclusion
may depend on speaking the "right language" and publishing in the "right
places." We also thought that the literature represents the community's
search for unattainable certainty and shows its inability to tolerate an ambiguous world. But these thoughts reveal our own frustrations in a moment of
tiredness. We prefer to hold on to our original assumptions that the community wants to be relevant and contributed its efforts to the pressing problems
of the world.
From this perspective, the Saga of the LEADER as told by this literature
strikes us as the quest of the Researcher-LEADER to break "the code of leadership" and unlock its secrets. As the proverbial Rosetta Stone promised,
breaking this code may mean fame and fortune for the one who does it. It is a
fascinating topic because on it rests the whole structure of Western Culture,
which some claim is disintegrating because of "a crisis of leadership." Thus,
the community views the quest as not only important for organizational
research but as important for society. And since the community seems to
firmly believe that society puts a premium on and legitimizes "science" as the
only way to be told what to do, the efforts to break the codes have to appear
"scientific."
But the task is very elusive, so more and more effort is put into it. The
assumption that subcodes should lead to the main code is so prevalent that
most efforts have been put into dividing "all that should be leadership" into
more and more pieces. As a result, the main code has disappeared and what is
left is so antiseptic that LEADER is nowhere to be seen. Kept this way, it will
be impossible to put Humpty-Dumpty together again.

Looking at Ourselves
Expanding Our Horizons
What do we need? What can we do? Our first proposition: We cannot go
anywhere unless we take a very good look at ourselves. But in order to do
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that we have to achieve a different vantage point, one that allows us to see
within and without at the same time. We have to learn about the practices of
other communities not only to understand ourselves better but to enrich what
we do. A program such as this requires that we first reeducate ourselves and
then educate others (the way we form the bonds of the community) in a wider
variety of subjects and topics, as well as in alternative ways of knowing.
For example, multivariate statistics could be learned not only from the
perspective of the statistician but also with broader questions that come from
philosophy and sociology of science. (How much philosophy is taught to
those who attain a Doctor of Philosophy degree in Business Administration?)
Literary criticism, feminist theory, and critical theory may enable us to
develop not only richer readings of our texts but incorporate pluralistic views
and deeper, more critical questioning. Cultural anthropology may foster sensitivity to the variety of human practices of organizing. These examples illustrate that we may be able to (1) ask different questions that come from standing in different vantage points, and (2) gain a broader range of discursive
practices.
With these two achievements our narratives will become true narratives
since we will not be constrained by having only the "discourse of science" as
content: the vicious circle of science will be broken. This is another way of
saying that we can develop broader intertextuality and break loose from a
meager web of signification. We can knit a more complex web, one that will
permit us to "catch" new meanings for our practices, because we now know
where we stand and can proceed from there.
Connecting to the World
Other, more important, things may happen under this program for building
our community. One of our main problems is the isolation of our research
community from the rest of the world. This isolation is apparently our own
making.
Researchers are participating less in the teaching of those who are not
graduate students. Often we educate Ph.D. candidates who will never go outside of the community. A large proportion of those who become managers
have learned from many other sources. Some organizations also now prefer
to hire from outside business schools because, as one prominent manager
said, "liberal arts graduates [have the] ability to continue learning how to
learn."
Furthermore, actual organizational managers develop ideas from many
others who are not within the community of academic leadership researchers.
Many may go for what we call "fads," but we know for sure that they are not
reading us. Why? An executive's comment: "As 1 read many of the articles I
kept getting the impression that the research was done without a sincere
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interest and desire to understand behavior in organizations" (Price in Cummings and Frost 1985, 130).
Thus, we propose that we must reeducate ourselves to be able to talk in
multiple languages and with multiple communities. Reconnecting to society
should be fairly easy once we can do this. The point we are making is not to
connect w;,h other communities to influcnc or gain power, but to be able to
participate more fully in making the world we ll live in: A true act of leadering. We know that the problems we are talking about are not only ours.
Other groups in our society may be facing a similar situation. But we do not
belong to the other groups. We belong to this one.
Learning for Ourselves

We started this chapter saying that we were going to learn about ourselves
from our academic literature. But what about learning from our own actual
practice of leadering? We have organized leadership symposia, edited journals, chaired departments, directed graduate programs, served as deans.
How do we, academics of leadership, do leadership beyond the literature?
What can we learn (and write) about leadership from our actual leading? Can
we get published in THE JOURNALS if we write from our own experience?
Can we speak with our own voices? Is is worth trying, not only to help
others, but ourselves as well?

Conclusion
We finally come to what is for us the logical conclusion of our analysis. We
are perched on the brink of naming the unnamed alternative, and filling in the
box containing question marks in figure 12-1 with the word "Narrative,"
and acknowledging, with tolerance and appreciation, that we researchers are
storytellers and culture-makers. Perhaps we have privileged scientific knowledge for fear that we would lose our honored place in society if we admitted
to being just "storytellers," but this is because we have not under-tnnd the
transforming capacities of narrative. We have undervalued the skills of narration in favor of technical skills.
A great story speaks to hearts and souls in a way that science does not.
Narration frees us to have a different relationship with organizational life.
Through narrative we can build a social bond on the basis of insight and
imagination and inspiration. We make our world through the tales we tell.
The questions we need to address now are: What kind of tales will we tell?
What kind of world will we make?
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Commentary
on Part III

Chapter 10 Commentary:

On Extending Leadership Theory:
Leadership Attributions and Beyond
Torodd Strand

T

he McElroy and Hunger chapter states flatly that leadership variables fail to explain much and it offers attempts at explaining this
sad state of affairs with a psychological theory. For a Scandinavian
such a statement does not shake any intellectual and ideological foundations.
Leadership is little talked about and has no particular place in academic
curricula. In fact I know few Scandinavian colleagues, if any, who would call
themselves leadership theorists or researchers. After serving some years with
leadership development activities, I myself have a feeling that the theoretical
foundations have been insufficient and general psychology and social science
have been more helpful than leadership theory.
McElroy and Hunger suggest that leadership theories can be seen as a
series of devpfcving but not very useful theories of performance. They apply
attribution theory as an explanatory device for the leadership theorists'
stubborn adherence to a concept that fails to be very useful, and this is their
starting point for classifying theories and explaining their development.
This book on leadership is marked by an urge to go beyond what are
perceived as the mainstream approaches to leadership studies-hence the
rather extensive remarks of a philosophy of science nature found in much of
its content. These remarks may open up people's thinking. Chapter 1() is
helpful for this purpose as well. The authors argue that the general concept of
leadership is unduly restricting and that methodological refinement without
careful and unorthodox causal modeling is of questionable value. By being
explicit about the causal models and their assumptions, McElroy and Hunger
pick up the challenge from Pfeffer (1977), who points to the futility of relying
on leadership as a major explanation in general concerning organizational
performance. McElroy and Hunger help clarify, the different causal paths
which lie implicit or explicit in present traditions when these are seen as
different theories of (organizational ?) performance.
Clearly there is an attributional danger in associating immediately measurable results with leadership behavior, thus losing a wider perspective and
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short-circuiting the causal connection. The assumed simple connection
between leader behavior and performance is naive and unhealthy. McElroy
and Hunger spell out the development from such a simple notion, where
leadership is seen as the only explanation through the inclusion of other factors to the present questions of whether leadership should be seen as a result
rather than a cause.
As I see it there is a need for pushing the debate in a direction where we
can find common ground between the leadership theorists (mostly psychologists) and organization theorists and others, and avoid the pitfalls and professional narrowmindedness which may lead to attributional errors in one
camp and lack of interest in the questions of leadership and intervention in
the other.
McElroy and Hunger address themselves to broad and important questions by arguing that performance is the master variable from where research
should start; by showing that despite growing sophistication, leadership
theory overemphasizes leadership and fails to explain performance to a significant degree; and by highlighting assumptions of the theories and offering
an explanatory scheme for why we have not been able to shift paradigms.
It is exciting to see a bold attempt at explaining intellectual positions and
developments by psychological theory that points to the obvious assumption
that individuals need cognitive coherence. The concept certainly appears
promising in an area of study where the actors (the leaders themselves), and
maybe the researchers, have good reasons for attributing causality to leadership-serving to keep leaders in power and creating meaning for organizational action (Meindl, Ehrlich, and Dukerich 1985, Pfeffer 1977), and to a
varying degree serving to ensure the success of the organization (Salancik and
Meindl 1984).
Attributions are defined as interpretations of the causes of behavior. Individuals have an inherent need to explain, and the cognitive process of assigning causes to events is called the attribution process. Depending on information available and the degree to which this information has qualities of
consensus, consistency, and distinctiveness, the attributor will select types of
explanations on the internal-external, stable-variable combinations.
To continue further with their proposal, the authors need to work on
two levels: (1) spell out the theory and illustrate its use in leadership theory,
and (2) apply the concepts on a meta-level using analysis of information
available to the researchers to explain why they choose certain explanations,
that is, attribute certain causes. The authors carefully state that no attempt
has been made to survey leadership theorists conctning their personal attributional assumptions underlying their theories. Instead the theories themselves are taken as public statements of perceived causality. Attributional
approaches have helped us understand some aspects of leadership (Meindl,
Ehrlich, and Dukerich 1985). But in this case attribution is only partially
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helpful for the second part of the analysis since it is not carried through by the
help of basic concepts like consensus, consistency, and distinctiveness. But in
the process many of the hidden assumptions of leadership theory are made
clear and the causal structures are revealed and classified in four groups-a
very useful and revealing undertaking.
The general statement that leadership theorists overemphasize the causal
weight of leadership and that leadership theories restrict themselves in the
types of questions they pose is convincingly argued. Attributional theories
propose that in an achievement-related context, success and failure need to be
attributed to single factors such as Xfort and ability. If researchers live in this
particular context, they may be prone to feedback into their theorizing data
that possibly support such a notion and devote great effort to refine methods
and measures that make the theory likely and justifiable.
Other theories relying on one broad concept have shown a similar faith.
In political science and policy analysis, the politics variable, operationalized
as party groupings and strengths, failed to add much information about public policy output, and in the area of public and private planning a strong faith
in rationality and predictability has produced an imagery that has not fared
well as a causal description. According to my reasoning, the basic beliefs
were democracy as party politics and rationality as planning. The parallel to
leadership is interesting. Democracy and rationality can be thought of as
highly legitimate types of interventions in social processes with a built-in need
to appear efficient.
The theory about the two phenomena, like leadership theory, fails to
produce a grounded set of concepts about how the institutional context tempers the process and how the decision processes themselves unfold in their
complexity (Rakhof and Shaefer 1970). These instances may or may not be
examples of attributional mechanisms at work but it seems that researchers
and planners were caught in their basic assumptions.
The cultural context of theories and the specific rewards researchers
obtain may provide a broader explanation of particular instances, such as
rationality and oversight in the Soviet Union, democracy in the West, and
individual achievement in the United States-combined with the fact that the
knowledge concerning cultural context and specific rewards researchers
obtain has a high market value and the profession is thriving on that value.
The authors have some suggestions about implications of their findings.
They argue for starting anew with questions of performance and refining the
descriptions of relevant leadership behaviors. They hope to be able to reveal
the proportion of variance which leadership can account for wh,. trying to
explain performance.
What should justify an interest in leadership if not an interest in its
impact? It may be a narrow track. At the very least, the performance variables need to be elaborated, distinctions need to be made between inter-
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mediate versus long-term results, and the multiplicity of measures must be
recognized. It may well be typical of leadership theory that McElroy and
Hunger mention group performance as their dependent variable. In fact there
is little unity among leadership researchers concerning the nature of the
dependent variables, the range from individual mobility to group acceptance
to satisfaction and task completion. Rarely does performance in an organizational sense appear to occur as a main concern.
As in the case of planning and policy studies, advanced measurement
techniques and demands to define the dependent variables have highlighted
the big question marks over the theory, tradition and its assumptions.
(Meindl, Ehrlich, and Dukerich 1985, Samuelson, Gailbraith, and McGuire
1985).
The development of leadership theory from emphasis on stable internal
factors to focus on variability and external circumstances parallels the development in organization theory (Scott 1981). The two theory tracks departed
some time after Chester Barnard. It seems to me that some of the developments in organization theory have led to lasting improvements and insights
whereas leadership theory has moved in rather narrow circles. The initial
common interest was that of how to govern organizations and to understand
the role of important actors-managers or leaders-in this process. In organization theory some of the following problems have been dealt \with successfully, although their implications for leadership theory have not been explored fully.
The inhibiting but also instrumental nature of organi/ations in relation
to actors. (Possible implication: Even powerful actors or leaders maN
have little leeway; changing the organization may be an almost impossible task.)
The fundamentally political nature of organizations and thus the multiplicity of goals and interests to be dealt with (The need to negotiate goals
and a working order).
The variety and development of structures and cultures. (These change
over time; they can be more or less \well understood; they emerge partl\
as results of leadership activities.)
The dependence of organizations on a wider environment concci\cd .is
semipermeable domains. (Organizations vary as to their dependence on
and understanding of their environment; what is the role of leader as
mediating agent?)
The recognition of limitations, contradictions, and ambiguities in decision processes. (Instrumentality, rationality, and the impact of leadership
are doubtful in spite of an appearance symbolizing effectiveness.)
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Let me add that in organization theory, although focusing strongly on
actors, the leader more or less got lost in the field's development. Organization theory usually turns a cold shoulder to leadership themes-by relegating
them to oblivion or in pursuing analyses designed to show the insignificance
of the phenomena. There are approaches in organization theory which reject
the assumption of voluntarism and theories vary as to the level-from micro
to macro-on which they focus. (Astley and Van de Ven 1983).
Only within a framework that allows for a voluntaristic orientation and a
micro-level focus is it possible to conceive of management or leadership that
is proactive and thus visible, meaningful to observers, and potentially useful
as explanation. Among other things, the merit of such a mapping of theories
is that the possibility of nonexisting, inactive, or merely reactive leadership is
left open and we are urged to specify the circumstances under which leadership is a meaningful category. Omitting leadership is a danger in modern
organization theory; but romanticizing it is a pitfall in any undertaking that
starts %kiththe assumption that leadership makes a difference.
Suppose one starts with broad questions of what makes organizations
work well. The answers are almost trivial and relate to:
Order and coordination
Skills and technology
Commitment and the raising of members to make them adhere to values
Adaptability and growth
There is little room for the heroic leader. Actually the leader cannot be
sorted out as a separate semiautonomous force, but appears as a potential
contributor and an important inhabitant who works with those basic functions, but in a manner that evades straightforward description. Organizations might be seen as mediating elements between a society and the individual or the group. As Hosking and Morley (chapter 6) suggest, leadership is
possibly the vital, conscious and so perceived, core of organized and organizing activity.
Leaders are partly caught in the organization and the environment in
which it operates. They are often selected and socialized so that they are
indistinguishable from each other; one vice president is like another. Leaders
without organizations provide little meaning and organizations may be
viewed as tool kits which are there initially for some powerful reasons. The
leader is not a free agent; he or she must come to grips with the organization,
and live there. The leader may be the possessor of the most operative organization theory of all the members, and he or she may represent the values of
the organization and be expected to promote them.
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To the extent that leadership theory needs to move from an area where
stable and internal factors are considered to fields where variable circumstances external to the actors are operating also, organization theory may
offer some of the concepts.
There seems to be some common ground for the psychological appro-.ch,
which may lead to attributional errors but retains the person and actor, and a
sociological approach with its systems emphasis, namely the notion of basic
requirements which have to be fulfilled to secure the survival of an organization and roles that reflect these requirements. We can start looking for actors
or roles in the organization that seem to address themselves to such functions
as creating and maintaining order, integrating the orientations of the members into a common understanding of things, goal achievement and productivity, and adapting the organization to its environment. We may benefit
from identifyi'ng such behavior as potential leadership behavior and be aware
of the variety of theories and orientations which are needed to obtain a wellrounded understanding (Quinn 1984).
Theories have professional and cultural biases. Quinn argues that theorists tend to have blind spots; they often cover two or three of the areas or
functions, rarely all. One can think of leadership as an embodiment of organizational characteristics and values, and managers as representatives.
Leadership, however, will exhibit itself differently in different organizational contexts and cultures. Organization theory may provide perspectives
and concepts for the analysis of powerful actors. This theory tradition, however, provides primarily an analytical description of the machinery, including
its limitations. Leadership theory points directly to handles but often the
machinery does not move. Its basic orientation is toward action and intervention.

