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Foreword to the Fourth Edition

Without a doubt, Bass & Stogdill’s Handbook of Leadership has been the most widely used and cited reference book in the study of leadership. Even though there has been a dramatic increase in leadership books of all kinds, including reviews of research and other handbooks, I am quite certain that the impact of this, the fourth edition of the Handbook, will be equal to or greater than the last edition. Why?

For leadership scholars, the Handbook, in its three earlier editions, has been the primary reference book—our bible for all things leadership. I consult the Handbook on a nearly daily basis, so much so that it is the only book that has a permanent place on my work desk. I will retire my third edition to a shelf and replace it with this fourth edition.

The Handbook, thanks to the exacting detail of Bernie Bass, is a thoroughly comprehensive and well-organized review of the voluminous (and growing) leadership literature. To grasp the enormity of this task, two-thirds of all psychological and management research on leadership has been published since the last edition of the Handbook. The comprehensive nature of the Handbook means that scholars can find reviewed here research on nearly every leadership topic imaginable.

The longevity of Bass & Stogdill’s Handbook of Leadership, third edition, provided a bridge between the earliest research on leadership and the research that was being conducted at the time it was published. All too often, researchers are unable (or unwilling) to search the archives for elusive copies of early leadership research. This fourth edition of the Handbook covers the research history and brings it up to date. The fact that Bernie Bass has lived (and published in) the past seven decades means that scholars can use the Handbook as a tool to trace modern research from the present back to its earliest roots.

Finally, the Handbook is well written and arranged and provides a coherent structure to leadership. Leadership is a topic that has been studied from many perspectives by scholars from a myriad of disciplines. While the greatest contribution of the Handbook has been the sheer volume of information packed between its covers, it is Bass’s thoughtful organization and structure that help organize and define what is known about leaders and leadership.

Bernard M. Bass, one of the founders of the social scientific investigation of leaders and leadership, left us in 2007. Although he made enormous contributions to the field, this edition of the Handbook is Bernie’s most impressive gift to the leadership community.

As someone who has followed Bernie around at conferences, as he scurried from one leadership session to another, collecting copies of presentations and making connections with leadership scholars, I know firsthand that Bernie Bass’s heart and soul are in this handbook. His home office was crammed with copies of leadership books, journals, and papers, with his wife Ruth providing good organization to what otherwise would have been a mountainous clutter. It is very fitting that Ruth Bass, who contributed so much to Bernie’s life and his work, be a recognized co-author on this edition.

Bernie’s knowledge of leadership and related topics were truly encyclopedic. The knowledge of leadership research and theory that was inside Bernie Bass’s head could fill a dozen or more volumes the size of this Handbook. He had a very difficult time deciding what should be included, and he regretted greatly all that had to be left out. There are, after all, only so many pages that fit between a single cover.

Although I have consulted the Handbook countless times in my work, I also have had the good fortune of being able to consult Bernie directly on particular leadership topics, and he always had the answer. Those of us who study leadership and the many more who are deeply concerned about the practice of leadership in the world owe an incalculable debt to Bernie Bass.

As you get to know this edition of the Handbook, I am sure you will appreciate Bernie Bass’s legacy, and this final gift, as much as I do.

Ronald E. Riggio

Kravis Leadership Institute

Claremont McKenna College



In Memory of Bernard M. Bass

On October 11, 2007, during the final stages of the production of the fourth edition of the Handbook of Leadership, Bernard M. Bass passed away. Bernie, who was 82 years old, was distinguished professor emeritus in the School of Management at Binghamton University (State University of New York) and a member of the academy of Senior Professionals at Eckerd College in Florida. He was also the founding director of the Center for Leadership Studies at Binghamton and founding editor of The Leadership Quarterly journal. In the seven decades after 1946, he published over 400 journal articles, book chapters, and technical reports; plus 21 books and another ten books that he edited.

He was a consultant involved in executive development for many of the Fortune 500 companies and delivered lectures and workshops in over 40 countries. He also lectured and conducted workshops pro bono for wide variety of not-for-profit organizations, including religious organizations, hospitals, government agencies, and universities. His work has been cited thousands of times and he received millions of dollars in research grants. Translations of his work have appeared in French, German, Spanish, Portuguese, Italian, and Japanese.

In addition to authoring the Handbook of Leadership, Bernie focused for 25 years on research and applications to management development of transformational leadership. Bernie was honored with many awards for lifetime achievement by several professional organizations, including the Distinguished Scientific Contributions Award from the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology and the Eminent Leadership Scholar Award from the Leadership Network of the Academy of Management. A Festschrift in his honor was held in 2001.

He is survived by his wife, Ruth, who was instrumental in the completion of the Handbook of Leadership; his daughter Audie; his daughter Laurie and her husband, Steve; his son Robert and Robert’s wife Maryanne and their three daughters, Rebecca, Megan, and Lauren; his son Jonathan and Jonathan’s wife Patricia, with their three sons Joshua, Jeremy, and Jonathan Jr., and Jonathan Jr’s. wife Christie and their two children.

“Bernie was first and foremost a great scholar, scientist, and researcher—the greatest leadership scholar of the last 50 years—but he was also a generous, kind, and humorous human being. The field has lost a great scholar; I have lost a friend, colleague, and mentor.”

Francis J. Yammarino, Ph.D.

SUNY Distinguished Professor of Management

Director, Center for Leadership Studies

School of Management

State University of New York at Binghamton

“Bernie was a giant in advancing the field of leadership for over seven decades. He was also a close friend to many colleagues around the globe, a mentor of the highest caliber, and an extraordinary thinker. The field of leadership would not be as advanced as it is today without his enormous contributions to theory, research, and of course the Handbook of Leadership.”

Bruce Avolio, Ph.D.

Clifton Chair in Leadership

Director, Gallup Leadership Institute

Department of Management

College of Business

University of Nebraska–Lincoln

“For me, leadership is social influence, and therefore Bernie Bass was my leader. Without knowing it, he played a major role in my becoming a leadership scholar 20 years ago, the most significant and fruitful move in my professional life. In the 1980s, the field of leadership studies was half dead and badly needed invigoration. We were lucky that a scholar of Bernie’s caliber was around to provide the needed invigoration. He is perhaps the person most responsible for the thriving of the field in the last 25 years. He was truly a luminary.”

Boas Shamir, Ph.D.

Dean, Faculty of Social Sciences

The Hebrew University

Mount Scopus

Jerusalem, Israel

“Bernie was a fabulous mentor. The opportunity to work with him shaped my career in many positive ways. I continue 25 years later to pursue leadership research. This interest started with Bernie’s passion for transformational leadership.”

Leanne Atwater, Ph.D.

Chair, Department of Management

School of Global Management and Leadership

Arizona State University

“I harbor most pleasant and appreciative memories of Bernie. His intellectual depth, the broadness of his interest in organizational issues, the strict scientific approach to the study and analysis of these problems have always struck me. Also, his organizational and editorial energy and care were conspicuous.”

Pieter J.D. Drenth, Ph.D.

Emeritus Professor, Work and Organizational Psychology

Vrije Universiteit

Amsterdam, The Netherlands

“Long before I met Bernie Bass, I was very aware of the fact that he had an enormous impact on my discipline of industrial/organizational psychology and on the particular area of leadership. His Handbook was really the “bible” for leadership scholars. It was the source for all things leadership, and it has always had a very special place on my bookshelf.”

Ronald Riggio, Ph.D.

Henry R. Kravis Professor of Leadership and Organizational Psychology

Director of the Kravis Leadership Institute

Claremont McKenna College

“I currently teach a history of management thought class and we have people we study whom we call ‘giants.’ Bernie was certainly one of these and has served as a giant role model for my students and for me. His work on transformational leadership has transformed the field, and, I feel confident, has brought many young scholars into it. His work on the various Handbook revisions is the gold standard of the field . . . I have also been impressed with the many other innovative contributions he made to the leadership, management, and psychology fields. He was always ahead of the curve. Along with these accomplishments, he has mentored a number of doctoral students and young professors who have gone on to make major contributions in their own right.”

Jerry Hunt, Ph.D.

Horn Professor of Management

Founding Director, Institute for Leadership Research

Texas Tech University

“To me, Bernie represents the model of a true scholar: interested in the content, thorough, clear. I’ve seen people attack relentlessly if their work is at all questioned—not Bernie. True scholar that he was, he was always more interested in furthering the development of the field than ‘defending his personal glory,’ if I can put it that way. He really has made a tremendous impact on our field.”

Deanne N. Den Hartog, Ph.D.

Professor of Organizational Behavior

University of Amsterdam Business School

Amsterdam, The Netherlands

“He opened a new and truly scientific way to look at what I was doing that has served me very well in my 40–year career in my field. To my way of thinking, that is the role of true scientist, scholar, and leader.”

Fred Dansereau, Ph.D.

Professor of Organization and Human Resources and Associate Dean for Research

School of Management

State University of New York at Buffalo

“Of course the pinnacle of his career was the development of Transformational Leadership, including the articulation of the conceptual space and the development of measures to tap these concepts.”

Martin G. Evans, Ph.D.

Professor Emeritus

Rotman School of Management

University of Toronto



Acknowledgments

Many fellow scholars, colleagues, staff, and students helped in the planning of and data collection for this fourth edition of the Handbook of Leadership, beginning in 1989 at the Center for Leadership Studies (CLS), School of Management at Binghamton University (State University of New York). Leading scholars of leadership research such as Chet Schriesheim and Fred Fiedler, as well as Robert Wallace, former senior editor of Free Press, reviewed Bass and Stogdill’s third edition to suggest ways of improving the fourth edition, along with updating the literature. My faculty colleagues at CLS—Bruce Avolio, Fran Yammarino, David Waldman, and Leanne Atwater—also made useful suggestions and helped frame the decision to maintain and expand the single reference list. Over the 18 years during which the fourth edition was in preparation, I received useful feedback from readers. One example stands out: Native American readers pointed out that in the third edition, Native Americans were seen as a severely impoverished group, when in fact by the 1990s, they had overcome much adversity and were making important economic, educational, and cultural strides. The opening of gambling casinos on Native American lands became a major source of revenue and enabled extensive investments. Much had changed for the good in their lives. Google was another source of unpublished ethnic information.

Secretarial staff and students helped greatly in locating and copying articles and technical reports. Particularly important was CLS secretary Wendy Kramer.

When it came time to finish the final draft of the manuscript of the fourth edition. I was aided immensely by two CLS professors at Binghamton University, Kim Jaussi and Shelly Dionne and their Ph.D. students, Becky Jestice, Jung Hwan Kim, Betsy Carroll, and Mike Palanski, as well as my wife, who all put a great deal of energy into locating and completing fully and partly missing references. They were an important source of support in preparation of the final reference list.

Writing was expedited by my ability to work directly on the computer. It was a new experience trying to get the results to the publisher using the exacting format and instructions I was required to supply. But thanks to Ruth Bass, my wife of 61 years and a self-taught computer buff, it was possible to do this. I remain deeply grateful for her efforts in this regard as well as for her editorial suggestions for the text and her encouragement as the final manuscript unfolded. Without her assistance, the task would never have been completed.

Bernard M. Bass

St. Petersburg, Florida



Preface to the Fourth Edition

What’s new in the fourth edition? Much has happened on the world scene over the past 18 years in international relations, politics, psychology, science, and technology, which is reflected in the leadership and leadership research that have appeared during these years. Increasingly, imaginative leadership is required. Globalization, climate change, and a single superpower, the United States, have become salient issues, along with the expansion and consolidation of the European Union. China and India have joined Japan as major economic powers and contributors to science and technology. The Arab world and the Middle East are now major players in international political life. Militant Islamists have spawned terrorism, civil wars, and massacres like the World Trade Center catastrophe of September 11, 2001, as well as overreaction by governments, particularly that of the United States. In reaction, national security has been strengthened with some loss to individual freedom. But a successful war on Al-Qaeda, the largest and best-organized network of terrorism, has been fought, reducing the network to small splinter groups still pursuing a philosophy of terrorism but lacking a central base and stripped of the means to easily communicate or coordinate their efforts.

In the 18 years since the publication of the third edition, the study, application, and practice of leadership have burgeoned. Business, government, and nonprofit agencies, plus community, education, military, and health organizations have increasingly made leadership a core concept in meeting the challenges of the last decade of the twentieth century and the first decade of the new millenium. There was a 100% increase in leadership research and applications in the United States and a 300% increase in management consultants during this period. Academic courses and curricula on leadership proliferated. In 1990, the same year that the third edition of the Handbook of Leadership appeared, the Leadership Quarterly was first published, followed over the next 10 years by almost 200 new articles. Also new during the 1990s were the Journal of Leadership Studies and other new sources on leadership research, applications, and practice. The domination in leadership research and theory by the United States and Britain has changed, spawned by a growing diversity of publications from Holland, Sweden, Spain, and Russia. Japan, China, Korea, Singapore, and India have become other rich sources, along with Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and South Africa.

The subject index of the fourth edition reflects the emergence of new terms and concepts, some likely to be fads but others likely to survive as important innovations. Cognitive models of leadership have become as important as behavioral ones. Personal traits of leadership are back in vogue, bolstered by innovations in genetics. Leaders are both born and made. But situational differences remain of consequence. The “new leadership” of vision and transformation has become as important to leadership as the conception of leadership as an exchange of reward for following the leader. Also new are concentrations on strategic and virtual leadership.

In the last quarter of the twentieth century we saw a rise of interest in the charisma of those in everyday affairs and leadership positions join the interest in world-class figures, politicians, and CEOs. There was a spin-off and application to transformational, visionary, and valuebased leadership. Empirical work was greatly expanded as a consequence of Robert House’s 1976 theory of charisma and James Burns’s 1978 exposition on transformational leadership.

Ralph Stogdill conceived the Handbook of Leadership and published its first edition in 1978. Soon after, he asked me to collaborate on the second edition but died before the work could begin. I carried on alone with the second edition, published in 1981 as the Stogdill’s Handbook of Leadership and the third edition in 1990, published as the Bass & Stogdill Handbook of Leadership. This fourth edition still includes some of Ralph’s work in two of its 36 chapters. In the final preparation, my wife, Ruth Bass, assisted editorially and applied her skills at research and use of the computer.

Illustrating the new developments are three new chapters added to the Handbook. Chapter 9 is dedicated to the ethics of leadership. Chapter 22 deals with transformational leadership. Chapter 24 focuses on strategic and executive leadership. In the same way, in addition to the updated chapters, many new sections address topics like heritability, accountability, authenticity, and virtual leadership. At the same time, space limitations required some reduction in pre-1990 content and details, but generally theories, conclusions, comments, and citations from the earlier literature have been maintained in the text and endnotes. Reflecting the changes in leadership research over the years, the fourth edition proportionally involves fewer short-term studies of leaders and follower relations at the micro level. More is presented at the macro level, of leaders as senior executives and heads of organizations, and the meta level of leaders of societies. Here, more effort has been made to include findings from political science, sociology, and history. As in the third edition, I have included content from prepublished and unpublished manuscripts and an increased number of paper presentations, especially from the annual meetings of the Academy of Management and the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology. Books used tend to be limited to those that have some research base and are not just anecdotal accounts.

Most compendiums on leadership like the Encyclopedia of Leadership (2004) are collections of essays from many authors selected by the editors. These have the advantage of having been prepared and published quickly; they present many different points of view. They are disadvantaged, however, by duplication and a lack of integration. The Handbook of Leadership has a single author, who hopefully has avoided duplication, included a sufficient number of alternative points of view, and provided a continuing integration of the literature. Unfortunately, much more time has been required for data collection, review, and writing.

The third edition, published in 1990, was handwritten, then typed and printed as galley pages and eventually page proofs. This fourth edition was written more efficiently on a personal computer. The file was sent to the publisher on CDs to provide the page proofs for publication.

Plan of the Fourth Edition



The fourth edition of 36 chapters is in nine parts. In Part I, the Handbook expands the beginning chapters from the previous editions, addressing the history, definitions, and concepts of leadership. These are followed by taxonomies, theories, models, and methods of leadership research. In Part II, the Handbook takes up the personal traits of consequence to leadership, including activity level, authoritarianism, orientation to power, and Machiavellianism. Part II concludes with an examination of the values and ethics of leaders along with their feelings of self-esteem and well-being.

Part III deals with the externalities that affect the personal performance of a leader. These involve the leader’s accorded status and power. How the power is distributed, how conflicts are resolved, and the leader’s authority, accountability, and responsibility are considered. The leader’s use of reinforcement in the instrumental exchange with followers and the follower’s impact on the exchange conclude Part III.

Part IV reviews the alternative styles of leadership and their effects on individual, team, organizational, and societal performance.

Part V is about the “new leadership” of charisma and transformational leadership. Managerial work and executive and strategic leadership begin Part VI. Situational conditions that affect the manager and leader follow. They include the impact of the environment and organization, the immediate team, the task and technology, stress, physical distance and closeness, virtuality, substitutes for leadership, and the transfer of leadership and executive succession.

Part VII concentrates on women and minorities as leaders, as well as leadership across countries and cultures. Previous editions concentrated on African Americans, but the fourth edition has expanded to examine leadership among many other minorities, ranging from what has become the largest group, Hispanics, to another large group, Italian Americans, for whom less leadership literature exists.

Part VIII is concerned with development, training, and education of leaders and their assessment, appraisal, and selection.

Part IX concludes the Handbook, with extrapolation from the previous chapters of trends, likely environmental changes, and speculation about the future of leadership and leadership research.

I have used many secondary sources in my research. These include books, reviews, commentaries, technical reports, unpublished manuscripts, and theoretical papers. I also benefited from early drafts of prepublication manuscripts sent to me before a lot of the good ideas they contained were edited out in the publication process. I indicate in the references both the secondary sources and original publications from which the secondary sources are derived. Many of these references are presented in the footnotes, though they are by no means exhaustive. By 2008, there could be as many as 100 different citations of a popular research replication. I have tried to credit all the primary and secondary sources and have also included in the references some works which were not cited directly in the Handbook. The earlier seminal studies of 1950 to 1980 were not followed by numerous replication. Rather, I have tried to cover many of the meta-analyses of these replications, which continue to appear into the twentieth century.

I began collecting and reading for the fourth edition in 1989 and worked fairly steadily on the project. I never expected that it would take almost 20 years to complete. The first draft of the third edition was handwritten and took nine years to reach publication in 1990. It provided a substantial background and history of leadership research and practice, particularly from the 1940s onward; much of it is included in the fourth edition, along with additional work I found for the era. This material should help to defray the opinion that the only good leadership research is that which recently appeared. I have been privileged to contribute to the leadership literature dating back to 1946, and some of my early work is as valid and applicable today as it was then.

Bernard M. Bass
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Concepts of Leadership

A definition is a sack of flour compressed into a thimble.

RÉMY DE GOURMONT (1858–1915)

The evidence is all around us. It is in our daily lives—in our schools, businesses, social groups, religious organizations, and public agencies. It is in our local community, in our more distant state government and national government, and on the international scene. Leadership makes the difference. Leadership can be good, as when your sales manager calls his department together to point out that last month’s quotas have been met but that a new competitor is starting to make inroads. It can be better, as when a political party leader sums up what she and her team feel will be needed to win an election. It can be best, as when a community activist senses and articulates the community’s pressing needs and mobilizes the community into effective action.

Leadership has been built into the human psyche because of the long period we need to be nurtured by parents for our survival. Early on, we learned to follow the leadership of parents and their proxies for satisfaction of our needs for food and comforting. Our mothers or their surrogates became our leaders in early childhood. They still are. Fathers came next when they were recognized. With socialization, as we grew, peers and other significant people gradually took the place of parental leadership. How we think and behave as leaders and followers when we reach adulthood is still likely to be affected by our earlier relations with our parents, as well as by our genetic makeup. So it is not surprising that leadership is a universal phenomenon. The importance of parenting for human development and survival makes leadership the world’s oldest vocation. Parenthood makes for readymade patterns of leadership.

During the period of hunting and gathering, leaders had to be independent and strong to defend the sovereignty of their group of followers against marauders and natural disasters (Lipman-Blumen, 1996). The study of leaders advanced with the rise of civilization. All societies have created myths to provide plausible and acceptable explanations for the dominance of leaders and the submission of subordinates (Paige, 1977). The greater the socioeconomic injustice in a society, the more distorted the realities of leadership—its powers, morality, and effectiveness—in the mythology.

The patterns of behavior that are regarded as acceptable in leaders differ from time to time and from one culture to another, although we will find some surprising commonalities. Citing various anthropological reports on primitive groups in Australia, Fiji, New Guinea, the Congo, and elsewhere, H. L. Smith and Krueger (1933) concluded that leadership occurs among all people, regardless of culture, be they isolated Indian villagers, nomads of the Eurasian steppes, or Polynesian fisherfolk. Lewis (1974) determined, from an anthropological review, that even when a society does not have institutionalized chiefs, rulers, or elected officials, there are always leaders who initiate action and play central roles in the group’s decision making. No societies are known that do not have leadership in some aspects of their social life, although many may lack a single overall leader to make and enforce decisions. Such shared leadership is now representative of many scholarly and practical ideas about organizational life in the twenty-first century, the age of information, when no one member of a group has all the expertise and experience to help the group to reach its goals.

Myths, Legends, and Religious Texts



Myths and legends about great leaders were important in the development of civilized societies. According to Joseph Campbell, early myths about heroic leadership had much in common. The hero went forth and brought back something of great value. Prometheus brought back fire. Moses went up Mount Sinai and brought back God’s Ten Commandments. Myths mature into legends. Legendary heroes figure prominently in the Hindu Upanishads and in the Greek and Latin classics. In the Iliad, higher transcendental goals were emphasized: “He serves me most, who serves his country best” (Book 10, line 201). The Odyssey advised leaders to maintain their social distance: “The leader, mingling with the vulgar host, is in the common mass of matter lost” (Book 3, line 297). Plato’s ideal leader was the philosopher-king. Exploits of individual heroes were central to the Babylonian Gilgamesh and the Hindu Ramayana. Leadership was of much interest to Aśoka, Confucius, and Lao-tzu. Leadership was the focus of certain medieval classics of western literature such as Beowulf, the Song of Roland, and the Icelandic sagas. According to Gemmill and Oakley (1992), the social concept of leadership is a myth that maintains a belief in the need for hierarchies and organizational leaders in society. This myth results in alienated, intellectually and emotionally deskilled employees and the magical desire for an omnipotent leader.

Religions offer many accounts of leaders as prophets, priests, chiefs, and kings. Such leaders served as initiators, symbols, representatives, and examples to be followed. In the Old Testament, Moses led the Hebrews out of Egypt, and Joshua led them to the promised land. Leaders such as Abraham, Moses, David, Solomon, and the Macabees were singled out in the Old Testament for detailed expositions of their behavior and relations with God and their people. God was the supreme leader of his chosen people; he clarified, instructed, and directed what was to be done through the words of his prophets and arranged for rewards for compliance with and punishment for disobedience to the laws and rules he had handed down to Moses. The gospels of the New Testament are filled with stories about how Jesus led his small group of disciples as well as large audiences. Saint Paul was the initiator of a multinational organization of churches. To the leadership of Saint Peter is attributed the founding of the Roman Catholic Church. In Islam, religious law provided the basis for the leadership of the ideal caliphate (Rabi, 1967). The Koran still undergirds the legal systems of Islamic republics. Gautama Buddha led his movement by his precepts and example.

From Myths and Legends to Early Histories of Leaders

From its infancy, much of the study of history has been the study of leaders—what they did and why they did it. What would the first histories of Herodotus, Thucydides, or Xenophon, written before 400 B.C.E., have been like without discourses about leaders, leadership, and followers? Over the centuries, the effort to formulate principles of leadership spread from the study of history and philosophy to all the developing social sciences. In modern psychohistory, there is still a search for psychoanalytical generalizations about leadership, built on the in-depth analysis of the development, motivation, and competencies of prominent leaders, living and dead.

Early Principles of Leadership

Written principles of leadership go back nearly as far as the emergence of civilization, which shaped its leaders as much as it was shaped by them. Written principles of leadership can be found in Egypt in the Instruction of Ptahhotep (2300 B.C.E.). Confucius and Lao-tzu of the sixth century B.C.E. discussed the responsibilities of leaders and how leaders should conduct themselves. Like J. M. Burns (1978), Confucius said that leaders must set a moral example. Like Argyris (1983), Lao-tzu declared that leaders must participate in and share ownership of developments. In developing their ideas about imperialism and public service, leaders of the British Empire turned for inspiration to the classics, such as the works of Cicero and Marcus Aurelius. Roman and Greek authors such as Caesar, Cicero, Seneca, and Plutarch, to name just a few, wrote extensively on the subject of leadership and administration. For instance, in his Parallel Lives of around 100 C.E., Plutarch (1932) tried to show the moral similarities between 50 Greek and Roman leaders: for each Greek leader there was a Roman counterpart. The mythical founder of Athens, Theseus, was matched with the mythical founder of Rome, Romulus. The lawgiver of Sparta, Lycurgus, was matched with the lawgiver of Rome, Numa Pompilius. Alexander the Great was matched with Julius Caesar.

The classical Greek and Roman writers had considerable influence during the medieval, Renaissance, and early modern periods, when many people looked back to the classics for guidance. The Greeks and Romans influenced Machiavelli in The Prince (1513), for instance, and Montesquieu in The Spirit of Laws (1748). In his Two Treatises on Government (1690), John Locke wrote that what we would now call leadership had to reach beyond institutional authority to create and maintain a liberal society (Weaver, 1991).

America’s founding fathers were well versed in all these texts and were aware of how autocratic and democratic leadership had succeeded or failed in the Roman, Venetian, Dutch, and Swiss republics. Plato’s Republic and Aristotle’s Politics figured strongly in their deliberations at the Constitutional Convention in 1787. The constitutional checks and balances among executive, legislative, and judicial powers owe much to these writings.

Written Concepts and Principles of Leadership

Written concepts and principles of leadership emerged early. Figure 1.1 shows the Egyptian hieroglyphs for leadership (seshemet), leader (seshemu), and follower (shemsu), which were being written 5,000 years ago. In 2300 B.C.E., in the Instruction of Ptahhotep, three qualities were attributed to the pharaoh: “Authoritative utterance is in thy mouth, perception is in thy heart, and thy tongue is the shrine of justice” (Lichtheim, 1973).

Chinese classics written as early as the sixth century B.C.E. are filled with hortatory advice to leaders about their responsibilities to the people. Confucius urged leaders to set a moral example and to manipulate rewards and punishments for teaching what was right and good. Lao-tzu emphasized the need for a leader to work himself out of his job by making the people believe that success was due to their own efforts.

The Greeks’ concepts of leadership were exemplified by the heroes in Homer’s Iliad. Ajax symbolized inspirational leadership and law and order; Agamemnon, justice and judgment; Nestor, wisdom and counsel; Odysseus, shrewdness and cunning: and Achilles, valor and activism (Sarachek, 1968). Later, Greek philosophers, such as Plato, in the Republic, looked at the requirements for the ideal leader of the ideal state. Plato’s philosopher-king was to be the most important element of good government, educated to rule with order and reason. In Politics, Aristotle was disturbed by a lack of virtue among those who wanted to be leaders. He emphasized the need to educate youths for such leadership. Plutarch, concerned with prosocial ideals about leadership, compared the traits and behavior of actual Greek and Roman leaders to support his point of view in Parallel Lives (Kellerman, 1987).
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Figure 1.1 Egyptian Hieroglyphs for Leadership, Leader, and Follower

SOURCE: Author



A famous Renaissance work was Machiavelli’s (1513/1962) The Prince. Machiavelli’s thesis that “there is nothing more difficult to take in hand, more perilous to conduct, or more uncertain in its success, than to take the lead in the introduction of a new order of things” is still a germane description of the risks of, and resistance to, leadership. Machiavelli was the ultimate pragmatist. He believed that leaders needed steadiness, firmness, and concern for the maintenance of authority, power, and order in government. It was best if these objectives could be accomplished by gaining the esteem of the populace; but if they could not, then craft, deceit, threats, treachery, and violence were required (Kellerman, 1987). Machiavelli is still widely quoted as a guide to an effective leadership of sorts, and he was the basis for a modern line of investigation using a “Mach scale” (Christie & Geis, 1970). In 1987, a survey of college presidents reported that they still found The Prince highly relevant.

Other famous works of the Renaissance include Shakespeare’s plays, such as Richard II. As king of England, Richard made many mistakes in judgment, especially in his judgments of people, which alienated his nobles and ultimately led to his forced abdication and imprisonment (Payne, 2000).

Philosophy continued to contribute to principles of leadership. Thus a fundamental principle of leadership at West Point today can be traced back to Hegel’s Philosophy of Mind (Hegel, 1830/1971), which argued that by first serving as a follower, a leader subsequently can best understand his followers. Hegel thought that this understanding was a paramount requirement for effective leadership.

The Modern Study of Leadership



Among the landmarks in the modern study of leadership are Terman’s (1904) investigation of the psychology and development of leadership, Kohs and Irle’s (1920) predictions of the promotion of U.S. Army officers, Freud’s (1922) work dealing with group psychology, Weber’s (1927/1947) introduction of charismatic leadership, Cox’s (1926) analysis of the biographies of leaders, Moreno’s (1934/1953) invention of sociometry, and Benne and Sheat’s (1948) classification of roles in small groups. Leadership assessment centers began in 1923 in Germany (Ansbacher, 1951); they were initiated in Britain during World War II (Garforth, 1945) and by the Office of Strategic Services (1948) in the United States. By 1948, Stogdill (1948) was able to locate 128 studies of leadership, which he classified according to the traits of importance to leadership: capacity, achievement, responsibility, participation, and status. There were 124 articles, books, and abstracts on leadership published in English and four in German up to 1947 in the half-century preceding Stogdill’s (1948) review of the literature (see chapter 4). In contrast, 188 articles on leadership appeared in just one journal, Leadership Quarterly, between 1990 and 1999.

In determining the leadership that emerged, Stogdill also found it necessary to consider the situation and the nature of the followers—their objectives and their need for leadership. After Stogdill, there was a paradigm shift away from research on the traits and personalities of leaders to an emphasis on the situation and context in which the leadership occurred. Stogdill himself maintained that the personal traits associated with leadership were still important, though their effects were modified by the needs of the situation. But most empirical researchers up to 1975 abandoned the search for traits and turned their attention to the situation. Another paradigm shift occurred in the late 1970s, with a rising interest in charismatic, visionary, and transformational leadership (Hunt, 1999) and a perspective that both personal traits and situations (including followers) were important in determining the emergence, success, and effectiveness of leadership. By the 1980s, traits had again become important for research, along with context.

Influence of Leadership Research on Popular Books and Management Techniques

Leadership is a widely discussed and popular topic. In mid-1999, 55,172 publications on leadership could be found in the Online Computer Library Center (OCLC). As of April 14, 2005, Amazon.com listed 18,299 books for sale on leadership in English, French, and Spanish. Google Scholar listed 16,800 books on leadership, 95,500 publications on leadership, and 386,000 citations related to leadership.

In the past, popular books on leadership consisted of hortatory advice to leaders based on a mixture of “armchair analysis” and unproven generalizations. The best seller How to Win Friends and Influence People by Dale Carnegie (1937) is illustrative, and is still used for confidence building, especially in workshops for public speaking and salesmanship. Dickson, BeShears, Borys, et al. (2003) selected 30 popular books on business leadership mainly written in the past 30 years such as The One Minute Manager, The 7 Habits of Highly Effective People, and First, Break All the Rules. Two reviewers prepared a summary of key points in each book. Much in common was found with the academic research literature on leadership. (This was confounded to some extent because some of the authors of the popular books were primarily academics.) Staw and Epstein (2000) looked at the effects during five annual periods on the largest 100 U.S. firms (in sales) of introducing three popular management programs: Teamwork, Total Quality Management (TQM), and Employee Empowerment. The firms’ reputations were enhanced in news reports of the programs by the business press. The CEOs’ salaries and bonuses also reflected the use of the three programs, but the firms’ profitability remained unaffected.