Conclusion
McElroy and Hunger have shown us the attributiona! pitfalls in leadership
research and they inspire the discussion of new strategies in research around
the phenomenon of leadership.
A couple of advantages of an attributional emphasis to leadership in
organizational studies have been the direct focus on actors and the more or
less implicit promise that intervention and conscious change is possible. The
uncertain results so far may encourage a rejection and a concentration on a
higher level of social organization where the actors are lost sight of.
But analysis of powerful actors could be fruitfully combined with concepts of organizations and environment. Statistical analysis of the proportion
of variance such actors account for may be useful in, for example, determining the importance of selecting certain types of leaders.
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But further appreciation of the significance of leaders and leadership may
suffer in such an approach, particularly if quantitative measures of organizational output, sales growth, and the like are focused on. One should recognize the dynamic relationship between actors and structures. Actors such as
leaders take part in shaping structures and other lasting conditions, particularly if they for some reason are not selected and socialized to be images of
some of the upper echelons of an organization, but bring in tension and
deviant behavior.
Rather than asking if the functioning of leaders is determined by organizational demands or the other way around, the evolving process should be
studied. Rather than focusing solely on quantitative output measures, one
should ask questions about how high-ranking personnel as well as other
members of an organzation contribute to solving important problems in an
organization's life-surviving and adapting, creating and maintaining the
social order, achieving its goals and committing its members to the organization.
Leadership in this perspective does not appear as an ultimate cause, but
an acting force and also a result of circumstances. To uncover the leadership
processes and to understand them we need to design strategies where the
impact over time can be accounted for and typical leadership features of
different types of organizations can be mapped.
Leadership roles may differ in terms of their impact and their visibility.
Leadership may function differently according to organizational type, the
stage in an organization's life cycle, as discussed in chapter 8, by Baliga and
Hunt, the nature of the environment, and other factors. And it may seemingly be substituted for. The question of legitimate visibility adds another
dimension to the problem. We may ascribe meaning to leadership when it is
visible and refute it when it is hidden, thus disregarding the factual impact of
leadership variables.

Chapter 12 Commentary:

Reading Leadership with
Structural Lenses
Walter Nord

I

hope Calas and Smircich's chapter is read (and reread) by students of
leadership; it makes a very useful contribution. My comments on it will
be of three sorts, beginning with some general reactions. Second, most of
my reactions will focus on specific points in their chapter that, although I
generally agree with, I think need qualification. The third set of comments,
guided by the spirit that emerges from their work, will develop some additional implications.
Overall, the chapter adds some important dimensions to this book, and
improves the study of leadership more generally. It does this in at least two
ways. First, it stimulates what Alvin Gouldner (1970) termed reflexive social
science. It calls attention to the fact that social scientists are human beings
whose product-social science-is influenced by their own understanding
(and lack of understanding) of themselves. Second, we need models for being
reflexive and Calas and Smircich provide one. More than merely asserting the
need to do reflexive work, as many are prone to, they do reflexive social
science and, in so doing, provide one clear model for others to examine.
Although they recognize it is a preliminary model and they did not provide
enough detail so that one could do narrative analysis from their account,
narrative analysis seems to be a potentially useful tool to help social scientists
understand their enterprise.
Moreover, the style of presentation is engaging. I found myself analyzing
the data with them. Although I did not always agree with their interpretations, I found myself participating in the process. Most of my disagreements
involved their conclusions about the research community from the "Researchers' Tale." "The Researchers' Tale" is their description of the scientific text
that they analyze using textual analysis in order to reveal the "real meaning."
The real meaning includes accounting for why the tale has the contents it
does and what it leaves out.
I wish to thank Elizabeth Doherty for extremely helpful comments on an earlier draft of this
commentary.
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In short, my overall reaction is very positive. Calas and Smircich point to
the need for reflexivity, they do reflexivity, and they provide one framework
to help others do reflexivity. My general enthusiasm about their chapter is
dampened only a little by a few concerns.
The first concern involves absence of a fully self-reflexive approach. The
authors recognize that they are telling "their own tale," but do not analyze the
effects of their own background and context. It is not clear where they see
themselves. They describe a community of scientists they seem to belong to
and then analyze some members of the community and not others. To me,
their critique seemed selective-they analyzed only members of the community who live "across the tracks" from them, not themselves or their neighbors. To a degree this point may be a bit unfair; they did not intend to do a
fully reflexive piece. The label reflexive is mine, not theirs.
Second, although I have only a few minor problems in following their
deductions from what is said in the "Researchers' Tale," I hav more difficulty understanding how one can determine what has been left out from
narrative analysis by itself. To talk about what is left out implies some basis
for knowing what properly should be included. Even though I agree with
their conclusions, I was not able to determine their basis for the so-called
omissions. I doubt if they can be determined from narrative analysis-they
seem to depend on some (unstated in the chapter) a priori assumptions. A
more complete self-reflexivity would have stimulated them to make these
assumptions explicit.
Most of my other reactions fall under one of two headings-concerns
About their diagnosis of the problems in the study of leadership and a parallel
set of issues concerning the therapy they proposed. Underlying both sets is
the view tL_,t their diagnosis and therapy for leadership research are almost
exclusively rsychological. Primarily they want to change us as individuals, I
propose the need for structural th-erapy as well.

Diagnosis
Calas and Smircich sec many shortcomings with normal science. They see
many problems in existing knowledge about leadership as stemming from the
limitations inherent in normal science. They make a persuasive argument
against what, at least in their view, is normal science. I am also persuaded by
many of their conclusions about what has been left out and what questions
and directions are needed. On the other hand, the- idnot address the positive roles norm-I science has played in the past and might play in the future.
(Even if normal science provides nothing but a thesis for critics to attack, it
plays an essential role in enhancing knowledge.) The chapter seems to imply
that normal science has less of a productive role than I think it has.
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Second, Calas and Smircich's rejection of normal science leads them to
reject the common belief that a major cause of the problems of leadership
research is too few resources. Although they recognize that part of the problem may stem from the fact that what we are seeing is bad science, their major
emphasis is on the inappropriateness of normal science for the study of leadership. Consequently, they reject the value of doing additional normal
science. They warn us that the model is inappropriate; in their words, "more
horses and more men" will not help.

I suggest that such rejection is premature. There are many reasons why
knowledge about social phenomena is thin-one very plausible one is that we
have too few horses and people. As Staw (1982) suggested, our field is understaffed for the questions we are attempting to answer. I think understaffing is
a serious problem. Because we do not have the necessary resources, some
very fundamental questions never get attention. For example, consider
Campbell and Pritchard's (1976) chapter on motivation in Dunnette's Handbook of Industrial and OrganizationalPsychology. They show quite persuasively how poor our constructs are and how imprecise we have been in efforts
to operationalize some of the central constructs about work motivation such
as performance. The amount of work that would be necessary to respond to
their concerns is awesome.
Extending this argument to leadership, suppose (and I am using this as an
example rather than offering a serious hypothesis) that charismatic leadership
involves a pattern of subtle verbal and nonverbal cues that trigger certain
deep psychological characteristics or human emotions. And then suppose
those emotions could be measured psychologically by galvanic skin
responses, eye-blink rates, pupil dilations, and so on. It would be very possible to get some precise micro-measures of the traces charismatic leaders leave
upon those who are following them. Suppose that charisma needs to be
understood at that level. Would we have the resources or enough people with
the inclination to examine phenomena at that particular level? If these types
of variables are important, we do need more horses and more men. In short,
although I like the spirit of the Calas and Smircich chapter, I am not as ready
to abandon the need for more science.
Third, their attempt to deliberately abandon the scientific paradigm was
only partially successful. Somewhat paradoxically they were successful in getting new insights, but less successful in their ability or willingness to step far
enough away from the paradigm itself to avoid some of its trappings. It seems
more accurate to say that they criticized a part of what we talk about as
normal science and then performed another act of science-the inductive
act-than to say they abandoned science. In short, rather than seeing that
they abandoned science, I see them as emphasizing one particular part-to be
sure a part that often is obscured by those who write on the scientific method.
Similarly, (and I will .eturn to this in my comments on their proposed
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therapy), they wrote mainly as normal scientists. Their chapter describes how
science is done and how scientific papers are written-with brief introductions, modest methodology sections, long results sections, short discussion
and conclusions, and long lists of references. Despite their intent to abandon
the scientific methodology, Calas and Smircich use almost an identical format. At a process level then, their chapter is very consistent with articles that
appear in most journals.
This fact points to personal and structural dilemmas we face in being
truly reflexive-our training and professional outlets constrain our ability to
use radically different approaches. At the personal level, because we are
trained as scientists, we have a trained incapacity to abandon the approach.
The scientific paradigm is so strongly ingrained in us that we are not free to
not use it. Even when we try to abandon it, we still find ourselves writing in
that tradition. Although this point is consistent with their diagnosis, I will
suggest later that it causes problems for their therapy, because their therapy is
directed at changing individuals in the established scientific community.
At a structural level, had they strayed too far from thp normal scientific
format, the chances that their chapter would have been accepted into this
book or other creditable outlets in the field seem remote. To the degree that
effective reflexivity requires the abandonment of the scientific paradigm, we
appear to face a "catch-22."
Another issue I wish to raise about their diagnosis concerns the degree
of negative impact existing research or leadership has had on larger society.
Calas and Smircich assert that leadership research creates an image of leadership for our own community, that is, for students of leadership. Undoubtedly, this is true. However, they also assert that the community we are
addressing and influencing is more broad-we are having an impact on
society. At present, I think it is easier to show the impact leadership research
has had on the scientific community than on society at large. However, many
of the dysfunctional results that concern them most deal with the impact on
society at large.
How much harm have we done? To do harm, we must have had an
impact. Suppose we compare the impact children's stories, movies, television
programs, and newspaper accounts have had on how people think about
leadership with the influence social science research has had. I suspect the
impact of the latter is comparatively small. Therefore, how serious a problem
is it if we do not know what we are doing or if we have studied the wrong
things? I speculate that society at large may be well protected from our
research because of some of the very problems Calas and Smircich note. The
research we "yogis" provide is based on such narrow premises that the "commissars" find it relatively useless and give it only peripheral attention.
A couple of other diagnostic matters. First, Calas and Smircich drew
mainly on academic journals for their data. Consequently, their sample con-
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tains the work of only one segment of the community. It is, of course, quite
likely that the same people who wrote the articles Calas and Smircich cited
may have written of the other dimensions of their work (perhaps the very
ones that Calas and Smircich say are missing) and published it elsewhere.
Alternatively, other people have drawn on the academic research in writing
for other audiences and addressing other issues.
Finally, and this may be a lack of understanding on my part, I have difficulty with the notion that somehow narrative analysis reduces the importance
of grounding understanding in an historical context. If I have interpreted the
argument correctly, I disagree with it. Although it is a small point in the
chapter, I raise it here because I think one of the most important omissions in
the study of leadership is historical grounding. For some reason, little attention is given to existing macro-level, historical events that were present when
data were collected.
It does not seem to make any difference whether the data were collected
in a declining industry or in a rapidly growing one, during a depression/
recession or economic prosperity, during a war or a prolonged period of
peace. (Such variables are seldom reported in journal articles. They would
seem to be at least as important as some of the information that is often
reported-for example, whether a questionnaire was administered in a group
setting or on company time.) It seems to me that concern with these aspects of
historical context is important if we are to build a body of knowledge.

Therapy
My analysis of Calas and Smircich's diagnosis leads me to a parallel approach
to their proposals for change. Although they do recognize that the development of science is a community activity, the major thrust of their therapy
relies on getting us as individuals to reeducate ourselves by expanding our
own personal intellectual roots. I agree that this would certainly make it possible for us to ask new questions and to expand our roots in related disciplines. I am very enthusiastic about the goal and I think that these would be
very important steps. However, I have some reseriations about those tactics
that do not give fuller attention to the structural aspects of social science.
My concern stems from the question: How much can very many of us
know really well? In fact, the effort we make to include so many specialties in
our individual work may contribute to some of the problems we have in our
discipline. We try to include a bit of everything that appears to be relevant.
For example, someone says culture is important and then many of us feel
compelled to go out and learn some anthropology and try to introduce this
knowledge in our work. Somebody else says that general systems theory is
important so we learn a little bit about general systems theory and we try to
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mix that in too. As a result we talk about a number of things with little precision and depth.

Still, I believe such multidisciplinary knowledge is needed, but I would
propose an alternative model. We need high levels of integration and differentiation, but rather than restricting our emphasis to developing individuals
who only have an elementary knowledge of many areas, we also need to find
structures to integrate experts.
For example, only a few social scientists can also be first rate philosophers or historians-but we need first-rate philosophy and history in our
work. Perhaps we can find ways to work with those in other disciplines to use
their differentiated knowledge. We need to redesign some of our institutions
to support such developments.
If progress requires an integrated division of labor, we need to take
differentiation and integration (Lawrence and Lorsch 1967) of our own
enterprise, applied social science, as problematic. Viewed this way, science is
accomplished through the efforts of a number of different people performing
at least four complementary operations. There ought to be optimal structures
to facilitate such progress (Nord 1985). Yet scientists in a given field seldom
design their structures deliberately. Structures that generate appropriate
differentiation and integration do not develop. We need novel ideas and paradigms. We need people to design and build technology, people to operate
technology, and people to translate into practice the results of running the
technology.
I think those are four important roles that have to be played to advance
knowledge. Often they can be played best by different types of people, but
most of our structures seem to run against this specialization. We seem to
assume they all must go together in one person.
I suggest we need to "ork at the structural level. In particular, instead of
giving exclusive attention to selecting/developing people who can play all
four roles, we need to create structures that integrate the efforts of specialists
in each of the roles on a continuing basis. We need to legitimate individuals
who play only one of these roles. For example, we need people who do excellent translations from the research journals for those who can benefit from
the knowledge. We need to find ways to legitimate all of these different roles
being played within the research community.
As it now stands, individuals who do only one of these have little standing and are driven out of the community. It is important to find mechanisms
that support getting all the specialized tasks accomplished using the needed
degree of specialization. Such individuals have to be supported, not only in
terms of outlets, but in terms of faculty positions and tenure decisions.
What are some of the things that we might want to do differently? I have
already indicated that I think we need to find ways to support diversitydiversity for the different functions which together make up the community
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of knowledge. We need to examine aspects of our own relationships with our
community and our subject matter. On another level, we may need some
ways to develop special research structures that are not governed by the academy with its procedures and rules for awarding tenure. Maybe we need some
new social structures. One that comes to mind is the Center for Creative
Leadership. At least from the outside, this center seems to facilitate some
integrated inquiry on a specific subject. Inquiry is both traditional and innovative and both theoretical and applied. It also seems to disseminate knowledge effectively to practitioners and thereby supports its long-term research
mission. We need structures that support long-term inquiry relatively unconstrained by short-term perspectives.