Universality of Leadership



Leadership is a universal phenomenon in humans and is also observed in many species of animals, such as matriarchal elephants and patriarchal gorillas. Allee (1951) maintained that all vertebrates living in groups exhibit social organization and leadership. Koford (1963) observed that the relative dominance of two bands of monkeys encountering each other at an eating place was usually determined by the relative dominance of the leaders of the bands. Zajonc (1969) suggested that primate groups learn norms for the different status of members and their leadership. The norms are learned by group members, are stable but can be changed, and are complied with by the majority of members. Experimentation and observation in natural settings suggest that many groups of mammals learn strongly differentiated status hierarchies, which their members recognize and comply with. In primate groups, leaders obtain privileges that tend to bolster their dominance. Their presence is an advantage to the group in gaining possession of a desired territory and in expanding the area of free movement for the group. Whether these findings and similar results reported for packs of wolves and hyenas, elephant matriarchies, bands of gorillas, and pods of whales are relevant to understanding the human condition remains controversial.

Theory versus Problem Orientation

The earliest social science literature on leadership was concerned predominately with theoretical issues. Theorists sought to identify different types of leadership and to relate them to the functional demands of society. In addition, they sought to account for the emergence of leadership by examining either the qualities of the leader or the elements of the situation. Earlier theorists can be distinguished from more recent ones in that the former did not consider interactions between individual and situational variables. Also, earlier theorists tended to develop more comprehensive theories than do their more recent counterparts. Between 1945 and 1960, students of leadership devoted more of their efforts to empirical research and, as a consequence, ignored various issues that earlier theorists regarded as important. But research on leadership became theory driven again from the 1970s on, although the theories involved tended to focus on a few phenomena and were less ambitious than those of the past. Empirical research increasingly tested hypotheses derived from a theoretical model. By the 1990s, advances in statistical analysis had made possible testing of multivariate models of leadership involving interactions contingent on leaders’ and followers’ traits and situational variables.

Empirical research on leadership in some segments of the population (students, military personnel, and business managers) was heavy, but sparse in other segments such as leaders of volunteer agencies, police officers, and health administrators. Because of growing employment in health, social services, and protection, there was an upsurge in studies of leadership among nurses, social workers, and the police. In the same way, the increase and upgrading of minorities in the U.S. labor force has resulted in an examination of leadership among women and minorities. Cross-cultural studies of leadership have burgeoned as well.

The emerging propositions about leadership maintain their validity over time in strong cultures. Nonetheless, they also are subject to change because of cultural changes. Thus, over 50% of more than 1,000 students from eight U.S. universities who were surveyed about their attraction to the television series, MASH, dealing with a medical unit in the Korean War, indicated that watching the program had modified their attitudes or behavior about organizational life. All but 5% considered MASH a realistic portrayal of organizational values and processes. The respondents felt an increased desire to work with superiors who treat subordinates with understanding and respect (Dyer & Dyer, 1984). Most of the coercive, tough, autocratic, bullying leaders in organizations of 1905 had been replaced by 2005 with leaders who may still be as highly concerned about getting the work done but also have concern for their followers. Much of the work itself has changed from unskilled labor to the application of knowledge, from repetitive tasks to more meaningful work, from individual work to teamwork, from functional to project-based work, from single-skill to multiskill work. Coordination from above has decreased while coordination among peers has increased (Stein & Pinchot, 1995).

The Need for Leadership

Napoleon expressed his feeling about the importance of leadership in his quip that he would rather have an army of rabbits led by a lion than an army of lions led by a rabbit. Surveys of job satisfaction from the 1920s on illustrated the importance of leadership.1 They uniformly reported that employees’ favorable attitudes toward their supervisors contributed to the employees’ satisfaction. In turn, employees’ favorable attitudes toward their supervisors were usually found to be related to the productivity of the work group (see, for example, Lawshe & Nagle, 1953). Since then, countless surveys can be cited to support the contention that leaders make a difference in their subordinates’ satisfaction and performance. For example, Becker (1992) found that compared with their commitment to the organization, employees’ commitment to their supervisors and to top management was more highly related to their job satisfaction, their intention not to quit, and their prosocial behavior. Again, Becker, Billings, et al. (1996) showed that commitment by employees to their supervisors was more strongly associated with the employees’ performance than was their commitment to the organization. Leaders also can make the difference in whether organizations succeed or fail. In the public sector, local government managers must be able to lead when angry, single-issue, negative minorities wish to take over public policy making about issues ranging from abortion rights to protective services (Abels, 1996).

Typically, efforts to estimate the number of leaders in the United States use census data on proprietors and officials. But Gardner (1986) noted that although owners, managers, and officials are in a position to do so, they do not necessarily act as leaders. Cleveland (1985) estimated the number of opinion leaders in the United States and how this number grew between 1955 and 1985. In 1955, he estimated that there were 555,000 opinion leaders; in 1971, he guessed that at least one million Americans could be classified as opinion leaders. He considered 7 out of 10 public executives to be opinion leaders—policy makers in public, philanthropic, voluntary, and large-scale private enterprises. By 1985, he estimated the number to have multiplied to one out of every 200 Americans. In the age of information—with the ever-present need for change to stay ahead of the competition, for learning from timely feedback, for teamwork, and for the introduction of new technology—the need for leadership at all organizational levels is apparent. On the basis of a field study of 12 large organizational reengineering attempts. Jaffe and Scott (1998) pointed out that without engaging the firm’s leadership, efforts to reengineer, the operations will fail. Large-scale redesign requires leaders’ and employees’ commitment.

Need and Importance. It was the leadership of Robert E. Lee that enabled the Confederate forces to defeat the larger, better-equipped Union forces in many of the battles of the Civil War. It was the leadership of Henry V and longbow technology that produced the victory at Agincourt of 15,000 Englishmen over the 45,000 more heavily armored Frenchmen (Fiedler & Garcia, 1987). De Vries, Roe, et al. (1998) developed and validated a scale of “need for supervision” that can differentiate between conditions when employees need to be supervised and conditions when they do not. However, the effect of the need for leadership on the outcomes of leadership, though positive, is small (De Vries, Roe, and Taillieu, 2002). Supervisors do make a difference in employees’ sense of equity in the workplace and are more important than issues of pay and long working hours (Porter, 1997). Leaders’ vision, empowerment, and enabling of subordinates makes possible a highly adaptive, learning organization (Johnson, 1998). The Gallup Organization Workplace Audit, administered to 2 million employees in 61 countries, and supported by focus groups, identified five statistical factors associated with high-quality work environments. Two of these factors were one’s immediate supervisor and the overall leadership in the firm (Gallup, 1995, 1998). Leadership was central to the success of Total Quality Management (TQM), which requires the support and commitment of top management (Shea and Howell, 1998). Some of the performance of football teams is beyond the control and ability of the coach’s leadership, but the coach can turn a consistently losing team into a consistently winning team—as Vince Lombardi did with the Green Bay Packers. Around the globe, leadership is widely required because of two antithetical forces: interdependence and diversity (economic, political, and social). But despite the importance of leadership, Conger (1999, p. 145) lamented, “A more competitive world forced many firms to reinvent themselves . . . (but) rarely did companies possess the courage to change management skills needed to orchestrate large-scale transformations. . . . The leadership talent necessary for such undertakings was . . . in short supply.” Lipman-Blumen (1996) conceived a need for “connective” leaders who can bring divisive parties together by developing a sense of self-sacrifice, community, and common causes. Leadership is needed to change organizations. However, when De Vries, Roe, and Taillieu (2002) questioned 958 Dutch employees about how much they individually needed their supervisor to set goals, to decide what work should be done, etc., they found only modest effects on the relationship between the need for leadership and job satisfaction, commitment to the organization, stress of work, role conflict, and self-rated performance.

Caveat—Leadership is a Figment of the Imagination. Agency theorists (Meckling & Jensen, 1976) argued that an organization is a legal fiction that serves as the connection for contracts among parties. An organization is simply a network of individuals who exchange according to market conditions, rewards, resources, time, and skills. There is no distinction between leaders and followers. If there are no followers, there is no need for leadership (Arnott, 1995). Some critics have argued that all the effects of leadership are a romantic fiction, existing only in the eye of the beholder. Followers attribute to leadership effects that in fact are due to historical, economic, or social forces. Meindl, Ehrlich, and Dukerich (1985) presented five empirical studies of their concept of the “romance of leadership.” In the first study, they demonstrated that among a total of 33,248 titles of articles in The Wall Street Journal between 1972 and 1982, 34 business firms in various industries, leadership was more likely to be emphasized in those years when the firms did well but not when they did poorly. Leadership also appeared much more often in the titles in the years that industries performed well rather than poorly. A second study showed that the percentage of leadership topics between 1929 and 1983 in social science doctoral dissertations was greater after poor rather than good economic times. A third study found that the number of articles about leadership in business periodicals was also affected, but in the opposite way. The fourth and fifth studies demonstrated that students given various business scenarios were more likely to attribute large changes, up or down, to leadership rather than to alternative reasons for company success. Middling changes generated the least effect.

Other critics, such as Pandey (1976), have regarded the concept of leadership as useless for understanding social influence. Calder (1977) argued that the objective contributions of the “leader” to outcomes were possibly more interesting than true. Some critics attributed organizational outcomes primarily to other factors, but held that after the fact, leaders were credited with what happened. Organizational leaders who were perceived to be exerting leadership on organizational performance were merely the subjects of misperceptions. That is, organizational outcomes were objectively determined by environmental and organizational factors in which leadership, at best, could play only a minor role. For instance, M. C. Brown (1982, p. 1) concluded that “once other factors influencing effectiveness are accounted for, it is likely that leadership will have little bearing on organizational performance.” Pfeffer (1977) took a similar but less extreme position: leadership is a sense-making heuristic to account for organizational performance and is important primarily for its symbolic role in organizations. Leaders are selected or self-selected to fulfill the fate of the organization and are highly constrained by organizational and external factors. Therefore, compared with external factors, they can have only a limited impact on organizational outcomes. Leaders are able only to react to contingencies, to facilitate the adjustment of the organization in its context, and to alter the environment to some limited extent. Also, they have no control over many factors that affect organizational performance. Typically, they have unilateral control over few resources.

Salancik and Pfeffer (1977) showed that the mayors of 30 U.S. cities had real influence on a just a few budgetary issues, such as libraries and parks, that were not in the domain of important special-interest groups, such as the police, firefighters, and highway maintenance personnel. Seemingly influential leaders—political party officials, lobbyists, and contractors—often are followers, not leaders. Pfeffer concluded that since people want to feel they are in control of their environment, they find it useful to attribute their group and organizational performance to leaders rather than to the complex internal and external environmental forces that actually are most important. Meindi and Ehrlich (1987) showed that if performance outcomes of firms were attributed to the leadership of top management rather than to the employees, to market conditions, or to the government, evaluators gave better evaluations of the outcomes. Meindl and Ehrlich attributed this finding to the evaluators’ assumption that leaders have a reliable and potent impact on outcomes. Even when the true causes of outcomes were logically not determinable, Meindl, Ehrlich, and Dukerich (1985) showed that there was a tendency to view leadership as the likely cause. This study and the one by Meindl and Ehrlich (1987) were thought to demonstrate that leadership is more of a romantic notion than a phenomenon that truly affects group and organizational outcomes. Support for the idea that leadership is a fiction was the evidence that would-be followers, subordinates, and groups of employees are so constrained by technology, rules, job requirements, and organizational policies that there is little discretionary room for a superior or leader to make much of a difference in how things get done (Katz & Kahn, 1966). Furthermore, subordinates may have much more effect on the behavior of their superiors than vice versa (Goodstadt & Kipnis, 1970).

Miner (1975, p. 200), a prominent scholar of leadership, was ready to abandon the concept of leadership, stating that “the concept of leadership itself has outlived its usefulness. Hence, I suggest that we abandon leadership in favor of some other, more fruitful way of cutting up the theoretic pie” (Hunt, 1999, p. 129). Miner (1982a) later recanted this statement but still maintained that the concept had limited usefulness because so much of the empirical research had been on emergent leadership in small groups rather than within more complex organizations. For Miner, the fragile, distressed leadership that arises in the small, temporary group to develop, maintain, and enforce the norms of the group may have little relevance for leadership in the impersonal “task system” of the traditional organization. Cronshaw and Lord (1987) found in a laboratory study that participants used simple cognitive rules of thumb to form their impressions of leadership. Bass (1949) showed that in an initially temporary, initially leaderless group discussion, ratings of members’ leadership correlated as high as .90 with how much they talked in the discussion.

Leaders Do Make a Difference. Historians such as Arthur Schlesinger (1999) are mindful of how the course of history might have been changed by chance events in the lives of individual leaders. On a visit to New York in 1931, Winston Churchill was hit by an automobile while crossing Fifth Avenue. Suppose his injuries had been fatal. Would Britain have rallied in 1940 under Neville Chamberlain in the face of impending defeat by the Nazis? What if in 1932, an assassin’s bullet intended for Franklin Roosevelt had killed him instead of Mayor Cermak of Chicago, who was beside him on the speakers’ platform? Would his more conservative replacement, Vice President John Garner, have launched the New Deal? Would the country have shifted from isolationism to interventionism? Suppose Lenin had died of typhus when he was exiled to Siberia in 1897 or Hitler had been killed on the western front in 1916. Would the twentieth century have been the same?

Although there is some validity in Meindl’s proposition that we wrongly attribute to leaders the success or failure of their groups, leaders do make a difference. It is not an all-or-none matter. An experienced expert group has less need for close leadership than a group of inexperienced novices. Posner and Kouzes (1996), after analyzing several thousand cases and surveys over a dozen years, found a consistent pattern of exemplary leadership practices. Leadership is not a “mystical or ethereal concept.” Rather, leadership is an observable, learnable set of practices. Certainly leaders make a difference. There is no question about it. But, as noted by Henry Mintzberg, leaders often make a difference because they stimulate others (McCarthy, 2000).

The Role of Followers. Proponents of the follower theory of leadership of social and political movements, such as Rost (1993), argue that leaders find the parade of followers and get in front of it. These critics oversimplify. Social and political leaders discover what their followers need or should need, but the followers have not been able to articulate and mobilize for what they want. Leaders give voice and words to capture what is needed and mobilize others to follow. Despite skepticism about the reality and importance of leadership, all social and political movements require leaders to begin them. As Tucker (1981, p. 87) put it, “In the beginning is the leadership act. A ‘leaderless movement’ is naturally out of the question.” This does not mean that formal, institutionalized leadership is required. Informal leaders can stir up a rioting mob. Organized slave revolts were initiated informally by leaders like Spartacus (70 B.C.E.) in Rome and Toussaint-Louverture (1792) in French Haiti. In fact, no leader in an institutional form appeared in the numerous peasant revolts from the sixteenth century to the nineteenth century in southern Germany. The same was true of journeymen’s strikes during the eighteenth century. Leadership remained informal and egalitarian. Only in the middle of the nineteenth century did definite radical leaders like Ferdinand Lassalle emerge. Lassalle placed himself at the head of the German workers’ movement and developed its explicit ideology along with the myth that he had founded the movement (Groh, 1986). This behavior is consistent with most cases of institutional development: Leaders determine the direction they will take. The early historical records of the British Royal Society in the seventeenth century illustrate that its secretaries were responsible for who joined the society and what kinds of science were sponsored (Mulligan & Mulligan, 1981).

Leadership May Be Critical to Organizational Success. Indeed, leadership is often regarded as the single most critical factor in the success of failure of institutions. For instance, T. H. Allen (1981) argued that the principal’s leadership is the most important factor in determining a school’s climate and the students’ success. Sylvia and Hutchison (1985) concluded that the motivation of 167 teachers in Oklahoma depended considerably on their perception of the quality of their relationships with their superiors. And Smith, Carson, and Alexander (1984) found that among the 50 Methodist ministers they studied, some were more effective leaders than others. The effectiveness of these ministers was evidenced by the differential impact that their ministries had on church attendance, membership, property values, and contributions to the church.

In the business and industrial sector, leaders’ effectiveness is measured objectively by their organizational units’ profit, profit margin, sales increase, market share, return on investment (ROI), unit productivity, cost per item produced, and cost relative to budgeted cost. Objective measures of effectiveness (and employees’ satisfaction) also include safety records, absenteeism, voluntary turnover, grievances, complaints, requests for transfers, work slowdowns, and incidents of sabotage. Superiors’, peers’, subordinates’, and customers’ ratings and attitude surveys provide subjective measures of the effectiveness of unit leaders and their contribution to the units’ processes. Product quality can be gauged by amount of required rework, number of rejects, and customers’ complaints or subjective ratings (Yukl, 1998). Maccoby (1979, p. 313) concluded, from his observations of the manager as a game-playing politician, that the need of firms to survive and prosper in a world of increasing competition, technological advances, changing governmental regulations, and changing attitudes of workers requires “a higher level of leadership than ever before.” Strong support for this proposition came in a study by Andersen Consulting’s Institute for Strategic Change, which found that the stock price of firms seen as well-led increased 900% over a 10-year period. Stock prices of firms seen as poorly led increased only 74% (Bennis, 2000). When an organization must be changed to reflect changes in technology, the environment, and the completion of programs, its leadership is critical in orchestrating the process (Burke, Richley, & DeAngelis, 1985). Mintzberg and Waters (1982) examined the evolution of a retail firm over a 60-year period and found that a senior executive could successfully reorient the firm by intervening to change previous strategies and organizational structures. This finding was corroborated by Thomas (1988), whose data showed that over 60% of the sales and profits of British retail shops were due to changes in the top executive.

Leadership and Various Organizational Outcomes.  Management and leadership do seem to have a substantial effect on some organizational outcomes. Thus when Lieberson and O’Connor (1972) examined the effects of top management on the success of 167 firms over a 20-year period, they found that these effects depended on which outcomes were considered. Senior managers had the greatest effect on profit margins but the least effect on sales; they also were of less consequence in capital-intensive industries. In the same way, Day and Lord (1986) noted that when confounding errors are controlled in studies of the effects of executive succession, differences in executive leaders can account for as much as 45% of their organizations’ performance. Agreeing with Chandler (1962), they stated that historical analyses of changes of leadership over significant periods, demonstrated that leadership had a profound influence on an organization. Concurrent correlational analyses of a sample of executives and their organizations at the same point in time reach similar conclusions, although the effects are not as strong. Barrick, Day, et al. (1991) analyzed 15 years of data in 132 industrial organizations and found that high-performing executive leaders had a positive impact on their firms’ new income, earnings per share, and return on equity. In a review of experiments in the United States on the productivity of workers between 1971 and 1981, Katzell and Guzzo (1983) concluded that supervisory methods seemed particularly effective in increasing output. In Sweden, Westerlund (1952a) observed that the high-quality performance of supervisors improved the attitudes and performance of telephone operators. Also in Sweden, Ekvall and Arvonen (1984) found that leadership styles accounted for 65% of the variance in organizational climate in the 25 units they studied. Virany and Tushman (1986) stated that the senior managers of better-performing minicomputer firms were systematically different from those of firms that performed poorly. The senior managers in the better firms had previous experience in the electronics industry and were more likely to include the founder of the firm, who still served as chief executive officer. Although most attention has been paid to industrial leaders as developers and builders, Hansen (1974) pointed out that the success with which a firm, such as the Ford Motor Company, closed a plant without much human dislocation depended on effective leadership.

Leadership has been considered a critical factor in military successes since records have been kept; that is, better-led forces repeatedly have been victorious over poorly led forces. Thus, not unexpectedly, morale and cohesion among Israeli and U.S. enlisted soldiers correlated with measures of the soldiers’ confidence in their company, division, and battalion commanders (Gal & Manning, 1984).

Personnel of the Mississippi Cooperative Extension reported that they felt less job stress if they saw their supervisors displaying more leadership in structuring the work to be done and showing concern for the subordinates’ needs (Graham, 1982). In a study of 204 innovations in state programs, Cheek (1987) found that the governors came up with 55% of the innovations and the agencies with only 36%.

Effects of Presidential Performance. Studies by Tucker (1981), Hargrove and Nelson (1984), and Hargrove (1987) concluded that the style and performance of a U.S. president makes a big difference in what happens to legislation, policy, and programs. Successful presidents are more sensitive to the inherent politics of policy making. They define and publicize the policy dilemmas facing the country and earn widespread public and congressional support for their positions. They construct their policy agendas with the felt needs of the country in mind and create political support for their agendas; they also realize that timing is important (Tucker, 1981). But, like Jimmy Carter, they can fail if they push for what they deem to be right but what is not politically feasible and if they favor comprehensive integrated solutions, rather than incremental steps (Hargrove, 1987). Presidents can make decisions that are not implemented because they or their assistants do not follow them up. For example, as part of the agreement to resolve the Cuban missile crisis, President Kennedy ordered the removal of U.S. missiles from Turkey on the border of the Soviet Union. Six months later, he was astonished to learn that the missiles were still in place (Manchester, 1988). Although presidents spend relatively little time trying to make major reorientations in policy, they have an important impact on the smaller substantive decisions that affect larger overall strategies (Neustadt, 1980). History may be drastically altered by a sudden change in presidents. Before leaving Washington, D.C., for his fateful trip to Dallas, Texas, where he was assassinated in November 1963, Kennedy signed the first order for a phased withdrawal from Vietnam. On assuming office after Kennedy’s assassination, Lyndon Johnson rescinded the order. The war continued for another decade.

According to Richard Nixon’s “Silent Majority” speech in 1969, presidents may have to take an unpopular stand, but when they do, they can strengthen acceptance by explaining their reasons, soliciting support, and winning approval (Safire, 1975). Presidents also provide symbolic support for the development of norms, values, and beliefs that contribute to subsequent national and organizational development (Sayles, 1979). As Gardner (1988a) noted, for a society to function, its people must share beliefs and values regarding the standards of acceptable behavior. Bill Clinton, a popular president, was almost removed from office for violating standards of sexual propriety. Leaders can revitalize those shared beliefs and help keep the values fresh. “They have a role in creating the state of mind that is the society” (Gardner, 1988a, p. 18). They conceive and articulate goals that move people from their own interests to unite for higher ends.

Indirect Effects of Leadership. Often, the effects of leadership are indirect. For example, Katzell (1987) showed that although supervisors’ direct influence on their subordinates was modest, they exerted indirect influence and improved the employees’ morale by providing rewards, relating rewards to performance, and treating employees equitably. By increasing morale, these supervisors improved the employees’ performance. Jongbloed and Frost (1985) modified Pfeffer’s (1977) reasoning to argue that leaders still have an important general role to play. What leaders really manage in organizations is the employees’ interpretation or understanding of what goes on in the organizations. The leaders manage meanings and, therefore, exert a strong impact on organizational outcomes. Jongbloed and Frost compared the laboratory director in one Canadian hospital with another director in a second hospital. The two had the same formal assignments, and neither of them had control over issues; but the first director successfully lobbied for the importance of pathology and persuaded the hospital administrators to allocate more funds for operations and budget than were allocated in the second hospital.

Relation to Development, Training, and Education. The importance of leadership is attested to by academics’ and lay people’s interest in leadership as a subject for development, training, and education (Campbell, 1977).2 Although U.S. college presidents believe that our educational institutions are reluctant to incorporate leadership education into their curricula (Cronin, 1984), the college landscape is not bleak. Quite the contrary. Gregory’s (1986) survey of all known U.S. degree-granting institutions of higher learning found 53 that offered an academic course on leadership, 70 that made it possible to major or concentrate in the subject, and 181 that incorporated the study of leadership into an academic course or a student-affairs program.3 These numbers increased during the 1990s. Undergraduate schools of leadership, such as the Jepson School, appeared—along with concentrations and certifications in leadership and research, such as those offered at Claremont McKenna College and Binghamton University. By the 1990s, leadership research and training centers such as the Center for Creative Leadership, the Center for Leadership Studies, the Kravis Institute, and the Drucker Foundation had appeared, as did journals such as the Leadership Quarterly and the Journal of Leadership Studies. The Alliance for Leadership Development promotes research on and the teaching of leadership and serves as a clearinghouse of information on leadership programs at universities and secondary schools, leadership development programs in the community, development programs for corporate executives, and continuing education programs for professionals.

Leadership as a Subject of Inquiry

The understanding of leadership has figured strongly in the quest for knowledge. Purposeful stories have been told through the generations about leaders’ competencies, ambitions, and shortcomings; leaders’ rights and privileges; leaders’ roles, duties, and obligations; and leaders’ successes and failures.

The importance of leadership is also demonstrated by its place in social science research. According to DeMeuse (1986), leadership has been a frequent subject of empirical research concentrating on the antecedents of leaders’ behavior and the factors that contribute to its effectiveness. Leadership is a featured topic in almost every textbook on organizational behavior (McFillen, 1977). Scholarly books on leadership and scholarly articles, reports, and essays form a considerable number of the total publications on leadership, as noted earlier.

Many schools of thought have existed, some simultaneously, since leadership first was studied. The early theorists explained leadership in terms of either the person or the environment. Later theorists viewed leadership as an aspect of role differentiation or as an outgrowth of social interaction processes. More recently, theories of leadership have focused on the mutual influence of leaders and followers. All this is as it should be. Theory and empirical research should move forward together, each stimulating, supporting, and modifying the other. Neither can stand alone. An elegant theory with no prospect of elegant data gathering is likely to be a sketchy theory. Early in a line of investigation, crude data and theory may be useful. Later, as understanding develops and practice improves, more stringent standards for theorizing are required (Bass, 1974).

The subject of inquiry has been changing over the years (Knights & Morgan, 1992). Small-group analysis of leadership has been giving way to organizational and strategic studies. Increasingly, empirical studies are about leaders and their strategies that create particular norms and values affecting organizational performance. The studies discussed in the chapters that follow are based on a wide variety of theoretical assumptions, methods, participants, and venues. Despite differences in the philosophies that guide them and the research methods used, there is considerable convergence of findings on many problems. This convergence, when it occurs, may be regarded as convincing evidence of the validity of the findings.

Caveat—Too Much Rehashing. An almost unanswerable question is the extent to which we pour old wine into new bottles when we propose “new” theories. For instance, Julius Caesar’s descriptions of his leadership style in the Gallic wars in the first century B.C.E. are clear, succinct endorsements of the need for what Blake and Mouton (1964) conceived as 9, 9 style—a style that Fleishman (1953a) described in terms of strong initiation and consideration, and that some theorist will rename in the year 2050. When does a field advance? Are we beyond Caesar’s understanding of how to lead infantry shock troops? In 1975, an unknown scholar of leadership declared, “Once I was active in the field. Then I left it for ten years. When I returned, it was as if I was gone only ten minutes” (Hunt, 1999, p. 129). Shortly after this pessimistic comment appeared, the new paradigms of neocharismatic and transformational leadership were introduced in the seminal publications of House (1977) and J. M. Burns (1978). They proved to be giant leaps forward for the study of leadership, as will be documented in chapters 21 and 22. Contrary to the criticism, according to House and Aditya (1997), the study of leadership has been truly cumulative.

Integration of Theories. The study of the dynamics of leadership was dominated by two broad themes. First, leadership was conceived as an exchange between the leader and the followers in which following the leader was rewarded and disciplinary action was avoided. Second, leadership was exerted through the leader’s personality. Within this framework, emphasis was placed on traits, behaviors, and contexts. As we shall see, these have been integrated into many modern theories of leadership with practical applications to the assessment, development, and training of effective leaders, as will be described in Chapters 34 and 35.

My hope in this book is to catalog much of what is known about leadership and to suggest some of what we do not know and should try to find out. Although I agree with Burns (1978, p. 2) that “leadership is one of the most observed phenomena on earth,” I disagree with Burn’s statement that “it is one of the least understood.” His position has probably become more optimistic since 1978, with the introduction into a good deal of leadership research of his original concept of transforming leadership.

More on the Meaning of Leadership. The word “leadership” refers to a sophisticated modern concept. In earlier times, words meaning head of state, military commander, princeps, proconsul, chief, or king were common in most societies; these words differentiated the ruler from other members of society. A preoccupation with leadership, as opposed to headship based on inheritance, usurpation, or appointment, occurred predominantly in countries with an Anglo-Saxon heritage. Although the Oxford English Dictionary (1933) noted the appearance of the word “leader” in the English language as early as the year 1300, the word “leadership” did not appear until the first half of the nineteenth century, in writings about the political influence and control of the British Parliament. What was considered appropriate leadership changed as a consequence of the industrial revolution, first in the nineteenth century in England, and then in western Europe and America. Before the Industrial Revolution, shops were small and owner-managed, and relations were personal. The owners tended to be paternalistic authority figures. In the large factory system of the Industrial Revolution, the owner might be absent, the manager might be distant from the employees, and power over the employees rested in the shop foreman, who was likely to “rule his little kingdom as a tyrant, hiring, helping, firing and frustrating as he pleased. . . . The owners (and shareholders) were . . . impervious to the impact of factory life upon their workers, to the alienation and uncertainty, and degradation bred in these impersonal establishments” (Wiebe, 1967, p. 20). Economic rationality provided the rules of management and supervision, eventually softened by organized labor, progressive politics, and the Human Relations Movement. After the Industrial Revolution, in the age of information, concern for followers’ interests by the leadership became mandatory in most establishments, large and small, in the developed world.

Defining Leadership



Different definitions and concepts of leadership have been presented in countless essays and discussions. Often, a two-day meeting to discuss leadership has started with a day of argument over the definition. Rost (1993) found 221 definitions of leadership in 587 publications he examined. Furthermore, the distinction between leadership and other processes of social influence such as coordination and control was blurred. Ciulla (2004) argued that Rost confused the issue further by conceiving theories about how leadership works as definitions. The many dimensions into which leadership was cast and their overlapping meanings added to the confusion. Representative of definitions of leadership in the 1920s was impressing the will of the leader on those led and inducing obedience, respect, loyalty, and cooperation. In the 1930s, leadership was considered a process through which the many were organized to move in a specific direction by the leader. In the 1940s, leadership was the ability to persuade and direct beyond the effects of power, position, or circumstances. In the 1950s, it was what leaders did in groups and the authority accorded to leaders by the group members. In the 1960s, it was influence to move others in a shared direction. In the 1970s, the leader’s influence was seen as discretionary and as varying from one member to another. In the 1980s, leadership was considered as inspiring others to take some purposeful action. In the 1990s, it was the influence of the leader and the followers who intended to make real changes that reflected their common purposes. In the first decade of the twenty-first century, the leader is seen as the person most responsible and accountable for the organization’s actions. McFarland, Senn, and Childress (1993) considered six themes of leadership most appropriate for the twenty-first century: (1) Leadership is no longer the exclusive domain of the top boss. (2) Leadership facilitates excellence in others. (3) Leadership is not the same as management. (4) Leadership has a sensitive, humanistic dimension. (5) Leaders need to take a holistic approach, applying a variety of qualities, skills, and capabilities. (6) Leadership is the mastery of anticipating, initiating, and implementing change.

Hughes, Ginnett, and Curphy (1993) attributed the confusion over defining leadership to a lack of agreement about the major questions in the field of leadership and about the answers to them. There is a surfeit of definitions of leadership. Nonetheless, there is a useful body of knowledge about the subject, which can be applied (Church, 1998). Fleishman, Mumford, et al. (1991) identified 65 systems for classifying definitions of leadership, and there is sufficient similarity among definitions to permit such classification. The definitions most commonly used tend to concentrate on the leader as a person, on the behavior of the leader, on the effects of the leader, and on the interaction process between the leader and the led.

“Leadercentric” Definitions of Leaders and Leadership

“Leadercentric” definitions are about one-way effects due to the leader as a person. According to these definitions, the leader has the combination of traits necessary to induce others to accomplish a task (Tead, 1929).

The Leader as a Personality. The concept of personality appealed to several early theorists, who sought to explain why some persons are better able than others to exercise leadership. A. O. Bowden (1926) equated leadership with strength of personality: “Indeed, the amount of personality attributed to an individual may not be unfairly estimated by the degree of influence he can exert upon others.” Bingham (1927) defined a leader as a person who possesses the greatest number of desirable traits of personality and character.

Leadership as an Attribution. Leadership may be conceived solely as a romantic figment of the imagination, used to explain why a group, organization, community, or nation has been successful. Or leadership may be conceived solely as the observable reason for outcomes that have occurred. The truth lies somewhere in between. André Maurois noted that the most important quality in a leader was to be acknowledged as a leader. Such acknowledgment is a matching of the traits and behaviors thought implicitly to be the characteristics of leaders (the prototype) and the traits and behaviors observed in the person acknowledged as a leader. Most people carry around in their heads implicit theories about what qualities leaders should have and what behaviors leaders should exhibit. When 378 undergraduates were asked what characteristics were needed for acceptance of a new leader by a group, topping the list were learning the group’s goals, taking charge, and being a nice person (Kenney, Blascovich, & Shaver, 1994). For more than 15,000 respondents, the first four of 20 characteristics chosen to describe admired leaders were being honest, being forward-looking, being inspirational, and being competent (Kouzes & Posner, 2002).

Leaders as the Foci of Group Processes. Early on, definitions of leadership tended to view the leader as a focus of group change, activity, and process. Cooley (1902) maintained that the leader is always the nucleus of a tendency, and that any social movement, closely examined, will be found to have such a nucleus. E Mumford (1906–1907) observed that “leadership is the preeminence of one or a few individuals in a group in the process of control of societal phenomena.” Blackmar (1911) saw leadership as the “centralization of effort in one person as an expression of power in all.” For M. Smith (1934), “the social group that expresses its unity in connected activity is always composed of but two essential portions: the center of focal activity, and the individuals who act with regard to the center.” For Redl (1942), the leader was a central or focal person who integrated the group. As a nation develops, it needs a centralized locus for its operation, which can be achieved only by a single leader (Babikan, 1981). All important decisions and their implementation center on the cult of the leader, even when, as in parliamentary democracies, actual decision making is diffuse. The leader embodies the collective will. This single leader sorts out the essential problems, offers possible solutions, establishes priorities, and launches developmental operations.

J. F. Brown (1936) maintained that “the leader may not be separated from the group, but may be treated as a position of high potential in the field.” Following in the same tradition, Krech and Crutchfield (1948) observed that the leader “by virtue of his special position in the group . . . serves as a primary agent for the determination of group structure, group atmosphere, group goals, group ideology, and group activities.” For Knickerbocker (1948), “when conceived in terms of the dynamics of human social behavior, leadership is a function of needs existing within a given situation, and consists of a relationship between an individual and a group.” In his book If I’m in Charge Here, Why Is Everybody Laughing? David Campbell (1992) suggested that no matter how competent and motivated a group is, it cannot be effective collectively without a central focal leader.

Chapin (1924b) viewed leadership as a point of polarization for group cooperation. According to L. L. Bernard (1927), leaders were influenced by the needs and wishes of the group members; in turn, they focused the attention and released the energies of group members in a desired direction. This emphasis on the leader as the center or focus of group activity directed attention to group structure and group processes in studies of leadership. On the one hand, some of the earliest theorists, such as Cooley and Mumford, were sophisticated in their concept of leadership. On the other hand, several of the definitions placed the leader in a particularly fortuitous, if not helpless, position, given the inexorable progress of the group. Leaders were thought to have to stay one step ahead of the group to avoid being run over. Centrality of location in the group could permit a person to control communications, and hence was likely to place him or her in a position of leadership, but centrality in itself is not leadership.

The Leader as a Symbol. Leaders serve a symbolic function and serve as representatives of their group to outsiders. They provide a way to simplify and find meaning in the group’s external environment (Katz & Kahn, 1978). In doing so, leaders invoke symbols to reinforce the meaning of events and circumstances (Gronn, 1995).

Leadership as the Making of Meaning. Leaders provide understanding and meaning for situations that followers find confusing, ambiguous, unclear, vague, indistinct, or uncertain. They define reality for followers. Leaders provide credible explanations, interpretations, stories, parables, and accounts about what has happened, what is happening, and what will happen. They make sense of a situation for their followers. Leaders talk about values that are acceptable to the followers and that can guide their subsequent action (Gronn, 1995).

Leadership of Thought. This leadership is exerted through lectures, writing, or discovery by people like Darwin, Marx, and Einstein, whose original intellectual activities are profound and exciting (Clark & Clark, 1994).

Leadership as Purposive Behavior. One school of theorists preferred to define leadership in terms of activities or behaviors. These are the particular activities in which a leader engages in the course of directing and coordinating the work of group members. They may include acts such as structuring work relations, praising or criticizing group members, and showing consideration for members’ welfare and feelings. For L. F. Carter (1953), “leadership behaviors are any behaviors the experimenter wishes to so designate or, more generally, any behaviors which experts in this area wish to consider as leadership behaviors.” For Shartle (1956), a leadership act is “one which results in others acting or responding in a shared direction.” Hemphill (1949a) suggested that “leadership may be defined as the behavior of an individual while he is involved in directing group activities.” Fiedler (1967a) proposed a somewhat similar definition. For Heifitz (1994), leadership is adaptive work, the activity of mobilizing a social system to face challenges, clarify aspirations, and adapt challenges faced.

For Jacobs and Jaques (1987), leaders give purpose to others to expend and mobilize energy to try to compete. Outcomes are attributed more readily to the leader: thus when things go wrong, the leader is likely to be blamed and even removed (Hollander, 1986).

Leadership as Persuasive Behavior. Presidents Eisenhower and Truman emphasized the persuasive aspect of leadership. According to Truman (1958, p. 139), “a leader is a man who has the ability to get other people to do what needs to done and what they don’t want to do, and like it.” According to Eisenhower, “leadership is the ability to decide what is to be done, and then to get others to want to do it” (Larson, 1968, p. 21). And for Lippmann (1922), such persuasiveness is long-lasting: “The final test of a leader is that he leaves behind him in other men the conviction and the will to carry on.”

Several theorists defined leadership as successful persuasion without coercion. Followers are convinced by the merits of the argument, not by the coercive power of the arguer. Neustadt (1960) concluded, from his study of U.S. presidents, that presidential leadership stems from the power to persuade. Schenk (1928) suggested that “leadership is the management of men by persuasion and inspiration rather than by the direct or implied threat of coercion.” Merton (1969) regarded leadership as “an interpersonal relation in which others comply because they want to, not because they have to.” According to Cleeton and Mason (1934), “leadership indicates the ability to influence men and secure results through emotional appeals rather than through the exercise of authority.” Copeland (1942) maintained that leadership was the art of influencing a body of people by persuasion or example to follow a line of action. It was never to be confused with drivership—compelling a body of people by intimidation or force to follow a line of action. Odier (1948) differentiated between the value and the valence of a leader. Valence is the power of one person to strengthen or weaken the values of other persons—the influences exerted on others. Koontz and O’Donnell (1955) regarded leadership as “the activity of persuading people to cooperate in the achievement of a common objective.”

Persuasion is one form of leadership. Much of what has been learned from studies of persuasion can be incorporated into an understanding of leadership. Persuasion is a powerful instrument for shaping expectations and beliefs—particularly in political, social, and religious affairs. The definition of leadership as a form of persuasion tended to be favored by students of politics and social movements and by military and industrial theorists who were opposed to authoritarian concepts. It was also the province of rhetoricians and communications theorists. Research on persuasion, persuasability, and communications paralleled research on leadership (W. Weiss, 1958).

Leadership as the Initiation of Structure. Several commentators viewed leadership not as passive occupancy of a position or as acquisition of a role but as a process of originating and maintaining the role structure—the pattern of role relationships. M. Smith (1935a) equated leadership with the management of social differentials through the process of providing stimuli that other people respond to integratively. Lapiere and Farnsworth (1936) observed that situations may be distinguished from one another by the extent to which they are organized by one member of the group. Such organizing is usually spoken of as leadership, with its nature and degree varying in different social situations.

Gouldner (1950) suggested that there is a difference in effect between a stimulus from a follower and one from a leader. A stimulus from a leader has a higher probability of structuring a group’s behavior because the group believes that the leader is a legitimate source of such stimuli. Gouldner disagreed with C. A. Gibb (1947) regarding the notion that once the group’s activity is dominated by an established and accepted organization, leadership tends to disappear. Thus Bavelas (1960) defined organizational leadership as the function of “maintaining the operational effectiveness of decision-making systems which comprise the management of the organization.”

Homans (1950) identified the leader of a group as a member who “originates interaction.” For Hemphill (1954), “to lead is to engage in an act that initiates a structure in interaction (pattern of relations) as part of the process of solving a mutual problem.” And Stogdill (1959) defined leadership as “the initiation and maintenance of structure in expectation and interaction.” Hemphill and Stogdill defined leadership in terms of the variables that give rise to the differentiation and maintenance of role structures in groups. Such a definition has greater theoretical utility than definitions that are more concrete and descriptive to a layperson: it leads to the basic processes involved in the emergence of the leadership role. Again, what must be kept in mind is that leadership is more than just the initiation of structure. As Gouldner (1950) noted, we need room for acts of leadership in the completely structured group. Stogdill’s (1959) inclusion of maintenance of structure is important. Furthermore, if structure is a consistent pattern of differentiated role relationships within a group, we must also be sure to consider persons, resources, and tasks within the differentiated roles. Much of chapter 20 is dedicated to initiation of structure.

Leadership as the Exercise of Influence. The concept of influence was a step in the direction of generality and abstraction in defining leadership. J. B. Nash (1929) suggested that “leadership implies influencing change in the conduct of people.” Tead (1935) defined leadership as “the activity of influencing people to cooperate toward some goal which they come to find desirable.” Stogdill (1950) described leadership as “the process of influencing the activities of an organized group in its efforts toward goal setting and goal achievement.” The influence may be direct or indirect (Hunt, 1991). Shartle (1951a, b) proposed that the leader be considered an individual “who exercises positive–influence acts upon others” or “who exercises more important–influence acts than any other members of the group or organization.” Similarly, Tannenbaum, Weschler, and Massarik (1961) defined leadership as “interpersonal influence, exercised in a situation and directed, through the communication process, toward the attainment of a specified goal or goals.” This definition was expanded by Ferris and Rowland (1981), who conceived of the influence process in leadership as contextual influence that has an impact on subordinates’ attitudes and performance through effects on their perceptions of their jobs.

The interactive aspect became apparent as leadership was linked by definition to influence processes. Haiman (1951) suggested that “direct leadership is an interaction process in which an individual, usually through the medium of speech, influences the behavior of others toward a particular end.” According to Gerth and Mills (1953), “leadership . . . is a relation between leader and led in which the leader influences more than he is influenced: because of the leader, those who are led act or feel differently than they otherwise would.” For Cartwright (1965), leadership was equated with the “domain of influence.” Katz and Kahn (1966) considered “the essence of organizational leadership to be the influential increment over and above mechanical compliance with routine directions of the organization.” They observed that although all supervisors at the same level of an organization have equal power, they do not use it with equal effectiveness to influence individuals and the organization. In the same way, Hollander and Julian (1969) suggested that “leadership in the broadest sense implies the presence of a particular influence relationship between two or more persons.”

According to Hemphill (1949a), an individual’s effort to change the behavior of others is “attempted” leadership. When the other members actually change, this outcome is “successful” leadership. If the others are reinforced or rewarded for changing their behavior, this evoked achievement is “effective” leadership. The distinctions between attempted, successful, and effective leadership are important because the dynamics of each are quite different. Effective leadership is successful influence by the leader that results in the attainment of goals by the influenced followers. Defining effective leadership in terms of attaining goals is especially useful because it permits the application of reinforcement theory to understand leader-follower behavior (Bass, 1960). “Emergent” leadership is a more widely used catch-all term for what occurs when leadership is attempted but may or may not be successful or effective.

The concept of influence recognizes the fact that individuals differ in the extent to which their behaviors affect the activities of a group. It implies a reciprocal relationship between the leader and the followers, but one that is not necessarily characterized by domination, control, or induction of compliance by the leader. It merely states that leadership, if successful, has a determining effect on the behaviors of group members and on activities of the group.

There is reciprocal influence between leaders and followers. In a dyad, if A influences B more than B influences A, A is leading B and B is following A (Bass, 1960). With regard to a larger group, Simonton (1994) suggests that the leader is the member whose influence on the group’s attitudes, performance, or decision making greatly exceeds that of the average member. The definition of influence also recognizes that by their own example, leaders can influence other members of a group. The Israeli lieutenant leads with the call, “Follow me.” Leaders serve as models for the followers. As Gandhi suggested, “Clean examples have a curious method of multiplying themselves” (Paige, 1977, p. 65).

Leadership as Discretionary Influence. Numerous theorists have wanted to limit leadership to influence that is not mandated by the leader’s role. As noted before, Katz and Kahn (1966) defined leadership as an influential increment over and above compliance with the routine directives of an organization. J. A. Miller (1973a) saw leaders as exerting influence “at the margin” to compensate for what was missing in a specified process and structure. Jacobs and Jaques (1987) conceived of and viewed leadership in complex organizations as “discretionary action directed toward dealing with unanticipated events that otherwise would influence outcomes of critical tasks at the actor’s level.” Osborn, Hunt, and Jauch (1980) focused attention on discretionary leadership as influence over and above what is typically invested in a role and typically required of a position. It is influence beyond what is due to formal procedures, rules, and regulations. Thus managers are leaders only when they take the opportunity to exert influence over activities beyond what has been prescribed as a requirement of their role.

Leadership as the Art of Inducing Compliance. Munson (1921) defined leadership as “the ability to handle men so as to achieve the most with the least friction and the greatest cooperation. . . . Leadership is the creative and directive force of morale.” According to F. H. Ailport (1924), “leadership . . . is personal social control.” B. V. Moore (1927) reported the results of a conference at which leadership was defined as “the ability to impress the will of the leader on those led and induce obedience, respect, loyalty, and cooperation.” Similarly, Bundel (1930) regarded leadership as “the art of inducing others to do what one wants them to do.” According to T. R. Phillips (1939), “leadership is the imposition, maintenance, and direction of moral unity to our ends.” Warriner (1955) suggested that “leadership as a form of relationship between persons requires that one or several persons act in conformance with the request of another.” For Bennis (1959), “leadership can be defined as the process by which an agent induces a subordinate to behave in a desired manner.” According to Barker (1994), this definition is traceable to Machiavelli’s ideas about leadership as a matter of controlling others.

The “compliance induction” theorists, perhaps even more than the personality theorists, tended to regard leadership as a unidirectional exertion of influence and as an instrument for molding the group to the leader’s will. They expressed little recognition of the rights, desires, and necessities of group members or of a group’s traditions and norms. This disregard for the followers and the group was rejected by various other theorists, who sought to remove, by definition, any possibility of legitimating an authoritarian concept of leadership. Yet, regardless of the sentiments of some behavioral scientists, one cannot ignore that much leadership is authoritarian, directive, and even coercive. Its effects are seen in public compliance but not necessarily in private acceptance. Nonetheless, compliance with the leader’s point of view may be reinforced by identification with the leader and internalization of the perspective by the followers.

Defining Leadership as an Effect

The Leader as an Instrument of Goal Achievement.  Numerous theorists have included the idea of goal achievement in their definitions. Several have defined leadership in terms of its instrumental value for accomplishing a group’s goals and satisfying needs. According to Cowley (1928), “a leader is a person who has a program and is moving toward an objective with his group in a definite manner.” Bellows (1959) defined leadership as “the process of arranging a situation so that various members of a group, including the leader, can achieve common goals with maximum economy and a minimum of time and work.” For Knickerbocker (1948), “leadership exists when a leader is perceived by a group as controlling [the] means for the satisfaction of their needs.”

Classical organizational theorists defined leadership in terms of achieving a group’s objectives. R. C. Davis (1942) referred to leadership as “the principal dynamic force that motivates and coordinates the organization in the accomplishment of its objectives.” Similarly, Urwick (1953) stated that the leader is “the personification of common purpose not only to all who work on the undertaking, but to everyone outside it.” K. Davis (1962) defined leadership as “the human factor which binds a group together and motivates it toward goals.” Cattell (1951) took the extreme position that leadership is whatever or whoever contributes to the group’s performance. To measure each member’s leadership, Cattell noted, remove him or her from the group, one at a time, and observe what happens to the group’s performance. In a similar vein, as noted earlier, both Calder (1977) and Pfeffer (1977)4 stated that leadership is mainly influence and is even attributed to participants after the fact. The attributions may be based on implicit theories of leadership (Rush, Thomas, & Lord, 1977). Implicit theories of leadership are what we expect leaders to say and do, the traits and behaviors we attribute to the stereotype of a leader. Offerman, Kennedy, and Wirtz (1994) reviewed the content, structure, and generalizability of implicit leadership theories.

For Burns (1978), Bennis (1983), Bass (1985a), and Tichy and Devanna (1986), leadership can transform followers, create visions of the goals that may be attained, and articulate for the followers the ways to attain those goals. Luis Muñoz Marin, former governor of Puerto Rico, said; “A political leader is a person with the ability to imagine non-existing states of affairs combined with the ability to influence other people to bring them about” (Paige, 1977, p. 65).

Envisioning goals involves intuition, fantasy, and dreaming, not just analytical, systematic, conscious thought processes. For Jack Sparks, the chief executive officer who transformed the Whirlpool Corporation, “the vision came after years of mulling over the kind of organization that Whirlpool could be, and after his constant interaction with people in other organizations and academics. The vision was his; and the strategic planning process became the vehicle for implementing that vision, not its source” (Tichy & Devanna, 1985, p. 138). Tucker (1981) observed that most current politicians must focus the attention of their constituents on short-term goals and programs. More statesmanlike opinion leaders are necessary to arouse and direct a democracy toward achieving longer-term goals, such as stabilization of the population, improvement of the environment, and arms control.

Leadership as an Effect of Interaction. Several theorists have viewed leadership not as a cause or control but as an effect of group action. Bogardus (1929) stated that “as a social process, leadership is that social inter-stimulation which causes a number of people to set out toward an old goal with new zest or a new goal with hopeful courage—with different persons keeping different places.” For Pigors (1935), “leadership is a process of mutual stimulation which, by the successful interplay of individual differences, controls human energy in the pursuit of a common cause.” For H. H. Anderson (1940), “a true leader in the psychological sense is one who can make the most of individual differences, who can bring out the most differences in the group and therefore reveal to the group a sounder base for defining common purposes.” The theorists in this group were important because they called attention to the fact that emergent leadership grows out of the interaction process itself. It can be observed that leadership truly exists only when it is acknowledged and conferred by other members of the group. Although these authors probably did not mean to imply it, their definitions suggested that this quality amounts to little more than passive acceptance of the importance of one’s status. An individual often emerges as a leader in consequence of interactions within the group that arouse expectations that he or she, rather than someone else, can serve the group most usefully by helping it to attain its objectives.

Defining Leadership in Terms of the Interaction between the Leader and the Led

Leadership as a Process. This definition of leadership as a process is becoming increasingly popular. It concerns the cognitions, interpersonal behaviors, and attributions of both the leaders and the followers as they affect each others’ pursuit of their mutual goals. For Northouse (2001), leadership is a process in which an individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common goal. Leadership is not one-way but rather an interactive two-way process between a leader and a follower. Homans (1950) and Dansereau, Graen, et al. (1975) among many others, conceived the process as an exchange or transaction between the leader and the led. Such leadership can be enacted by any member of the group, not only the formally elected or appointed leader. Leaders and followers can exchange roles during the process. Yukl (1994) defined leadership in organizations as influence processes that interpret events for followers, the choice of objectives for the group or organization, the organization of work to accomplish the objectives, the motivation of followers to achieve the objectives, the maintenance of cooperative relationships and teamwork, and the enlisting of outsiders to support and cooperate with the group or organization.

Leadership as a Power Relationship. Most political theorists, from Machiavelli through Marx to the academic political scientists of the twenty-first century, conceived of power as the basis of political leadership. For Machiavelli, leaders had to concentrate on what was under their control, not on what was controlled by others. Leadership was an effort to create and maintain power over others (Barker, 1996). The social psychologists J. R. P. French (1956) and Raven and French (1958a, b) defined leadership in terms of differential power relationships among members of a group. Power may be referent, expert, reward-based, coercive, or legitimate (see chapter 11). Power is “a resultant of the maximum force which A can induce on B minus the maximum resisting force which B can mobilize in the opposite direction.” Similarly, Janda (1960) defined “leadership as a particular type of power relationship characterized by a group member’s perception that another group member has the right to prescribe behavior patterns for the former regarding his or her activity as a member of a particular group.”

M. Smith (1948) equated leadership with control of the interaction process. Thus, “the initiator of an interaction, A, stimulates a second participant, B. A asserts control by interfering with B’s original course of action.” The use of power is regarded as a form of influence relationship. Some leaders tend to transform any opportunity for leadership into an overt power relationship. In fact, the very frequency of this observation, combined with the often undesirable consequences for individuals and societies, induced many theorists to reject the notion of authoritarian leadership. Nevertheless, many of those, like Bennis (1970), who were most committed at one time to openness, participatory approaches, and building trust, faced the world as it is, not as they would like it to be, and came to acknowledge the importance of power relations in understanding leadership. The power relationship may be subtle or obscure: “a power relation . . . may be known to both leader and led, or unknown to either or both” (Gerth & Mills, 1953). Myths and symbols about the master-slave relationship may unconsciously influence superior-subordinate relationships in modem organizations (Denhardt, 1987).

Leadership as a Differentiated Role. According to role theory, each member of a society occupies a position in the community, as well as in various groups, organizations, and institutions. In each position, the individual is expected to play a more or less well-defined role. Different members occupying different positions play different roles. Birth and class may force the differentiation of roles. According to the leader of Ponape, Heinrich Iriarte, some Micronesians are born to rule while others are born to serve (Paige, 1977, p. 6R).

Leadership may be regarded as an aspect of role differentiation. H. H. Jennings (1944) observed that “leadership appears as a manner of interaction involving behavior by and toward the individual ‘lifted’ to a leadership role by other individuals.” Similarly, C. A. Gibb (1954) regarded group leadership as a position emerging from the interaction process itself. For T. Gordon (1955), leadership was an interaction between a person and a group or, more accurately, between a person and the group members. Each participant in this interaction played a role. These roles differed from each other; the basis for their difference was a matter of influence—that is, one person, the leader, influenced; and the other persons responded.

Sherif and Sherif (1956) suggested that leadership is a role within the scheme of relations and is defined by reciprocal expectations between the leader and other members. The leadership role, like other roles, is defined by stabilized expectations (norms) that, in most matters and situations of consequence to the group, are more exacting and require greater obligations from the leader than do those for other members of the group. The recognition of leadership as an instrument of goal attainment, as a product of interaction processes, and as a differentiated role adds to the development of a coherent theory that fits most of the facts available to date. Leadership as a differentiated role is required to integrate the various other roles of the group and to maintain unity of action in the group’s effort to achieve its goals. Newcomb, Turner, and Converse (1965) observed that members of a group made different contributions to the achievement of goals. Insofar as any member’s contributions were indispensable, they could be regarded as “leader-like”; and insofar as any member was recognized by others as a dependable source of such contributions, he or she was leader-like. To be so recognized was equivalent to having a role relationship to other members. Much of the research on the emergence and differentiation of roles pertains equally to leadership. As Sherif and Sherif (1956) indicated, roles are defined in terms of the expectations that group members develop in regard to themselves and other members. Thus the theory and research pertaining to the reinforcement, confirmation, and structuring of expectations applies also to leadership. Of all the available definitions, the concept of leadership as a role is most firmly buttressed by research.

Recognition of the Leader by the Led. Matching of the leadership prototype of traits and behaviors with face-to-face contact is required for a more controlled cognitive process. The matching is based on socially communicated processes (Lord & Maher, 1991). These implicit theories or social representations of leadership vary in different professional groups, as was shown when 257 French professionals were asked to define a person they thought best suited to lead a work group (Francois, 1993). Lord and Maher (1991) found a correlation of .83 between prototypes of leadership in business and finance but a correlation of only .18 between prototypes of leadership in business and sports. Similarly, they found a correlation of .80 between religious prototypes and educational prototypes but no correlation between religious prototypes and prototypes of leadership in the media.

Identification with the Leader. There is an emotional connection between the leader and the led. The leader provides an example to be imitated by followers. The aspirations of the leader become the followers’ own aspirations (Shamir, 1991).

Leadership as a Combination of Elements. Naturally, some scholars combine several definitions of leadership to cover a larger set of meanings. Bogardus (1934) defined leadership as “personality in action under group conditions. . . . not only is leadership both a personality and a group phenomenon, it is also a social process involving a number of persons in mental contact in which one person assumes dominance over the others.” Previously, Bogardus (1928) described leadership as the creation and setting forth of exceptional behavioral patterns in such a way that other persons respond to them. For Jago (1982), leadership is the exercise of noncoercive influence to coordinate the members of an organized group in accomplishing the group’s objectives. Leadership is also a set of properties attributed to those who are perceived to use such influences successfully. Other definitions, such as Barrow (1977), have combined interpersonal influence and collective efforts to achieve goals into the definition of leadership. Dupuy and Dupuy (1959) added to this combination of definitions that leadership also involved obedience, confidence, respect, and loyal cooperation from followers. Still others defined leadership as a collection of roles that emerge from an interactional process. For Tichy and Devanna (1986), the combination of power with personality defined the transformational leader as a skilled, knowledgeable change agent with power, legitimacy, and energy. Such a leader was courageous, considerate, value-driven, and able to deal with ambiguity and complexity.

•   •   •

To summarize, the search for the one and only proper and true definition of leadership seems to be fruitless. Rather, the choice of an appropriate definition should depend on the methodological and substantive aspects of leadership in which one is interested. For instance, if one is to make extensive use of observation, then it would seem important to define leadership in terms of activities, behaviors, or roles played; its centrality to group processes; and its compliance with observed performance—rather than in terms of personality traits, perceived power relations, or perceived influence. But if an extensive examination of the impact of the authority of leadership is the focus of attention, then it would seem more important to define leadership in terms of perceived influence, control, and power relations. Nonetheless, 84 social scientists from 56 countries meeting in Calgary, Canada, in 1994 for the Globe Project (House, Hanges, Javidan, et al., 2004), despite their linguistic and cultural diversity, could agree on a combination of elements regarded as universal and elements more specific to cultures. They concluded that leadership was the ability to influence, motivate, and enable others to contribute to the effectiveness and success of the organizations of which they are members.

Leadership, Headship, and Management



The concepts of leadership, headship, and management need to be distinguished from each other although the same person may be a department head and a leader of his or her department. The head or manager who is not a leader will plan but won’t envisage an attractive future for the department. The head or manager who is not a leader will organize and structure the department, but won’t enable its members to improve their performance. The head or manager will control what happens in the department but won’t empower employees to make decisions. In 1950, a major complaint about leadership studies was that they concentrated on student leaders; in 2000, the complaint was that too many leadership studies focused on CEOs, managers, and administrators who were heads but might not be leaders.

Holloman (1986) conceived headship as being imposed on the group but leadership as being accorded by the group. C. A. Gibb (1969a, p. 213) distinguished leadership from headship as follows: (1) Headship is maintained through an organized system, not by group members’ spontaneous recognition of an individual’s contribution to group progress. (2) The group goal is chosen by the head person. (3) In headship, there is little sense of shared feeling in pursuit of the given goal. (4) In headship, there may be a wide social gap between the group members and the head. (5) The authority of the head derives from some power, external to the group, which he or she has over the members of the group. (6) The leader’s authority is spontaneously accorded by fellow group members and particularly by followers.

Managers, executives, and agency officers must be both leaders and heads (Kochan, Schmidt, & de Cotus, 1975). In its conception, leadership can include headship. Defined more broadly, leadership includes the many ways it is exerted by leaders and heads and the various sources of power that make it work (Bass, 1960). With the broader definition, heads lead as a consequence of their status—the power of the position they occupy. Without such status, leaders can still gain a commitment to goals and can pursue arbitrary coercive paths with their power if their esteem—their accorded value to the group—is high. But then their esteem is likely to suffer. Status and esteem are not all-or-none qualities. In any group, members are likely to vary in both. Therefore, leadership may be distributed among them in similar fashion.5 Although there is usually one head of a group, we cannot ordinarily attribute all leadership that occurs in a group to just its head.

An Evolving, Expanding Conceptualization of Leadership



It is not surprising that concepts and definitions of leadership have been evolving and expanding. In the first several decades of the twentieth century, leadership was considered a matter of impressing the will of the leader and inducing obedience. Currently, in the age of information, leadership is seen more as consulting and shared decision making. House (1995) noted a progressive broadening of the definition of leadership to include “contributing to social order, introducing major change, giving meaning and purpose to work and to organizations, empowering followers, and infusing organizations with values and ideology” (Clark & Clark, 1994, pp. 355–356).

Definitions can be used to serve a variety of purposes. The appropriate definition for a study of leadership depends on the purposes of the study (Bass, 1960). Yukl (1981, p. 2) concluded that “leadership research should be designed to provide information relevant to the entire range of definitions, so that over time it will be possible to compare the utility of different conceptualizations and arrive at some consensus on the matter.” Either by explicit statement or by implication, various investigators have developed definitions to serve different purposes: (1) to identify the object to be observed, (2) to identify a form of practice, (3) to satisfy a particular value orientation, (4) to avoid a particular orientation or implication for a practice, and (5) to provide a basis for the development of theory. (The hope is that the definitions will provide critical new insights into the nature of leadership.)

The definitions indicate a progression of thought, although historically many trends have overlapped. The earlier definitions identified leadership as a focus of group process and movement—personality in action. The next definitions considered it the art of inducing compliance. The more recent definitions conceive of leadership in terms of influence relationships, power differentials, persuasion, influence on goal achievement, role differentiation, reinforcement, initiation of structure, and perceived attributions of behavior that are consistent with what the perceivers believe leadership to be. Leadership may involve all these things. Ciulla (1998, p. 11) noted that “. . . the problem of definition is not that scholars have radically different meanings of leadership. Leadership does not denote radically different things for different scholars. One can detect a family resemblance between the different definitions. All of them discuss leadership as some kind of process, act, or influence that in some way gets people to do something. A roomful of people, each holding one of these definitions of leadership, would understand each other. . . . The definitions differ . . . in their implications for the leader-follower relationship . . . [and] how leaders get people to do things . . . and how what is to be done is decided.”

Applicability. Leadership research faces a dilemma. A definition that identifies something for the production supervisor or an agency director is not necessarily the most useful one for the development of a broad theory. Thus a definition that enables the researcher to identify a group leader—the person whose behavior exercises a determining effect on the behavior of other group members—may not provide much insight into the processes and structures involved in the emergence and maintenance of leadership in specific situations and conditions. But if the results of research are to be applied by the production supervisor, the agency director, or the military officer, then the definitions must be as close as possible to their ways of “wording the world” (Van de Vail & Bolas, 1980). A definition should do more than identify leaders and indicate the means by which they acquire their positions. It should also account for the maintenance and continuation of leadership. Thus few groups engage in interaction merely for the purpose of creating leaders and dropping them as soon as they emerge. For the purposes of this handbook, leadership must be defined broadly.