Conclusions
Calas and Smircich's chapter provides an extremely useful reading of leadership with a psychological focus. However, some of the study of leadership
and other topics in organizational behavior may be due to the way kke structure ourselves, rather than to failure of scientific methods or narrowly trained
individuals. Adopting their spirit and rereading leadership with structural
lenses may generate a useful, complementary set of tactics.

Part IV
Overviews
James G. Hunt
B.R. Baliga
H. Peter Dachler
Chester A. Schriesheim

The

two chapters in this part attempt a broad overview of the state of
leadership research in general and the messages implied by the contents of this book in particular. The task of both chapters was to
analyze the general state of dissatisfaction in the leadership literature as well
as the problems raised during the leadership symposium on which this book
is based. In addition, these overviews were meant to comment on available
approaches to overcome what many see as a crisis in leadership research.
Clearly the two chapters comprising this part are based upon very different
perspectives and suggest very different solutions to the current problems in
leadership research.
Chapter 14, "Leadership Research: Some Forgotten, Ignored, or Overlooked Findings," by Robert .. House, attributes this so-called crisis in leadership theory and research to the fact that many well-supported findings
available in the leadership literature have been forgotten or overlooked.
Thus, in fact we know more about leadership than is implied by the concerns
expressed about the problematic state of leadership theory. In this sense,
House sees no fundamental problems in the state of leadership theory and
research and therefore sees no reason to change our basic paradigmatic
approaches to leadership, although improvements in the specifics of doing
research are of continued concern to him.
Chapter 15, by H. Peter Dachler, "Constraints on the Emergence of New
Vistas in Leadership and Management Research: An Epistemological Overview," uses the search for new leadership vistas suggested by the title of this
book and its implied dissatisfaction with the traditional perspectives of
leadership and management as its starting point. In contrast to House's
assessment of the problems in leadership research, Dachler very definitely
sees a major crisis in this area of social science. He shows the origin of this
crisis to lie in both the implicit epistemological assumptions that guide the
majority of leadership and management writings as well as in the content
assumptions made about the leadership and management phenomenon as
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such and about the social system of which it is an integral part. Dachler maintains that a way out of this crisis can be achieved only through making explicit the often implicitly held assumptions and then systematically questioning them with respect to their usefulness and meaning within current socially
constructed interpretations of the leadership and management reality.
House looks at four issues in leadership research: (1) whether leaders
have an impact on performance; (2) whether past research has yielded an
important amount of useful theoretical knowledge; (3) whether normal
science can be used to study the leadership phenomenon; and (4) the role of
qualitative research in the study of leadership or organizational behavior in
general.
House refers to comprehensive literature reviews and other sources to
take an affirmative stance on each of the first three issues. In addressing the
last issue, he first looks briefly at the use of qualitative research outside the
traditional scientific paradigm. Then he examines a number of uses of it
within the dominant paradigm of leadership research.
Considering Dachler's overview, at first glance one might wonder
whether the two overviews are discussing the same topic. The) definitely are.
Whereas House takes the dominant assumptions as given, Dachler argues
that they are simply one construction of social knowledge in general and of
leadership and management in particular, whose explanatory usefulness and
meaning may increasingly decline in view of what is currently experienced
and constructed as our social-organizational world. Dachler contrasts the
currently used realist ontology of scientific inquiry regarding leadership with
an ontological view in which science is informed by the meaning-based construction in the observation process.
Contrary to the realist perspective on the basis of which House presents
his arguments, the view of leadership and management developed in Dachler's overview chapter is based on the assumption that leadership is a phenomenon that is created by the inquiry process in the context of our culture.
Leadership therefore cannot be something which is knouable independently
of the observer. It cannot be informed objectively by the world out there,
since that world is in principle not knowable independent of the interpretative processes inherent in observation.
Dachler next goes on within this context to examine constraints he sees
to "real" as opposed to "marketing-oriented" conceptions of emerging vistas.
He then analyzes the emerging vistas demonstrated in the chapters of this
book within the two epistemological perspectives and concludes with a discussion of the ethical issues involved in the two epistemological perspectives.
As a package, these overviews stir up as much controversy as we as
editors had hoped. Whether such controversy will in fact be useful in moving
leadership and management research in new directions and in overcoming
what many experience as a crisis is left to the future and to the readers of this
book.

14
Leadership Research:
Some Forgotten, Ignored, or
Overlooked Findings
Robert J. House
This symposium book has raised (at least by implication) several contentious
issues. These concern:
1. Whether leaders have effects on organizational, group, or individual
performance. Some have argued that leaders have little or no effects on
performance, especially organizational performance.
2. Whether past research has yielded a significant amount of useful theoretical knowledge. Some believe that after several years of scientific research
little is known about the leadership phenomenon.
3. Whether the leadership phenomenon can be studied scientifically-that
is, within the physical science paradigm.
4. The role of qualitative research in the study of leadership, or more
broadly in the study of organizational behavior.
In this overview I address each of these issues. Having been involved in leadership research for the past twenty-five years, I do not pretend to be unbiased.
Rather, I intend to take a position on each issue. I believe I will be able to
marshal sufficient evidence for my positions to demonstrate that they are not
,.:.t,,lit empirical siir-,rt. and in some cases are also based on sound theoretical reasoning.

Does Leadership Make a Difference?
The first contentious issue raised on which I wish to focus concerns the effects
of leaders. For example, Baliga and Hunt (this book, ch. 8) argue that leaders
have a substantial impact throughout the life cycle of an organization. In
This chapter was made possible by ("rant #3-17-207-70 from the Social Sciences Humanities

Research Council of Canada.

246 ° Overviews

contrast, Pfeffer (1977) raises the question of whether leadership makes a
difference to organizational functioning and performance.
Pfeffer argues that there are several reasons why the observed effects of
leaders on organizational outcomes would be small. First, the selection process is constrained by the internal system of influence in the organization.
Norms concerning age, gender, education, and experience are likely to be
applied in the selection process. Selection, as a critical decision, is also
affected by the internal power distribution of the organization as well as critical contingencies facing the organization.
The selection of persons to leadership positions is affected by selfselection processes as well. One consequence of these processes is the selection of homogeneous managers with respect to background, values, attitude,
and behavior. Thus, by the time a leader is selected into the position of chief
operating officer, that leader will likely have similar attitudes, values, and
behaviors to those in the organization at that time.
Pfeffer also argues that the leader is embedded in a social system that constrains behavior. The leader has a role set in which members have expectations for appropriate behavior. Pressures to conform to the expectations of
peers, subordinates, and superiors are all relevant in the determination of
actual behavior. Accordingly, leader behavior is also constrained by both the
demands of others in the role set and by organizationally prescribed limitations on the sphere of activity and influence.
Pfeffer further contends that leaders are constrained by the external
environment in which the organization operates. He argues that costs are
largely determined by the operation of commodities and labor markets and
demand is largely affected by external factors such as interest rates, availability of mortgage money, and economic conditions that are affected by governmental policies over which the executive has little control.
Finally, Pfeffer argues that leader success or failure may be partly due to
circumstances unique to the organization but still outside the leader's control.
Thus, the choice of a new executive does not fundamentally alter the market
and financial position that has developed historically over several years.
Research on the effects of executive succession are relevant to this issue.
Two hypotheses concerning executive succession are the resource dependency hypothesis and the population ecology hypothesis. According to
resource dependence theory (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978), environmental contingencies affect the selection and removal of top managers. This process
theoretically keeps organizations aligned with the demands of their environments by importing new information and perspectives into the organization. I
refer to this hypthesis as the succession-adaptation hypothesis.
However, this succession-adaptation hypothesis stands in direct opposition to the succession-crisis hypothesis of population ecology theory (e.g.,
Carroll 1984). According to this theoretical perspective, organizational
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survival is age dependent. That is, survival is a function of the age of the
organization, among other factors. Specifically, it is argued that newly
founded organiLations suffer from a liability of newness (Carroll and Delacroix 1982; Freeman, Carroll, and Hannan 1983, Stinchcombe 1965).
Accordingly, new organizations face four kinds of problems in their early
years. These are internal socialization and coordination, need for favorable
exchanges with environmental actors, and the need to establish legitimacy.
Population ecology theory asserts that executive succession "sets back the
liability of newness clock" (Hannan and Freeman 1984, i59-60; Carroll
1984) because such succession is likely to be followed by a period of internal
confusion similar to that experienced by newly founded organizations. During this period the succeeding executive adjusts to the organization, and
introduces new strategies, procedures, and structures. Internal communication and coordination are assumed to suffer, unity of command is temporarily lost, work routines change, and employee insecurity runs high (Carroll
1984). Accordingly, Carroll (1984) argues that this reasoning suggests that
managerial succession creates a crisis that lowers organizational performance, and the likelihood of survival. This argument is referred to by Carroll
as the succession-crisis hypothesis.
Carroll (1984) provides us with a literature review that demonstrates that
the effects of executive succession are not consistent across studies. As Carroll
has pointed out, the effect of succession on organizational performance and
survival is sometimes deleterious, sometimes beneficial, and sometimes irrelevant. Carroll argues that these findings are likely due to failure to control
other relevant variables such as the context of the succession, the timing of
the succession relative to the organizational life cycle, the type of transfer,
and the degree to which the control structure of the previous organization
differs from the control structure of the recruiting organization.
A study by Smith, Carson, and Alexander (1984) not included in
Carroll's review is informative. Smith and associates studied a random sample of fifty ministers, stratified by length of tenure. Data for this sample of
ministers were collected over a twenty-year period, from 1961 to 1980. For
each of the twenty years, the specific church congregations associated with
each of the ministers were identified and objective measures of organizational
performance concerning financial and membership affairs for each church
were recorded. The performance variables consisted of attendance, membership, property value, general assembly giving, total giving, and salary. Smith
and his colleagues also collected information concerning the United Methodist Women's giving. This variable was included as a control variable which
was not expected to be affected by leadership.
The study involved two phases, the identification of effective leaders and
an estimation of the leaders' impact on the preceding criterion variables.
Salary received by the ministers was treated as an objective performance
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appraisal measure, since salary increases reflect prior performance appraisals
by the membership. Ministers were identified who, for the entire twenty-year
period, consistently had tenure-adjusted standardized salaries above the
mean, and in addition had salaries at or above the standard deviation above
the mean for eight or more assignments. This criterion resulted in seven of the
fifty ministers being labeled as high-performing ministers. A step-wise regression analysis was conducted separately for each of the performance variables.
Adding minister performance status (effective versus ineffective) contributed
significantly to the prediction for all criterion variables except the United
Methodist Women's giving, as predicted. The analysis indicated that the performance of the churches with effective ministers improved when these ministers took charge and that these churches consistently performed higher than
others. Smith and his associates also conducted an analysis of the main effects
of the succession event without controlling for leader effectiveness status.
The authors found that leadership change does not in and of itself account for
immediate or delayed variation in organizational performance, pesitive or
negative.
Thus, the preceding findings suggest that when the effects of succession
are adequately studied, it is possible to show that leaders do make a difference to the organizations they manage. In addition to the findings of Smith
and his associates, there are a vast number of studies that have shown leaders
to have an effect on followers and on group performance (House and Baetz
1979). 1 believe we can safely conclude that leaders can and do make a difference, but that leaders' effects will be conditional on several factors such as the
leader's ability, follower's ability, organizational form, technological constraints, and environmental demands.

Leadership Research and Useful Knowledge
It is popular to begin articles on leadership with quotes such as, "Probably
more has been written and less known about leadership than any other topic
in the behavioral sciences" (Bennis 1959, 259); "After 40 years of accumulation, our mountain of evidence about leadership seems to offer few clear-cut
facts" (McCall 1976); "It is difficult to know what, if anything, has been
convincingly demonstrated by replicated research. The endless accumulation
of empirical data has not produced an integrated understanding of leadership" (Stogdill 1974, vii).
Straw men, such as the fruitlessness of prior leadership research, set the
stage for an attack and permit catchy and interest-arousing introductions to
articles. However, I believe that such statements also misrepresent the current
state of leadership knowledge, underestimate the amount of knowledge produced to date, suggest that we should engage in handwringing despair, and

Leadership Research • 249
cast doubt on whether or not leadership research should continue to be conducted.
I refer the reader to two literature summaries to which I shall refer
throughout this chapter. These are Gary Yukl's book entitled Leadership in
Organizations (1981) and the review paper Mary Baetz and I coauthored
entitled "Leadership: Some Empirical Generalizations and New Research
Directions" (House and Baetz 1979). In addition, I will cite other sources of
evidence as my argument develops.
In the following sections the state of leadership knowledge is discussed
under the following topics: leadership trait research, leadership behavioral
research, current theories, and situational moderators of the relationship

between leadership traits and/or behavior, and relevant criterion variables. I
address each of the remaining contentious issues in subsequent sections.
Leadership Trait Research

In the House and Baetz paper, we reviewed evidence relevant to leadership
traits and their relationship to leadership effectiveness and emergence. Based
on a review of the studies conducted to that date, including studies reviewed
by Stogdill (1948, 1974), we concluded that (1) traits can, and often do, have
main effects with respect to nontrivial criterion variables such as measures of
performance, effectiveness, emergence and succession rate; and (2) many
traits likely interact with situational variables to produce effects on such
criterion variables.
Stogdill (1948) is usually referred to as having summarized evidence to
the effect that trait research should be abandoned. What Stogdill said was the
following.
It becomes clear that an adequate analysis of leadership involves not only a
study of leaders, but also situations... The findings suggest that leadership
is not a matter of passive status, or of the mere possession of some combination of traits. It appears rather to be a working relationship among members
of a group, in which the leader acquires status through active participation
and demonstration of his capacity for carrying cooperative tasks through to
completion. Significant aspects of this capacity for organizing and expediting
cooperative effort appear to be intelligence, alertness to the needs and
motives of others, and insight into situations, further reinforced by such
habits as responsibility, initiative, persistence, and self-confidence (Stogdill
1974, 65).
Thus, rather than recommending the abandonment of trait research,
Stogdill advocated continued research on traits in interaction with situational
variables.
It is my opinion that currently traits are alive and well. And by current
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theoretical reasoning they should be. First, let me develop the argument as to
why, theoretically, we should expect traits to have effects on leader criterion
variables. Then I will cite some recently published evidence relevant to leadership traits that have not been considered in the mainstream of leadership
research to date.
Traits are stable characteristics of individuals. Traits are unobservable,
measured indirectly by some test, and represent predispositions, disinhibitors, or abilities of individuals. One class of traits, personality traits, is
assumed to predispose individuals to engage in certain behaviors. Such traits
may be reflections of needs or motives, reflections of kinds of abilities, reflections of prior learning, and/or reflections of habits and their strengths. Need
for achievement and need for power are examples of traits assumed to be
motives or needs. Cognitive complexity is an example of an ability trait.
Locus of control, authoritarianism, dogmatism, and Machiavellianism are
traits that theoretically reflect prior cognitive learning and are likely to be a
mixture of both motivational and ability components.
According to social learning theory (Mischel 1973), traits serve to stimulate and guide behavior under a couple of conditions. First, there are situational factors that emphasize the salience of influence, leadership, or control.
Second, there are few other clear-cut situational rules, cues, constraints,
incentives, or guides to induce a person to behave in specific wavs.
Thus, according to this theoretical reasoning, certain kinds of behavior
are instrumental to the satisfaction of individual needs. The traits associated
with those behaviors will predispose or disinhibit the individual such that the
individual will engage in that behavior more than if he or she did not have
that trait. However, this can only occur %%
hen there are few or no other constraints on the individual's behavior. Such constraints limit behavioral vanability and thus suppress the behavioral effects of traits.
Consider these two propositions. The first is illustrated by studies b\
Megargee, Bogart, and Anderson (1966). These authors studied the interaction between leader dominance and situational cues in the prediction of
emergent leaders.
Leader dominance, a trait that had positive, negative, and nonsignificant
associations with leadership in the studies reviewed by Stogdill, has been
found in the emergent leadership literature (Rohde 1951 ) and in experimental
studies (e.g., Berkowitz and Haythorn 1955) to be rather consistently predictive of leadership. The mixed findings concerning dominance as a trait associated with leadership can be explained by consideration of the measures used
in the situation. Several of the findings reviewed by Stogdill are based on
measures of the degree to wvhich the leaders were observed as being bossy or
domineering. However, when dominance is defined as the leader's predisposition to be ascendant or assertive, as measured by the l)ominance Scale of
the California Personality Inventory, and when the situation calls for one
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individual leader behavior as demonstrated by Megargee, Bogart, and Anderson (1966).
These researchers asked pairs of high and low dominance subjects to
work together on a manual task requiring one person to verbally communicate instructions to the other. When leadership was emphasized in the experimental instructions to the subjects, the dominant subjects assumed the leadership role in fourteen of sixteen pairs. When the task was emphasized and
leadership was deemphasized, there was no association between dominance
and the assumption of the leadership role.
The limiting effects of constraints on behavioral variability have been
shown by Monson, Hesley, and Chernick (1982). These authors conducted
two studies in which the participants were placed in either of three experimental conditions: forced extroversion, forced introversion, or neutral. Subject's talkativeness was measured in each condition. As predicted, variance in
talkativeness among subjects was significantly higher in the neutral condition
than in the forced-introversion or the forced-extroversion condition.
In the second study, Monson, Hesley, and Chernick (1982) asked participants to indicate the probabilities that they would engage in -arious behaviors in each of four hypothetical situations. Fhey were also asked to determine the probabilities that other individuals would exhibit the behaviors. On
average, individuals were perceived to be most likely to exhibit extroverted
behaviors when there were perceived situational pressures to do so, and least
likely when such situational prcssures were lowest. Correlations were also
calculated between the participants' self-ratings of extroversion and the likelihood of exhibiting extroverted behavior in each of the conditions.
Again, the correlation was found to be an inverse function of the degree
of situational pressure. These findings support Mischel's (1973) general argament that individual differences will be most predictive of behavior when
environmental conditions are unctructured and offer little behavioral guidance to the individual. Although this e\ idence supports the general argument
advanced by Mischel, there remains a need to demonstrate specifically how it
applies to leader behavior in complex organizations.
The limiting effects of situational constraints is also illustrated by the
work by John Miner concerning managerial motives to manage. Miner
(1978) has advanced a role-motivational theory of leadership and he has
specified the domain of the theory.
In many respects each managei ial position is unique in the demands it makes
on its incumbents. Certainly role prescription, can differ considerably florn
one organizatior to another. Yet there do seem to be some requirements
which appear again and again in association with a great variety of managerialpositions. And it is one such set of requirements that has been icorpo-
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rated in the present theory. Primary stress is placed on certain components
which contribute to what amounts to a common variance, or perhaps it
would be better to speak of a general factor which operates across a great
many managerial positions. There is no reason to believe that all of these role
prescriptions will be present everywhere in management, however. Some
may well be lacking at a given hierarchic level or in a particular type of organization or in a specific job. Nevertheless, they are presumed to occur with
relatively high frequency, and across a considerable range of positions and
organizations.
The role requirements which have been identified are assumed to be
among those which occur with high frequency in business firms organized in
accordance with the scalar principle. It is entirely possible that the theory is
applicable to managerial or administrative jobs in other types of organizations, but it was not devised with these positions in mind. Where there is
characteristically a considerable departure from this type of hierarchic structure, and from the value system that typifies the modern business organization, the theory would be expected to have only minimal applicability. When
family membership, religious affiliation, sales ability and the like are the crucial bases for reward within the managerial components of an organization,
the theory is not pertinent.
Those individuals who repeatedly associate positive rather than negative
emotion with the various role prescriptions which have been identified as
generally characteristic of managerial positions would tend to meet existing
organizational criteria of effectiveness. Those in whom negative emotional
reactions predominate should be defined as relatively ineffective (Miner
1978, 740-741).
The research carried out to evaluate the effectiveness of managerial rolemotivation theory has indicated positive effects in twenty of twenty-one
instances, as well as construct validity of the Miner Sentence Completion
Scale. Five of the twenty-one positive studies are predictive. Similar studies
conducted in nonbureaucratic organizations, and therefore outside of the domain of theory, have uniformly failed to produce significant results.
Miner argues that the role-motivation theory applies in bureaucratic
organizations. The boundaries of the theory can be interpreted as situational
moderators of the effects of managerial role motivation.
The studies by Megargee and by Miner illustrate the fruitfulness of considering trait by situa-ional interactions. l.et us now return to the conclusions
drawn by Stogdill based on his 1948 and 1970 reviews. Stogdill concluded
that there is a set of task-related characteristics and a set of social character-

istics associated with effective leadership.
The leader is characterized by a strong drive for responsibilit and task completion, vigor and persistence in pirsuit of goals, venturesomeness and originality in problem solving, drive to exercise, initiative in social situations,
self-confidence and sense of personal identity, willingness to accept conse-
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quences of decision and action, readiness to absorb interpersonal stress, willingness to tolerate frustration and delay, ability to influence other persons'
behavior, and capacity to structure social interaction systems to the purpose
at hand (Stogdill 1974, 81).

It may be concluded that these clusters of characteristics differentiate (1)
leaders from followers, (2) effective from ineffective leaders, and (3) higher
echelon from lower echelon leaders. In other words, different strata f
leaders and followers can be described in terms of the extent to which they
exhibit some of the preceding characteristics (Stogdill 1974, 81).
If one considers the nature of leadership activity, it seems to me that it
becomes clear why these classes of traits make theoretical sense. Leadership is
a social activity involving informal or formal status differences between the
leader and the follower, usually face-to-face communication, exertion of
social as well as informational influence, usually but not always involving
relationships between a leader and a group of subordinates or between a
leader and a number of individuals in multiple dyads. Given this description
of the leadership process, it seems to me that it is obvious that several traits
should be theoretically predictive of emergent and effective leadership.
First, leadership always takes place with respect to others. Therefore,
social skills are likely always to be needed if attempted influence acts are to be
viewed as acceptable by followers. Such skills as speech fluency and such
traits as personal integrity, cooperativeness, and sociability are thus prime
candidates for the status of leadership traits.
Second, leadership requires a predisposition to be influential. Therefore,
such traits as dominance or ascendance, need for influence (Ulman 1972),
and need for power (McClelland 1961) are also likely to be associated with
leadership.
Third, leadership almost always takes place with respect to specific task
objectives or organizational goals. Consequently, such traits as need for
achievement, initiative, tendency to assume personal responsibility for outcomes, desire to excel, and task-relevant ability are also associated with
leadership.
Leadership Behavioral Research
It is my contention that we also know a fair amount about the specific leader
behaviors that contribute to leader effectiveness, leader success, effective
decision making, and followers' satisfaction and performance. Although
space limitations prohibit a detailed explication of the state of knovledge
with respect to leader behavior, I am willing to assert that the leader behaviors listed in table 14-1 usually, but not always, have a positive effect on the
normal criterion variables associated with leadership. These leader behaviors
ire leader initiating structure (as measured by Form XII of the Ohio State
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Table 14-1
Leader Behavior and Relevant Theories
Behavors

Relevant lheories

Author

Goal emphasis, goal setting,
contingent reward and punishment

Path-goal theory,
substitutes theory,
L.FI theory
Substitutes theory,
LEFI theory

House 1971,
Kerr and
Jermier 1978
Ke-r and
.ermier 1978.
Wofford 1983,

Participation

Vroom-Yetton theory

Use of intelligence and experience

Human resource
utilization theory
Vertical dyadic theory

Vroom and
Yetton 1973
Fiedler 1985

Initiation of structure, consideration,
path-goal clarification

Leader-member exchange
leader goal contributions
ldeological goal articulation
showing high confidence and
performance expectation, role
modeling, goal articulation, and
motive-arousing behaviors

Idiosyncracy theory
Charismatic and
transformational theory

Graen 1978
Hollander 1960
House 1976,
Avolio and
Bass, this book
Sashkin and
Fulmer, this book

Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire), leader consideration, leader
expectations toward followers, participative decision making, goal emphasis
and goal setting, contingent reward and punishment, path-goal and role clarification, ideological goal articulation, role modeling behavior, and leader
expressions of confidence in followers.
These behaviors have been shown in a number of studies to be positively
related to leadership criterion variables such as turnover, satisfaction, leader
emergence, leader effectiveness, and work group performance and cohesiveness.

The magnitude of the correlation between these behaviors and criterion
variables varies between 0.3 and 0.5. I would expect that multiple correlations combining the effects of several of these behaviors would be in the range
of 0.5 or better. Thus there is a very practical body of knowledge with respect
to leader behavior. It is practical in the sense that such knowledge can be used
to guide leadership selection, development, and placement endeavors. I
believe it would be practically useful for all leaders to have these behaviors in
their repertoire.
Situational Moderators
There are several ways in which situational variables interact with traits and
with behaviors to produce effects that are different from the main effects
described previously. First, situational factors arouse specific motives.
Second, such factors provide guidance, constraints, and reinforcement for
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both leaders and followers. Path-goal theory (House 1971), leadership substitutes theory (Kerr and Jermier 1978), and a recent extension of path-goal
theory, the leader environment follower interaction theory (LEFI theory)
(Wofford and Srinivasan 1983), all assert that situational variables can serve
as substitutes for leadership. That is, to the extent that followers obtain
either guidance or satisfaction from situational factors, such followers will
not need guidance or support from leaders. To the extent that the task is
intrinsically motivational, or to the extent that reward and punishment contingencies are clear and consistently applied by system factors as in the case of
piece-work, the leaders' efforts to motivate followers is unnecessary. Thus,
the task or the system can serve as substitutes for leadership with respect to
motivation.
With respect to arousal, it has been demonstrated repeatedly that need
for achievement and need for power are arousable by situational stimuli in
laboratory experiments. The need for achievement is aroused by social cues
that imply that the task is a measure of excellence and presents the individual
with an opportunity to achieve an objective above and beyond that which has
been achieved in the past. Need for power is aroused by social cues that
threaten the individual, illustrate the application of power, or by circumstances that permit the individual to engage in the exercise of power. The
study by Megargee and his associates, cited prcviously, demonstrates that
situational cues that make salient issues of leadership, control, or influence
arouse the dominance need.
The constraining effect of situational factors is illustrated by Miner's
theor, and findings with respect to the conditions under which the theory
applies. Other substitutes for leadership have been described and empirically
verified by Kerr and Jermier (1978).
Situational stress has been shown to moderate the relationship between
intelligence and/or experience and leader effectiveness. Fiedler (1985) has
shown how stress moderates the relationship between leader LPC and subordinate performance. Fiedler's findings demonstrate that under conditions
of high stress individuals rely on experience to guide their behavior. Under
conditions of low stress individuals rely on intelligence. Finally, loss of situational control, or inability to influence others, has been shown to cause individuals with high needs for power to experience signficiantly more stress than
individuals with low need for power.
Thus, as with traits and with leader behaviors, there is a rather long list
of situational factors that have been shown to moderate relationships
between traits and behavior or between leader behavior and effects.
Current Theories
Thus far we have identified a number of traits, a number of behaviors, and a
number of situational factors that moderate relationships between traits,
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behaviors, and relevant criterion variables. What is obviously needed is a
theory, or a number of theories, that deal with these variables in a more integrative and parsimonious manner.
Gary Yukl's book (Yukl 1981) goes a long way toward accomplishing
this. There are also a number of less ambitious theories. These theories are
listed in table 14-1. The theories are listed beside the relevant behavioral
dimensions to which they refer. These theories have been tested and show a
substantial amount of promise. In addition to the theories listed here, there
also is Fiedler's contingency theory, which specifies the relationship between
leader and preferred coworker, a personality trait, and group performance.
Recent meta analyses have demonstrated that Fiedler's hypothesized bowshaped curve relating LPC to performance has been empirically established
and is quite generalizable across both laboratory and field studies (Fiedler
1985).
Hollander's theory of idiosyncrasy credits also deserves mentioning.
Although this theory was originally published in 1960, and has since been
somewhat forgotten by current writers, it has been the subject of a number of
studies that have shown support (House and Baetz 1979).
Path-goal theory, substitutes theory, and LEFI theory are essentially of
the same class and deal with the effect of the leader on the follower welfare or
performance under conditions where situational factors moderate the relationship bet%%een leader behavior and follower performance. This class of
theory essentially argues that it is the role of the leader to compliment the
situation such that the follower has sufficient guidance and support to carry
out his or her work.
Participation theory, authored by Vroom and Yetton (1973), deals with
a different dependent variable than the preceding theories and therefore is not
in competition with them.
Charismatic leadership (House 1977) and transformational leadership
(this book, ch. 3) deal with different independent and dependent variables
from those discussed previously. The dependent variables and performance
beyond expectations, extremely heightened motivation, involvement in the
mission, trust in the leader, and follower self-esteem. The independent variables are leader's show of expectations toward followers, leader's show of
confidence in followers, leader's articulation of ideological goals, and role
modeling of values. This class of theory attempts to explain why some leaders
are not merely effective but rather are "great leaders." Finally, the human
resource utilization theory offered by Fiedler (1985) relates the leader's use of
intelligence and experience, in interaction with situational factors, to predict
small group performance.
Although there is certainly room for integration of the propositions of the
several theories, each purports to explain a different aspect of the leadership
phenomenon and therefore these theories are not in direct competition with
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each other. It is interesting to note that with the exception of Hollander's
idiosyncrasy theory, all of these theories have been developed within the last
fifteen years. To me this is a promising sign because it indicatcs that the study
of leadership has become less characterized by dust bowl empiricism or
exploratory investigations and more characterized by theoretical analyses
coupled with empiric testing.