The introduction of the concepts of goal attainment and the solution of problems in certain definitions recognizes the fact that leadership serves a continuing function in a group. But the definitions do not account for the continuation of leadership. The concepts of role, position, reinforcement of behavior, and structuring expectation serve better to account for the persistence of leadership. For the purposes of theory development, it would seem reasonable to include variables in the definition of leadership that account for the differentiation and maintenance of group roles. Finally, room is needed for a conception of leadership as an attribution that is consistent with the implicit theories about it that are held by the individuals and groups who are led.

Manz and Sims (1980, 1987) expanded the concept of leadership to “super-leadership” and “self-leadership.” Super-leaders lead others to lead themselves. Teams are organized for production or service, and the former supervisors and technical staff serve as outside consultants to these teams. The teams decide what is to be done and how it is to be done. Leadership is shared among team members.

Finally, room is also needed for a concept of leadership as an attribution that is consistent with the implicit theories about it that are held by the individuals and groups who are led. As Ciulla (1991) suggests, definitions of leadership can be regarded as more like theories. Some of these, such as servant leadership, leadership as shared vision, and transformational leadership, will be introduced in the discussions of theories of leadership in later chapters.

As we will see, some principles of leadership are universal. They have been validated across different tasks, groups, organizations, and countries. Others depend on circumstances. A definition that is relevant for research on a broad theory may not be applicable to specific leadership—say, that required by a factory manager, prison warden, or priest.

Summary and Conclusions



The study of leaders and leadership is coterminous with the rise of civilization. Leadership is a universal phenomenon. It is not a figment of the imagination, although there are conditions in which the success or failure of groups and organizations will be incorrectly attributed to the leaders, rather than to environmental and organizational forces over which the leaders have no control. In industrial, educational, and military settings, and in social movements, leadership plays a critical, if not the most critical, role, and is therefore an important subject for study and research.

The years during and since World War II have seen increasing numbers of empirical studies of formal organizational leaders, in contrast to studies of informal leaders of small groups. Also, there has been less dependence on students as subjects. The period began with a primary focus on first-line supervisors. The focus then moved up to middle managers and administrators; and the twentieth century ended with substantially increased studies of senior executives. Again, as woman and minorities were increasingly appointed, elected, or self-selected to positions of leadership, studies of their performance as leaders increased, as did studies in health care, protective services, and other services in the past half century.

How to define leadership can generate long-drawn-out discussions, and such discussions have dominated the opening deliberations at many a scholarly meeting on the subject of leadership. Until an “academy of leadership” establishes an accepted standard definition, we must continue to live with both broad and narrow definitions, making sure we understand which kind is being used in any particular analysis.

Leadership is an interaction between two or more members of a group that often involves a structuring or restructuring of the situation and of the perceptions and expectations of the members. Leaders are agents of change, whose acts affect other people more than other people’s acts affect them. Leadership occurs when one group member modifies the motivation or competencies of others in the group. Leadership can be conceived as directing the attention of other members to goals and the paths to achieve them. It should be clear that with this broad definition, any member of the group can exhibit some degree of leadership, and the members will vary in this regard.

There are many possible ways to define leadership. However, the definition of leadership should depend on the purposes to be served. Leadership has been conceived as the focus of group processes, as a personality attribute, as the art of inducing compliance, as an exercise of influence, as a particular kind of activity, as a form of persuasion, as a power relation, as an instrument in the attainment of goals, as an effect of interaction, as a differentiated role, and as the initiation of structure. Definitions can be broad, including many of these aspects; or they can be narrow.

A distinction may be made between headship and leadership. One complex definition that has evolved, particularly to help us understand a wide variety of research findings, delineates effective leadership as the interaction among members of a group that initiates and maintains improved expectations and the competence of the group to solve problems or to attain goals. Types of leaders can be differentiated according to some of these definitions, more often on the basis of role, function, or context.



1 See also Viteles (1953).

2 Recognition of the importance to the notion of leadership and its development for all types of organizations is witnessed by the Alliance for Leadership Development, which includes the following members: American Leadership Forum of Houston; Association of American Colleges of Washington, D.C.; Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges; Center for Creative Leadership of Greensboro, N.C.; Coro Foundation of St. Louis; International Leadership Center of Dallas, National Association of Secondary School Principals of Reston, Va.; and the National Executive Service Corps of New York. The Alliance’s programs include the promotion of leadership-related conferences and publications.

3 Details about these can be found in Clark, Freeman, and Britt (1987).

4 Different definitions and conceptions of leadership have been reviewed briefly by Morris and Seeman (1950), Shartle (1951a, 1951b, 1956), L. F. Carter (1953), C. A. Gibb (1954, 1969a), Bass (1960), Stogdill (1975), and Schriesheim and Kerr (1977b).

5 More will be said later about defining the effects of leadership.
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Types and Taxonomies

A simple model of leadership may be a list of different types of leaders grouped according to one or more characteristics about them. Taxonomy classifies them according to their mutual relationships, similarities, and differences. The model or taxonomy describes but does not explain the relationships, as would a theory. U.S. presidents, state governors, and city mayors form a threefold taxonomy If the three categories are divided into Republican and Democratic, we obtain a more complex sixfold classification or taxonomy of Republican and Democratic presidents, governors, and mayors. This classification can be used to show how the different types of political leaders react, say, to pressures from their respective constituencies. A taxonomy is formed. Taxonomies are classifications in an ordered arrangement of types.

After defining leadership, earlier scholars usually developed a handy classification. This was either a simple typing of leaders or a multilayered taxonomy with formal rules for classifying the leaders by their roles, perceptions, cognitions, behaviors, traits, characteristics, qualities, and abilities. In The Republic, Plato offered three types of leaders of the polity: (1) the philosopher-statesman, to rule the republic with reason and justice; (2) the military commander, to defend the state and enforce its will; and (3) the businessman, to provide for citizens’ material needs and to satisfy their lower appetites. This early taxonomy has been followed by a long line of taxonomies of leadership, some of which are probably being formulated at this moment by popularizers of the subject for sale in airport bookstores or for presentation in the popular press. A respite from new leadership typologies is unlikely in the foreseeable future, for although typologies lack rigor, they are appealing, convenient, and easy to discuss, comprehend, and remember.

One typology that continues to survive is formal versus informal leaders. Formal leaders are in positions that provide them with legitimacy and the power to lead. Informal leaders influence others as a consequence of their personal attributes and the esteem they are accorded. Compared with formal leaders, informal leaders are seen to be somewhat more communicative, relations-oriented, authentic, and self-confident (Pielstick, 2000). Informal leaders may emerge in newly formed small groups without structure—in street gangs, in small groups of friends, and in organizations independently of their positions (Bryman, 1992).

Different types of leaders have been studied. Many attempts have been made to extrapolate conclusions from one special type of leader and organization studied to leadership in general. The types of leaders studied have included task and team leaders as well as emergent, elected, or appointed small-group leaders. Early on, leaders of informal crowds and demonstrations were described. Some of the leaders studied in larger organizations have included college presidents, chief executive officers, military officers, school principals, student leaders, technical leaders, hospital and nursing administrators, and religious leaders—and have included leaders of revolutionaries, juvenile delinquents, criminals, and terrorists. Managers at all levels of business and industry, consumer-opinion leaders, work teams, minority leaders, women leaders, public officials, athletic leaders, child and adolescent leaders, leaders of social movements, political leaders, and administrators at all levels of various public agencies and private institutions have also been considered. Taxonomies have been created within and among these types.

Types of Leadership in Small Groups



Leaders of small groups have been classified in many ways, according to their different functions, roles, and behaviors. Pigors (1936) observed that leaders in group work tend to act either as masters or as educators. Cattell and Stice (1954) identified four types of leaders in experimental groups: (1) persistent, momentary problem solvers, who have a high rate of interaction; (2) salient leaders, who observers think exert the most powerful influence on the group; (3) sociometric leaders, who are nominated by their peers; and (4) elected leaders. Bales and Slater (1955) observed that the leader performs two essential functions; the first is associated with productivity, and the second is concerned with the socioemotional support of the group members.

Benne and Sheats (1948) proposed that group members who exert leadership play three types of functional roles: (1) group-task roles, such as initiator, gatekeeper, and summarizer; (2) group-building and group-maintenance roles, such as harmonizer, supporter, and tension reducer; and (3) individual roles, such as blocker, pleader, and monopolizer. Bales (1958a) noted that the first two roles are the major functions of leadership in small experimental groups. For Hemphill (1949a), the leader’s behavior could be typed according to how much he or she set group goals with the members, helped them to reach the goals, coordinated their efforts, helped them fit into the group, expressed interest in the group, and showed humanness.

From another point of view, Roby (1961) developed a mathematical model of the functions of leadership that was based on response units and information load and developed the following classification of leadership functions: (1) to bring about congruence of goals among the members; (2) to balance the group’s resources and capabilities with environmental demands; (3) to provide group structure that would focus information effectively on solving the problem; and (4) to make certain that all needed information is available at a decision center when required.

According to Schutz (1961b), the functions of leadership could be classified as follows: (1) to establish and recognize a hierarchy of group goals and values; (2) to recognize and integrate the various cognitive styles that exist in the group; (3) to maximize the utilization of group members’ abilities; and (4) to help members resolve problems that involve adapting to external realities as well as the fulfillment of interpersonal needs.

S. Levine (1949) identified four types of leaders: (1) the charismatic leader, who helps the group rally around a common aim but tends to be dogmatically rigid; (2) the organizational leader, who emphasizes effective action and tends to drive people; (3) the intellectual leader, who usually lacks skill in attracting people; and (4) the informal leader, who tends to adapt his or her style of performance to the group’s needs.

Clarke (1951) proposed three types of leaders applicable to small groups: (1) popular leaders, who wield influence because of their unique combination of personality traits or ability; (2) group leaders, who, through their understanding of personality, enable group members to achieve satisfying experiences; and (3) indigenous leaders, who arise in a specific situation when group members seek support and guidance.

Getzels and Guba (1957) offered three types of leadership, two of which are associated with separate dimensions of group activity: (1) nomothetic leadership, which is involved with the roles and expectations that define the normative dimensions of activity in groups; (2) ideographic leadership, which is associated with the individual needs and dispositions of members that define the personal dimensions of group activity; and (3) synthetic leadership, which reconciles the conflicting demands that arise from the two contrasting subgroups within a group. Bowers and Seashore (1967) maintained that the functions of leadership are support of members, facilitation of interaction and of work, and emphasis on goals. Cattell (1957) observed that the leader performs the following functions: maintaining the group, upholding roles and status satisfaction, maintaining task satisfaction, keeping ethical (norm) satisfaction, selecting and clarifying goals, and finding and clarifying means of attaining goals.

Using a factor analysis of behavioral ratings, Oliverson (1976) identified four types of leaders in 24 encounter groups: (1) technical, (2) charismatic, (3) caring-interpersonal, and (4) peer-oriented. The technical leader emphasizes a cognitive approach; the charismatic leader stresses his or her own impressive attributes; and types 3 and 4 accentuate the facilitation of interpersonal relations with caring and friendship.

After observing 16 group-therapy leaders of various theoretical persuasions, Lieberman, Yalom, and Miles (1973) formulated three types of group leaders: (1) charismatic energizers, who emphasize stimulation; (2) providers, who exhibit high levels of cognitive behavior and caring; and (3) social engineers, who stress management of the group as a social system for finding intellectual meaning. Three other styles—impersonal, manager, and laissez-faire—were variants of the initial three. Therapeutic change in participants was highest with providers and lowest with managers. Casualties were highest with energizers and impersonals and lowest with providers. Again from observations of therapy groups, Redl (1948) suggested that the leader may play the role of patriarch, tyrant, ideal, scapegoat, organizer, seducer, hero, and bad or good influence.

Komaki, Zlotnick, and Jensen (1986) provided a sophisticated and rigorous approach to classifying the behavior of leaders on the basis of a minute-by-minute time sampling of coded observations in a small-group setting. Their taxonomy, which was constructed to provide observers a way to categorize specific supervisory behaviors, includes seven categories. The first three categories are derived from operant-conditioning theory; they are related to effective supervision: (1) consequences of supervisees’ performance, indicating knowledge of performance; (2) monitors of performance, involving collecting information; (3) performance antecedents, providing instructions for performance; (4) “own performance,” referring to the supervisor’s performance; (5) “work-related,” referring to work but not performance; (6) “non-work-related,” not pertaining to work; and (7) solitary, not interacting with others. The categories are linked, as shown in Figure 2.1.

Analyses of the behavior of leaders have also produced many other categorizations of such behavior in small groups (e.g., Reaser, Vaughan, & Kriner, 1974). Much of the leadership in small groups has relevance for groups within larger organizations and institutions.

Types of Leadership in Organizations and Institutions



Presentations of types of leaders in organizations and institutions coincided with the appearance of essays on effective management. J. H. Burns (1934) proposed the following types: the intellectual, the business type, the adroit diplomat, the leader of small groups, the mass leader, and the administrator.

Bogardus (1918) distinguished four types of organizational and institutional leaders: (1) the autocratic type, who rises to office in a powerful organization; (2) the democratic type, who represents the interests of a group; (3) the executive type, who is granted leadership because he or she is able to get things done; and (4) the reflective-intellectual type, who may find it difficult to recruit a large following.


[image: Image]
Figure 2.1 Operant Taxonomy of Supervisory Behavior

SOURCE: J. L. Komaki, S. Zlotnick, and M. Jensen, “Development of an Operant Based Taxonomy and Observational Index of Supervisory Behavior,” Journal of Applied Psychology, 1986. Copyright 1986 by the American Psychological Association. Reprinted by permission of the publisher and author.



Sanderson and Nafe (1929) proposed four types of leaders: (1) the static leader is a professional or scientific person of distinction whose work influences the thoughts of others; (2) the executive leader exercises control through the authority and power of position; (3) the professional leader stimulates followers to develop and use their own abilities; (4) the group leader represents the interests of group members.

Chapin (1924a) differentiated political-military from socialized leaders. Political-military leaders imbue the masses with their personality; socialized leaders influence their followers to identify themselves with the common program or movement.

In Bartlett’s (1926) threefold classification: (1) institutional leaders are established by virtue of the prestige of their position; (2) dominative types gain and maintain their position through the use of power and influence; and (3) persuasive types exercise influence through their ability to sway the sentiments of followers and to induce them to action.

In seminal German publications in 1921 and 1922, Weber (1947) delineated three types of legitimate authority in organizations and institutions, each associated with a specific type of leadership: (1) bureaucratic leaders operate with a staff of deputized officials and are supported by legal authority based on rational grounds. Their authority rests on belief in the legality of normative rules and in the right of those who are elevated to authority under such rules to issue commands; (2) patrimonial leaders operate with a staff of family relatives rather than officials. They are supported by traditional authority that rests on the sanctity of immemorial traditions and the legitimacy of status of those who exercise authority under them; (3) charismatic leaders operate with a staff of disciples, enthusiasts, and perhaps bodyguards. Such leaders tend to sponsor causes and revolutions and are supported by charismatic authority that rests on devotion to the sanctity, heroism, or inspirational character of the leaders and on the normative patterns revealed or ordained by them. House and Adidas (1995) equated charismatic with transformational leaders; but Bass (1985a) suggested that charismatic and inspirational leaders formed a single factor differentiated from the transformational factors of intellectual stimulation and individualized consideration. Jennings (1960) typed these charismatic and patrimonial leaders differently. The great men who break rules and value creativity are supermen; those who are dedicated to great and noble causes are heroes; and those who are motivated principally to dominate others are princes. Princes may maximize the use of their raw power, or they may be great manipulators. Heroes come in many varieties, including heroes of labor, consumption, and production; risk-taking heroes; and war heroes. Supermen may or may not seek power to dominate others.

Several commentators have noted that types of leadership are classifiable according to the model of organization in which the leadership occurs. Golembiewski (1967) proposed that the collegial model of organization permits leadership to pass from individual to individual at the same level in the organization. The traditional model implies that leadership is retained within the positions established by a hierarchy of authoritative relationships.

Influenced by Burns and Stalker (1961), Sedring (1969) suggested that political leaders in the adaptive, organismic model of organization are characterized by interdependence, evolutionary change, and domination by factors that involve the whole organization of which their unit is a part.1 In the rule-based mechanistic model of organization, leaders are classified by a lack of integration, by conflict in relationships, and by dominance by factors in their own units. Morrow and Stern (1988) typed managers according to their performance in assessment programs.2 The stars were smart, sensitive, social, self-assured, sustained self-starters. The next best in assessments were the adversaries, who were able, analytic, argumentative, adamant, abrupt, and abrasive. The least adequate, according to their assessment, were the persevering, painstaking producers and the phantoms (polite, passive, and perturbed).

On the basis of John Dewey’s philosophy and a search of the literature, Lippitt (1999) proposed six types of leaders of organizations, according to their priorities: (1) inventor (developing new ideas, products, and services); (2) catalyst (gaining market share and customers); (3) developer (creating systems for high performance); (4) performer (improving processes for effective use of resources; (5) protector (building a committed workforce and supporting values, identity, and culture); (6) challenger (identifying strategic options and positioning the organization for the future).

Maccoby (1979) posited three ideal types of leaders of business and industry in a longer view of production in the United States in the past 200 years: (1) craftsman, (2) jungle fighter, and (3) gamesman. These types matched the ideals of the prevailing social character of the time, which was linked to the mode of production then dominant and the leaders’ functions in production and service. The independent craftsman was the prototypical social character in Jefferson’s idealized democracy of farmers, craftsmen, and small businessmen. Leaders were independent lawyers, physicians, small businessmen, and farmers. They espoused egalitarian, autonomous, disciplined, and self-reliant virtues. After the Civil War, the paternalistic empire builder came to the fore, reflecting the rags-to-riches entrepreneurial spirit of Horatio Alger’s stories. In this post-1865 social and economic environment, “ambitious boys had to find new fathers who had mastered the new challenges. The paternalistic leader . . . appealed to the immigrant . . . in need of a patron. . . . The still independent craftsmen . . . were forced into increasingly routinized factory jobs [and] struggled [by unionizing] against the paternalistic jungle fighter” (Maccoby, 1979, p. 308). The second ideal leader, the empire builder, the lionlike jungle fighter with patriarchal power, gave way to the third ideal, the gamesman. The gamesman emerged in the twentieth century when social character became more self-affirmative and the spirit more meritocratic. Adventurous and ambitious but fair and flexible leadership became the dominant ideal. “With a boyish, informal style, . . . [the gamesman] controls subordinates by persuasion, enthusiasm, and seduction rather than heavy and humiliating commands. Fair but detached, the gamesman has welcomed the era of rights and equal opportunity as both a fair and an efficient climate for moving the ‘best’ to the ‘top’ ” (Maccoby, 1979, p. 309). The gamesman enjoys challenges and is daring, willing to innovate and to take risks (Maccoby, 1976). But the gamesman can become a liability to a firm when one person’s gain can be another person’s loss. Leadership is needed that values caring and the assurance that no one will be penalized for cooperation. Both sacrifice and reward need to be shared equitably (Maccoby, 1981).

In U.S. industry, task-oriented leaders dominated production in the 1940s, when everything that was produced could be easily sold. In the 1950s, these leaders gave way to relations-oriented leaders, who had to find markets for what was produced in an “other-oriented” nation of conformists. For a nation that next turned inward, self-oriented leaders emerged in the late 1960s and 1970s during the “me too” generation of drugs and flower children. Between 1980 and 2005, increased task-orientation was reflected in the start-ups in electronics and biotech firms coupled with increased relations-orientation to family and increased scandalous self-oriented, self-serving behavior in business and government, and then a turning inward toward spirituality and religiosity.

Executive Characteristics. Zaccaro (1996) used job analyses and psychological assessments to categorize required characteristics and skills for the executive position: cognitive capacities and skills (intelligence, analytical reasoning, ability to integrate complexities flexibly, verbal skills, writing skills, and creativity); social capacities and skills (social reasoning, behavioral flexibilty, and skills in negotiation, persuasion, and conflict management); personality traits (openness, curiosity, self-discipline, flexibility, willingness to take risks, and inner locus of control); motivation (self-efficacy, need for achievement, need for socialized power); expertise and knowledge, and metacognitive skills (the ability to construct problems, encode information, specify categories, combine and reorganize best-fitting categories, evaluate ideas, implement, and monitor) were required. Also required was the need to know when to apply these skills (Mumford, Zaccaro, Harding, et al., 1993).

Leaders of Crowds. Leaders of mobs and crowds were the first to be given social psychological classification. LeBon (1897) described the crowd leader as a persuasive person of action whose intense faith and earnestness resist all reasoning and impel the mob to follow. Influenced by LeBon (1897), Conway (1915) observed three types of crowd leaders: (1) the “crowd-compeller” inflames followers with his or her point of view; (2) the “crowd-exponent” senses what the crowd desires and gives expression to it; and (3) the “crowd-representative” merely voices the already formed opinions of the crowd.

Since these early views about leadership of a crowd, spontaneous crowds have frequently been replaced by organized demonstrations complete with television reporters. In such demonstrations, the leader must add considerable administrative effort to this overall performance; usually, the leader here is Conway’s third type—the crowd-representative—speaking to the already converted. Advanced planning as to time and place are important for the mobilization to be effective.

Student Leaders. As a result of observations and interviews, Spaulding (1934) classified elected student leaders into the following five types: (1) the social climber, (2) the intellectual success, (3) the good fellow, (4) the big athlete, and (5) the leader in student activities. From then on, the typing of student leaders as social, political, athletic, or intellectual became a common practice.

Educational Leaders. Typologies of educational leaders have included teachers, principals, and staff members in elementary, middle, and high schools. Likewise, studies have been completed of students, faculty members, department chairs, deans, presidents, and administrative leaders in colleges, universities, and technical schools. Harding (1949) distinguished 21 types of adult educational leaders: (1) autocrat, (2) cooperator, (3) elder statesman, (4) eager beaver, (5) pontifical type, (6) muddled person, (7) loyal staff person, (8) prophet, (9) scientist, (10) mystic, (11) dogmatist, (12) open-minded person, (13) philosopher, (14) business expert, (15) benevolent despot, (16) child protector, (17) laissez-faire type, (18) community-minded person, (19) cynic, (20) optimist, and (21) democrat.

Benezet, Katz, and Magnusson (1981) classified college presidents as founding presidents, explorers, take-charge presidents, standard-bearers, organization presidents, and moderators. A founding president fulfills many assignments until a regular staff has been assembled. The explorer brings on new programs and risky new plans; the take-charge president holds together an institution that is facing great difficulties; the standard-bearer leads an institution that has “arrived”; the organization president is a pragmatic administrator; and the moderator is an egalitarian administrator who consults with and delegates a great deal to faculty members and student leaders.3

Birnbaum (1988) typed college presidents as bureaucratic, collegial, political, or symbolic. They differed in their orientation toward their college’s faculty, administrators, students, alumni, and finances. Looking to the future, Weber (1995) saw a need to replace the traditional bosses of command-structured organizations with leaders who were mentors, guides and cheerleaders.

Public Leaders: Statesmen, Politicians, and Influential People. Credit is due to Plato for the first taxonomy of political leaders. Plato classified such leaders as timocratic, ruling by pride and honor; plutocratic, ruling by wealth; democratic, ruling by popular consent on the basis of equality; and tyrannical, ruling by coercion (Shorey, 1933). This classification fits well with much of what will be analyzed in later chapters about the bases of influence and power. Plutocratic, democratic, and tyrannical leaders remain in the popular lexicon of political leadership.

Beckhard (1995) put public leaders into six commonly used categories: (1) political leaders, (2) leaders of social change, (3) leaders in social science, (4) leaders in applied social thought, (5) leaders of business organizations, and (6) leaders of nongovernmental agencies. What they all have in common is ego strength, strong convictions, and political astuteness. They need to use their power for efficiency and for the largest good.

Wills (1994) covered a much broader array of 16 representative archtypes of leaders, as well as their antitypes. The taxonomy mixed leadership roles, personality traits, cognition, styles, and behaviors. Many of the types overlapped considerably. These are common defects in many taxonomies, particularly those in popular books for the layperson. To illustrate, Wills’s taxonomy comprised the democratically elected leader as the archtype versus the also-ran as the antitype, the radical leader versus the reactionary, the reform versus the conservative leader, the diplomatic versus the undiplomatic leader, the successful versus the unsuccessful military leader, the charismatic versus the bureaucratic leader, the effective versus the ineffective business leader, the revisionist of tradition versus the traditional leader, the constitutional versus the unconstitutional leader, the intellectual leader with consideration for others versus the intellectual without consideration, the church organizer versus the nonorganizer, the sports organizer with and without consideration for others, the artistic leader versus the exploiter, the rhetorical leader versus the nonuser of speeches, the opportunistic versus the inflexible leader, and the saintly versus the self-centered leader.

With respect to public leadership, Bell, Hill, and Wright (1961) identified formal leaders (who hold official positions, either appointed or elected), reputational leaders (who are believed to be influential in community or national affairs), social leaders (who are active participants in voluntary organizations), and influential leaders (who influence others in their daily contacts).

Haiman (1951) suggested that five types of leaders are needed in a democracy: (1) the executive, (2) the judge, (3) the advocate, (4) the expert, and (5) the discussion leader.

Hermann (1980) categorized political leaders, such as members of the politburo in the Soviet Union, according to whether they were generally sensitive to the political context and whether they wanted to control what happened or be an agent for the viewpoints of others.

Kaarbo and Hermann (1998) presented a taxonomy concerning political leaders’ style of involvement in foreign policies according to their degree of interest and experience (high, moderate, low) and focus (developing policy or building support). Managing information was classified into those who interpret or filter sources of information (or do both). Additionally, managing conflict was categorized with the leader as advocate, consensus-builder, or arbitrator and as locus of decision (exclusive or inclusive, and balancer or bridge).

Prophets. For Kincheloe (1928), prophets were leaders without offices. Although prophets may arise in times of crisis, they create their own situation. Their real ability is to arouse their followers’ interest so that the followers will accept prophetic goals and support these goals enthusiastically. Prophets become a symbol of the movement they have initiated, and their authoritative words tend to release inhibited impulses within their supporters. Kiernan (1975) clustered leadership patterns in African independent churches into two types: (1) preachers and prophets; and (2) chiefs, prophets, and messiahs.

Local Government Leaders. Parry (1999) coded respondents in interviews to study processes of social influence in local government authorities during times of turbulent change. Leadership strategies were seen as deliberate plans or emergent perspectives. Other categories of response included resolving uncertainty, clarifying roles, and enhancing adaptability.

Kotter and Lawrence (1974) subdivided city mayors into categories on the basis of the agendas set by the mayors, the networks they built, and the tasks they accomplished. Ceremonial mayors set short-run agendas of small scope; they were individualistic and had a personal appeal but no staffs. Personality-individualistic mayors also had no staff, but the scope of their agendas was greater and the time involved in them was longer. Caretakers set short-run agendas of large scope, had loyal staffs, and were moderately bureaucratic. Executive mayors set agendas of large scope and of longer range, had staffs, were bureaucratic, and had a mixed appeal. Program entrepreneurs set the agendas of the largest scope, had staff resources, and built extensive networks with mixed appeals.

World-Class Political Leaders. As an example of an empirical approach, Bass and Farrow (1977a) identified six types of world-class political leaders according to their leadership styles as revealed in an inverse factor analysis. Pairs of judges independently completed a 135-item questionnaire to describe the leaders on 31 scales after they had read considerable amounts of biographical literature written mainly by the immediate subordinates of the leaders. The 15 leaders were intercorrelated according to their scores on the 31 scales through use of the Bass and Valenzi systems model (Bass, 1976). An inverse factor analysis generated six clusters in relation to the behavior of leaders and subordinates, with the highest loadings for clustered figures as follows:

Autocratic-submissive: Adolf Hitler, Joseph Stalin, Nicholas II, Louis XIV.

Trustworthy subordinates: Hirohito, Alexander the Great, Franklin Delano Roosevelt.

Clear, orderly, relationships: Winston Churchill.

Structured, sensitivity to outside pressures: Fiorello La Guardia, John F. Kennedy, Franklin Delano Roosevelt.

Satisfying differential power: Lenin.

Egalitarian, analytic: Thomas Jefferson.

Revolutionary versus Loyalist Leaders. Rejai and Phillips (1988) discriminated between 50 well-known revolutionary leaders such as Fidel Castro, Thomas Jefferson, and Ho Chi Minh; and 50 who remained loyal to the existing government such as Fulgencio Batista, Thomas Hutchinson, and Nguyen Van Thieu. Revolutionaries were statistically more likely to abandon their religion and become atheists; they had fathers who had not been officials in government, the military, banking, or industry, or members of the landed gentry. They had an optimistic view of human nature but fluctuated in their attitudes toward their own country. By contrast, loyalists remained steadfast in their religious beliefs and had fathers who were more likely to be government officials or in the military, banking, and industry. They themselves were more likely to be in government service, and pessimistic about human nature but optimistic about their own country.

Legislative Leaders. J. M. Burns (1978) classified legislative leaders as ideologues, tribunes, careerists, parliamentarians, or brokers. Ideologues speak for doctrines (economic, religious, or political) that may be supported widely throughout their constituency but more typically are held by a small though highly articulate minority. Tribunes are discoverers or connoisseurs of popular needs; defenders of popular interests; or advocates for popular demands, aspirations, and governmental actions. Careerists see their legislative careers as a stepping-stone to higher office, provided they do a job that impresses their constituents and other observers. Parliamentarians, as political technicians, either expedite or obstruct legislation. They bolster the legislature as an institution of tradition, courtesy, mutual forbearance, and protection of fellow members. Brokers mediate among antagonistic legislators, balancing interests to create legislative unity and action.

Military Leaders. The military hierarchy is classified from general officer to private soldier. An example of a statistically sophisticated taxonomy of army leaders was created by Mumford, Zaccaro, Johnson et al. (2000). Their taxonomy of seven types of U.S. Army officers was based on matching profiles of abilities, personalities, and motivational characteristics with the requirements of their positions. A d2 indexed the similarity of each profile to each officer’s positional requirements. The officers were then clustered according to how well their profiles matched or failed to match the requirements for junior officer, either lieutenant or captain. Seven types of the 786 junior officers emerged; these types could also be applied to classifying 275 senior officers (captains to colonels) in the same way. The percentage of junior and senior officers of each type is shown below.



	 

	Junior Officers

	Senior Officers




	Concrete Achievers

	20%

	11%




	Motivated Communicators

	17

	40




	Limited Defensives

	15

	12




	Disengaged Introverts

	10

	16




	Social Adapters

	12

	30




	Struggling Misfits

	13

	 3




	Thoughtful Innovators

	11

	26





Stereotypes of Woman Leaders. Influential women have been classified in a number of ways, some fitting stereotypes about women in the workplace.4 Women in a community have been classified as fashion leaders and trendsetters, in contrast to those who are content to accept, ignore, or resist change. For example, in determining opinion leadership among women in a community, Saunders, Davis, and Monsees (1974) found it useful to classify 587 women who attended a family planning clinic in Lima, Peru, as early or late adopters and as pre- or postaccepters of family planning.

Hammer (1978) described four stereotypes of women leaders in the workplace. The earth mother brings home-baked cookies to meetings and keeps the communal bottle of aspirin in her desk. The manipulator relies on feminine wiles to get her way. The workaholic cannot delegate responsibility. The egalitarian leader denies the power of her leadership and claims to relate to subordinates as a colleague. Similarly, Kanter (1976, 1977a, 1977b) discerned four stereotypes of women leaders who work primarily in a man’s world: The mother provides solace, comfort, and aspirin. The pet is the little sister or mascot of the group. The sex object fails to establish herself as a professional. The iron maiden tries too hard to establish herself as a professional and is seen as more tyrannical than she actually is.