Can Leadership Be Studied within
the Scientific Paradigm?
The third contentious issue I wish to address concerns whether the leadership
phenomenon can be studied scientifically. Some argue that the social sciencc.
are qualitatively different from physical sciences and for that reason it isnot
possible to study social behavior using the physical science paradigm. I would
argue that when studying at the genotypic level, the physical and social
sciences are not qualitatively different. For example, there is substantial evidence that the need for achievment is a learned phenomenon, but that once
learned it operates the same way in multiple cultures. McClelland has demonstrated this with respect to underdeveloped nations (McClelland 1961 ).He

was able to predict the industrial development of a number of nations using
measures of need for achievement expressed in children's storybooks.
There are also a number of studies from several different nations that
illustrate that stress induces authoritarianism and induces expectations by
followers to accept authoritarian leaders. This finding has bee- demonsatd
in a number of western societies (Mulder, Ritsema, and De jong 1970; Mulder and Stemerding 1963; Sales 1972). However, the effects of stress ha-e
not been demonstrated to date, in eastern societies. It would be interesting to
follow this line of research to see whether the phenomenon described previously is culture bound. It is my belief that the closer we get to the study of
physiological variables, the more likely we are to be stud ing at the genot\ pic
level. However, I do not believe we are necessarily restricted to physiological
phenomena to study at the genotypic level.
One criticism of research in the social sciences is that the ob 1ects of
research, namely people, are reactive. The argument is that when we observe
an individual, that individual changes as a result of the observation and therefore a valid measurement cannot be obtained. This argument is correct if the
individuals under study are aware of the phenomenon being studied. That is,
it is possible that individuals may respond to questionnaires or interviews by
giving socially desirable answers which do not reflect their own behavior,
perceptions, or attitudes. Psychologists figured that out a long time ago and
refined the practice of writing cover stories. Psychologists are very good playwriters; they are scriptwriters; they lie to their subjects; the subjects do not
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know what is being observed. This practice allows psychologists to get at the
phenomenon of study without having a reaction on the part of the subject.
But we cannot do this all of the time and should not do it at all some of the
time. There are ethical limitations.
An alternative to lying to subjects concerns unobtrusive measurement.
To the extent that individuals can be observed without knowing that they are
being observed, or to the extent that the product of their behavior can be
identified in the form of traces or accretions, it is possible to measure without
affecting the object of study.
Finally, it is possible to find ways to discount the effects of observation
on the subject. Psychologists do this when they use lie scales or social desirability scales. If the lie scale indicates that the respondent is not telling the
truth, then the respondent's data can be either discounted or eliminated from
the study. Social desirability scales give the researcher an estimate of the
degree to which individuals are biased toward giving socially desirable
answers. The social desirability score can then be used as a moderator variable or a weighting variable to increase the amount of variance in dependent
variables accounted for. This is not different from what is done in physics. If
a physicist wants to take the temperature of a body of water, the physicist
will insert a thermometer into it. If the physicist wants to be precise, he or she
will take the temperature of the thermometer first, and then measure the
body of water, discounting the measurement by the initial temperature of the
thermometer. Although our methods of controlling for subject reactivity are
still crude, they have been shown to be extremely useful in social science
research.

The Role of Qualitative Research
Qualitative research is the fourth and final contentious issue to be examined.
It can be used for many reasons beyond the scientific paradigm. Qualitative
research can and should be used to develop case studies for instruction, to
illustrate or describe conflict, control, and suppression for emancipatory purposes, to describe to organizations how they operate, or to describe to society
how organizations operate. Such studies are socially relevant and I believe
should not be discouraged in any way. In the following discussion, I am not
referring to such studies; however I am referring to the use of qualitative
research within the scientific paradigm only.
Within the scientific paradigm qualitative research is most effectively
used when we have little knowledge about the phenomenon under study.
Under these conditions is is necessary to allow the environment to teach us
because we do not have an adequate framework, we do not have hypotheses,
we do not have a clear idea as to what the critical variables are, and we have
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little ability to measure them. Observation, interviews, critical incidents, and
historical analyses are especially relevant at this stage of the development of a
body of knowledge. These qualitative methods have been used effectively in
the past for purposes of generating hypotheses, specifying variables, and providing rich and detailed insights concerning the subject.
Another occasion that frequently calls for qualitative research concerns
unexpected results from prior research. When prior research generates inconsistent findings or dilemmas, qualitative research can give us insights into the
causes of such inconsistencies.
Qualitative research can be used to elaborate quantitative findings. If I
assert that the relationship between path-goal clarification and subordinate
performance is moderated by task structure, one might ask what the qualitative nature of path-goal clarification is. That is, what do people do when they
engage in this behavior? How do they act toward subordinates? How do they
use their nonverbal behavior? What do we mean by task structure? What are
the structuring aspects of the task that cause people to respond to questionnaires by saying such things as, "My task is predictable, I know what to do, it
is highly structured, I do not have to rely on instructions from others." These
questions might be better answered by qualitative interviewing and observation. This may give us insights into the nature of path-goal clarification and
task structure that cannot be gained by quantitative research.
Qualitative research can be used to illustrate generalizations for expository or for teaching purposes. One can pick a number of instances of a generalization and develop scenarios to explain how the generalization operates.
Qualitative research is also useful in operationalizing variables in a rigorous manner. We cannot really operationalize variables like task structure
without observing tasks. We cannot sit in our laboratories or in our offices
and write questionnaire items and be sure tha t we have an adequately
descriptive scale. We need to interview and observe. We need to make up
some items, feed them back to the people whom we interviewed, and ask
them whether the items reflect what we intended them to mean.
Finally, qualitative research is useful in the development of technologies.
In order to translate theories of leader behavior into statements that are
meaningful to laypersons, it is necessary to use scenarios, role-p!aying exercises, management simulations, and/or introspective exercises. Such teaching
technologies require that the developer of the technology have enriched
knowledge of the way in which the theory operates. Such knowledge is likely
to be gained by qualitative research.
I see the role of qualitative research as quite important in the development of the social sciences. There is both bad qualitative and bad quantitative
research in our literature. It seems to me that we need to develop a set of
norms to guide us in conducting qualitative research. Such a set of norms is
already developed and in place for quantitative research. Without such
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norms, we will not have criteria on which to judge the research as adequate
or not. Other social sciences or non-physical science-based disciplines have to
some extent developed norms for qualitative research. Journalism requires
that the writer obtain corroborating evidence for any statement that the
writer claims to be true. Law requires that attorneys develop their arguments
on the basis of evidence rather than theories or polemics alone. Some anthropologists engage in back-translation when they describe a society. They go
into a society, try to picture and describe what is going on, write it down, put
it into the language of the natives, and ask the natives if the account is accurate. Although there is some controversy over this method, it is an example of
the use of a rigorous standard against which to measure the acceptability of
qualitative research. It is a rigorous check and it is still qualitative.
I see the possibility of qualitative research being rigorous. I do not see
why it has to be casual or uncontrolled observation. Although it is harder to
have controls for qualitative research, I believe it is not impossible. I would
further be more tolerant of les controls in qualitative than quantitative
research.

Conclusion
In conclusion I would like to stress my belief that the study of leadership has
yielded a number of empirically supported generalizations and a number of
promising theories. I am optimistic about the future. I see promise and progress in leadership research and theory.

15
Constraints on the Emergence
of New Vistas in Leadership
and Management Research:
An Epistemological Overview
H. Peter Dachler
uch metaphors as "emerging leadership vistas," "the cutting edge,"
"new frontiers," and "beyond establishment views" have been included
in the titles of many of the recent leadership symposia books. These
offer a promise of breaking out of established boundaries, if not conceptual
prisons, and of coming closer to making the dream of exploring new leadership territory a reality. On the one hand, this obligates us to think about what
it means to dream of new directions in leadership research and about freedom
from establishment views regarding leadership and management. On the
other hand, the implied promise of outlining new vistas of leadership in this
book requires questioning whether we have been able to construct new vistas
of leadership and management insights or not. Perhaps the promise may be
but a dream, a myth that has more to do with marketing considerations for
the distribution of the book than with demonstrating viable alternative
insights about the meaning of the obviously ambiguous notions regarding
leadership and management anchored in our culture.

Soiie Thoughts on the Meaning of Scientific Progress
and New Directions in Leadership
Science Based upon a Realist Ontology
From the chapters in this book at least two major conceptions are discernible
of the outcomes we can imagine when new vistas or new directions are sought
and what is meant by progress in leadership conceptions and research. These
I am very much indebted to my colleagues Klaus Bartolke, Ken Gergen, Gareth Morgan, Gilbert
Probst, Ben Schneider, and Linda Smircich for their insightful comments and helpful suggestions. I also gained much from the often critical discussion of an earlier draft of this chapter with
my colleagues Emil Walter-Busch, Thomas Dyllick, and Rudiger Klimecki during a doctoral
seminar that I conducted together with them.
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two conceptions are in fact based on very different assumptions about the
nature of the scientific enterprise.
Without much elaboration of the fairly extensive literature on this topic
(e.g., Burrell and Morgan 1979, Feyerabend 1976, Gergen 1982, Habermas
1971, 1973, Kuhn 1970, Morgan 1983), some of the chapters in this book
are based on the positivistic, empiricist tradition of social science scholarship.
This perspective of science, on the basis of which scientific progress is evalLated and criteria are established for defining "new directions" in leadership,
basically adheres to the ontological assumption that the reality to be investigated is concrete and objective in its structure and process (Morgan and Smircich 1980).
Leadership and management, whether these phenomena are culture produced or emerge on the basis of inherited individual differences that preordain some individuals as leaders, are seen as a reality that exists "out
there," as an "object" separate from the scientist who observes "leadership."
However the scientist decides to observe leadership, on a micro or macro
level, with a narrow or broad focus, he or she does so independently of the
object of observation, in order to get a better picture of the facts inherent in
leadership and management.
The main task of leadership researchers according to this paradigm (xell
articulated in House's overview chapter in this book) is to search for facts, for
natural facts, since a fact is only a fact by being "unambiguouslyN" Informed
through the concrete and objective leadership reality. There are onls "ffacts as
natural objects" (Krippendorff 1985, 6) which allow for nianpulation
through various analysis methods in order to discover true or valid insights
about the leadership phenomena "out there."
Within this reigning perspective true insights as opposed to subjectivc,
contaminated, illusion-based, and value-riddled prejudgments are objective
because the observer is separated through all our methodological sophistication from what is observed. Thus we are informed b a priori and ph sically independently existing facts inherent in the leadership phenomenai "out
there."
At the same time, within this perspective, seeking new vistas of leadership means the discovery of new facts and of new relationships among the
facts. The goal implied by searching for new frontiers is to find new points of
view based on additional variables or new combinations of variables. The
hope for a resulting better understanding of leadership is coupled \ith the
hope that the improved understanding may provide a means for improved
prediction and control of an already predefined and objectively existing leadership and management reality.
Scientific progress, therefore, means the accumulation of isolated facts.
Attempts are made to aggregate these facts within the ever-increasing complexity of their interrelationships, in order to move closer to the ontological
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goal of knowing as completely as possible the "real" nature of leadership and
management. The question "what is leadership" is answered through the
authority of science.
Science Informed by the Meaning-based
Construction in the Observation Process
A second set of chapters in this book to a greater or lesser degree is embedded
in different ontological assumptions. This set of assumptions regarding the
nature of the scientific enterprise provides a different basis for evaluating the
meaning of scientific progress and for defining what is meant by seeking new
directions in leadership research. In contrast to the "realist" concerns (Burrell
and Mcrgan 1979) of the traditional paradigm whose focus is on the question
of what leadership is in the world "out there," there is an emerging set of
assumptions about the nature of science.
The main focus is on epistemological processes in leadership research. Of
interest in this perspective in general are the processes by which we come to
knou leadership and management phenomena. The ontological emphasis is
on leadership as something that cannot be known independently and "outside" of the scientific observer. In this sense it does not exist previous to the
act of observation, and it does not inform the observer objectively.
On the contrary, in line with what people like Neisser (1976) or Piaget
(1970) have shown for cognition and Krippendorff (1985) or Watzlawick,
Beavin, and Jackson (1967) have demonstrated for communication processes, Varela (1984) has suggested for visual perception, and Hanson
(1958), or Von Foerster (1981) have suggested about the process of observation in scientific inquiry, "seeing" and being informed require an active construction of the reality of leadership by the observers. As a consequence, what
is "seen" is the leadership reality we as leadership observers have constructed.
House's contribution to this book, for example, provides an upbeat
review of "truths" about leadership. He assigns these remarkable accomplishments to the careful empirical accumulation of objective facts. What House
seems to overlook, however, is the fact that as members of our culture we
define and ask questions sensible in the context of the way our culture has
evolved the concept of leadership.
More specifically, he clearly neglects to consider that within the "realist"
leadership paradigm, we reduce the inherent ambiguity of leadership processes: to those aspects that fit our dominant everyday theoretical preconceptions; and to what our methodological capabilities define as acceptable.
What we accept as objective facts are then actually nothing more than what
we have collectively constructed within our discipline in the context of our
culture.
Thus, only questions sensible to the constructed leadership reality are
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asked and, therefore, only answers are possible within the domain of the
general assumptions that guide the questions. Other, potentially equally
informing questions are not asked, and a wide range of possible answers are
made unavailable. That is precisely what reality construction entails. It is this
unavoidable process that renders the concept of an objective reality to be discovered "out there" at best a "half truth," if not a myth!
To avoid misunderstandings, it is important to emphasize that the issue
raised here is not one of truth or falsity regarding what we have so far constructed as the scientifically "discovered" leadership reality. The concern is to
question the concept of an objective leadership reality which through natural
facts informs our knowledge.
For example, it is astounding the degree to which the review of "true"
leadership traits in House's chapter is a description, nearly a caricature, of the
dominating, competitive, aggressive, manipulating, and achievement-driven
male. The "problem- of women as leaders, for example, is then a problem
because male traits as predictors of effective leadership are so unquestioningly accepted as the objective "God-given" reality.
The historical or evolutionary "accident" of male dominance is one of
many possible social constructions, and evidence of a different reality within
the social situation of female leadership is beginning to emerge. For instance,
an investigation of Swiss female chief executives suggests that, at least in
this cultural context, women top managers are effective and successful by
_ipproaching leadership problems much more holistically than is implied by
the analytical and competitive processes inherent in the "true" leadership
traits and behaviors reviewed by House (Preuss 1986).
The dominance of male leadership researchers within a culture where
leadership is already constructed in the image of the male, must result in the
prevalence of questions regarding "male" traits as opposed to other possible
aspects of people we think of as leaders. What narratives about the characteristics of leaders (cf. Calas and Smircich in this book) would our literature
contain if we asked questions about whether managers are afraid or lack
courage (Kanter 1984), cooperate, rather than compete (Kohn 1986), or
frame problems according to the way they interpret themselves and their
social context (Smith and Simmons 1983).
And what kind of image or mental map of a leader would be implied by
such questions in contrast to the "macho-male" picture that seems to underlie
House's literature review of "true" leadership traits? Interestingly, within the
currently hot topic of organizational culture, leaders seem suddenly to be
seen not so much as competitive, achievement-driven, and task-oriented, but
as managers of meaning and symbols (Pfeffer 1981), as people who help
create visions and resist an addiction to established procedure and current
consensus (Schein 1985).
Is it reasonable to say that such different "knowledge" about the charac-
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teristics of leaders is informed by a different or changed objective reality? Or
is it possible that, based upon different perspectives implied by the concept of
organizational culture and its implicit assumptions regarding the nature of
people and social systems, a different preconception of leaders emerges which
now makes sensible a whole set of questions that could not be asked meaningfully within the traditional leadership perspective?
Thus, what House in his overview sees as established knowledge of leadership is not an objective and value-free "known" reality. It is a reflection of
what leadership research as a discipline in the context of western cultures has
constructed as its reality, which is but one of many possible leadership realities that could be imagined.
Leadership research is both cause and consequence of observation. This is
an issue which systems-generated epistemology refers to as self-referential (cf.
Von Foerster 1981, Krippendorff 1985, Luhmann 1977, Spencer-Brown
1979, Varela 1975). Not any constructed reality of leadership is sensible or
useful. As Krippendorff (1985, 22) suggests, "we know nothing about reality
external to us except when our constructions fail in some respects." The empirical referent of constructed realities is a crucially important issue to he
raised in this context. However, for the point I am raising here it may suffice
to refer the reader to writers such as Bateson (1972), Gergen (1982), Von
Glasersfeld (1981, 1984), and Krippendorff (1985).
The desire to seek new leadership vistas and the criteria to evaluate scientific progress in leadership and management research takes on a different
meaning within an epistemology that acknowledges explicitly the social and
subjective processes of interpretation when observing reality. This alternative
epistemological "paradigm" is emerging in various corners of the social
sciences. It is based upon a fundamental dissatisfaction with and realization
of the untenable root assumptions on which the empiricist position is based.
Thus the title cf Emerging Leadership Vistas must be taken in its literal
sense. The metaphor of "vistas" refers to perceptual, conceptual, and interpretation processes. It does not imply a search for new variables and new
relationships among "facts" delivered by an observer independent and v iuefree-that is, objective leadership reality. Rather, it implieN a search involving
a systematic questioning of the processes by which we see and know.
The aim is to understand the processes by which we learn to understand
ourselves as researchers, as an organized social system in search of the meaning of leadership in its socially constructed context. New vistas or per-pectives imply a fundamental change in the basic assumptions made about ourselves as observers and our interactions with what we observe. New leadership and management vistas also imply a fundamental change in the basic
assumptions we make about the phenomena of leadership and management
and the contexts in which they unfold their attributes and consequences.
Also, with respect to criteria of progress in leadership research, the
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"social construction" paradigm leads to different conclusions than the "objective reality" perspective of science. Rather than thinking of knowledge as an

increasingly accurate map of an objective territory that is knowable without
valuation and interpretation, the social construction perspective accepts the
existence of multiple realities. Some of these realities are experienced as more

viable or meaningful than others.
The issue is not that one constructed reality will ultimately prove to be
the "correct" or objective one, that exists apart from our values and preconceptions. The issue is to understand the way different leadership realities are
constructed. Such construction Involves understanding the various and complex social-political processes I,\which some constructions are retained as
sensible and useful whereas others in the context of different social and historical events begin to lose their interpretative usefulness.
F-undamental to this perspective of scientific progress is that knowNledge is
dynamic. Based on complex cultural-social-political processes, diffcrent constructions of realities emerge, serve as means of interpreting the world, and
contribute to the emergence of a social order. They often disappear again as
the patterns and substance of relationships in a societN or in some collectivits
change.
Understanding leadership does not progress to an ultimate and objecti\e
truth. Understanding leadership and management is a continuous and unpredictable pattern of emerging constructions of realities. Through the emerging
patterns of new reality constructions, the complexitN of the social situations
can be interpreted, reinterpreted, and found meaningful within gilen Lontexts. Alternatively, such complexity can be found useless or meaningless for
the interpretations of a constructed social order.
Within such an epistemological perspective it becomes a crucial concern
to question the implicit assumptions that are made: about the process of gaining knowledge, about the nature of man and social institutions, and about
leadership and management in particular. It is then on the basis of finding
certain assumptions wanting in light of chianged social realities that ncs
assumptions can be generated that provide ncw construction" of leadership
and management.
The crucial concern of' this overvie\\ is to dras% attention to the fallac\
that fundamental new directions, newN constructions of the w ay in which w\c
"see" leadership and management, can be developed \ ithout basic questionig of the meaningfulness of our root assumptions and investigation of the
\ska in which we come to know through the process of inquir.
I count myself among those who are very concerined about the debilitating constraints of the empiricist tradition in leadership research. Vecause I
cannot see how the increasinglx vociferous critique regarding the relevance of
traditional leadership theory and research can be met effeLtixCel\ within the
traditional empiricist coastrict ii of leadership rcality, focus Il\ ovCr\ IC\%
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on: (1) the extent to which this book has produced some new leadership
vistas, or at least first steps in that direction; (2) what some of the constraints
might be that discourage the use of our imaginative potential in constructing
and making more explicit alternative leadership and management realities;
and, (3) what our ethical responsibilities as leadership and management
researchers might be by adhering to the traditional construction of leadership
or by constructing alternative leadership and management realities.

[merging Leadership Vistas and
Their Constraining Assumptions
Basically, my thesis is that there are clearly some emerging leadership vistas
recognizable in various chapters in this book. However, the potential of constructing new leadership and management realities on the basis of these
emerging perspectives is constrained by currently insufficient analysis of the
underlying assumptions. Many of these remain entrenched in the existing
",ealist"

leadership paradigm.

Thus, the possibility is reduced of realizing some ne\k leadership realities
from the emerging vistas. Such realities might provide a different and perhaps
more relevant perspective for the complexity of the "problems" our societies
are facing. I would like to review the nature of these constraints, then discuss
the emerging leadership vistas. Finally, I will try to illustrate the extent to
which some of these constraints may hinder the full realization of some of the
emerging leadership vistas presented in this book.
Constraints on Emerging Leadership Vistas

We can distinguish three basic sets of constraints inherent in the seldom
explicitly stated root assumptions that guide to a greater or lesser extent the
development of the conceptual basis underlying most of the chapters in this
book.
Natural Mental Properties of the Individual as the Basic Unit of Analysis in
Leadership Research. There are two basic and widely held assumptions in
current leadership and management research that are of concern here. One is
that for any question regarding leadership or management phenomena the
basic unit of analysis is some individual. This is so regardless of the questions
asked: about attributes or behaviors of either a designated or emergent
leader, about questions concerned with followers, or about moderating or
direct effects on leadership of certain "distilled" variables from the complex
environment.
A second assumption is that the individual as the main unit of analysis
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is of prime concern because individuals possess natural mental elements
which causally determine their behavior and thus their leadership or management effectiveness. Although the first assumption is accepted readily and
understood within most of this literature, the second assumption has only
recently been reintroduced. It has been brought back into the ConsLousuess
of the research community by writers such as Gergen (1984a, I 984b, 1982,
1985), Mummendey (1984), and Shotter (1975) and may require some elaboration.
All of the concepts about individual attributes that have been used in
leadership chapters in this book are hypothetical constructs. They are linguistic constructions, interpretative symbols that have been invented to stand
for or make sense of certain experiences that we have defined to be of some
significance within certain leadership contexts. It is understandable that the
ontology of such mental constructs is tied to what is phenomenologically
given, to systematic observation and logical inference.
Although the hypothetical nature of mental traits is readily recognized in
leadership research, it is commonly accepted that psychological conditions
are a result of drawing inferences from careful and systematic observation.
With accumulating research we learn to infer the existence of various needs,
motives, goals, intentions, and predispositions of leaders or managers. For
example, Gergen (1982) shows clearly that in principle there are various
reasons why our linguistic constructions of mental traits cannot be anchored
in or constrained by observation. For instance, any identification of sonic
action is subject to infinite kinds of revisions, depending on the narrowNness
or breadth of the retrospective as well as emergent context in which some
action has been observed. There are no empirical absolutes on the basis of
which one can decide in which context some action is to be identified a an
indicant of some trait assumed to be possessed b an actor.
Furthermore, any action is subject to multiple identifications. There are
no empirical criteria on the basis of which one could decide that some action
is more appropriately designated as "supportive" as opposed to "manipulative," for example (cf. Gergen 1982, ch. 2). Finally, mental categories frequently have been shown to reflect cultural ideologies and various indications
of historical and cultural variations in the assumed contents of mind help
show the cultural relativity of mental assumptions (Gergen 1985 ).
The concern raised here is twofold. First, it is doubtful whether leadership traits and behavioral tendencies can be unambiguously identified b\
careful and systemic observation, as if leaders possessed natural mental traits.
Second, there is mounting evidence that people's attributes may be part of a
linguistic process in which the actor and the observers interepret the social
context and cultural rules that govern the network of relationships in \\hich
an actor is embedded (Gergen I984a, 1984b; Smith 1982).
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Consistent with arguments made by Austin (1962) and Searle (1970),
Gergen (1984b, 3), for example, maintains that, "mental talk is largely performative-that is, it does not mirror or map an independent reality but is a
functioning element in social process itself." What Gergen tries to show is
that in an attempt to make sense of aad deal with the daily social relations, a
language of psychological dispositions emerges:
Such a language is necessitated by the human incapacity to cement linguistic
integers to the proteanlike activity of the human body. As this language of
dispositions is expanded and reified, the "inner value" of psychology
becomes an accepted reality, part of the common sense world of daily relations (Gergen 1985, 119).

A convincing explanation of how the construction of mental elements
develops is certainly missing. However, there seems to be sufficient reason to
begin questioning the usefulness of the traditional assumption that interpretative linguistic symbols such as intelligence, motives, needs, trustworthiness,
and cognitive schemata are indicative of natural mental elements individuals
possess.
As we look through many of the contributions to this book or read
House's overview chapter, the traditional implicit assumption is clearly
recognizable. Certain traits characterize "effective" leaders as do certain
behavioral repertoires, which we have come to label as "task-oriented" or
"employee-oriented," for example. These are assumed to be inherent properties of the individuals on whom such mental elements are "measured," as if
they are natural attributes such as height or weight. Based on a systematic
questioning of the traditional assumptions underlying the individual trait
approach to leadership and management and within the emergent alternative
assumptions regarding the ontology of psychological dispositions briefly
outlined previously, we can construct a rather different perspective of leadership and management. Rather than thinking of leadership and management
as individual phenomena, we could conceptualize this perspective as a product of complex social relationships. Such accounts of leadership processes
may possess enormous potential that has been largely overlooked.

As an example, Smith (1982) and Kanter and Stein (1979) show- convincingly the very different realities constructed by groups that take up different
positions within a power hierarchy (i.e. uppers, middles, and lowers). As
these "groups" interact with each other and as individuals interact within
groups they actively construct their own reality vis-a-vis other groups. All are
in the context of a constructed social order.
These insights applied to leadership phenomena could raise the question
of the degree to which upper management constructs a re-flitv of subordin:c.as those with lesser qualities, knowledge, or experience. To what extent is the
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construction of this reality of groups in lower power positions a part of selfreferential interaction circles through which subordinates are "kept" somewhat incompetent so that they actually see themselves as always having too
little information, for example?
Through this construction of reality imposed on subordinates, managers
legitimatize withholding information because it cannot be understood effectively and handled by the less "competent." Such constructions make it
appear rational to usurp more power. Alternatively, managers may jealouslx
guard the status quo of power and influence differential for the benefit of
helping, guiding, and controlling in management's eyes those who are jn
some ways less competent.
Thus, mental elements of managers and subordinates emerge on the basis
of relations and the meaning such relations have within the context of social
systems. Mental elements in this view are not determined by some identifiable
"outside" factor and thus "possessed" by individuals. They are complex indicants and symbols of reality constructions that emerge from relationships. It
seems very difficult to explain under the assumption of natural individual
dispositions the processes by which: (1 ) some social order is constructed, and
(2) structurally differentiated groups emerge who proceed to perceive each
othe:", "qualifications" within constructed realities that become operative
through the relationships inherent in or constitutive of social order.
1 he meaning of such constructed quaiifications" must be explain:ible on
the basis of the interactive relationships that direct their own processes. Relationships, not individuals and their natural mental properties, should be our
main unit of analysis in leadership and management research. This brings me
to the second constraint on the emergence of new leadership vistas.
Social Systems as Monocentrically Controlled and Designed Aggregates of
Individuals. Leadership and management as concepts are meaningless outside the context of a social system. The assumptions made about the nature
of organized human collectiveness are essential to any understanding of leadership or management phenomena. Nevertheless, much current leadership
and management research is undertaken without explicitly and critically
analyzing the theoretical assumptions invariably madc about the larger social
context giving leadership and management their constitutive meanings, WVhat
are the main implicit assumptions aboLt the larger organizational and culrtural context underlying most current leadership conceptions?
As argued earlier, in the majority of leadership and management research
the individual and his or her natural properties usually serve as the basic unit
of analysis. The consequent assumptions regarding the nature of social systems as wholes are in one way or another based on aggregations of individuals and their natural mental properties. Leaders as individuals are either: ( I
predefined on the basis of their particular positions in some eisting hier-
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archical structure; or (2) in the case of emergent leaders, individuals are
defined as leaders on the basis of some characteristic indicative of superiority
relative to the attributes or resources of others.
The questions implied in such a construction of leadership imply some of
the following assumptions about social systems:
1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

They represent some form of weighted sum of attributes of individuals.
They have a structure based upon differentiated realities of "competence"
and consequently differentiated kinds and amounts of resources and
influencing potential.
They are controlled, designed, and changed monocentrically by some
powerful individual or coalition within a given structure, usually at the
top.
They have objectives and goals existing a priori to the development of
means for goal achievement on the basis of rational analysis by some
powerful individual or coalition.
They have problems and consequently decision content- that exist objectively; that is, on the basis of the nature of the objective observer-actor
independently existing in organizational and environmental reality.

The preceding is only an oversimplified summary o( a complex set of
assumptions about social systems necessary if the kinds of conceptions of
leadership and management contained in many of the chapters of this book
are to make sense. Space constraints do not allow a more detailed analysis of
these implicit assumptions. Later, I will show some of the underlying social
system assumptions in selected chapters and their possible constraining
effects on the emergence of new ,istas.
Given the previous arguments about the constraining effects of the
"objective reality" assumptions of science and viewing individual natural
elements as the main unit of analysis in leadership research, the social system
assumptions outlined previously lead to serious contradictions. Man\ legitimate questions cannot be raised or answered within the framework of these
assumptions.