Sociopsychological Classifications

Nafe (1930) pioneered the classification of leaders according to social or psychological dynamics of leaders and subordinates. Nafe presented a perceptive analysis of the dynamic-infusive leader who directs and redirects followers’ attention to the perceptual and ideational aspects of an issue until thought has been transferred into emotion and emotion into action. According to Nafe “the attitude of the leader toward the led and toward the project is found to be a problem in name only. The leader needs only to have the appearance of possessing the attitude desired by the followers.” The real problem is the attitude of the led toward the leader. The attributes of leadership exist only in the minds of the led: “The leader may be this to one and that to another, but it is only by virtue of having a following that he or she is a leader.” The adhesive leader (who seems to share the followers’ attitudes) is opposite in every respect to the infusive (inspiring and influential) type, according to Nafe, who added the following additional categories to his taxonomy: static versus dynamic, impressors versus expressors, volunteer versus drafted, general versus specialized, temporary versus permanent, conscious versus unconscious, professional versus amateur, and personal versus impersonal.

Using analogies with genetics, Krout (1942) identified the social variant leader, who arises out of the group’s need to agree about its goals and what to do about its lagging forms of behavior. Krout also described hybrid leaders, who seek to change the social structure through discontinuous methods to achieve the group’s goals; and mutants—innovators who redefine the cultural patterns of their group and may set new goals to achieve their objectives for the group.

Jones (1983) described the ranges of leadership in terms of the kinds of control leaders exert that affect a follower’s reactions. The leader can control (1) the process or the output, and can be (2) obtrusive or unobtrusive, (3) situational or personal, and (4) paternalistic or professional. This taxonomy can be used to explain how groups can be both satisfied with their situation and yet unproductive.

Psychoanalytic Taxonomies. From a psychoanalytic perspective, Redl (1942) suggested that instinctual and emotional group processes take place around a member whose role may be patriarch, leader, tyrant, love object, object of aggression, organizer, seducer, hero, bad example, or good example. Continuing in the same vein, Zaleznik (1974) contrasted charismatic leaders with consensus leaders. Charismatic leaders are inner-directed and identify with objects, symbols, and ideals that are connected with introjection. They are father figures. Consensus leaders “appear” to be brothers or peers, rather than father figures.

Kets de Vries and Miller (1984b, 1986) presented a sixfold psychopathological classification of executives to account for their dysfunctional performance: (1) persecutory, (2) preoccupied, (3) helpless, (4) narcissisistic, (5) compulsive, and (6) schizoid-detached.5

Narcissists, “resentfuls,” and “highly likable low achievers” were the three types of flawed managers described by Hogan, Raskin, and Fazzini (undated). The transference pattern of leaders’ and followers’ emotional relations were seen by Pauchant (1991) as depending on the self-development of the leader and follower.

Personality Types

Strengths and Signature Themes. These self-ratings fall into three domains of leadership: (1) relating, (2) striving, and (3) thinking. The eight themes of relating include the most effective ways to work with others individually and in groups: (1) arranging; (2) developing; (3) empathizing; (4) individualizing perception; (5) caring for people and building rapport with them; (6) accepting responsibility and ownership of projects with accountability, dependability, and ethics; (7) radiating enthusiasm and creating fun; and (8) enjoying working together with associates as a team. Types of striving are achieving, activating, competing by measuring oneself against others, increasing determination in the face of resistance and obstacles, maintaining discipline and establishing structure in one’s own life and environment, and being focused and goal-oriented. The domain of thinking encompasses concepts, strategic thinking, constant measurement to improve perfomance, and a perception of how systems can improve performance (Clifton, 2000). At Gallup management seminars, participants are encouraged to focus on further improving their strengths and not to be as concerned about their weaknesses (Clifton & Nelson, 1992).

Character Types. According to Pitcher (1997), there is a continuing crisis in management and organizational leadership; this is due to managers’ and leaders’ technocratic mentality and character, in contrast to those managers and leaders who are artists or craftsmen. Technocrats lack emotion, imagination, good judgment, and vision. They are analytical, intense, methodological, and detail-oriented. They are put into power to try to ensure rationality in decision making. They drive out of the organization those whom they perceive as emotional. Artists are people-oriented, entrepreneurial, bold, intuitive, and imaginative. They are visionary leaders who talk in metaphors rather than specifics. Craftsmen are dedicated, reliable, realistic, and knowledgeable. They appreciate the past and near future in their thinking, They have a realistic strategic vision. They have “people skills” and generate loyalty from subordinates. Technocrats downgrade artists and craftsmen, whereas artists and craftsmen admire and cooperate with each other.

Lewis, Kuhnert, and Maginnis (1987) sorted military officers into three character types. Operators have a personal agenda that they pursue without concern for others; they lack empathy and cannot be trusted. Team players are highly sensitive to how others feel about them and value decisions according to what others will think or say, rather than according to the merits of the case. In contrast, self-defining leaders are personally committed to ideals and values and pursue what they regard as the right and most worthy solutions.

Myers-Briggs Types. Jung’s (1971) psychoanalytic conceptualization was the basis of the popular Myers-Briggs fourfold classification of the thought processes of leaders and managers faced with decisions and problems. The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Myers & McCaulley, 1985) sorts leaders into four types and 16 subtypes based on their responses to the indicator. Leaders are: (1) extroverted or introverted, (2) sensing or intuitive, (3) thinking or feeling, and (4) judging or perceiving. The extrovert prefers the outer world of people, things, and activities, whereas the introvert prefers the inner world of ideas and concepts. The extrovert is gregarious and people-oriented; the introvert seeks accomplishment working with just a few key colleagues. The sensing type of leader is oriented toward facts, details, and reality; the intuitive leader is focused more on inferences, concepts, and possibilities. The thinking types prefer analysis, logical order, and rationality and are seen as “cold” by feeling types. The feeling types, who value feelings and harmony, are described as too “soft” by the thinking types. The judging types prefer to make decisions rapidly and move on to the next issue, but the perceiving types seek to delay decisions.

A sample of 875 U.S. managers who were tested by the Center for Creative Leadership (Osborn & Osborn, 1986) between 1979 and 1983 were distributed as follows: extroverts (50%), introverts (50%), sensors (52%), intuitives (48%), thinkers (82%), feelers (18%), judges (70%), and perceivers (30%).

The four Myers-Briggs types, as noted above, generate 16 subtypes of managers. The 875 managers were concentrated in four of the subtypes: ISTJ (introverted-sensing-thinking judges), ESTJ (extroverted-sensing-thinking judges), ENTJ (extroverted-intuitive-thinking judges), and INTJ (introverted-intuitive-thinking judges). Delunas (1983) showed that for 76 federal executives and managers from private industry, the Myers-Briggs types (sensors-perceivers, sensors-judges, intuitives-thinkers, and intuitives-feelers) were significantly linked with their most or least preferred administrative styles.

Data from almost 7,500 managers and administrators showed that the majority were types like judges who reached closure, rather than perceivers who missed nothing. They were more likely to be impersonal, logical, and analytical thinkers than to be more concerned with personal feeling and human priorities. The subtypes that were most likely to be concerned with enhancing human performance, the intuitive-feelers, were underrepresented except in human resources departments. Those who were involved in the production of tangible products or in following established procedures tended to be practical sensing types. Those who provided long-range vision tended to be imaginative, theoretical, intuitive types (McCaulley, 1989).

Other Examples of Personality Types. Other taxonomies of leadership based on personality have developed around scores that subjects obtain on various assessments of their personalities. For instance, using scales developed for the California Personality Inventory (CPI), Gough (1988) described four types of individuals who are found in diverse samples of students and adults: (1) leaders, (2) innovators, (3) saints, and (4) artists. Leaders and innovators are extroverts, but leaders are also ambitious, enterprising, and resolute, while innovators are adventurous, progressive, and versatile. Saints and artists are introverted, but the saints are steadfast, trustworthy, and unselfish whereas the artists are complex, imaginative, and sensitive. Leaders and saints accept norms; innovators and artists question norms. Although only 25% to 30% of the general population of students and adults were classified by the CPI as leaders, 66% of cadets at West Point were so typed. Leaders and innovators at West Point had a higher aptitude for military service than the saints or artists.

Taxonomies of Leaders According to Their Functions, Roles, Perceptions, and Behavior



Many attempts have been made to categorize organizational leaders and managers specifically according to the kinds of functions they perform, the roles they play, of the behaviors they display, and their cognitions and perceptions. Numerous classification schemes have appeared. Many of them prescribe functions for the ideal organizational leader. Others are derived from empirical job analyses or factored behavioral descriptions of the actual work performed by managers and administrators. For example, both approaches have concluded that the organizational leader may play the role of final arbitrator, the superordinate whose judgment settles disputes among followers. This function was often considered critical for the avoidance of anarchy in political units and societies. The maintenance and security of the state, it was believed, depended on the existence of a legitimate position at the top, to which all followers would acquiesce to avoid the continuation of conflict among them.

Functions

Classical theories of ideal management indicated that the primary functions of managers and executives could be neatly characterized as planning, organizing, and controlling. Although coordinating, supervising, motivating, and the like were added to the list, they were seen merely as variations managers’ and executives’ function of organizational control. On the other hand, behavioral descriptions of the functions of actual managers and executives included defining objectives, maintaining goal direction, providing means for attaining goals, providing and maintaining the group structure, facilitating action and interaction in the group, maintaining the cohesiveness of the group and the satisfaction of members, and facilitating the group’s performance of tasks.

The functions identified by the behavioral descriptions grew out of research on basic group processes and on the emergence of the leadership role and its contribution to the performance, interaction, and satisfaction of members who are engaged in a group task. The classical functions of planning, organizing, and controlling were concerned with the rationalized processes of formal organizations. Although these functions are generalized and abstract, they are by no means unreal; however, they tend to ignore the human nature of members of the organization and the limited rationality with which the manager must operate. Yet organizations strive for rationality. Understanding the purposes of a leader in an organization requires a consideration of his or her planning, directing, and controlling. However, many more behaviors emerge in large-scale descriptive surveys and interviews with leaders.

Mooney and Reiley (1931) identified the three functional processes in any organization as being the same as in any governmental entity: legislative, executive, and judicial. Coffin (1944) suggested that the three functions of organizational leadership were formulation (planning), execution (organizing), and supervision (persuading). Barnard (1946b) identified the functions of organizational leadership as (1) determination of objectives, (2) manipulation of means, (3) instrumentation of action, and (4) stimulation of coordinated effort. Davis (1951) was in agreement with many others in declaring that the functions of the business leader are to plan, organize, and control an organization’s activities. In a study of leadership in Samoa, Kessing and Kessing (1956) identified the following leadership functions: consultation, deliberation, negotiation, the formation of public opinion, and decision making. Gross (1961) proposed these functions: to define goals, clarify, and administer them; to choose appropriate means; assign and coordinate tasks; to motivate; create loyalty; represent the group; and spark the membership to action.

Selznick (1957) suggested that the functions of organizational leadership include: (1) definition of the institution’s mission and goals; (2) creation of a structure to achieve the institution’s purpose; (3) defense of institutional integrity; and (4) reevaluation of internal conflict.

Katz and Kahn (1966) advocated three functions for organizational leadership: (1) policy formation (the introduction of structural change); (2) the interpretation of structure (piecing out the incompleteness of the existing formal structure); and (3) administration (the use of a formal structure to keep the organization in motion and operating effectively).

Wofford (1967) proposed the following functions of management be selected: setting objectives, organizing, leading, and controlling. For Krech and Crutchfield (1948), a leader could be an executive, planner, policy maker, expert, representative of the external group, controller of internal relationships, purveyor of rewards and punishments, arbitrator and mediator, exemplar, symbol of the group, surrogate for individual responsibility, ideologist, father figure, and scapegoat.

T. A. Mahoney (1955, 1961) and colleagues (Mahoney, Jerdee, & Carroll, 1965) typed managers according to their main functions. According to a survey of 452 managers in 13 firms, supervising was the main function of 51% of lower-level supervisors, 36% of middle managers, and 22% of top managers. Top managers were more likely than lower-level managers to be generalists and planners. Figure 2.2 shows how managers could be typed according to their main function. As can be seen, the type of manager depended on the organizational level.

Williams (1956) focused on dealing with knowledge, decision making, interaction with others, character, organization over person, policies, and records. Koontz, O’Donnell, and Weihrich (1958) wrote about planning, organizing, motivating, and controlling. McGrath’s (1964) fourfold classification concerned monitoring, forecasting, taking direct action, and creating conditions. For Bennett (1971), the taxonomy included deciding, planning, analyzing, interacting with people, and using equipment. For Hemphill (1950a), who used factor analytical approaches of leaders, the functions of supervisors, managers, and executives were initiation, representation, fraternization organization, domination, recognition, production, integration, and communication down6 and communication up (in the organization).7 For Hemphill (1960), supervisors, managers, and executives dealt with the following: providing staff services; supervising work; controlling business, technical markets, and production; human, conducting community, and social affairs; engaging in long-range planning; exercising broad power and authority; maintaining one’s business reputation; meeting personal demands; and preserving assets. For Fine (1977), who employed job analyses, the functions were analyzing, negotiating, consulting, instructing, and exchanging information. For Dowell and Wexley (1978), they included working with subordinates, organizing their work, planning and scheduling work, maintaining efficient and good-quality production, maintaining equipment, and compiling records and reports.
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Figure 2.2. Distribution of Assignments Among Job Types at Each Organizational Level

SOURCE: Mahoney, Jerdee, and Carroll (1965).



An outstanding example of a large-scale long-term analysis of management functions was Tornow and Pinto’s (1976) taxonomy which involved long-range thinking and planning; the coordination of other organizational units and personnel; internal control; responsibility for products, services, finances, and board personnel; dealing with public and customer relations, complexity, and stress; advanced consulting; maintaining the autonomy of financial commitments; service to the staff; and supervision.8

The categorizations were fine-tuned and became more numerous. Winter (1978) generated 19 possible functional leadership competencies, ranging from conceptualizing to disciplining. They were expanded to 66 competencies by D. Campbell (1991). Metcalfe (1984) came up with 20 classes of leaders’ behavior, ranging from proposing procedures to shutting out other persons’ efforts to participate. Van Fleet and Yukl (1986a) emerged with a detailed breakdown of 23 functions, ranging from showing consideration to monitoring reward contingencies. Subsequently these were combined by Yukl (1998) into 14 functions, reworked from a previous list of 15 functions (Yukl, 1989): (1) networking; (2) supporting; (3) managing conflict and team building; (4) motivating; (5) recognizing; (6) rewarding; (7) planning and organizing; (8) problem solving; (9) consulting; (10) delegating; (11) monitoring; (12) informing; (13) clarifying; (14) developing and mentoring.

Roles

On the basis of his observations of managers at work, Mintzberg (1973) created a taxonomy in which managers were seen to engage in three sets of roles: interpersonal, informational, and decisional. Within each of these sets, specific roles were conceived. The interpersonal set included the figurehead, leader, and liaison. Within the informational set were the monitor, disseminator, and spokesman. Within the decisional set were the entrepreneur, disturbance handler, resource allocator, and negotiator.

Javidan and Dastmalchian (1993) described five leadership roles: mobilizer, ambassador, driver, auditor, and servant.

Kraut, Pedigo, et al. (1989) delineated seven leadership roles: (1) managing individual performance, (2) instructing subordinates, (3) planning and allocating resources, (4) coordinating independent groups, (5) managing group performance, (6) monitoring the business environment, and (7) representing one’s staff. Baehr (1992) proposed 16 leadership roles ranging from setting organizational objectives to handling outside contacts.

Wells (1997) proposed nine roles for organizational leaders driven by values: (1) Sages develop wisdom through gaining knowledge about the organization’s history and future prospects, and can deal with complexities, ambiguities, and contradictions; (2) Visionaries push to go beyond what has been previously accomplished and stimulate others to share in pursuit of the vision; (3) Magicians coordinate change by balancing the organization’s structures, systems, and processes; (4) Globalists build bridges across cultures and find common ground on productive work can occur; (5) Mentors motivate others to advance their careers by helping people to learn and work to their potential and to find new perspectives and meaning in their jobs; (6) Allies build partnerships by seeking mutually beneficial collaborations that can improve performance; (7) Sovereigns take responsibility for the decisions they make and empower others with significant authority; (8) Guides use clearly stated principles to direct tasks toward goals important to the whole organization, are action-oriented, and are excited by the challenge of moving things forward; (9) Artisans are devoted to the mastery of a craft and the pursuit of excellence, concerned with the aesthetic as well as the practical to provide the customer with maximum value by continuous improvements. The same leader can perform a number of different roles.

Quinn’s (1984) competing values framework is a taxonomy of management roles to indicate conditions under which enacting them would be most conducive to effectiveness. The patterns observed gave rise to seven types of managers. The same managers could play roles conceived to be opposite in value, and the roles could be placed at two ends of a continuum. The four bipolarities were: (1) mentor versus director; (2) facilitator versus producer; (3) coordinator versus innovator; and (4) monitor versus broker (Quinn, Dixit, & Faerman, 1987).

Mentors and facilitators are flexible and internally focused. Coordinators and monitors are internally focused and controlling. Directors and producers are externally focused and controlling. Innovators and brokers are flexible and externally focused. Mentors are particularly caring, empathetic, and concerned about individuals. Facilitators are interpersonally skilled and particularly concerned about group processes, cooperation, and cohesiveness. Producers are task-oriented, action-oriented, energetic, and specifically concerned about getting the work done. Coordinators are dependable, reliable, and concerned with maintaining continuity and equilibrium in the group. Innovators are clever, creative, conceptually skillful, and searching for better ways and opportunities. Monitors are well-prepared, well-informed, competent, and technically expert. Brokers are resource-oriented, politically astute, and especially concerned about influence, legitimacy, and acquiring resources. Effective leaders are typed as masters, conceptual producers, aggressive achievers, peaceful team builders, long-term intensives, and open adaptives. Masters are high in all eight opposing roles. Conceptual producers are almost like masters, except that they are lower in monitoring and coordinating. Aggressive achievers are high in monitoring, coordinating, directing, and producing but are lower in the other roles, particularly facilitating. Peaceful team builders are high in six of the roles but lower in the roles of broker and producer. Long-term intensives are high in the roles of innovator, producer, monitor, and facilitator and fall nearer the mean on the roles of mentor and director. Open adaptives are much less likely to monitor and coordinate. Ineffective managers were typed with the same kind of analysis of management roles into chaotic adaptives, abrasive coordinators, drowning workaholics, extreme unproductives, obsessive monitors, permissive externals, and softhearted indecisives (Hooijberg & Quinn, 1992). Hooijberg and Choi (2000) demonstrated that the effectiveness of managerial leadership was greater if the subordinate leaders saw themselves resembling their supervisors and managers in taking the effective roles of innovator, broker, monitor, mentor, producer, and facilitator.

Special Organizational Leadership Roles. According to Senge (1995), to lead learning organizations, organizations dedicated to continuous improvement and adaptation, three types of leaders are needed: (1) executive leaders, (2) local line leaders, and (3) internal networkers or community leaders.

Schein (1995) called for four kinds of leadership that were required in different stages of the development of an organization’s culture: first, the animator was needed to build the culture; second came the maintainer; third came the sustainer; and fourth came the change agent to help promote necessary revisions.

As a strategic manager for General Electric and as a consultant, Rothschild (1993) developed a taxonomy of the types of strategic leader needed at different stages of an organization’s life. As the organization starts up and grows rapidly, the strategic leader has to be a risk taker. When growth slows, a disciplined caretaker is needed to maintain stable long-term growth. If the organization must cope with significant declines, a surgeon leader is needed to act quickly. When there is no hope of turnaround, an undertaker leader is needed to dispose of the organization’s assets compassionately and decisively.

Cognitions and Perceptions of Leaders

Compared with leaders’ functions, roles and behaviors, their cognitions and perceptions have received much less research. Lord (1985) advanced the study of the structures underlying the cognitive categorization of leaders, which determined how they were perceived by others. The perceiver is seen as an active selector and organizer of stimulus information to provide cognitive economy. Categorizing information allows similar but nonidentical leaders to be seen as equivalent in a perceptual structure.

Hunt, Boal, et al. (1990) provided a fourfold categorization of leadership prototypes: (1) Heroes are leaders perceived as experts in both content and process. (2) Technocrats are perceived as experts in content but not process. (3) Ringmasters are perceived as experts in process but not content. (4) Illegitimate leaders are perceived as experts in neither content nor process.

Bimbaum (1988) organized a taxonomy of how college and university presidents differed in their frames of reference: bureaucratic, collegial, political, or symbolic. According to Bensimon (1990) bureacratic presidents control by being active in making decisions, resolving conflicts, solving problems, evaluating performance and outputs, and distributing rewards and penalties. They are likely to be authoritarian, decisive, and results-oriented. The collegial president views the members of the establishment as the most important resource. Collegial presidents favor goal achievement and define priorities through teamwork, collective action, building consensus, loyalty, and commitment. Presidents with a political frame of reference see their institution as consisting of formal and informal constituencies competing for power to control the college’s processes and outcomes. Decisions are the result of bargaining and coalition building. The president serves as a mediator who must be persuasive, diplomatic, and able to deal with shifting power blocs. The president with a symbolic frame of reference focuses on his or her institution as a culture of shared meanings and beliefs. Rituals, symbols, and myths are sustained to provide a sense of the college’s purpose and order by interpretation, elaboration, and reinforcement of its culture. The 32 college and university presidents who were interviewed by Bensimon (1990) described themselves as most symbolic in their frames of reference and least political. This was quite different from descriptions by their 80 trustees, deans, directors, and department heads, who described the presidents as most bureaucratic and least symbolic in their frames of reference. For presidents with a strong bureaucratic orientation, campus leaders saw little of the other types in the president.

Leaders’ Styles and Patterns of Behavior



Leadership and management styles are alternative ways that leaders and managers pattern their interactive behavior with those they influence.

Transactional versus Transformational Leaders. As Buckley (1979) noted, the successful political leader is one who “crystallizes” what people desire, “illuminates” the rightness of that desire, and coordinates its achievement. Such leadership can be transactional or transformational. This distinction has become of considerable importance to the study of leadership since Burns’s (1978) work (Bass, 1985a; Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Tichy & Devanna, 1986; Bryman, 1992; Curphy, 1992). In exchanging promises for votes, the transactional leader works within the framework of the self-interests of his or her constituency, whereas the transformational leader moves to change the framework. Forerunners of this distinction are to be found in Hook’s (1943) differentiation of the eventful man and the event-making man. The eventful political leader is swept along by the tides of history; the event-making political leader initiates the actions that make history. President Lincoln’s predecessor, Buchanan, was content to stand by and allow the Union to disintegrate slowly; Lincoln was determined to hold the Union together and to reverse what seemed at the time to be the inexorable course of southern secession.

Downton (1973) discussed the leadership of rebels in terms of this distinction between the transactional and the transformational leader. And Paige (1977) concluded that it would be useful to classify political leaders according to the changes they sought and achieved, as conservative, reformist, or revolutionary. Conservative leaders tend to maintain the existing political institutions and policies, reformist leaders promote moderate changes in institutions and policies, and revolutionary leaders (as well as radical leaders) strive for fundamental changes in existing institutions and policies. Reactionaries want to revert to institutions of the past.

For Burns (1978, p. 3), who provided a comprehensive theory to explain the differences between transactional and transformational political leaders, transactional leaders “approach followers with an eye to exchanging one thing for another: jobs for votes, or subsidies for campaign contributions. Such transactions comprise the bulk of the relationships among leaders and followers, especially in groups, legislatures, and parties.” Burns noted that the transformational leader also recognizes the need for a potential follower, but he or she goes further, seeking to satisfy higher needs, in terms of Maslow’s (1954) need hierarchy, to engage the full person of the follower. Transforming leadership results in mutual stimulation and elevation “that converts followers into leaders and may convert leaders into moral agents.” If the follower’s higher-level needs are authentic, more leadership occurs. Burns went on to classify transactional political leaders as opinion leaders, bargainers or bureaucrats, party leaders, legislative leaders, and executive leaders. Transformational leaders were categorized as intellectual leaders, leaders of reform or revolution, and heroes or ideologues.

Until the 1980s, most experimental research focused on transactional leadership (see, for example, Hollander, 1978), whereas the movers and shakers of the world are transformational leaders. Although both types of leaders sense the felt needs of their followers, it is the transformational leader who raises consciousness (about higher considerations) through articulation and role modeling. Through transformational leaders levels of aspiration are raised, legitimated, and turned into political demands.9 The transformational/transactional classification has been used to study leaders in many sectors, including health care, the military, business, sports coaching, politics, government service, and nonprofit agencies (Bass & Riggio, 2005). Confirmatory factor analyses by Avolio, Bass, and Dong (1999) of 14 surveys that used the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire concluded from the best-fitting model that transformational leaders are inspirational, intellectually stimulating and/or individually considerate; transactional leaders practice contingent reward and active management by exception (contingent negative feedback). On the basis of ratings of CEOs by 253 senior executives, and of middle managers by 208 supervisors, Pearce, Sims, Cox, et al. (2002) found that a four-factor model of leadership fit the data best in comparison with other models: directive leadership (instruction and command, assigned goals, contingent reprimand); transactional leadership (contingent material reward, contingent personal reward); transformational leadership (stimulation and inspiration, vision, idealism, challenge to the status quo); and empowering leadership (encouraging thinking in terms of opportunities, encouraging self-reward and self-leadership, setting goals participatively, and encouraging teamwork).

Relations-Oriented and Task-Oriented Leaders.  Blake and Mouton (1964) studied the dimensions—from one (low) to nine (high)—of task- and relations-oriented leadership by using a grid. Five styles could be generated from the dimensions. These will be detailed in Chapter 19. Reddin (1977) advanced this popular taxonomy of management in relation to eight types, each of which is a consequence of being low or high in Blake and Mouton’s two dimensions of relationships and task orientation and a third dimension—effectiveness. Managers are characterized as various combinations of this three-dimensional typology, as shown in the table here.



	Managers Typed by their Leadership Styles




	Type of Leadership

	Relationship Orientation

	Task Orientation

	Effectiveness




	Deserter

	Low

	Low

	Low




	Autocrat

	Low

	High

	Low




	Missionary

	High

	Low

	Low




	Compromiser

	High

	High

	Low




	Bureaucrat

	Low

	Low

	High




	Benevolent




	  autocrat

	Low

	High

	High




	Developer

	High

	Low

	High




	Executive

	High

	High

	High





An equally compelling typology of managerial styles was developed by Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958), focusing on the issue of who shall decide—the leader or the follower. Their types were arranged along an authoritarian-democratic continuum: the leader who announces the decision, the leader who sells the decision, the leader who consults before deciding, the leader whose decisions are shared, and the leader who delegates decision making.10 Hersey and Blanchard (1969a) made extensive use of this typology.

Bradford and Cohen (1984) categorized styles of managers: the manager as technician, the manager as conductor, and the manager as developer. The manager as technician relates information to subordinates who are committed to the leader because of the leader’s technical competence and who depend on the leader for the answers to problems. The manager as conductor is a heroic figure “who orchestrates all the individual parts of the organization into one harmonious whole” (p. 45) with administrative systems for staffing and work flow. The manager as developer “works to develop management responsibility in subordinates and . . . the subordinates’ abilities to share management of the unit’s performance” (pp. 60–61).

Sorting managers in terms of their stylistic emphasis on rationality and quantitative analysis, Leavitt (1986) identified three types of mangers. Pathfinders are creative and visionary; they use instinct, wisdom, and imagination to meet their goals and know how to ask questions and search out problems. Problem solvers are analytic, quantitative, and oriented toward management controls. Implementers are political and stress consensus, teamwork, and good interpersonal relationships.

Cribbin (1981) classified effective managers into the following types: entrepreneur (“We do it my way and take risks”), corporateur (“I call the shots, but we all work together on my team”), developer (“People are our most important asset”), craftsman (“We do important work as perfectly as possible”), integrator (“We build consensus and commitment”), and gamesman (“We run together, but I must win more than you”).

Har-Even (1992), developed four models of leaders: (1) charismatic (“Believe in me”); (2) authoritative (“We will act according to the laws and rules”); (3) role model (“Follow me, I have knowledge and personal experience”); and (4) facilitator (“Let’s get together, and I will help to resolve our differences”).

Fleishman, Mumford, Zaccaro, et al. (1991) reviewed 65 taxonomies of leaders’ behavior published between 1944 and 1986. Three communalities were seen in these 65 taxonomies: (1) facilitating group social interaction and pursuing task accomplishment; (2) the occurrence of management and administrative functions; and (3) emphasis on leader-group interactions. Differences in taxonomies were due to the differences in the purposes of their creators; for instance, the purpose might be to focus on leaders’ behavior or on leaders’ effectiveness. The taxonomies also differed because of differences in methods, theoretical frameworks, and intended applications. Four dimensions emerged from the biographical review: (1) “information search and structuring” (acquiring, organizing, evaluating, feedback, and control of information); (2) “information use in problem solving” (identifying needs and requirements, planning, and coordinating and communicating information); (3) “managing personnel resources” (obtaining, developing, allocating, motivating, utilizing, and monitoring personnel resources); and (4) “managing material resources” (obtaining, allocating, maintaining, utilizing, and monitoring material resources).

Manz and Sims (1993) proposed four types of leaders, based on their different kinds of behavior: strong man, transactor, visionary hero, and super-leader. The strong man assigns goals, intimidates, and reprimands his followers. The transactor uses contingent reinforcement in interactive goal-setting to reward and reprimand followers. The visionary hero communicates his or her vision; emphasizes his or her values; and exhorts, inspires, and persuades followers. The super-leader models self-leadership and develops it in followers, creates positive thought patterns, develops self-leadership in followers through contingent rewards and reprimands, promotes self-leading teams, and facilitates a self-leadership culture. “Leaders become ‘super’—that is, possess the strength of many persons—by helping to unleash the abilities of the ‘followers’ (self-leaders) that surround them.”

Types of Strategic Leadership. Strategic leadership is behavior that depends on combining perceptions of threats, opportunities, cognitions, analyses, and risk preferences. Some strategies of leaders are emergent perspectives that evolve. Other strategies result from deliberate planning (Mintzberg & Jorgenson, 1987). These may be only implicit in the minds of the leaders (Lewis, Morkel, et al., 1993). To classify strategic leaders, Lord and Maher (1993) applied the same taxonomy of four organizational strategies posited by Miles and Snow (1978)—defenders, prospectors, analyzers, and reactors: Defenders stress efficiency and product stability; prospectors focus on product innovation and development; analyzers produce and market products developed by other organizations; reactors fall behind their industry in adopting new products. Organizations are more likely to be successful when their type of strategy matches the leaders’ requisite personality; thus, for example, defender organizations are more successful if led by executives who stress efficiency and product stability.

Gupta and Govindarajan (1984) typed organizations as pursuing a build strategy of increasing market share rather than a harvest strategy of cash flow and short-term profits. For success, the build strategy requires risk-taking executives with a tolerance for ambiguity. The harvest strategy, by contrast, needs executives with little propensity for risk and little tolerance for ambiguity.

Using facet and smallest-space analysis of data from 27 business cases, Shrivastava and Nachman (1989) empirically established four patterns of strategic leadership behavior: entrepreneurial (a confident, charismatic chief executive singularly guides strategy and controls others with direct supervision); bureaucratic (strategy is based on rules and the way the bureaucracy interprets rules, policies, and procedures); political (coalitions of organizational managers with different functions, but in reciprocal interdependence, interact as colleagues to decide on strategies); and professional (small groups, dyads, or individuals control the requisite information in an open system and provide strategic direction with new rules).

On the basis of their experience as consultants, Farkas and De Backer (1996) enumerated five strategies that could be pursued by the chief executive to manage for success: (1) Act as the organization’s top strategist, systematically envisioning the future and planning how to get there; (2) Concentrate on the organization’s human assets—its policies, programs, and principles about people; (3) Champion specific expertise to focus the organization’s human assets; (4) Create a “box” of rules, systems, procedures, and values to control behavior and outcomes within well-defined boundaries; (5) Act as a radical change agent to transform the organization from a bureaucracy into an adaptive organization that embraces what is new and different.

An important executive function is to remain alert to trends in one’s own and other relevant industries, and one’s own and other organizations, regarding the possibilities and expected utilities of insourcing and outsourcing. Parry (1999) conducted a qualitative study of local government administrators in New Zealand. From interviews with and responses of senior, middle, and operational leaders, it was possible to categorize their strategies. Social influence enhanced adaptability and resolved uncertainty. These leaders developed strategies to enhance their own and their followers’ adaptability to the uncertainties of change.

Commonalties in Types and Taxonomies



Despite the plethora of diverse types and taxonomies of leadership, five common themes appear: (1) The leader helps set and clarify the missions and goals of the individual member, the group, or the organization; (2) The leader energizes and directs others to pursue the missions and goals; (3) The leader helps provide the structure, methods, tactics, and instruments for achieving the goals; (4) The leader helps resolve conflicting views about means and ends; (5) The leader evaluates the individual, group, or organizational contribution to the effort. Many of the taxonomies include certain styles: authoritative, dominating, directive, autocratic, and persuasive. Common types are democratic, participative, group-developing, supportive, and considerate. Other types include intellectual, expert, executive, bureaucrat, administrator, representative, spokesperson, and advocate.

It is possible to encapsulate many of these types into the dichotomy of autocratic versus democratic. The autocratic type correlates with the directive type, and the democratic type correlates with the participative or considerate type. The executive is not regarded as a separate type but is classified as either task-oriented (autocratic) or relations-oriented (democratic). The persuasive pattern of behavior is a subclass of task-oriented or initiating behavior. However, in many situations the representative (spokesperson’s) pattern of behavior is independent of task orientation and relations orientation. The intellectual type, the expert, often ignored early on, was soon seen to be required for any comprehensive theory of leadership.11 Yukl (2002) validated a hierarchical model of leaders’ behavior as best fitting using change in addition to task and relations as second-order metacategories. Change included the first-order factors of visioning, intellectual stimulation, risk taking, and external monitoring. Relations encompassed developing, supporting, consulting, recognizing, and empowering. Task included the primary categories of clarifying, monitoring, and short-term planning. Goodness of fit and other tests of the model came from 275 questionnaire descriptions of the behavior of supervisors and middle managers by their immediate subordinates.

Yukl (1987a, 1989) found strong similarities across these types and taxonomies of the behavior of leaders, dealing with leadership in the small group and the large organization, as provided by other investigators including Bowers and Seashore (1966), House and Mitchell (1974), Luthans and Lockwood (1984), Mintzberg (1973), Morse and Wagner (1978), Page (1985), and Stogdill (1963). Yukl also demonstrated that the descriptive scales of his taxonomy when used by subordinates to describe their leaders were highly reliable and discriminated accurately among the supervisors being described (Yukl, 1987b).

An Integrated Model. Mumford, Fleishman, Levin, et al. (1988) summarized and integrated these efforts in a single taxonomic model. Their summary classification included: (1) the search for and structuring of information (acquisition, organization, evaluation, feedback, and control); (2) the use of information in problem solving (identifying requirements, planning, coordinating, and communicating); (3) managing personnel resources (acquisition, allocation, development, motivation, utilization, and monitoring); and (4) managing material resources (acquisition, maintenance, utilization, and monitoring). Information is acquired and then organized and evaluated to identify needs and requirements for planning and coordinating to obtain, allocate, and maintain material and personnel resources. For their utilization, personnel need development and motivation. Feedback and control loop back to the acquiring of information. Winter (1978, 1979b) created a similar model for tests and measures of leadership competencies that will be discussed in Chapter 23.12


Summary and Conclusions



Early in the scientific process, efforts were made to classify phenomena. Investigators have focused on classifications of leaders of crowds, institutions, industry, education, politics, legislative opinion, and communities. They have made an important distinction between transactional leaders, who concentrate on an exchange relation of what they and their followers want; and transformational leaders, who strive to arouse and satisfy the higher-level needs of their followers. Various sociopsychological classifications of small-group leaders are also available. Many of these classifications can be seen in terms of either a task orientation or a relations orientation.



1 See glossary for definition of organismic.

2 See Chapter 35.

3 See also Astin and Scherrei (1980) for an empirical classification of college presidents based on factor analysis.

4 See Chapter 31.

5 These will be discussed more fully in Chapter 8.

6 Downward in the organization.

7 Upward in the organization.

8 More about this taxonomy will be discussed in Chapter 23.

9 Transformational leadership is discussed in detail in Chapter 22; transactional leadership in Chapters 15 and 16.

10 See Chapter 18.

11 As detailed in Chapter 27.

12 This taxonomy will be discussed in detail in Chapter 23.
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Models and Theories of Leadership

Theories of leadership attempt to explain its emergence or its nature and its consequences. Theories of management focus on its governance and consequences. Models show the interplay among the variables that are perceived to be involved; they are replicas or reconstructions of reality. Both theories and models can be useful in defining research problems for the social and political scientist and in improving prediction and control in the development and application of leadership. In this chapter we will introduce briefly the most prominent theories of leadership, Many will be discussed in more detail in later chapters as appropriate.

Until the late 1940s, most theories of leadership focused on the personal traits of leaders. According to these theories, leadership depended on leaders’ abilities and personality characteristics. Then, up to the late 1960s, personal styles of leadership rose in prominence. From the late 1960s to the early 1980s, leadership studies became contingent on a mix of leaders’ and followers’ traits and situations. Leadership theories of inspiration and transformation emerged in the early 1980s and became prominent in the 1990s and at the turn of the twenty-first century. Theories of management paralleled the rise of civilization, and management practice was exemplified in the rules of planning, organizing, and controlling. Theories of management became more sophisticated in the twentieth century and were strongly influenced by the advent of computerization, information science, and globalization.

Before 1970, there were many complaints about a lack of theory to provide hypotheses for empirical research to test. Since then, diverse theories and models have been abundant as a source of hypotheses. However, relatively few of these models and theories have dominated the research community, and many have been restatements of the obvious. On the other hand, progress has been made when the models and theories have been built on astute observations and on assumptions that are the result of insightful observations. Good theories are disciplined imagination (Weick, 1995). They are internally consistent and consistent with a more general body of propositions from the social sciences. For instance, theories about reinforcement leadership have been built from what is generally known about reinforcement theories. Transformational leadership theory has similarly benefited from motivational theory.

Good and Bad Theories



Diagrams, speculations, and hypotheses are not theories; nor are cited references, data, and variables that are used in place of theory (Sutton & Staw, 1995). Rather, good theories usually start from one idea or a small set of ideas. They make possible a logically detailed case characterized by simplicity and interconnectedness. Predictions are presented with underlying causal logic: “The process includes abstracting, generalizing, relating, selecting, explaining, synthesizing, and idealizing.” Good theories explain how and why (Sutton & Staw, 1995, p. 389). DiMaggio (1995) adds that good theories provide “categories and . . . assumptions that . . . (clear) away conventional notions to make room for artful and exciting insights” (p. 391). Good theories emerge from various experiences. Observations and inferences from frequent contact with leaders and followers help. Connections are identified between observations and concepts that heretofore were not seen to be connected. There is a convergence of several interests and activities at the same time. Intuition and feelings supplement logical analysis. There is a desire to explain, understand, and find meaning in the real world. Ideas are confronted and confirmed or disconfirmed. Conventional wisdom may be revised or reversed. Research is restated in alternative ways. Established value judgments are challenged. Above all, to be good, theories need to be grounded in assumptions that fit the facts. Theorizing and modeling are now commonplace in providing the rationale to justify and test empirical hypotheses. These will be discussed more fully as they become relevant to the topics of later chapters.

Nothing is supposed to be as practical as a good theory (Lewin, 1947), but nothing seems more impractical than a bad one (Bass, 1974). A theory is supposed to be a way of trying to explain the facts. Unfortunately, theories about leadership sometimes obscure the facts. Much effort then has to be expended in coping with the obscurity. Poor research derives from poor theory. Poor research is often expedient, quick, and convenient. Klimoski (2005) notes that bad theory is dangerous. And according to Ghoshal (2005), bad management theories are destroying good management practices. Examples are agency theory (Jensen & Meckling, 1976) and transaction costs theory (Williamson, 1975). Agency theory assumes that managers are bent on maximizing their own interests at the expense of all the other constituencies of the organization. Transaction costs theory assumes that managers are in deadly competition with each other. Monitoring and tight control of their opportunistic behavior are needed. They cannot be trusted. To gain a comparative advantage requires a company to compete not only with other companies but also with its own suppliers, customers, employees, and regulators (Porter, 1980). These “ideologically inspired” amoral theories are being preached in many business schools and management development programs. They free future organizational leaders from any sense of moral responsibility for their decisions. and encourage rather than inhibit their opportunistic behavior (Ghoshal & Moran, 1996). Scientism rather than science makes these bad theories appealing, for their derived propositions can be reproduced with mathematical models. They would be good theories if their assumptions about human behavior were correct. In fact, governance based on the assumption that managers are self-aggrandizing and cannot be trusted results in less trustworthy managers (Osterloh & Fry, 2003). Deductions from these economic theories that control of managers requires more independent boards of directors, and that corporate performance is improved if the positions of board chairman and CEO are separated, are not supported empirically (Dalton, Daily, Ellstrand, et al., 1998). But the same could be said about cognitive, behavioral, and social theories based on faulty assumptions about human and social behavior. There was a long-held theory that efficiency increased if work was divided into parts so each worker could specialize; but the effects on the workers’ motivation were ignored.

Ferraro, Pfeffer, and Sutton (2005) point to a further complication and effect of bad theory and practice. They cite evidence that corporate managers are less interested in first evaluating whether a new fad increases effectiveness and profitability, and more interested in showing that they have adopted the latest popular theory or practice without really finding out its effects. They treat the effects as self-fulfilling prophesies. And political leaders have done the same thing, according to Keynes (1936), with damaging long-term effects on the economy and society.

Sources of Current Models and Theories



With the growth of cognitive psychology we have seen cognitive theories and models of leadership added to the earlier behavioral and social theories. Zaccaro (1996) has combined cognitive, behavioral, and social approaches in a “Leaderplex Model” of executive leadership (see also Hooijberg, Hunt, & Dodge, 1997). Theories of leadership with extensive empirical support of effects on followers’ effectiveness and satisfaction can be broadly classified as instrumental, inspirational, and informal. Instrumental theories focus on the leader’s orientation to the task or to the person, on leaders’ direction or followers’ participation, on leaders’ initiative or consideration of their followers’, and on leaders’ promises and rewards or threats and disciplinary action. Inspirational theories of leadership include charismatic, transformational, and visionary theories. These focus on emotional and ideological appeals, displaying exemplary behavior, confidence, symbolism, and concentrating on intrinsic motivation. Informal leadership theories deal with the emergence and service of effective leaders who lack formal positions and authority (House, 1995).

Cognitive Theories

Implicit Theories of Leadership (ILTs). Implicit theories of leadership (ILTs) are the concept of “leader” that different people have in mind. These implicit leadership theories about leaders and followers affect the relations between them. An ILT may be about instrumental, inspirational, or informal leadership. ILTs are beliefs about how leaders behave, in general, and what is expected of them (Eden & Levitan, 1975). Such theories are naive concepts of leadership, revealed (for instance) when people are asked to list a number of traits that come to mind when they think of the term “leader.” Although respondents may be affected by individual, gender, social, organizational, and cultural differences, ordinarily their similarities outweigh their differences. Therefore, it is possible to determine a generalized image or “prototype” of the concept of a leader. We can then compare prototypes that may emerge from markedly different samples, such as Americans and Chinese. In the same way, different prototypes can be discriminated among the concepts of 11 types of leaders: business leaders, sports leaders, etc. (Lord, Foti, DeVader, 1984). There is little difference between the prototype of a “leader” and that of an “effective leader.” However, the term “supervisor” receives somewhat less favorable trait ratings from college students than the terms “leader” and “effective” leader (Offerman, Kennedy, Wirtz, 1999).

For college students, T. Keller (1999) found ILTs for “leader” comparable to those of Offerman et al. (1999). In addition, she obtained modest correlations of selected ascribed traits of “leader,” self-rated personality using the NEO five-factor personality inventory, and perceived parental traits. For instance, the extent to which respondents perceived sensitivity as a characteristic of a “leader” correlated significantly (.20) with the respondents’ self-rated “openness.” Dedication as a trait of a leader correlated .23 with their self-rated “conscientiousness” and .31 with their perceived “paternal dedication.” A number of other such correlations were found, suggesting to Keller that individuals perceive a leader as mirroring traits of themselves and their fathers.

Another application of implicit leadership theory was a study to determine 378 undergraduates’ idea of characteristics required for a new leader to be accepted by a group. The list of 16 expectations formed four abstract categories: (1) taking charge, (2) learning the group’s goals, (3) being nervous, and (4) being a nice person (Kenny, Blascovich, & Shaver, 1994).

Increased interest in implicit leadership has paralleled a cognitive revolution in psychology and developments in information processing. Lord and Maher’s (1991) book, Leadership and Information Processing: Linking Perceptions and Performance, is illustrative.

In organizations, these are—in contrast to implicit theories—concepts espoused in formal documents, memorandums, and executives’ speeches. These state intentions, goals, objectives, and desired relationships of leaders and managers with their various constituencies. Or they may be theories in practice, theories actually guiding the behavior of members of the organization that can be observed, expressed, or inferred in interviews with members (Argyris, 1982).

Grounded Theory. Grounded theory is closely allied to implicit leadership theory. If a theory of leadership is to be used for diagnosis, training, and development, it must be grounded in the users’ concepts, assumptions, language, and expressions. The users include emergent leaders and followers in informal organizations as well as managers, administrators, and officials in formal organizations (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Qualitative research is often grounded. But such grounding requires conceptual rigor. There may be a loss of generality and less opportunity to apply standardized measurements. Grounded research generates rather than tests theory (Parry, 1998).

Biological-Genetic Theories

“He was born to lead.” “She instinctively knew how to take charge.” “The coach was a natural leader.” Such comments assume that nature has been more important than nurture in the emergence of a particular leader. But until recently a majority of social scientists considered nurture more important than nature. Nonetheless, leaders are both born and made. The importance of health, physique, and energy in the emergence of leadership has long been recognized. Additionally, with advances in genetics and neuropsychology, as well as speculations about evolution and recognition of the biological differences between the sexes, has come an appreciation of inborn traits and the expression of genes.

As Spinoza said, “Man is a social animal.” Lawrence (1997) has enumerated four built-in evolutionary survival factors in humans that affect their organizational life, and therefore leader-follower relations: (1) a need to acquire; (2) a need to bond; (3) a need to learn; and (4) an inborn reflexive mechanism to avoid pain. They involve strong emotions and a strong motivation toward goal-oriented behavior. The acquisitive needs of followers are helped by instrumental and transactional leadership. Social-bonding needs are fulfilled by considerate and charismatic leaders. Learning needs of followers are fulfilled when leaders clarify purposes. Followers’ pain is avoided when coercive, ruthless leadership is avoided.

Great-Man Theories. Jennings (1960) reviewed the “great man” theory. For many commentators, history is shaped by the leadership of great men. Without Moses, according to these theorists, the Jews would have remained in Egypt; without Winston Churchill, the British would have given up in 1940; without Bill Gates, there would have been no firm like Microsoft.

The eighteenth-century rationalists felt that to determine the course of history, luck had to be added to the personal attributes of great men. The Russian Revolution would have taken a different course if Lenin had been hanged by the old regime instead of being exiled. For romantic philosophers such as Friedrich Nietzsche, a sudden decision by a great man (Thomas Jefferson’s decision to purchase Louisiana, for example) could alter the course of history. William James (1880) believed that certain mutations of society were due to great men, who initiated movement and prevented others from leading society in another direction. According to James, the history of the world is the history of great men, who determined what the masses could accomplish. Carlyle’s (1841) essay on heroes reinforced the concept of the leader as a person endowed with unique qualities that captured the imagination of the masses. The hero would contribute somehow, no matter where he was found. History was created by the acts of great leaders. Leaders molded the masses. (Despite the examples of Joan of Arc, Elizabeth I, and Catherine the Great, great women were ignored.) Dowd (1936) maintained that “there is no such thing as leadership by the masses. The individuals in every society possess different degrees of intelligence, energy, and moral force, and in whatever direction the masses may be influenced to go, they are always led by the superior few.” Although one of many civil rights leaders, Martin Luther King, Jr., was considered the great man whose leadership inspired the civil rights movement. The great-man theory of leadership was espoused to show how faltering or threatened organizations could be turned around by business executives like Lee Iacocca, military leaders like Douglas MacArthur, and political figures like Margaret Thatcher.

Influenced by Galton’s (1869) study of the hereditary background of great men, several early theorists attempted to explain leadership on the basis of inheritance. Woods (1913) studied 14 nations over periods of five to ten centuries and found that the conditions of reign approximated the ruler’s capability. The brothers of kings (as a result of natural endowment) also tended to become men of power and influence. Woods concluded that the man makes the nation and shapes it in accordance with his abilities. In line with the eugenics movement, Wiggam (1931) proposed that the survival of the fittest people and intermarriage among them produces an aristocratic class, which differs biologically from the lower classes. Thus an adequate supply of superior leaders depends on a proportionally high birthrate among the abler classes.

The Warrior Model of Leadership. This variant of the great-man theory appeared in several classics: Suntzu’s Art of War (c. 400 B.C.), Aristotle’s Politics (324 B.C.), Machiavelli’s The Prince (1513), Gratian’s The Art of Worldly Wisdom (1643), and Clausewitz’s On War (1833). General George Patton exemplified the warrior model. Wars are won or lost, according to this theory, depending on the leadership of the opposing forces. Thus, Napoleon’s and Julius Caesar’s tactics often spelled the difference between victory and defeat in battle. President Lincoln had to replace the commanding general of his Union army numerous times before he found, in Ulysses Grant a commander who was able and willing to use his forces, superior in size and logistics, to take the initiative and accept the casualties needed to wear down Robert E. Lee’s Confederate forces. Victorious warrior leaders win fame and power. They control flows of information. The means justify the ends for them, even if they must resort to deception, betrayal, violence, and other morally questionable acts. These acts may be delegated to subordinates so that the leaders are held blameless. Planning and preparation assume that the world is a dangerous place (Nice, 1998).

Trait Theories

The great-man theories drew attention to the specific qualities of leaders and their identification (Kohs and Irle, 1920). L. L. Bernard (1926), Bingham (1927), Tead (1929), Page (1935), and Kilbourne (1935) all explained leadership in terms of traits of personality and character. Bird (1940) compiled a list of 79 relevant traits from 20 psychologically oriented studies. Similar reviews were done by Smith and Krueger (1933) for educators, and by W. O. Jenkins (1947) for military leaders.

Until the 1940s, much research about leaders and leadership focused on individual traits. Leaders were seen as different from nonleaders in various attributes and tested personality traits. Two questions were usually posed: (1) What traits distinguish leaders from other people?; (2) What is the extent of the differences? The pure trait theory eventually fell into disfavor. Stogdill’s (1948) critique concluded that both person and situation had to be included to explain the emergence of leadership. But as will be seen in Chapter 5, traits are still considered of great importance in the study of leadership.

Charismatic-Transformational Leadership Theory.1  Max Weber (1924/1947) introduced a religious concept—charisma—into the social sciences to describe leaders who are perceived as endowed with extraordinary abilities. Charismatic leaders are highly expressive, articulate, and emotionally appealing. They are self-confident, determined, active, and energetic. Their followers want to identify with them, have complete faith and confidence in them, and hold them in awe. Generally, charismatic leaders have strong positive effects on their followers. House (1977) presented a theory of charismatic leadership that specified the expected behavior of charismatic leaders and their followers, stimulating renewed interest in empirical studies of this subject.

According to Hunt (1999), for the empirical study of leadership, transformational leadership was a new paradigm (Kuhn, 1964)—a change of views, preferred methods, acceptable findings, interpretations of findings, and important areas to study. Transformational leadership was first mentioned by Downton (1973) and first formalized as a theory by Burns (1978). In contrast to transactional leaders, transformational leaders were said to motivate followers to go beyond their own self-interests for the good of the group, organization, or society. Followers’ interests are raised by transformational leaders from concerns for security to concerns for achievement. Followers are encouraged to meet the challenges they face, to excel, and to self-actualize. Bass (1985a) presented models of the factors in transformational and transactional leadership. House and Aditya (1997) viewed transformational leadership as close in meaning to charismatic leadership. Bass (1985a) found that charismatic leadership was the largest factor in transformational leadership but only one of several other empirical factors with which it correlated, including inspirational leadership, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. Transactional leadership encompassed contingent reward, management by exception, and passive or laissez-faire leadership. This was confirmed empirically by Avolio, Bass, and Jung (1999), among others.

By 1960, the dominant paradigm for the study of leadership had evolved from research on the traits and situations that affect leadership to something more dynamic. Leadership was now seen as contingent on traits and situations involving a transaction or exchange between the leader and the led (Hollander, 1986). In this view, leaders promise rewards and benefits to subordinates in exchange for the subordinates’ fulfillment of agreements with the leader. Even the psychoanalysts conceived of followers as complying with the leader to obtain the leader’s love. But Freud (1922) suggested that there was more to the concept of leadership than a mere exchange: the leader embodied ideals with which the follower identified. Barnard (1938) noted that personal loyalty was more powerful than “tangible inducements.” But along with Downton (1973), Burns (1978) presented the new paradigm of the transformational as opposed to the transactional leader. The transformational leader asks followers to transcend their own self-interests for the good of the group, organization, or society; to consider their long-term need for self-development rather than their need of the moment; and to become more aware of what is really important. Hence, followers are converted into leaders. Among 90 transformational leaders who were interviewed, Bennis (1984) found evidence of competence to manage attention and meaning, to articulate visions of what was possible, and to empower the collective effect of their leadership.

Burns’s conceptualization of leadership as either transforming or transactional was modified by Bass (1985a, 1985b), who proposed that transformational leadership augmented the effects of transactional leadership on the efforts, satisfaction, and effectiveness of followers. Many great transformational leaders, including Abraham Lincoln, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, and John F. Kennedy, did not shy away from being transactional as well as transformational. Lincoln, Roosevelt, and Kennedy were able to move the nation as well as play petty politics. Waldman and Bass’s (1985) analysis of surveys of senior military officers and business managers confirmed the fidelity of the model. Tichy and Devanna (1986) described the hybrid nature of transformational leadership. According to them, transformational leadership is not due just to charisma. It is “a behavioral process capable of being learned and managed. It’s a leadership process that is systematic, consisting of purposeful and organized search for changes, systematic analysis, and the capacity to move resources from areas of lesser to greater productivity . . . [to bring about] a strategic transformation” (p. viii).

On the basis of Kegan’s (1982) theory of the evolving self, Kuhnert and Russell (1989) designed a four-stage model of how the transformational leader develops. Factor-analytic studies done by Bass (1985b) and confirmed by Avolio, Bass, and Jung (1999) have suggested that transformational leadership can be conceptually organized along four correlated dimensions: (1) charismatic leadership, (2) inspirational leadership, (3) intellectual stimulation, and (4) individualized consideration. For House (1977) and Conger (1999) all four components are contained within their concept of charismatic leadership (House & Shamir, 1993). Later chapters detail the antecedents and consequences of transformational and charismatic leadership. The components of transactional leadership are contingent reinforcement, expressed usually as contingent reinforcement and management by exception, which will be examined at length in Chapters 15 and 16.

According to a leader’s subordinates, colleagues, and superiors, transformational-charismatic leadership correlates more highly with the leader’s effectiveness than contingent-reward leadership does. Contingent reward, in turn, correlates more highly with the leader’s effectiveness than reactive management by exception or contingent punishment do. Satisfaction with the leader follows a similar pattern (Bass & Avolio, 1989). Similar results can be obtained when different sources are used to describe the leader and to more objectively evaluate the outcomes of leadership in terms of effectiveness and satisfaction (Lowe, Kroek, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996). In the same way, House and his associates (e.g., House, Spangler, & Woyke, 1991) have reported numerous studies showing positive correlations between charismatic and effective leadership. Conger and Kanungo (1998) along with Sashkin (1988) focused on the process effects of charisma on the followers and on the leader’s need to articulate a vision to be accepted and followed.

Transformational leadership is closer to the “prototype” of leadership that people have in mind when they describe an ideal leader and is more likely to provide a role model with which subordinates want to identify (Bass & Avolio, 1988). In practice, this means that leaders develop in their subordinates an expectation of high performance rather than merely spend time praising or reprimanding them (Gilbert, 1985). For Bradford and Cohen (1984), the manager must be more than a hero of technical competence and organizing skills. He or she must become a developer of people and a builder of teams.

Servant Leadership. Less well researched but still prominent, servant leadership was formulated by Greenleaf (1977) and was based on his experiences as an executive. According to Greenleaf, ego spurs achievement, but leaders need to curb their own egos, convert their followers into leaders, and become the first among equals. The needs of others must be the leaders’ highest priority. Power has to be shared by empowering followers. Leaders should think of themselves as servants building relationships with their followers that help their followers to grow (Buchen, 1998). Servant leaders must be oriented to the future as stewards of the human and physical resources for which they are responsible. Leaders who are stewards are similar to but not the same as servant leaders. Stewards try to balance the interests of all the different constituents of their organization: shareholders, owners, managers, peers, subordinates, customers, clients, and community (Bass, 1965; Donaldson, 1990). Servant leaders are especially concerned about constituencies with less power or more need for help. Servant leadership also shares much in common with transformational leadership: vision, influence, credibility, and trust (Farling, Gregory & Stone, 1999).

Closely aligned with servant leadership is a model of organizational leadership by Choi and Mai-Dalton (1999): self-sacrificial leaders abandon or postpone their own interests, privileges, or welfare in the way they work with their followers. They give up or postpone rewards to which they are fairly or legitimately entitled. They voluntarily give up or refrain from using their positional or personal power. In one study that used scenarios about a self-sacrificing company president and a non-self-sacrificing president, university students and white-collar employees judged the self-sacrificing president as more charismatic and legitimate. These respondents stated that they would be more likely to reciprocate in self-sacrifice if the president was self-sacrificing.

Situational Theories

In direct opposition to trait theorists, situational theorists have argued that leadership is a matter of situational demands; that is, situational factors determine who will emerge as a leader. Particularly in the United States, situationalism was favored over the theory that leaders are born, not made. According to situationalism, the leader is a product of the situation and circumstances. not self-made and not a product of personality, drive, or ability (Stogdill, 1975).

The controversy over which is more important to leadership—situation or personality—is an ancient one. Plutarch’s Parallel Lives (c. A.D. 100) described how for each type of leader who emerged in Greece, one emerged under parallel conditions in Rome. Alexander the Great, for instance, had his counterpart in Julius Caesar. The great-man theorists believed that it was all a matter of personality and personality development—that Alexanders and Caesars would surface no matter what conditions surrounded them. The situationalists thought otherwise: for example, they sought to identify conditions that gave rise to the emergence of the “man on the white horse,” the dictator who appears following revolutionary upheaval, chaotic politics, social and economic distress, and a weakening of traditional institutions.

The situationalists advanced the view that the emergence of a great leader is a result of time, place, and circumstance. For Hegel, the great man was an expression of the needs of his times. What the great man did was automatically right, because he provided what was needed. The great man actually could not help what he did; he was directed and controlled by his historical environment. For example, the need for civil peace made it mandatory for Octavian to make himself sole ruler of Rome, form the Roman Principate, and destroy republicanism. If Octavian had not appeared to carry out these changes, someone else would have done the same. Herbert Spencer believed that societies evolved in a uniform, gradual, progressive manner, and no great man could change the course of this development. Engels, Marx, and their successors believed that economic necessity made history. The American Civil War was, then, an inevitable clash caused by the conflicting economic interests of North and South. Economic determinists held that obstacles to expanding production had to be overcome. The greater the obstacles, the greater this need was and the more capable the required leader had to be. But who he turned out to be was irrelevant (Hook, 1943). Mumford (1909) agreed that who emerged as a leader depended on the abilities and skills required at a given time to solve the prevailing social problems. Although these abilities and skills were innate as well as acquired, leadership, as such, stemmed from the organized phases of the social process or the habitual ways in which people adapt to each other. Thus, according to the situationalists, the national condition determined the development and emergence of great military figures. For A. J. Murphy (1941), leadership did not reside in a person but was a function of the occasion. The situation called for certain types of action; the leader did not inject leadership but was the instrumental factor through which a problem was solved. For Person (1928), any particular situation played a large part in determining the leadership qualities and the leader for that situation. Moreover, the leadership required in that situation was a product of a succession of previous leadership situations that molded the leader.

J. Schneider (1937) noted that the number of great military leaders in England was proportional to the number of conflicts in which the nation engaged. Spiller (1929) concluded that a broad survey of the field of human progress would show that 95% of the advance was unconnected with great men. Rather, a great man like Martin Luther King, Jr., would appear at a critically important point of a socially valued cause, would devote himself to it, and would profit greatly from the work of many others. Thus, time itself was an important variable for the situationalists. The passage of time changed the situation and the people involved. Thierry, Den Hartog, Koopman, et al. (1997) viewed Dutch people’s preferences for leadership as a matter of Dutch history and trends. Leadership was conceived as a relational process that unfolded over time. Time might be needed for trust to develop before an individual could emerge as a leader. Time made an important addition to models and theories of leadership. Repeated measurements over time are important to analyses of leaders’ performance (Hollenbeck, Ilgen, & Sego, 1994). Bogardus (1918) presented the view that the type of leadership that developed in a group was determined by the nature of the group and the problems it had to solve. Hocking (1924) went even further, suggesting that leadership resided in the group and was granted to leaders only when they put forth a program that the group was willing to follow.

A Rational-Deductive Model. Vroom and Yetton (1974) rationally linked some of the accepted facts about directive and participative decision making as assumptions. From these, they created prescriptions for the leadership style that was most likely to succeed in a given situation. They posed ten questions that leaders should ask themselves in deciding whether to be directive or participative in making decisions with their subordinates and whether to do so primarily with individual subordinates or with the whole group at once. Essentially, the prescriptions were that supervisors ought to be directive when they were confident that they knew what needed to be done and when their subordinates did not have this knowledge. Furthermore, in this situation, the subordinates would accept the decision made by the supervisor. However, if the subordinates had more information than the supervisor, if the subordinates’ acceptance and commitment were of paramount importance, and if the subordinates could be trusted to concern themselves with the organization’s interests, the supervisor should be participative.

Vroom and Jago (1988) created an improved model. Instead of requiring yes-or-no answers to the questions, they provided a five-point scale of possible answers: (1) no, (2) probably no, (3) maybe, (4) probably yes, (5) yes. The older model used only two criteria for the decision rules: acceptance of the decision by followers, and the quality of the decision. The five-point scale made it possible for the leader to prioritize possible decisions, reducing the several feasible alternatives into a single decision.2

Person-Situation Theories

Although wars and other crises present opportunities for the acquisition of leadership by persons who would otherwise remain submerged in the daily round of routine activities, various theorists have maintained that the situation is not in itself sufficient to account for leadership. How many crises arise that do not produce a person who is equal to the occasion? A combination of personal and situational elements needs to be considered. James (1880) pointed out that the “great man” needs help. His talents need to fit with the situation. Ulysses Grant, for instance, was a failure in private life before his emergence as the Union’s great military commander, and he failed again afterward as president. His rise to commanding general of the Army of the Potomac was delayed by the many political appointees who came before him and took turns displaying their ineptitude before an exasperated President Lincoln turned to him. Grant’s leadership in the Vicksburg campaign brought victory, despite the orders of his superior, General Halleck, to fall back toward New Orleans. But it was Grant’s persistence, and some help by congressmen, that overcame the inertia of the political appointment system; and the traits of persistence and confidence marked the style with which he hammered out his military victories (Williams, 1952).