The aggregation assumptions stand in contradiction to the old insight
that social systems are more than the sum of their parts. We have spent
hardly any effort in trying to build conceptual frameworks that take this idea
seriously and look at the consequences for the way we think about the nature
of social systems.
(learls , individuals in social systems must act. They do so rationall\ and
in goal-directed ways. Contrary to the idea that individuals' dispositions
represent the final objective reality to be inferred from their actions, their

behavior is a consequence of as well as an input to the way they interpret
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themselves and the context in which the) act, This constructed reality emerges
from the usually intertwined relations actors have with other people as well
as with objects and value-or ideological systems. Thus actions are embedded
in constructed realities in which certain goals become meaningful or sensible
whereas others do not. Their rationality is informed by the constructed
reality imposed on their experiences.
Rather than goals being a reflection of natural mental properties such as
needs, motives, and values, goals are a reflection of the interwoven relationships in which people enact and interpret the meaning of the reality emerging
within a web of relationships (Weick 1979). The autonomous and selfreferential interaction processes between management and subordinates with
different constructed realities based upon the interactions between "uppers"
and "lowers" lead to different interpretations of each group's needs and
values. Goals constructed by the individuals in the different groups differ.
They, differ because of the meaning of the jointly or in interaction constructed
reality.
Managers construct goals regarding design, control, and development of
interaction patterns among those of assumed lesser competence. In contrast,
within subordinates' constructed reality, more meaningful goals may emerge
regarding search for additional information and for providing optimistic
success stories to management. Selective perception and information withholding about failures may be involved. These are all action goals and interltions that provide a better interpretation of the different socially constructed
realities than the notion that everyone is pulling together toward the
same end.
There is considerable evidence of such "irrational" behavior on the part
of employees (e.g., Whyte 1956). Rather than assuming employees are inherently less rational than managers-that is, that they possess lesser amounts of
the relevant natural mental elements-a whole set of different questions
become meaningful to pursue, if mental elements and their related goals and
intentions are thought of as an outcropping of the nature of relationships
within the overall social order constructed in our culture and in business
organizations.
Within such a perspective it should be possible to understard Hayek's
(1967) argument that social systems are the result of human action, but not
of human design. Through multiple constructed realities that emerge on the
basis of autonomous and self-referential processes inherent in the socialpolitical multilogue in organizations, yet unbracketed flows of events and
information are differentially punctated, to use Weick's ( 197 9 a)terminology.
Thus, the nature of the social system, its structure, its goals, 1c, ,:ction,. is
not the direct result of any particular monocentrically thinking and acting
powerful person or coalition. It is something that emerges: ( I )from the interpretations and actions of many complexly interdependent individuals; and
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(2) from "self-organizing" and self-referential processes whose "output"
cannot in principle be the linear sum of the actions and attributes of the participants.
The structure of an organization cannot be seen only as a rational means
'that is,based upon known causal and objective determinants toward sonic
predefined goals. T he structure or social order of a social sN stem is also a constructed reality. That reality is not that of some person, but of the pattern of
relations that is enacted within an organization as wxell as with other "stakeholders" of the social system 'Mitroff 1983).
For similar reasons, goals and perceived problems in need of solution,
and the kinds of solutions implied b\ the \ssay something is constructed as ,
problem, are not inherent in the obicctive, observer-independent realits of
social systems. They are a reflection of the social reality construction processes that constitute social svstenis.
-0 summarize wxith the paraphrased arguments of (Gergen I 984b, 1i
relationships precede the ontology of the individual and the collectivitx . Prior
to relationships there is little sense in which there is a concept of the leader or
manager as individual, that is. the independent leader-self. It is as if we has e
currently at our disposal a rich language for characterizing rooks, pass ns, and
bishops, with kings and queens as leaders Hio\%e\ er, \ c have set to disco% cr
the ,nm of chess.
Leadership and Management as Applied Social Science. 1 he third set of constraints has less to do with assumptions about leadership and nanagement,
than with the origin of what are seen as important research problems to bc
addressed \within leadership and management phenomena. TIhese constraints
I see in sonic of the chapters in this book %\hen leadership or iaii.gecient
research is thought of as applied social science. ihis implies that term- ,coiccptions, and methods, as \\ell as the basic problems addressed in man of
the chapters, have their direct origin in some theoretical or niethodoh igcal
problem of interest to the disciphi ol ps'vc b(og'.
In contrast, one could ask, how many chapters in this bok or current
leadership studies in the leading journals ue concepts, analogies, nietaphors.
or experienced leadership or manavement "problems" as interpreted b\ the
actual actors in the practical world: lov much leadership and management
research comes from the phcnowno1logv of practicing managers, politicians,
third-world country leaders, or symphony conductors. Hoss much research
comes from all manner of groups directly or indirectl\ affected b\ \\hat in our
society is signified as leadership and management?
Typically we see our work as taking sonic isolated leadership "problem"
from our culture, as for exampie, the ubiquitous concern \sith t\ing leadership to organizational effectiveness and small group productivit\. Then \\
e
reduce it to the available theoretical frameworks, paradigni isstiptions, and
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methods contained in the "grab bag" of psychology. The resulting construction of leadership and management phenomena must seriously be constrained. The problem again is one of self-referential processes usually
ignored in the assumptions we make about how we come to "know" leadership and management phenomena.
In "applying" psychology to the culturally constructed phenomena of
leadership and management, we operate under assumptions Krippendorff
(1984, 23) designates as "a one-way process of communication from an
unvarying and disinterested object (e.g., leaders, followers) to an intelligent
and interested observer (researcher)." In other words, the researcher, based
upon the prescriptions and acceptable concepts of the reigning paradigm in
psychology, decides for the research subject what the relevant questions,
problems, and relevant answer alternatives are (e.g., in the case of questionnaires).
Alternatively, one can imagine an inquiry process as a transdisciplinary
social science of social processes constituting social systems as wholes. The
origin of the questions of what is seen as something worth knowing bctter is
no longer located in any particular theory, concept, root assumption, or
method within the paradigm of one specific discipline.
Instead, questions emerge on the bsis of a dialogue or multilo uL tnong
the constructions of those who see themselves as leaders or managers or those
who are affected by them and the multiple perspectives of a transdisciplinary
language which one could designate as systems thinking (cf. Checkland 19 81,
for example). Calas and Smircich (this book, ch. 12) refer to a similar issue
with their concern that there is too little emphasis on understanding leadership outside the researchers' community.
Toward Realizing Emerging Leadership Vistas
I have now laid the groundwork for analyzing: (1) what new leadership vistas
have emerged in the chapters of this book; and (2) whether the constraints
outlined previously might prevent some of these emerging leadership vistas
from becoming a more meaningful or sensible "reality" within current interpretations of our social world. There is only space for an outline and some
examples of the main theses contained in the emerging perspectives.
We must distinguish between the two different kinds of interpretations of
new leadership vistas on the basis of the two epistemological perspectives of
leadership and management research discussed earlier. In some chapters, new
"'leadership vistas" are primarily based upon the traditional positivist assumptions. They describe expansions of existing leadership models through integration of additional variables (e.g., Avolio and Bass, Sashkin and Fulmer).
Or they try to integrate models of leadership with specific theoretical assumptions regarding motivation (e.g., expectancy theory, Avolio and Bass) or certain aspects of organization theory (e.g., Baliga and Hunt).
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These chapters implicitly accept scientific progress as getting closer to
some ultimate leadership reality. Such closeness is based on the discovery of
additional facts (variables) and relationships among facts (causal relationships) within an observer-independent objective leadership and management
reality. Such conceptions of scientific progress strain the metaphor of "emerging leadership vistas," since they essentially ask for more of the same with
respect to the fundamental root assumptions.
They will not be discussed further in any detail, especially in view of the
fact that House's overview emphasizes the "realist ontology" (Burrell and
Morgan 1979) of progress in leadership and management knowledge. Concerning the criteria of progress as seen from the "social construction of
reality" perspective of science, several major themes are discernible and can
be seen as emerging leadership vistas.
Leader and Manager Construct Meaning for the Followers. Boal and BrNson's contribution on a phenomenological and structural approach to charismatic leadership maintains that "[charismatic leaders] appear to be intimately
and unusually involved in the creation of a new or different "world'-or interpretation scheme(s)-for their followers that is cognitivel\, emotionall.
behaviorally, and consequentially 'real' for them" (p. 3).
Avolio and Bass argue, while building upon existing models of leadcrship
which have dealt primarily with relatively short term leader-follower relations, that they are presenting "a new paradigm of leadership" that "attempts
to explain how leaders draw attention of their subordinates to an idealized
goal and inspire them to reach beyond their grasp to achieve that goal" (p.3 .
Explicitly in the Boal and Bryson chapter and somewhat between the
lines in the Avolio and Bass contribution is the important suggestion that
leadership may have relatively little to do with direct influence on followers"
specific behaviors and on their natural mental characteristics. Instead, leadership may have more of a bearing on the \a\ people interpret themselves as
well as the meaning of their work and general social world.
One could argue that the whole interest in charismatic or transformational leadership is based upon the recognition that leades do not directly
cause certain a priori defined behaviors (such as productivity;, leadership
may have a bearing on such behaviors on the basis of helping people to interpret, to perceive and think about themselves and the meaning of their \world.
Implicit in such arguments is that charisma is a relational concept, not a
trait concept. Rather than speaking about some observer-independent, objective leadership and follower reality, the basic arguments underl.ying charisniatic leadership imply that the leader, wkithin his or her relationships with
followers and relevant other groups, is part of a social construction process ot
the followers' reality. On the basis of that reality bc or sbc is nterrpre't'd as
wtng charismnatic. Similar processes must be involh ed in the reality the person
who is experienced as charismatic constructs for him or herself.
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Boal and Bryson argue that people must see their behavior in terms of the
fulfillment of some underlying purpose, meaning, or value that goes bex ond
the particulars of the moment, if they are to experience their leaders as
charismatic. Charismatic leaders do not possess charisma as a natural mental
element. They are interpreted (constructed) as charismatic out of the realit
that emerges through the multilogue between people in the context of a
particular social-political situation, and in which our cultural understanding
of charisma seems to be a sensible conception of the nature of that realits.
Boal and Bryson, with their concept of "crisis-produced charismatic
leaders," do seem to recognize that charisma may be a phenomenon that
emerges within particular kinds of situations. But based upon statement,, like
"crisis-produced charismatic leaders handle a crisis situation through detailing the actions to be taken and the expected consequences of those actions"
(p. 9), Boal and Br\son seem to be back to the implicit assumption that it is
the leader who constructs reality through essentiail\ a "monologue'" fr,,m
leaders to others.
The Boal and Brxson chapter clearly contains a leadership ista that in
principle could question manl of the traditional leadership and management
assumptions. It would allo\ different perspecti\es of \xhat is "\vorth" kn ~wing in leadership and management phenomena. But if \ c look at the graphicallv illustrated framcxorks in both chapters Axolmu and Bass, Boal and
Bryson), for example, they still seem to contain mans of the constraining
assumptions discussed earlier which max hinder the ful! realization of a new
perspective both chapters seem to pursue.
It is the leader and the leader's followers as individuals x\ho are given
additional natmirl mental elements, which are at least partially ignored in
other leadership models. Relationships are argued oii the basis of these Individual properties in the same wka a chemist explains chemical reactions oil
the basis of the properties of the interacting elements wNithin established general laws of nature.
Furthermore, tile inherent assumption regarding the monocentric-dcsignand-control nature of organizations allows Boa[ and Bryson and particularlk
Avolio and Bass to argue so positively that it is the inherent "superiorit\ of
leaders or managers that enables them to construct a realit\ tor the subordinates. This reality is constructed as if the relationship betw\een leader and
followers is a "one-way-street."
Finallx , as is clearly evident from the terms and concepts included 'and
excluded) in their figures, both chapters argue on the basis of a conception of
leadership and management research as applied psychology. 1 he imIutual or
social interpretation processes and resulting socially constructed realities as
central processes get lost within the remaining traditional implicit assumuptions about individuals and organizations.
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Leadership as Social Processes Constituting Social Systems. Perhaps the most
potentially far-reaching and provocative leadership vista contained in this
book is the idea that leadership and management are not properties of some a
priori designated person whose relevance is confined to the context of the
leader-subordinate influence relationship. Nor is there in this view of leadership research the discovery of some objective phenomena which are given and
which inform the researcher independently of the observer's own reality constructions.
Instead, leadership and management are social processes defining attributes of social systems as wholes. Such wholes can be work organizations or
entire cultures whose meanings change as the web of relationships constituting social systems changes. The most explicit and elaborated statements in
this book about understanding leadership as processes that define social
systems are made in Hosking and Morley's chapter on the skills of leadership.
They state that a truly social-psychological approach to leadership, to the
skills involved in leadership and to the organizational consequences require,
premises and arguments concerning the theoretically interrelated issues of
participants, processes, and contexts.
Hosking and Morley base their central arguments on the assumption that
"participants [arel leaders when they (I )consistently make etlectiv'e contributions to social order, and (2) are both expected and perceit-et to do so bN
fellow participants." According to these authors, many people cIn make contributions to leadership within a particular context. What is important in the
VieV of ',ioskingand Morley k the necessIty to study "the process by which
particular acts come to be perceived as contributions to social order and
therefore, come to be perceived as leadership acts."
Thu,;, leadership is seen as an emergent phenomenon, not something that
by definition is inherent or even constitutive of formal positions in an organizational hierarchy. Leadership processes are seen as a kind of organizing
activity which the authors designate as political decision making in the widest
sense. The effect is "of constructing more or less stable social orders \%hich, in
turn, are more or less effective in protecting and promoting the values 'and
the power relations] of the participants."
With respect to the organizational context of leadership, Hosking and
Morlev, since they define leadership as a special kind of organizing acti\it\, .
claim that "'organization' is found in the .ognitive-social and social-political
processes through which leaders and groups enact, socially construct, 11nd
influence their social order, and that of interdependent others."
The previous insights come fi
om the important recognition that \ery little
leadership research has dealt with the inevitable embeddedness of leadership
processes in the macro organizational system. Organizations ha~ e bccn
treated as "entitative," that is in the "condition of being organized." "()rgani-
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zation is treated as a macro object which exists independently of the activities, interactions, and evaluations of participants."
It is on the basis of this critique of a fundamental assumption in traditional leadership research, which is in line with similar arguments in the
literature (e.g., Dachler 1984, 1985a, 1985b; Meyer 1975; Smith 1982), that
Hosking and Morley develop their "process" conception of organization as
an integral part of leadership. Such fundamental questioning of the implicit
assumptions in traditional leadership and management approaches is an
absolute prerequisite for the development of alternative and perhaps more
"meaningful" perspectives of leadership and management realities.
The core of their chapter is a general model of social skills based on the
argument that social skills characterize leadership process. According to the
authors:
Skilled leadership depends on skilled perceptions: . . . [leaders are skilled, in
part] through contributing highei -order constructs which help systematicall
to organize understandings of the environment, and how to work in it. What
this amounts to, is that leadership involves the management of meaning.
leaders promote persuasive scripts that help others to interpret actions, and
events, in relation to the "core values" of their social order (pp. 143-144'.
Hosking and Morley also elaborate the components and interdependencies among the components of social skills. The authors take a cognitive and
symbolic interactionist perspective in trying to show how cognitive processes,
networking processes, and the functions and processes of negotiations Aithin
the leader's group and between this and other groups can help the leader
understand the social-political situation of his or her systemic context. On the
basis of that understanding leaders can be effectrivc in framing issues, in providing scripts for others to effectively orient themselves and to develop a
meaning for inherently ambiguous, dilemma-riddled situations. The aim is to
reduce complexity of interchange, to engage central values, and to suggest
approaches for mobilizing resources "to protect a stake or gain a pri/e."
Clearly Hos',ing and Morley provide an initial, still sketch., framework
with considerable potential for constructing new vistas of leadership. These
authors do qulstion some of the basic implicit assumptions of current leadership research in the literature. They then use these assumptions for a search
of alternative assumptions that may be more meaningful in light of the complexity of leadership in today's highly intertwined and dynamic organizations. However, there is a whole set of additional assumptions in the traditional leadership perspective whose status is not clear in the Hosking and
Morley chapter.
Space does not allow a specific discussion of all of these issues. An illustration, however, might help show how some unquestioned implicit assunptions might constrain the full realization of new leadership vistas. Hosking
and Morley leave unclear what epistemological assumptions are implicit in
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their framework and what assumptions they make about the status of natural
mental properties of "leaders" and "non-leaders" as well as about the nature
of relationships.
They refer to many kinds of relationships, such as leaders as negotiators
or leadership as the management of meaning. But they leave unaddressed:
(1) whether relations are assumed to depend upon the properties of the interacting individuals (as is the case in most of traditional social psychology
research, (2) or whether the nature of relations is based upon common rules
of interpretation of both the situation and the respective reality of the interacting partners. Thus, it is very difficult to avoid the impression that the
managing of meaning is something an emergent leader does for or does to
other members of his or her group.
The authors, at the beginning of their chapter, clearly state that leadership can only be understood through the processes by which "social orer" is
constructed and changed. However, in their delineation of various kinds of
skill-induced processes there is repeatedly the implication that some people
(leaders) are more involved, more skillful, more in control of these processes
than others. The approach to leaders as those who exert more influence or
are "better" in some sense than their counterparts has been singularlN unsuccessful. It should be noted, however, that the issue is not that all actors are
equal or that some people do not exert more influence or are better than
others on some dimension.
The issue is, that when some people are experienced as better, more skillfuil, or exerting more influence, this is not an issue of only the leader's attributes or skills and a on'-uay relation the leader has with others. Rather, the
entrenched idea of "more than others," which is used to define leaders, is a
resultant of the nature of the multilateral relationships between the leader
and his or her counterparts and the meaning such relationships have within a
particular constructed social context.
Hosking and Morley Jiscuss many issues that characterize leaders but
relatively little is said about the "game rules" by which all relevant actors pla,
and which form the "social-interpretative cosmos" out of which the realits ot
the leader, of his or her counterparts, and the meanings of their interactions
emerge. The "more than others" of the leader is an emergent phenomenon of
,ollectiel,,constructed social reality, an outcropping of issues such as selfreferential and autonomous communication processes (cf. for example,
Krippendorff 1985).
Crouch and Yetton (ch. 7) also emphasize the process natuoc of leadership, particulark with respect to reaching dynamic equilibrium states wvithin
work groups. They develop some components toward new leadership .,nd
management vistas. They attempt to illustrate somen manager-subordinate
processes, among other and related processes that are imaginable which sustain or prevent the reaching of equilibria states within such wNrk groups.
Given these processes whose emergence depends wi the interdependen,:c
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of managers and subordinates, Crouch and Yetton raise interesting questions
about traditional team development strategies and the effects of changes in
group membership on group effectiveness. Space precludes detailed discussion of the emerging leadership vistas in the Crouch and Yetton chapter. Discussion of the Hosking and Morley chapter should serve as an example, on
the basis of which the constraining assumptions might be recognized in the
Crouch and Yetton contribution.
The basic constraining issue in the Crouch and Yetton perspective of
leadership and management is that there is a fundamental contradiction
berxxeen the explicit arguments made about the leadership processes that may
sustain or prevent equilibria states within work groups and the implicit root
assumptions on which the perspective of this chapter rests. These implicit
assumptions for the most part are rooted in the realist ontology and content
assumptions of the positivist tradition in psychology. Probst's commentary
on the Crouch and Yetton chapter outlines further constraining assumptions
that emerge on the basis of general systems thinking.
Some Emerging Vistas on the Epistemology of Leadership and Management
Research. Three chapters focus totally or in part on the epistemology of
leadership and management research. These chapters are by McElroy and
Hunger, Peterson and Smith, and Calas and Smircich. Rather than concentrating on the question of what is leadership and management, these chapters
deal with how we come to knou, leadership and management phenomena. All
three of these chapters merit a discussion of their root assumptions and ways
in which these have the potential for new leadership vistas or, alternatively,
implicitly continue to sustain the status quo of the dominant epistemology in
current leadership research. But space constraints allow only an illustrative
discussion of one of these contributions, Because the chapter of Calas and
Smircich has particularly far reaching epistemological implications, I will
restrict my comments to crucial points made there.
Before discussing the Calas and Smircich chaplt, I would ;ike to note
that, even though the particular approach employed by Peterson and Smith in
chapter I I was not overly successful, their central premises are ones that need
to receive a great deal more attention in social science research in general and
leadership and management research in particular. The research community
as a social system with all its constituting processes and dynamics and the
nature of such a system with its enormous bearing on the way we do research,
on what questions are selected for study, and on which ones are (one could
sometimes even say negligently) ignored, are all phenomena that have been
sadly left unexplored in the leadership and management area.
One answer always has been that as leadership researchers we collect
facts. We leave the reflection of what we do, its larger societal meanings and
the underlying philosophies, and certainly the way we manage and lead
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ourselves as leadership researchers, to the sociologists of science, the philosophers or historians and other disciplines that make commentary about
science.
I would like to submit that this view is a particularly narrow, uninformed,
and incredibly confining one. Given the fact that our mission has as its central
core the "production" of knowledge, refusing to reflect on the way such
knowledge is produced and the processes by which the "outcomes" are evaluated, is an approach which in the analogue of a business or other work organization none of ts would judge to be very etective.
The issues raised by Calas and Smircich in many ways overlap the concerns of Peterson and Smith. Calas and Smircich base their central theme on
the assumption that "as leadership writers /researchers, critics, and teachers
(along with the popular business press and leadership training industry) we
have created leadership in our discourse." They write: "the phenomenon of
leadership as demonstrated by human beings in organizations cannot be
understood in isolation from the discursive practices which are present and
possible at any given time in a culture, because practices of writing and talking leadership 'make' leadership as much as those who 'do' leadership"
(p. 203).
They analyze the current profes, ional leadership literature, not on the
basis of categorizing approaches, variables, and methods used by leadership
researchers, but on the basis of the semiotics of literature which is a particular
practice of literary analysis. The aim is to uncover the nature of the communication or "story telling" processes within the field of leadership and management. They want to find out how the field is constructed and rendered
meaningful through the social practices and corresponding communicative
conventions, codes, arid norms inherent in the language of the traditional
scientific paradigm within our culture.
Calas and Smircich's central point is consistent with the issues raised in
this overview. The dream of new leadership vistas can be realized by first
uncovering and making explicit the many hidden and implicit values,
assumptions, and ideologies inherent in the scientific discourse on leadership
and management. The meaningfulness and appropriateness of these assumptions have to be questioned as a basis for constructing alternative perspectives
that remain hidden or impossible to articulate within the constraints of the
current culture of scientific inquiry.
The aim is to construct a leadership reality which is more sensible or
meaningful, not with respect to only the current culture of "science," but also
with respect to the urgent problems we experience in the larger community in
which we all live. The authors argue that we as researchers have seldom identified a notion of "leadership" outside our researchers' community.
Calas and Smircich, on the basis of their semiotic reading of the leadership literature, identify a number of major themes of the story embedded in
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the narrative of the literature. They also analyze what these various themes
uncover about the nature of the leadership research community. The crucial
aspect of that chapter is the usually completely ignored insight that the
research community is as much a social system embedded in our culture as
the organizations in which we try to discover the nature of leadership. Furthermore, within the processes defining the research community in the context of our history and our culture lies the crucial origin of "what is leadership?" It is not in some "objective" reality.
The more we learn about the way our leadership stories emerge and are
narrated, the better we can understand what we as a research community
mean when we are dissatisfied and confused about the fleeting nature of leadership and management phenomena. Calas and Smircich illustrate the constraints imposed on us as a research community by telling our stories solely
by the "rules of science" and ignoring the rules of the narrative form of
knowledge.
Since we make our world through the stories we tell, many opportunities
of insight, of me~ining, and of new perspectives are therefore excluded.
According to Calas and Smircich, the rules of knowledge within the scientific
form of literature hive produced "the assumption that subcodes should lead
to the main code .
[-o that] most efforts have been put into dividing 'all
that should be leadership' into more and more pieces. As a iesult, the main
code has disappeared and what is left is so antiseptic that LEADER is
nowhere to be seen" (p. 224).
One could hardly be more descriptive of what is so confining in the way
the current leadership research community tells the "leadership story." Calas
and Smircich's proposals of ways of looking at ourselves are steps toward
identifying the forces behind the dream for new vistas of leadership.
However, we are only at the beginning of a systematic cultural analysis of
the leadership and management research culture. Many complexities, in part
discussed earlier in this chapter, will need to be understood to realize new
vistas of leadership and management which are more meaningful and relevant to the profound uncertainties in our current societies.