The great man theorists and the situational theorists both attempt to explain leadership as an effect of a single set of forces, and both overlook the combined effects of individual and situational factors. In reaction, Westburgh (1931) suggested that the study of leadership must include the affective, intellectual, and action traits of the individual, as well as the specific conditions under which the individual operates. Case (1933) maintained that leadership is produced by a conjunction of three factors: (1) the personality traits of the leader, (2) the nature of the group and its members, and (3) the event confronting the group. J. F. Brown (1936) proposed five field-dynamic laws of leadership: leaders must (1) be identified as members of the group they are attempting to lead; (2) be of high interpersonal potential; (3) adapt themselves to the existing structure of relationships; (4) realize the long-term trends in the structure; (5) recognize that leadership increases in potency at the cost of reduced freedom of leadership.

Hook (1943) noted that there is some restriction in the range of traits that a given situation permits the emergent leader to have. Thus heroic action is decisive only when alternative courses of action are possible. Exiled to Elba, close to France, Napoleon had alternatives; exiled to Saint Helena, in the South Atlantic and more closely guarded, he had none.

Bass (1960) argued that controversy over the great man versus the situation was a pseudo problem. For any given case, some of the variance in what happens is due to the situation, some is due to the individual, and some is due to the combined effects of the individual and the situation. Mao Zedong played a critical role in the Chinese revolution, but without the chaotic state of Chinese affairs under the Kuomintang, his rise to power would not have been possible. Dansereau, Alutto, and Yammarino (1984) developed the multiple-levels analysis, to be described later. It provided a complete statistical formulation of models to examine the interplay of leader, individual follower, group, and organizational situation. Personal-situational theorists argue that theories of leadership cannot be constructed in a vacuum: they must contain elements of the person as well as elements of the situation. Any theory of leadership must take account of the interplay between the situation and the individual. Barnard (1938) and many others (C. A. Gibb, 1947; Jenkins, 1947; Lapiere, 1938; Murphy, 1941) attempted to resolve the controversy over situation versus personality by suggesting that leadership behavior is a less consistent attribute of individuals than such traits as nonsuggestibility, energy, and maturity, which are empirically associated and theoretically linked with overt leadership behavior. Leaders with a strong personal tendency to be consistent will display leadership across many situations.

Stogdill (1948) concluded that leaders’ traits must bear some relevant relationship to the characteristics of the followers. An adequate analysis of leadership needs a study not only of leaders, but of the situation. Stogdill’s position strongly influenced the theories that followed. According to Gerth and Mills (1952, pp. 405–406), “to understand leadership, attention must be paid to (1) the traits and motives of the leader as a man, (2) images that selected publics hold of him and their motives for following him, (3) the features of the role that he plays as a leader, and (4) the institutional context in which he and his followers may be involved.” C. A. Gibb (1954, p. 914) suggested that “leadership is an interactional phenomenon arising when group formation takes place.” A group structure emerges. Each member of the group is assigned a relative position within the group depending on the nature of his or her relations with the other members. It is a general phenomenon and depends on the interrelation of individuals pursuing a common goal. Similarly, Stogdill and Shartle (1955) proposed that leadership needs to be studied in terms of the status, interactions, perceptions, and behavior of individuals in relation to other members of an organized group. Leadership should be regarded as a relationship between persons rather than as a characteristic of an isolated individual. Data for all the members of a group should be combined and interrelated to study leadership in terms of the structural and functional dimensions of the organized interrelationships.

Wofford (1981) presented an elaborate integration of concepts and research results from behavioral studies of ability, motivation, role perception, environmental constraints, determinants of the behavior of leaders, and environmental influences. This leader-environment-follower interaction theory conceived of the leader as a person who analyzes current deficiencies in the conditions that determine the performance of followers and takes corrective action. The theory appeared to concentrate on the practice of management by exception. Bennis (1961) concluded that theories explaining who emerged and succeeded as a leader in an organization had to take into account: (1) the impersonal bureaucracy, (2) the informal organization and interpersonal relations, (3) the benevolent autocracy that structures the relationship between superiors and subordinates, (4) the job design that permits individual self-actualization, and (5) the integration of individual and organizational goals.

The personal-situational approach has come to dominate the forecasting of leadership potential in prospective supervisors and managers. The effort builds on attempts to match individuals’ personal history, competencies, and traits with the requirements of a job. Since the late 1970s, analyses of the inspirational, charismatic, transformational leader, and the servant leader have all looked at both the person and the situation. Crises are seen to lie behind the rise of charismatic leaders whose personal development and personality move them to succeed in taking charge. Transformational leaders are usually personally assertive. They react to their perceptions of what their followers need, but they also proactively influence what their followers want. Servant leaders are strongly service-oriented and are influenced by what their organization and followers need. A description that emerged from a conference about what was expected of senior managers illustrates the importance of both person and situation: “Leaders should be uncommon (yet congenial, vulnerable, and accessible); capable as almost to promote awe.” A leader should be “a faultless reader of signals from the environment, a diagnostician capable of taking corrective action; . . . an architect who builds an enabling organization” (Wilson, 1994).

Increasingly, behavioral theories postulate leadership as an interaction among the leader, the situation, and the led (e.g., Popper, 2001). Yammarino (1991) reasoned that a full explanation of leadership and situation requires a multiple-level approach: leaders, leader-follower pairs, groups, and organizations. At the level of leaders, whether and how much the leaders differ are examined. At the level of the leader-follower pair (the dyad), analyzed is how much the leader relates differently to each follower. At the level of groups, the question is to what extent each leader’s followers differ. At the level of organizations, the question is whether and how much differences in leadership depend on the organization—above and beyond any differences among the different groups and leaders. Many other analyses are possible across levels. These within-and-between analyses (WABAs) are appearing with increasing frequency.

Psychoanalytic Theories

Freud (1922), as well as many other psychoanalytically oriented writers such as Erikson (1964), Frank (1939), Fromm (1941), and H. Levinson (1970), addressed leadership at length, in terms of clinical studies. Favorite interpretations conceived of the leader as a source of love or fear, as the embodiment of the superego, and as an emotional outlet for followers’ frustration and destructive aggression (Wolman, 1971). Freud (1913) proposed that the beginnings of civilization required a struggle with the leader (father) of the primitive clan. A primal horde of sons slew their father and formed a society of equals, but the need for leadership resulted in the rise of totemism and religion, in which gods substituted for the murdered father. According to Freud (1922), group behavior is emotional and irrational. Groups of followers are both obedient to and intolerant of authority and require strength and forcefulness in their leaders. They are oppressed by, fearful of, and ruled by leaders. The group mind determines its cohesiveness. The followers’ identification with the leader shapes their identification with each other. However, within their personalities, they remain in a state of tension. Their ego (rationality) is too weak to resolve the conflict with their id (instincts) and superego (social and moral imperatives). But leaders are without emotional attachment to anyone. They are narcissistic, independent, and self-confident.

Wolfenstein (1977) and Lasswell (1960) made extensive use of psychoanalytic theories to account for political and revolutionary leaders. Lasswell held that the personality of a political person compensates for feelings of inadaquacy and low esteem by displacement, by a continuing pursuit of power to maintain personal integrity. This personal need is rationalized as “in the public interest” (Lasswell, 1962). According to Wolfenstein, the personality of a revolutionary leader is an externalized revolt against a parent. It is the Oedipus complex projected against society. Much of this psychoanalytic theorizing about leadership attempted to explain leaders’ political behavior by looking at their early childhood and families. Thus Freud and Bullitt (1932) said that Woodrow Wilson was obsessed with his articulate and impressive father. Wilson buried his resentment under an intense idealization of his father and publicly played out his private fantasies of Christlike greatness by attempting to become a new savior of the world.

For Freud, the father of the family defined the leader’s psychological world: “He is everyone’s own private leader, who mediates the transition . . . from inner to outer, from psychology to politics” (Strozier Offer, 1985, p. 43). Fenichel (1945) held that obedience to the father provided protection; the father could become a savior in a crisis (Bychowski, 1948). Mother figures could be as important as father figures. Strong mothers or absent fathers figured strongly in the careers of Franklin Delano Roosevelt, Douglas MacArthur, and many other world leaders (as will be noted in Chapter 34).

Psychohistory. Psychoanalysis was the theory of choice for psychohistorians attempting to understand political leaders in terms of childhood deprivation, cultural milieu, relationships with parental authority, and the psychodynamic needs of their followers. Illustrative of this approach are the psychoanalytic treatises written about Adolf Hitler (e.g., Waite, 1977). Other biographical subjects of psychoanalysts have been Abraham Lincoln, Martin Luther, and Mahatma Gandhi (Erikson, 1969). Psychohistory went beyond psychoanalysis by looking at the personality development and dynamics of leaders in their interactions with society and history. The personal conflicts of world leaders were linked to historical developments. For instance, Erikson (1968, 1969) concentrated on the importance of Martin Luther’s adolescence and Mahatma Gandhi’s adult life. Historical crises were explained in terms of personal traumas of a leader.

Kernberg (1979) focused on the schizoid, obsessive, paranoid, and narcissistic character of leaders. Kohut (1976, 1977) saw charismatic leaders as narcissists, who use their followers to maintain their self-esteem. The followers’ shame, jealousy, and hate are buried by their idealization of the leader. The pathology of leadership was also explored by Kets de Vries (1980, 1984), among others. But although the psychoanalytic study of leadership has accentuated psychopathological issues, “it is . . . patently absurd to label all leaders as pathological” (Strozier & Offer, 1985, p. 6). There is an imbalance in the psychoanalytical attention given to the neurotic and psychotic aspects of leaders’ behavior and the ignoring of what is healthy and creative in leaders. Therefore, the psychoanalytic view needs to be refocused to explain “that elusive fit between the leader and the led in the full richness of the unique moment of the past” (Strozier Offer, 1985, p. 7). For example, Alexander (1942) and Erikson (1964) considered mature leaders, in contrast to immature leaders, to have innate abilities to command attention, to be free from irrational conflicts, to be sensitive to the needs of others, and to be able and willing to relate emotionally to others.

Using the methods of psychohistory to delve deeper into questions concerning social insight, G. Davis (1975) explained how the psychodynamics of Theodore Roosevelt found expression in his affective insights as an adult leader. Personal recollections, published accounts, journalism, and biographies about Roosevelt as a child were meshed with an analysis of relevant cultural developments in the United States during his time. Davis concluded that Roosevelt’s psyche resolved the childhood experiences of his generation.

Crises and Charisma. Psychoanalytical theory was also used by Kets de Vries (1980) and by Hummel (1975) to show how the interaction of the personalities of leaders and their situations is dramatized in times of crisis. Kets de Vries (1980) maintains that charismatic leaders arise during crises out of a sense of their own grandiosity and the group’s sense of helpless dependency. Whether they serve well as leaders depends on whether they can test their “paranoid potential” and their sense of omnipotence against reality. In fragmented societies, such charisma may give rise to an integration of institutions and loyalties or it may spawn opposition movements (G. T. Stewart, 1974). For Hummel, “projection” by followers explains their intense love for a charismatic leader. Followers see the leader as a superhuman hero because they cannot become consciously aware of their unconscious projections. Zaleznik (1977) proposed that a true leader, in contrast to a manager, has resolved the conflicts of his id and superego and has developed strong ego ideals, embodied in his confidence and self-determination.

Cognitive-Experiential Self Theory. Freud’s initial concept has been improved in the light of new clinical insights and experiments in cognition and the psychodynamic unconscious. Freud’s single fundamental need to seek pleasure and avoid pain was replaced as a source of motivation by the need of a leader for a stable, coherent conceptual framework (Rogers, 1959) and the need to overcome feelings of inferiority (Adler, 1954), among many other alternatives of consequence to the leader-follower relationship. Particularly relevant was Epstein’s (1994) integration of the cognitive and psychodynamic unconscious. Epstein assumed two interacting information processing systems—rational and emotional-experiential. Behavior is influenced by both. Four fundamental interacting needs are those (1) for pleasure, (2) to maintain coherence, (3) for relatedness, and (4) to enhance self-esteem. Both leaders and followers would be more likely to value emotional appeals based on hunches if they more often processed information on the basis of experience and emotions. Conversely, they would be moved by principles and deductions if they processed information more often by reasoning.

Group Dynamics. Psychoanalysis had much to say about the leader-follower development in the small group.3 According to Freud (1922), group members act like siblings in developing their ego-identification. They form a common libidinal connection with their leader (father) by incorporating his image into their superego. According to Redl (1942), the central person in the group (not necessarily the group leader) becomes an object of the members’ identification on the basis of love or fear, an object of aggression, and a support for their own egos. The central person can become a model to be admired—the members’ ego-ideal. The followers may internalize the leader’s standards of conduct or come to fear her or him as an aggressor. What had the most influence on the course of subsequent research on education and the practice of group dynamics was Bion’s (1948, 1961) sorting of leader-member relations into four “cultures”: (1) task-oriented, (2) dependent, (3) fight-flight, and (4) pairing.

Psychoanalysis also has much to say about leadership in therapeutic groups, although opinions differ on whether the group therapist is the group leader. For instance, Scheidlinger (1980) argued that the therapist’s leadership is important to how the group will function, as well as how much the group can contribute to successful treatment by providing a climate of safety and support for the reenactment of family-child and parent-child encounters.

Political Theories of Leadership4

Political theorists, from Plato on, had explanations, either explicit or implicit, and prescriptions for leadership. Marxism-Leninism, with its focus on economic determination in history coupled with the dictatorship of the proletariat, laid out strong messages about who shall lead and what is expected of leaders. Mao Zedong’s mass-line leadership was much more explicit. It incorporated operant conditioning, consciousness-raising in small groups, confession, self-criticism, and critical feedback. For Mao, the scattered and unsystematic ideas of the masses were to be studied to turn them into concentrated and systematic ideas that the leadership would take back and explain to the masses. This was to continue until the masses became committed to the ideas and then implemented and tested them (Barlow, 1981).

Nazi ideology was centered on the Führerprinzip, which had figured strongly in German authoritarian ideology in the nineteenth century. As propounded by the Nazi movement, unquestioning obedience and loyalty to superiors produced order and prosperity, to be shared by those who were worthy by race (the Aryans) to participate in the “new order.” The other races were to be relocated, enslaved, or exterminated (Evans, 2005). Worship in Japan and fascism in Spain, Italy, and elsewhere had a similar blend of feudalistic, authoritarian, and ethnocentric ideologies. Like kings with a divine right, like the emperor of China who pursued the “will of heaven,” the national dictator could do no wrong, so each successive level of leadership below him was equally infallible. Superiors’ decisions were to be obeyed, not questioned (Evans, 2005). In contrast, in the leadership espoused in the democratic world constitutionally elected representatives are responsible to their constituencies and follow laws based on the legislative vote of the majority, but the rights of the minority are constitutionally respected and protected.

According to J. M. Burns (1977), political leaders is “those processes and effects of political power in which a number of actors . . . spurred by aspirations, appeal to and respond to the needs . . . of would-be followers . . . for reciprocal betterment . . . or real change in the direction of ‘higher’ values. Political leadership is tested by the extent to which real and intended changes are achieved by leaders’ interactions with followers through the use of their power bases. Political leadership is broadly intended “real change.” It is “collectively purposeful causation” (p. 434). In established governments, “political power” refers to processes for the “authoritative allocation of values that are considered legitimate uses of power under existing . . . conventions, traditions, understandings, or constitutional processes. This legitimacy is usually linked to formal authority” (J. M. Burns, 1977, p. 434). Political theories of leadership explain the rise of conservative, reform, and rebel movements; the significance of historical events and forces; the mobilization of constituencies; and the importance of the leader’s personality and power. They examine the leadership of presidents, ministers, cabinets, and legislatures in democratic, authoritarian, and totalitarian states. Their focus ranges from the small community to the large urban center. They examine the results of public opinion polls and elections.

Leadership of Organizations

Chester Barnard had 40 years of experience with AT&T and eventually became president of New Jersey Bell. On the basis of his experience and observations, in his classic Functions of the Executive (1938), he concluded that cooperation was essential for an organization’s survival. (At the time he wrote, command and control were regarded as more essential by management theorists.) Equally important were acceptance of purpose and the ability to communicate. The executive required the capacity for affirming decisions that provided quality and morality to the coordination of organized activities and to the “formulation of purpose.” The purposes of cooperation were impossible without specialization, and the integration of the specializations demonstrated the cooperation needed for the organization to survive.

Barnard’s ideas were modified by a focus on executive decision making (Simon, 1947; March & Simon, 1958), and more recently by other organizational theorists to fit with changes in society. Thus Guskin (1999) suggested that organizational instability may call for executive command and control until stable conditions are reestablished. Perloff (1999) argued that Barnard had left out the overriding importance of trust in the executive by his (or her) various constituencies (board members, managers, employees, customers, suppliers, government agents, and community). Fowler (1999) saw another factor as having been ignored: the importance to the executive of being allied with reliable advisers who tell what he needs to hear, not what he wants to hear. Among many others, Clifton (1999) added to Barnard’s principles of purpose and the need for communication the psychological and humanistic need of the organization for a sense of shared mission, promoting employees’ participation in decisions, matching employees’ strengths and assignments, and offering incentives for measured superior performance.

Economic Theories of Organization. Economic theories are based on assumptions about the motivation of “economic man.” For instance, according to Agency Theory (Meckling & Jensen, 1976), owners of firms aim to maximize their profits. Nonowner managers are agents of the owners and cannot be trusted to have the same interests as the owners. They are likely to be interested in maximizing their own compensation and advancement. As economic persons, they are selfish, opportunistic, and individualistic, and they may ignore what is best for the organization in favor of what is best for themselves. They will need to be monitored closely by the owners. Williamson (1975) saw the firm as a marketplace in which all members are economically motivated in competition with one another. Bargaining replaces cooperation in getting things done. The interactions between leaders and followers are negotiations influenced by their differences in resources and power. Economic theories are in marked contrast to humanistic theories, which see people as basically cooperative, as having a strong sense of responsibility, and as willing to work toward common goals (Donaldson, 1990).

Social Psychological Theories. Social psychological leadership theories were influenced by the principles of American democracy and individual freedom. The human being is by nature a motivated organism. The organization is by nature structured and controlled. It is the function of leadership to modify the organization to provide freedom for individuals to realize their motivational potential for the fulfillment of their needs and to contribute to the accomplishment of organizational goals.

McGregor. One prominent analysis was McGregor’s (1960, 1966) postulation of two types of organizational leadership—Theory X and Theory Y. Theory X assumed that people are passive: they resist organizational needs and attempts to direct and motivate them to fit these needs. Theory Y assumes that people already have motivation and a desire for responsibility: organizational conditions should be arranged to make it possible for people to fulfill their needs with efforts toward achieving organizational objectives.

Argyris. In his maturity-immaturity theory, Argyris (1957, 1962, 1964a) perceived a fundamental conflict between the organization and the individual. It is the nature of organizations to structure members’ roles and to control their performance in the interest of achieving specified objectives. It is the individual’s nature to be self-directive and to seek fulfillment through exercising initiative and responsibility. An organization will be most effective when its leadership provides the means whereby followers may make a creative contribution to it as a natural outgrowth of their own needs for growth, self-expression, and maturity. Most organizations pursue a one-way model of how people are supposed to relate to others. The model has a single loop or one-way link from the more powerful to the less powerful. In this model, there is preference for: (1) unilateral control; (2) a win-or-lose orientation toward others; (3) concealment of feelings; and (4) a rational censoring of information, freedom, and risk. In contrast, the model espoused by Argyris (1983) is double-looped in that it comprises: (1) a learning orientation; (2) a low-defensive, high-information environment; and (3) joint control by the more powerful and the less powerful. Choice is free and informed. This double-loop model ought to be more effective in the long run for both the individual and the organization.

Heavily influenced by Kurt Lewin (1947), Likert (1961a, 1961b, 1967) argued that leadership is a relative process because leaders must take into account the expectations, values, and interpersonal skills of those with whom they are interacting. Leaders must present behaviors and organizational processes that the followers perceive to be supportive of their efforts and of their sense of personal worth. Leaders will involve followers in making decisions that affect their welfare and work. They will use their influence to further the task performance and personal welfare of followers. Leaders will enhance the cohesiveness of the group and the members’ motivation to be productive by providing followers with freedom for responsible decision making and the exercise of initiative.

Blake and Mouton. Blake and Mouton (1964, 1965) conceptualized leadership in terms of a managerial grid. Concern for people was represented by one axis of a two-dimensional grid; concern for production was represented by the other axis. Leaders may be high or low on both axes, or they may be high on one axis and low on the other. The leader who rates high on both axes develops followers who are committed to the accomplishment of work and have a sense of interdependence through a common stake in the organization’s purposes. Relationships of trust and respect for the leader emerge as well. Misumi and Peterson (1985) reviewed a line of theory and testing by Misumi and colleagues in Japan. Called Performance-Maintenance (PM) theory, it was similar to Blake and Mouton’s concern for performance and concern for production. Optimum supervision occurred when both P and M were high rather than low.

Maslow. Maslow’s theory of “eupsychian” management (1965) was derived from his observations of people at work in industry. Maslow stressed that it is important for managers to develop their subordinates’ self-esteem and psychological health and emphasized the need for self-actualization so that everyone would have an opportunity to realize his or her own capacity. Eupsychian management distinguished between the person who was trying to be a democratic superior and one who was spontaneously democratic. According to this theory, the unconscious and the depths of personality had to be probed in the search for enlightened management. On the basis of such probes, different leaders would be chosen for different situations. The Blackfoot Indians were an example. The Blackfoots gave power to a leader only on an ad hoc basis for the situation in which it was warranted. Such leadership ought not to be left to self-seekers with a neurotic need for power, but should be given to those who are best suited to be leaders for the designated situation—those who can set things straight, who can do what needs to be done.

Hersey and Blanchard. Hersey and Blanchard’s (1969a, 1972) life cycle theory of leadership synthesizes Blake and Mouton’s (1964) managerial grid, Argyris’s (1964a), maturity-immaturity theory and the Ohio State leadership study with regard to concepts of consideration and initiation of structure (Stogdill & Shartle, 1955). According to Hersey and Blanchard’s situational leadership model, the leader’s style of behavior should be related to the maturity of the subordinates As the subordinates mature, the leader should decrease emphasis on structuring tasks and increase emphasis on consideration. As the subordinates continue to mature, there could be an eventual decrease in consideration. Maturity is defined in terms of subordinates’ experience, motivation to achieve, and willingness and ability to accept responsibility.

Rost. Rost’s (1993) theory is at an extreme. Most theories of leadership focus on the leader. Rost argued for eliminating the distinction between leader and follower. Leadership is a process. Influenced by Maslow, Rost held that whoever had the information and motivation in a given set of informal relationships should be able to temporarily be the source of influence in the ideal group, a group without a formal distribution of power, authority, and responsibility.

Interaction and Social Learning Theories

Social psychology formed the basis of many other theories of leadership. Many other social interaction and social learning theories explain the leader-follower relationship as a consequence of the leader’s interaction with the followers as well as with the circumstances involved. Interaction theories of leadership such as Gibb’s (1958) study are characterized by a complex combination of the leader’s personality; the followers’ needs, values, attitudes, and personality; and the group’s structure of interpersonal relations, character, task, and environmental setting. What happens also may be explained in terms of the leader’s role and its attainment, reinforcement of change, paths to goals, and the effects of contingencies.

Leader-Rote Theories. In informal groups, structure develops and roles are taken so as to permit one person or perhaps a few persons to emerge as leaders. According to leader-role theory, the characteristics of the individual member and the demands of the situation interact so that during the course of the members’ interactions, groups become structured in terms of positions and roles. Leaders are expected to play a role that differs from the roles of other group members. Homans (1950) developed a theory of the leader’s role based on action, interaction, and sentiments. He assumed that an increase in the frequency of interaction by group members and their participation in common activities was associated with an increase in their mutual liking and in the clarity of the group’s norms. The higher the status of persons within the group, the more nearly their activities would conform to the group’s norms, the wider their range of interactions would be, and the larger the number of group members with whom they would originate interactions would become.

In formal organizations, leaders behave according to what their colleagues expect of them and how—in their own perception—their roles are formally defined. The leaders’ and colleagues’ perceptions and expectations of their roles are further influenced by the organization’s formal policies and procedures, by informal communications with colleagues, by past experience, and by their own needs and values (Kahn & Quinn, 1970). There is also an effect on the ratings of their performance as leaders, which depend on whose expectations are most salient for them in defining their roles (Tsui, 1995). The expectations will change as an organization changes. New and conflicting requirements will call for changes in roles (Eggleston & Bhagat, 1993). Managers ordinarily must cope with conflicts among different sources of information about their roles. Osborn & Hunt (1975a) argued that what the organization prescribes for the managers’ routine activities is not leadership; rather, leadership involves only the discretionary activities that leaders perform when the prescriptions fail to tell them what to do. Hunt, Osborn, and Martin (1981, p. 3) presented a well-supported theory to explain why some leaders act efficiently in response “to specific opportunities and problems which the unit is not designed to handle.”

Rules and procedures created by an organization can make the leadership role redundant. Kerr and Jermier (1978) pioneered the analysis of the substitutes for leadership. Nevertheless, a wrong inference can be drawn here—that more available regulations necessarily reduce the discretionary behavior of leaders. On the contrary, Hunt, Osborn, and Martin (1981) predicted and found that leaders in units with more rules, policies, and procedures were expected to respond with more discretionary use of those rules and procedures and actually did so. Jones (1983) analyzed the leader’s role in terms of controls imposed by the organization. Jones argued that such controls of the work flow, of the way a task is structured, and of the way jobs are formalized may provide supervisors with as much influence over what goes on as does their power to discipline subordinates.

Theories on Attaining the Leadership Role. These theories attempt to explain who emerges as a leader of a group and why. Hemphill (1954) argues that leaders emerge in situations in which components of group tasks are interdependent and are related to the solution of a common problem among group members. Fundamental to his theory is the concept of structure in interaction or predictable interaction activity. The role structure of the group and the office of the leader are defined by institutionalized expectations with respect to initiation of structure in interaction. The probability that an attempted act of leadership will succeed is a function of the members’ perceptions of their freedom to accept or reject the suggested structure in interaction. When such a structure leads to the solution of common problems, it acquires value and strengthens the expectation that all group members will conform to it. Thus initiation of structure in interaction is attempted leadership. Hollander and Julian (1969) hold that an emergent leader, instead of being just another undifferentiated member of the group, is the member who has built up idiosyncrasy credit with his or her followers by successive successful attempts to lead.

Role Expectations. According to Tsui (1984), superiors, peers, subordinates, and others indicate what they expect of the manager’s role. The expectations of these various constituencies can be in conflict. Superiors may expect the manager’s role to be that of a monitor; subordinates may see it as that of a coach. If the expectations are met, the leader gains reputational effectiveness. Consistent with Hemphill, Stogdill (1959) developed an expectancy-reinforcement theory of such role attainment. This theory attempted to explain the emergence and persistence of successful leadership in initially unstructured groups. It also tried to understand what leadership is and how it comes into existence. As group members interact and engage in shared tasks, they reinforce the expectation that their actions and interactions will continue in accord with their previous performance. Thus the members’ roles are defined by confirmed expectations of the performances and interactions they will be permitted in order to contribute to the group. The potential of members to be successful leaders is the extent to which they initiate expectations and maintain structure in interaction. For Stein, Hoffman, Cooley, et al. (1979), emergent leaders are the group members who are most willing and able to perform those roles and functions that enable the group to accomplish its tasks. They guide and encourage others to contribute to the process. Such leadership will appear in phases that parallel Tuckman’s (1965) stages of group development: orientation, conflict, and emergence. Some emergent leaders take charge early; others move ahead with collaborators; and still others fail to maintain their initial success as leaders.

Path-Goal Theory.5 The reinforcement of change in the subordinate by the leader is a prominent aspect of path-goal theory. Georgopoulos, Mahoney, and Jones (1957) and M. G. Evans (1970a) suggested that the successful leaders showed followers the rewards available to them. House (1971) maintained that the leader also showed the followers what paths (behaviors) to follow to obtain the rewards. The leader clarified the goals of the followers as well as the paths to reach those goals. This clarification enhanced the psychological state of the followers and aroused them to increase their efforts to perform well. Followers achieve satisfaction from the job to be done. The leaders enhanced satisfaction with the work itself and provided valued extrinsic rewards like recommendations for pay increases, contingent on the subordinates’ performance. (The leader needed to be able to control the rewards that subordinates value.)

The situation determined which behavior by the leader could accomplish these path-goal purposes Two important situational aspects were how competent the subordinates were and how highly structured the task was (House & Dessler, 1974). To reconcile the theory with experimental results, House (1972) proposed that the effects of a leader’s behavior were contingent on three kinds of “moderator variables”: (1) task variables, such as role clarity, routine, and externally imposed controls; (2) environmental variables; and (3) individual differences in preferences, expectations, and personality.

Contingency Theories. Along with House’s path-goal theory, Fiedler’s contingency theory (1967a) dominated much of the research on leadership during the 1970s and 1980s. For Fiedler, the effectiveness of task-oriented and relations-oriented leaders was contingent on the demands imposed by the situation. Leaders were assessed as task oriented or relations oriented according to the way they judged their least preferred coworker. A situation was favorable to the leader if the leader was esteemed by the group; if the task was structured, clear, simple, and easy to solve; and if the leader had legitimacy and power by virtue of his or her position. The task oriented leader was most likely to be effective in situations that were most favorable or most unfavorable to him or her. The relations oriented leader was most likely to be effective in situations between the two extremes of favorable and unfavorable.

Most person-situation theorists focused on how the leader ought to be developed to adapt best to the needs of the situation. But Fiedler’s research and theory emphasized that the leader ought to be placed in the situation for which he or she is best suited. Task oriented people should be selected to lead in situations that are very favorable or unfavorable to the leaders; relations-oriented people should be selected to lead in situations that are neither very high nor very low in favorability. Otherwise, leaders needed to learn how to change a situation to match their orientation. Therefore, Fiedler, Chemers, and Mahar (1976) developed a method to help a leader “match” his or her appropriate situation: the leader was helped to change the situation or to adjust better to its favorability or unfavorability. Fiedler, Chemers, and Mahar’s (1976) leadership-training program consisted of first identifying the trainee’s particular style—task or relations orientation—and then teaching the trainee how to analyze and classify leadership situations for their favorableness, or situational control. The next elements to be considered were the best fit of the situation and style and how to change one’s style to suit the occasion or how to change the situation to fit one’s style better. Fiedler’s five decades of work involved a progression from empirical discoveries to the formation of the theory to the practical application of the theory and to validation of the applications.6

Situational contingencies. Many others have proposed that personal traits resulting in the emergence or success of a leader would be influenced by the task or goals, the followers’ traits, and the organizational context of the situation (Bass, 1960).

Additional Theories and Models of Interactive Processes. Numerous additional elaborations have appeared to account for leadership and for leader-follower relations as an interactive process. For instance, Fulk and Wendler (1982) and Greene (1975) agreed that if subordinates (followers) perform well, the leader displays more consideration, which then leads to increased satisfaction for the followers. If the followers do not perform well, the leader displays more structuring behavior and the followers’ satisfaction does not increase.