On the Ethics of Constructing
Leadership and Management
The subjectivist or social construction perspective of knowledge about leadership and management implies some difficult-to-handle ethical considerations, which do not seem a pressing problem in the "realist" perspective of
science. Since this perspective separates the scientist, his or her values, prejudices, ideologies, and norms from the object of investigation, there is no
ethical responsibility attached to the discovery of facts informed by the objec-
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tive reality. Ethical considerations in the "realist" view of science, therefore,
can be restricted to how facts are discovered, (i.e., the ethics of doing
research) and how discoveries are used in our society.
During the discussion of his overview at the symposium, House, referring
to the division of labor in our society, maintained that the scientist is the discoverer of objective facts. However, the scientist is ill-equipped to deal with
the political nature of the societal consequences created by the application or
use of such facts. The professional societies, according to House, clearly
carry such political responsibilities. However, these political and ethical considerations have no bearing on "calling the shots" as informed by the objectivity of the reality "out there."
Although such a position is "sensible" within a "realist" perspective of science, from a "social constructivist" perspective such a position on the ethics
of knowing is untenable. This point has to be made because of the undeniable
fact that through the myth of value-free, that is observer-independent discovery of a "God-given" reality, a vast amount of knowledge is constructed
by leadership science with far-reaching consequences.
These consequences relate: (1) to the way we explain or see ourselves as a
scientific community (as discussed by Calas and Smircich); (2) to the way the
"non-scientific" communities see us as providers of leadership realities; and
(3) and, most important, to our intimate involvement in the construction of
meaning people, as managers, and those interdependent with managers,
attach to their world and themselves in that context.
We must begin to realizc that the questions we ask, the concepts we
invent, the methods we use are not objectively given by nature. They are
constructions and inventions we choose to select from many possible interpretations which the inherent ambiguity of the products of culture allows.
Thus, science and its individual practitioner are not absolved from carefully
questioning the ethical implications of the constructions the practitioner
helps to design. This design is imparted through the terms, concepts, metaphors, variables, and methods he or she chooses within the framework of
science to use in telling a story about leadership phenomena.
Clearly the kind of leadership traits we choose to investigate, and the
methods we use to measure them, tell a story about how we as intelligent and
knowledgeable researchers see the subjects we are investigating. What is
important for leaders to be (and what is not important) is implied by the fact
that we ask questions about such traits as: (1) the tendency to use and manipulate people; (2) aggressiveness and ability to get one's views accepted in
competition with those of others; (3) including the views of others through
participation when circumstances for achieving organizationally-defined
effectiveness are "right"; and (4) visions or symbolic outcomes as a means to
reach performance beyond expectations.
When people are classified as high or low on the preceding characteris-
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tics, the experts contribute to the subject's own reality constructions as a
human being who possesses such traits. Such contribution implies absoluteness and inevitability of these, through the "power" of science-established
truths. There have been repeatedly demonstrated processes of self-fulfilling
prophecies. In these prophesies, ethnomethodologists and others have shown
in the areas of education, medicine, and the field of mental health (e.g.,
Watzlawick 1978) that measured traits communicated to the person can lead
to a reality construction and corresponding actions in line with those traits.
The crucial ethical problem in such self-fulfilling prophecies is raised
precisely because within the "realist" perspective of science, traits are considered to be empirically validated truths. And the person who is assessed to
possess such traits has to live or attempt to change them. The reality thus
constructed, together with the person, is as much an invention of the
"science" which established the truth value of such traits as it were a reflection of the person's circumstances and cultural embeddedness.
Nobody doubts the descriptive truth of the statistical relationships to
which House, in his overview chapter, confidently points in outlining what
we know about leadership. However, these descriptions simply reflect one
possible interpretationof our culture which we have constructed through the
vagaries of history and the social-political processes referred to earlier. Based
upon: (1) the root assumptions of psychology, and (2) the fact that mostly
male researchers choose certain issues as important to describe in a primarily
male leadership and management population, a choice is made regarding
what is "worthy" or "interesting" or "profitable" or "status enhancing" to be
described in the leadership and management world.
Since these are choices we are free to make upon reflection, the claim that
we are simply investigating the objective facts of our current society is a
myth. To put it bluntly, the claim is an unreflected half-truth. This half-truth
contributes (for some perhaps convenicntly) to a perpetuation of current
ways of thinking about ourselves and the world in which we live.
In this sense then, leadership researchers, whether they adhere to a
"realist" perspective or not, are involved in political activities, like it or not.
One might even use the term "arrogant," if we remain secure in the myth of
describing and explaining some objective reality, for fear of the painful selfquestioning about the societal consequences of the way we ask questions
about leadership and management. There can no longer be a comfortable
acceptance of the dominant paradigm in leadership and management
research, or any other perspective, for that matter.
Only with systematic uncovering of: (1) the underlying root assumptions;
(2) their implied values and ideologies; and (3) their possible Lnsequences
for maintaining what we, together with our "research subjects," consider to
be useful and meaningful in the social world as we currently interpret it, can
we as scientists consciously and on the basis of our ethical responsibilities
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choose to accept the current constructed reality of leadership and management.
Alternatively we can choose an emphasis on realizing new leadership and
management vistas, if, on the basis of our dialogue with the "research subjects" aud our explicit analyses of our root issumptions, we realize that the
dominant constructions of leadership and management phenomena are not
meaningful in the current social-political context. With respect to these
ethical considerations, there can be no division of labor in the way House
described it.
These arguments should not be misunderstood as implying that the
"realist" perspective of science is a less ethical point of view than any other
epistemology. However, within the social constructivist epistemology a
number of crucial ethical issues emerge which cannot be ignored by any perspective of science. Through the systematic questioning of our ways of knowing and the meaning of "knowledge" in society, it becomes possible to ask
whether in the dominant positivistic perspective there is an inherent inequality in the way reality is constructed between the informed and intelligent
researcher and the passive and less knowledgeable research subject who only
responds to the researcher's questions. This inequality leads Krippendorff
(1985) to formulate an ethical imperative which demands, "when involving
others in your constructions, always grant the same autonomy you practice in
constructing them" (p. 35).
This ethical imperative turns the one-way communication between subject and observer into a dialogue with all of the meanings attached to this
concept. Multiple realities of researcher and subject, including their respective value bases, can evolve into a collective reality. Different values and conceptions are reflected on the basis of the experienced or interpreted meaningfulness of a collectively constructed reality in the current cultural context.
Thus, the dream of realizing emerging leadership vistas involves more effort
and harder, more painful questions than is implied by a search for new traits,
variables, methods, and generalized statistically significant empirical relationships. These are the "costs" future leadership symposia have to be willing
to bear, if, to remain viable, their longstanding dream about new leadership
and management realities is to be realized.

Note
1. Throughout the chapter, I consider leadership and managetnient ., conccptually separate but closely interdependent phenomena. A!though the topic of management versus leadership is a frequently discussed one, a meaningful analysis of this issue

is beyond the scope of this chapter. Some initial suggestions are outlined in Dachler
(1984).
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Task design, 19
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Task performance, 75, 113
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Task structure, 58, 59
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179-1 80
Vision and goals: articulation of. 16
Visionary charisma, 25
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Work teams, 158
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analysis of, 46-47
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