Communication Theories. Communications and rhetoric provide another point of departure for theories about leader-follower interactions. For example, Sharf (1978) created a rhetorical framework based on a theory by Burke (1969) to analyze the relative success of emerging leaders in small groups in obtaining cooperation from the other members and in resolving the struggle for leadership status. When applied to recorded discussions of small, leaderless task groups, the analyses revealed the importance of going beyond symbolic divisions in the emergence of leadership.

Multiple-Linkage Model. Yukl (1971) agreed that the leader’s initiation of structure enhances subordinates’ ability to cope with a situation; the leader’s consideration for the welfare of subordinates enhances the subordinates’ satisfaction with the situation. Then Yukl (1981) greatly expanded the interaction framework with a multiple-linkage model suggesting that the subordinates’ effort and skill in performing a task, the leader’s role, the resources available, and the group’s cohesiveness all moderate the effects of the leader’s behavior on group outcomes. The model also differentiated between leadership required for short-term effectiveness and that required for long-term effectiveness. Yukl and Kanuk (1979) provided evidence that, in contrast to performance outcomes, subordinates’ satisfaction resulted from different patterns of behavior by the leader and mediating conditions.

Multiple-Screen or Cognitive Resources Model. Another interaction approach to understanding the relations of the leader and the led is the multiple-screen model, which attempted to explain the relationship between the leader’s intelligence and the group’s performance. Fiedler and Leister (1977) suggested and provided empirical support for the proposal that intelligent leaders can generate effective groups if the leaders have good relations with their bosses. If relations are poor, then experienced rather than intelligent leaders bring about more productive groups. Experience is more important to effective leadership if leader-boss relations are poor.7

Exchange Theories

Exchange theories assume that group members make contributions at a cost to themselves and receive benefits at a cost to the group, the organization, or other members. As with Burns’s (1978) transactional leadership, leaders exchange rewards or the avoidance of discipline for followers’ satisfactory performance. Interaction continues because leader and followers find the social exchange rewarding. Blau (1964) began with the fact that most people consider it rewarding to be elevated to a position of high status. Also, it is rewarding for members to associate with their high-status leaders. But leaders tend to deplete their power when members have discharged their obligations to the leaders. The leaders than replenish their power by rendering valuable services to the group. They benefit as much as anyone else from following their good suggestions rather than somebody else’s poorer ones. Followers’ compliance constitutes a surplus profit that the leader earns.8

Vertical-Dyad Linkage (VDL) and Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) Theory. Graen’s (1976) vertical-dyad linkage (subsequently called leader-member exchange) was one of many interaction theories that were based on the assumption that social interaction represents a form of exchange. The vertical dyad of leader and subordinate (VDL) is an interaction linkage of mutual influence. It emphasizes the relationship between the leader and each individual follower rather than between the leader and the group as a whole. In corresponding LMX theory, Graen (1976) assumed that the leader behaves differently toward each follower and that these differences must be analyzed separately. This theory is in opposition to most earlier theories, which assumed that the leader behaves in much the same way toward all group members and that behavioral descriptions from group members can be averaged to obtain an accurate description of the general behavior of the leader. According to Graen, leaders categorize followers as belonging to an in-group or an out-group, and the leader behaves differently toward members of these two groups. In-group members can be more independent of the leader and receive more attention from the leader, as well as more of the other rewards. As a consequence, in-group members perform better and are more satisfied than out-group members (Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984). Numerous, extensive empirical investigations by Graen and associates of vertical-dyad effects have been published and will be discussed more fully in Chapters 15 and 16.

Organizationally Defined Expectations. T. O. Jacobs (1970) formulated a social-exchange theory and buttressed it with a wide range of research findings. According to Jacobs, the group provides the leader with status and esteem in exchange for the leader’s unique contributions to the attainment of the group’s goals. Authority relationships in formal organizations define role expectations that enable group members to perform their tasks and to interact without the use of power. Leadership implies an equitable exchange relationship between the leader and the followers. When role obligations are mutually acknowledged, each party can satisfy the expectations of the other on an equitable basis.

Cue-Behavior-Reinforcement Theories

Aaronovich and Khotin (1929) reported using differentially cued reinforcements to alter the leadership behavior of monkeys in uncovering boxes of food. Mawhinney and Ford (1977) reinterpreted path-goal theory in terms of operant conditioning. W. E. Scott (1977) saw a need to replace the concept that leadership is due to influence or persuasion with an analysis of the observable behaviors of leaders that change the behavior of subordinates. All these behavioral theories emphasized reinforcement and making the receipt of rewards or the avoidance of punishment contingent on the subordinate’s behaving as required. According to Davis and Luthans (1979, p. 239), “The leader’s behavior is a cue to evoke the subordinate’s task behavior. The subordinate’s task behavior, in turn, can act as a consequence for the leader, which, in turn, reinforces, punishes, or extinguishes the leader’s subsequent behavior. Similarly, the subordinate’s behavior has its own consequences, which serve to reinforce, punish, or extinguish this behavior. The consequences for the subordinate’s behavior may be related to the leader’s subsequent behavior [to] the work itself, and its outcomes, or [to] other organization members.”

Supervisors do not directly cause subordinates’ behavior; they merely set an occasion or provide a discriminative stimulus. The behavior of subordinates depends on its consequences. Environmental cues, discriminative stimuli, behaviors, and consequences form a behavioral contingency for analysis. Thus Sims (1977) conducted one of many investigations demonstrating that a leader’s positive rewarding behavior will improve a subordinate’s performance, particularly if the reward is contingent on the quality or quantity of the subordinate’s performance.

Concentrating on the followers’ reactions, Kerr and Abelson (1981) developed a model to represent extreme, rather than ordinary, leader-subordinate interactions. The day-to-day behavior of the leader may be relatively unimportant to the supervisor-subordinate relationship, compared with the leader’s behavior when a subordinate experiences an intense demand or when the leader experiences a highly unexpected response. This model shows that subordinates can become so accustomed to frequent leadership activity that the effects of this activity are minimal and even dampening.

The importance of reinforcement in the leader-follower relationship will be examined in various contexts in many of the later chapters that deal with power relationships and exchange relationships. Reinforcement is central to the operant model of supervision as well as to path-goal theory.

Operant Model of Supervision. This model derives from Skinner’s (1969) theories of behavioral conditioning. It describes what leaders should do “compellingly and consistently to motivate subordinates” (Komaki & Citera, 1990, p. 91). Three categories of behaviors are specified: (1) antecedents of subordinates’ performance (instructions, rules, training, goals); (2) monitoring of performance (work sampling, subordinates’ self-reporting, secondary sources) and; (3) consequences of performance (feedback, recognition, correcting). For an empirical example, more effective insurance managers spent more time than less effective insurance managers monitoring their agents (Komaki, 1986). Racing sailboat captains who monitored their crews hoisting their sails and provided feedback correlated (.51, .47) with the racing results (Komaki, Deselles, Bòwman, 1989).

Perceptual and Cognitive Theories

An early theoretical emphasis on the perceptual and cognitive aspects of leadership was provided by Goffman (1959), who analyzed social behavior as theater. That is, Goffman evaluated the roles, membership, and phenomena of groups in terms of actors, audience, front stage, and backstage. According to Goffman, social learning created disparities between the leader’s intentions and the followers’ understanding of what the leader was trying to do. As noted earlier, Quinn and Hall (1983) developed an integrated theory of leadership based on competing perceptual and cognitive dimensions such as leaders’ flexibility versus their control, and leaders’ internal versus external focus. Carrier (1984) constructed cognitive maps to locate traits of leadership in reference to these dimensions. For example, the trait of dominance was placed in a location that is high in both control and internal focus.

Perceptual and cognitive theories offer several advantages. They make use of advances in cognitive psychology and are immediately applicable in diagnosis and leadership education. They include theories about social and cognitive processes, attributions, integration with behavioral models, information processing, systems analysis, and rational-deductive decision trees.

Cognitive Processes. Before the late 1970s, empirical leadership research and theory paid little attention to leaders’ behavior as a consequence of perceptions and thoughts about purposes, followers, or the task and situation. An exception was the use of stimulated recall, in which leaders and members of small groups were audiotaped, then listened to the tapes, and then indicated on a second tape recording what they had been thinking at the time of the original discussion (Bass, McGehee, & Hawkins, 1953). Conference videotaping would provide on a replication of the videotape sotto voce commentary by the participants about their thoughts concerning what was originally happening and what they were trying to do.

Leaders’ and followers’ perceptions and cognition rose in importance. Lord and Maher (1985) first showed how leadership could be best understood by attention to cognitive processes, the importance of implicit theories of leadership, and the “prototypes” or models of leadership that people form mentally. Concepts that have emerged in theories about cognitive processes include attention, encoding, attribution, memory storage, memory retrieval, evaluations, expectations, and attributions.

To appreciate a leader’s behavior, we need to understand the leader’s scripts and strategies. A script is a conceptual structure. It is held in the memory of events, objects, roles, feelings, and outcomes. There is a sequential pattern to the script’s structure of familiar circumstances and tasks. According to Wofford (1998), if a leader uses a script to confront a familiar situation and finds in feedback no discrepancies between goal and outcome, he or she will continue to process the script. The process depends on recognition and is automatic. Otherwise, the process is inferential and is based on reflection of the recent past, integration of performance information, and causal attributions (Cronshaw & Lord, 1987). The leader is likely to include alternative paths to the goal in the script, so that if feedback indicates that the original path is blocked, an alternative will be tried. If no alternative path works, the leader changes strategy. A strategy is an original construction of a new script formulated in a pattern to deal with a specific situation for which available scripts have not worked. Or an alternative strategy may be retrieved from memory. Experienced and trained leaders should have a greater number of available scripts. Also, they will need to change strategies less often (Wofford, 1998).

Schemata

Another cognitive concept, the schema, is an organized knowledge structure. According to Lord Emerich (2001), it is necessary to consider the difference between an individual and a collective schema. An individual schema, as the term implies, is in the mind of an individual; it reflects perceived networks of implicit theories of leadership and categorizations of types of leaders into prototypes. A matched prototype is selected. A collective schema is “a socially constructed understanding of the world derived from social exchanges and interactions among multiple individuals in a group or organization” (p. 552). Central themes include organizational performance, “sense making,” and transformations.

McCormick and Martinko (2005) have combined social cognitive theory with causal reasoning to provide an understanding of a group leader’s thoughts and behavior and the group’s performance. McCormick and Martinko assume that people regulate their own thoughts and can control their own actions. According to Locke and Latham (1990), people actively monitor the performance environment, develop functional task strategies, implement plans, and monitor results. McCormick and Martinko hold that leaders’ and followers’ self-regulation is guided by attention and attributions of the causal reasoning process as well as schemata about task-relevant knowledge, skills, abilities, personal goals, action plans, and beliefs in their own efficacy.

Self-efficacy is a cognitive concept in Bandura’s (1985) social cognitive theory. It is the belief that one has the capability to handle prospective problem situations (Bandura, 1995). A leader’s choice of goals and strategies will be affected by a belief in self-efficacy (Kane & Baltes, 1998). McCormick (2001) has built on Bandura to formulate a Social Cognitive Leadership Model. Engaged in self-regulation, the would-be leader, high in self-efficacy, is likely to generate attempts to lead and persist in persuasive efforts despite resistance (Savard & Rogers, 1992). If the leader’s belief is valid, the leadership should be effective (Chemers, Watson, & May, 2000).

Propositions that follow include: (1) Leaders who are not self-serving and are objective in their perceptions of their environment generate more efficacious behavior. (2) Leaders have an implicit model or schema that influences how they perceive their causal relationships. (3) Leaders’ task schema are influenced by their beliefs about causation in their environment. (4) Leaders’ self-efficacy influences their goals, task strategies, and use of task schema. (5) Lofty goals are a result of perceptions of “resource-rich” task schemata and a strong belief in self-efficacy (McCormick & Martinko, 2005).

Attribution Theories. DeVries (1997) constructed a model of attribution that linked impression formation, categories, prototypes, perceptions of leadership ideals, and leadership success. Each leader and follower is perceived to have his or her own implicit theories of leadership. If we want to understand the behavior of individual leaders, we must begin by attempting to find out what they are thinking about the specific situation. Whether they are seen as acting like leaders depends on their own and their followers’ implicit theories about leadership (Eden & Leviatan, 1975). We observe the behavior of leaders and infer that the causes of these behaviors are various personal traits or external constraints. If these causes match our naive assumptions about what leaders should do, then we use the term “leadership” to describe the persons who we observed. Thus Calder (1977) says that leadership changes from a scientific concept to a study of the social reality of group members and observers—a study in how the term is used and when it is used, and assumptions about the development and nature of leadership. For Calder, leadership is a perception of followers that caters to their perceptual needs. Attributions of leadership by observers and group members are biased by their individual social realities (Mitchell, Larson, & Green, 1977), which accounts for the low correlations that are often found between supervisors’, peers’, and subordinates’ ratings of the same leaders (Bernardin & Alvares, 1975; Ilgen & Fugii, 1976; T. R. Mitchell, 1970a), as well as for the confounding of evaluations of the performance of subordinates and the behavior of leaders (Rush, Thomas, & Lord, 1977).

Green and Mitchell (1979) formulated a model to study such attributional processes in leaders. They explained that a leader’s behavior is a consequence of his or her interpretation of the subordinates’ performance. Thus a leader presented with an incident of a subordinate’s poor performance (such as low productivity, lateness, a missed deadline, or disruptive behavior) will form an implicit theory about the subordinate and the situation, judging that the cause of the incident was the subordinate’s own personality, ability, or effort, or an externality, such as lack of support, a difficult task, or insufficient information. Causality is attributed more to the subordinate than to the situation if the subordinate has had a history of poor performance and if the poor performance has severe outcomes (Mitchell & Wood, 1979). In such circumstances, the leader will focus remedial action on the subordinate, rather than on the situation, even if the situation was the cause of the problem. Meindl, Ehrlich, and Dukerich (1985), along with Pfeffer (1977) and Calder (1977), agreed that there is a tendency to attribute more of the cause than is actually warranted to the subordinate rather than to the situational circumstances.9

The Romance of Leadership. Meindl, Ehrlich, and Dukerich (1985) argued that leadership is in the eye of the follower. It is a social construction in the followers’ minds and is about their thoughts of how leaders are cognitively structured and represented. Followers place more emphasis on the image of the leader than on the actual behavior or effects of the leader. They are much less under the control and influence of the leader per se than under the control and influence of “the social forces that govern the social construction process itself” (Meindl, 1995, p. 330). The object of study is not the actual personality or behavior of the leader, but personality and behavior as constructed or imagined by the followers. Ordinarily, when correlations are found between the supposed leadership and the effectiveness of an organization, the traditional interpretation is that the effectiveness was the result of the leaders’ performance. But interpreted as a romantic notion, leadership is imagined by the followers. Its purpose, as noted above, is to cater to the perceptual needs of the followers (Calder, 1977). Symbols and rituals reinforce the importance of the leader (Pfeffer, 1977). Meindl (1990, 1993) found empirical support for the romantic perspective. Nonetheless, a leader does have real effects on followers, although some effects may be imagined by them. Much additional evidence in this book will attest to the objective effectiveness of leadership when measured independently of followers’ opinions. For instance, Smith, Carson, and Alexander (1984) found that leaders do moderately influence the performance of their organizations. Day and Lord (1988) demonstrated that the executive leadership of organizations can account for 45% of these organizations’ effective performance. But the question remains in many studies: how much is real and how much is romance, and in what circumstances?

Integrated Cognitive and Behavioral Models and Theories. Although attributions by followers can strengthen explanations, any explanation needs to be based on behavior. Still, Lord and Maher (1993) assume that to be a leader one must be perceived as leader. Traits are schemata, knowledge structures, and “sense makers.” Perceptions of distant executive leaders depend mainly on attributions and inferential processing from events and outcomes. Prototypes, scripts, implicit theories, and categories grow out of experiences. They are stored in long-term memory and are activated automatically. Controlled processing is intentional information processing based on short-term memory. The distinction explains a loss of charisma as followers shift from inferential to controlled processing. To solve problems, experts use automatic processing; novices use controlled processing. Experts use meaningful categories. Diagnosis is implicit, intuitive, or both. Solutions and evaluations are scripts and heuristics available to the expert. Novices categorize the same problems by using surface or environmental features, and solutions evaluations.

Luthans (1977) left room for cognitive processes to enter the scenario “to assign concepts to behavior and to infer relationships between events.” Luthan’s functional analysis of the leader-subordinate dynamic used his S-O-B-C model, in which S is the antecedent stimulus, O is the organism’s covert processes, B is the behavior, and C is the consequence. Chemers (1993) provided a behavioral model of leadership, which also took account of cognitive processes. The first of three dimensions of the model was relative to persons: it was the development of interpersonal relationships. The second dimension was resource utilization relevant to the task to be accomplished. The third dimension was the leader’s image management, the effort of the leader to establish and maintain a specific image in the group, such as competence or conscientiousness. As already noted, Hoojberg, Hunt, and Dodge (1997) integrated cognitive, social, and behavioral complexity into a “Leaderplex” model to generate empirical leadership research on global organizations, team-based organizations, diversity, hierarchy, and charisma.

In a mixed model proposed by Bass (1960), leadership deals with the observed effort of one member in a group to change the motivation, understanding, or behavior of other members. Change will be observed in the followers if the leading member is successful in influencing the others. Motivation is increased by changing the followers’ expectations of being rewarded or punished. Leaders acquire their position by virtue of their perceived ability to reinforce the behavior of group members by granting or denying rewards or punishments. Since the group’s effectiveness is evaluated in terms of its ability to reward its members, leaders are valued when they enable a group to provide expected rewards. The congruence of a leader’s perceived status (the value of the position held, and esteem) with the leader’s ability and value as a person regardless of the position can account for the leader’s success. Incongruence generates conflict and failure. This emphasis on congruence is also found in Halal’s (1974) general theory. A particular style of leadership is congruent with specific technologies of tasks and specific motivations of subordinates. Adaptation occurs to achieve greater congruence.

Information Processing. Newell and Simon (1972) focused on the problem solver’s “subjective problem space.” This “space” contains encodings of goals, initial situations, intermediate states, rules, constraints, and other relevant aspects of the task environment. Lord (1976) saw the utility of studying the shared problem spaces of leaders and followers when they tackle a common task. For example, a leader was expected to devote more effort to developing an orientation and definition of the problem or the group when the actual task lacked structure.

Social cues and symbols take on more importance for an understanding of leadership if this information processing approach is employed. In addition to encoding, information processing involves selective attention, comprehension, storage, retention, retrieval, and judgment. According to both theory and evidence, perceptions of leaders are based largely on spontaneous recognition. Moreover, the cognitive category of leadership is hierarchically organized. Perceptions and expectations of the attributes and behavior of leaders are widely shared (Lord, 1976, 1985; Lord, Binning, Rush, et al., 1978). Recognition-based processes are dominated by automatic processing, categorizations, and implicit theories, ordinarily involved in face-to-face interactions at lower levels in the organization. Inferential processes are attributional, controlled, and inferred from events and outcomes ordinarily associated with distant executive leaders (Lord & Maher, 1991).

Open-Systems Theory

An open-systems point of view implies sensitivity to the larger environment and organization in which leaders and their subordinates are embedded. To convert inputs into outputs, flows of energy and of information must occur in the system. In open systems, the effects of the outputs on the environment are feedback and new inputs. The relations within the system grow and become more intricate with repeated input-output cycles. The cyclical conversion process can be increased in rate and intensity. Leaders or followers can import and introduce more information. Directive leaders do this alone; if followers are included, the process is participative. Energy can be increased by selecting as leaders and followers more highly motivated individuals or by increasing the reinforcements that accrue from outputs (Katz & Kahn, 1966). Agency theory (Meckling & Jensen, 1976) suggested that managers put their own interests ahead of those of owners and shareholders, as when they provide themselves with “golden parachutes.” But open-systems theory sees the manager as a good steward (Donaldson, 1990), concerned with aligning as much as possible the interests of all the constituents of the organization: owners, shareholders, management, employees, and community. The worth of the organization depends on this alignment (Bass, 1952).

Bryson and Kelley (1978) created a systems model for understanding emergence, stability, and change in organizations in which formal leaders are elected, such as cooperatives, professional associations, and legislatures. They made a list of clusters of individual, procedural, structural, and environment variables that were likely to be of consequence to each other on the basis of earlier formulations by Peabody (1976) and Van de Ven (1976).

Change-Induction and Therapeutic Groups. Lieberman (1976a) explained change-induction groups, such as psychotherapy groups, encounter groups, self-help groups, and consciousness-raising groups, in terms of systems analysis. Five structural characteristics of the system were seen to affect the change-induction process: (1) the psychological distance between the participant and the leader; (2) felt causes, sources, and cures of psychological misery; (3) the extent to which the group is seen as a social microcosm; (4) the degree to which members stress differentiation rather than similarity; and (5) the relationship between the cognitive and expressive behavior of the leader.

Macro- and Microlevels. Many models and theories of leadership have been embedded in larger organizational models and theories. For example, Bowers and Seashore’s (1966) four-factor theory of leadership is part of a larger systems theory of organizations. Osborn and Hunt (1975a, 1975b) formulated an adaptive-reactive model of leadership to incorporate environmental constraints and organizational demands as antecedents of the behavior of leaders. Likewise, Bass and Valenzi (1974) used systems theory to construct an open-systems model of leader-follower relationships. According to their model, the systems are open to the outside environment and are sensitive to the constraints imposed on them from outside. The system imports energy (power) and information from outside, converts it, and exports goods and services. The Bass-Valenzi model (Bass, 1976) proposes that whether leaders are directive, negotiative, consultative, participative, or delegative depends on their perceptions of the system’s inputs and the relations within the system. The leader and his or her immediate work group form an open system of inputs (organizational, task, and work-group variables), relations within the system (power and information differentials), and outputs (productivity and satisfaction). For instance, the Bass-Valenzi model posits that leaders will be more directive if they perceive that they have more power and information than their subordinates. They will consult if they perceive that they have the power but that their subordinates have the necessary information to solve the group’s problems. They will delegate when they perceive that their subordinates have both power and information. They will negotiate when they perceive that they have the information but not the power. A small-space analysis of empirical data by Shapira (1976) supported these propositions.10

Bass (1960) argued that the emergence of leadership success in influencing the group and its effectiveness (the group’s actual achievement of its goals such as reward or the avoidance of punishment) depended on the interaction potential in the situation—the physical, psychological, and social proximity among the would-be leader and the followers. The likelihood that individuals would interact depends on the size of the group; the geographic and social proximity of the individuals; their opportunity for contact, intimacy, and familiarity; mutuality of esteem and attraction; and homogeneity of abilities and attitudes. Monge and Kirste (1975) extended the examination of proximity as a time-and-space opportunity, showing the positive association of proximity with the potential to interact as well as its contribution to satisfaction with the interaction.

Starting with open-systems theory and Jaques’s (1978) general theory of bureaucratic organizations, Jacobs and Jaques (1987) formulated a theory to explain the requirements of leadership at successively higher echelons of large bureaucratic organizations such as the U.S. Department of Defense or General Motors. To operate successfully, these organizations must have an appropriate structure, which Jacobs and Jaques specified as no more than five operating echelons and two additional higher headquarters echelons. At each echelon, the complexity of the environment must be understood and clearly transmitted to the next echelon below to reduce uncertainty there. A reduction of uncertainty will add value to productivity at that echelon and define how it must adapt to remain competitive. At each echelon, the role of the leadership is to ensure the accuracy of the uncertainty reduction process and the availability of resources for the required adaptive changes. To accomplish this goal, leaders at successively higher echelons increasingly must have “the capacity to deal with more uncertain and more abstract concepts” and with longer time spans for accomplishment and evaluation.

At the lowest three echelons, leaders must focus on how they can contribute to the organization’s productivity above and beyond the rules and policies that have been laid down for them by higher authority. At the next two echelons, leaders must concern themselves with how to maintain and improve their organizational arrangements. At the highest echelons, leadership involves strategic decision making in a “nearly unbounded” environment.

Multiple Levels Approach. It is possible to look at the same behavior at three levels of a system—individual, group, and organizational—although the operational character of a construct will change if we move from one level to another. For instance, individualized consideration, a component of transformational leadership, would be addressed at the individual level by a question such as, “Does the leader spend time with newcomers to help orient them to their jobs?” At the team or group level, the same issue would be addressed by, “Do the members of the team provide useful advice to newcomers?” At the organizational level, the question might be, “Are there special policies and programs for orienting newcomers?” (Avolio Bass, 1995). We need to specify at which level we are operating. For example, a leader may be described somewhat differently by each member of a team but uniformly by the team as a whole. Conger (1995) conceived a need to add a fourth level—the intrapsychic—within the leader’s mentality. Data about a leader can form an additional level when they are collected during several different periods or phases. Markham, Yammarino, and Palanski (in press) found that the “leader-member exchange” had an effect on performance, which was greater in predicting performance for 25 manager’s groups composed of their 110 subordinates when each leader-member dyad was taken into account, rather than each manager’s group average of the exchange results.

Toward a Fuller Account

Cognitive, behavioral, and interactional explanations are likely to be needed to account fully for leader-follower relations and the outcomes of these relations. Gilmore, Beehr, and Richter (1979) instructed leaders in an experiment to display either a lot of or a little initiative and a lot of or a little consideration. Although the participants who were subjected to the leadership failed to perceive that their leaders’ behavior actually differed, a lot of actual (but not perceived) initiation, coupled with a lot of actual (but not perceived) consideration by the leaders, resulted in better-quality work by the participants. The quality of the participants’ work was lower when the leaders displayed a great deal of initiative but little consideration. Evidently, under certain conditions it is more profitable to make use of behavioral theories to understand the behavior of leaders. Under other circumstances, such as when leaders and subordinates must act on the basis of their interpretations of a situation, perceptual and cognitive theories are more useful. Some theories or aspects of theories may account better for the leadership that handles short-term disturbances; other theories may deal better with the leadership that corrects chronic deficiencies over the long term.

Winter (1978, 1979a) developed a complex model that combined aspects of the trait, reinforcement, behavioral, and cognitive approaches and the feedback loops of systems analysis. Winter’s model was based on a battery of tests of skills and behavioral competence measures for over 1,000 naval personnel and their leaders. Figure 3.1 shows the emergent model that links various skills with particular performances. The model is based on empirical cluster analyses and subsequent regression analyses.

Greater optimization (assigning tasks to those subordinates who are most likely to do them well and making trade-offs between the requirements of the tasks and individual needs) and setting goals both contributed to more delegation by the leader. Increased monitoring by the leader resulted in more positive expectations, disciplining, advice, and counsel. It also contributed to more feedback, which in turn led to more disciplining and giving more advice and counsel.

Zand (1997) found that effective executives make use of knowledge, trust, and power. These three factors are needed to create an impelling vision and to direct a broad course of action. Working with their staff, the executives select a path, sharpen concepts, learn from mistakes, make adjustments, and refine their strategy and implementation as they go along, Johnston (1981) used many of the preceding theories to construct a model of a holistic leader-follower” grid. To represent the leader-follower interchange adequately, Johnston borrowed from Jung’s (1968) psychoanalytic theory of life cycles, Berne’s (1964) transactional analysis, McGregor’s (1960) theory X and theory Y, Rogers’s (1951) nondirective counseling, and Tannenbaum and Schmidt’s (1958) model of decision making. Tomassini, Solomon, Romney, et al. (1982) also constructed a cognitive-behavioral model in which the leader’s influence interacted with the subordinate’s work behavior, and they identified situations that circumscribe what a leader can do.

Methods and Measurements



As noted in Chapter 4, Stogdill (1948) reviewed leadership studies between 1904 and 1947 and found that they employed one of six methods: (1) observation and time sampling of behavior in group situations; (2) choice of associates by voting, naming, ranking, or sociometrics; (3) nomination by qualified observers; (4) identification of persons occupying leadership positions; (5) analysis of biographical and case history data; and (6) listing of traits essential to leadership. Research on the traits of leaders tended to rely heavily on tests and questionnaires for the collection of data. With the development of interaction models and theories, it became important to know what was happening in the group. Expert or trained observers were used to keep a running record of the behavior of group members, and the leaders and followers also might be asked to report their feelings and observations. In some cases, observers merely reported what they saw; in other cases, they were provided with checklists of behaviors or processes to be reported. Bales (1950) developed a checklist for observations of a set of behavioral categories. Carter and associates (1951); Mann (1979); and Komaki, Zlotnick, and Jensen (1986), among others, also developed observational categories and procedures. Bass, Gaier, Farese, et al. (1957) relied on the changes in correlations among members’ judgments from before to after group discussion to measure how influential each member had been.
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Figure 3.1 Flow Chart of Navy Leadership and Management Processes in Terms of the Cross-Validated Competencies

SOURCE: Adapted from Winter (1978).



Observational studies identified behaviors that the trait theorists did not anticipate. Whereas the trait theorists were interested in the leader’s personality, the interaction experimenters were more concerned with observable interactional behaviors of leaders and their followers. The two approaches could produce moderately correlated results. Jacoby (1974) was able to demonstrate substantial construct validity based on agreement among three methods of assessing opinion leadership—(1) self-designating, (2) sociometric, and (3) key informant.

Laboratory experiments and field surveys have often been the method of choice in cognitive and behavioral investigations. Experiment and survey together provided more convincing evidence. By now, it is fair to say that almost every procedure known to social science has been applied specifically to the study of leadership. These procedures have included content analysis and thematic analysis of autobiographies, biographies, and case studies; verbal protocols; individual structured interviews face-to-face and by computer; panel interviews; interview boards; news and journal reports of historical events, stories, and anecdotes; historical accounts; memorandums; minutes of meetings; speeches; biodata; sociometry, using face-to-face and electronic communication patterns; autologs; cognitive maps; observers’ logs of leaders’ activities; and ratings by observers, superiors, peers, subordinates, and outsiders, such as clients, customers, and suppliers. Many analyses were based on leaders’ self-ratings; but to increase confidence, these increasingly were supported by investigations using two or more independent approaches. For example, Heller (1969a) first collected survey-questionnaire data from managers. After analyzing the results, he gathered the managers together in panels to interpret and confirm or refute the findings. Also, focused interviews of panels of voters provided the basic ideas for political media campaigns that were then followed up by public opinion polls of representative samples of voters (Kerman & Hadley, 1986).

For experiments, leaders were described in fictional sketches as being reacted to by readers as if they were followers. Leaders were self-selected, appointed, nominated, elected, emergent, or simulated. Methods were quantitative or purely qualitative. but there was increasing use of each method to buttress the other. The historiometic approach was the oldest method, beginning with Quetelet’s (1835/1968) research on leading dramatists. Historiometric research on leadership was exemplified early on by Cox’s (1913) study of the influence of monarchs, and more recently by O’Connor, Mumford, Clifton, et al. (1995) on famous and infamous world leaders. Simonton (1999) enumerated psychological studies of eminent persons such as famous sports stars, Nobel laureates, and chess grand masters. Quantitative methods are used to analyze historical sources of information. Psychometric research applied surveys, interviews, and psychological tests to study individual leaders. Modern psychobiographical research began with Freud’s (1910/1964) psychoanalytic study of Leonardo da Vinci. An intensive study of a single individual, Roosevelt, The Lion and the Fox is illustrative (J. M. Burns, 1956). Psychobiographical research can also deal with multiple cases. It has usually been qualitative. Politicians and presidents are most often the subject of investigation. Comparative research looks at a small sample of leaders and contrasts them according to biographies, interviews, media accounts, and other sources of information and events. Among the many quantitative and qualitative methods, some of those used more in leadership are presented briefly below.

Quantitative Methods

Of the 188 articles published by the Leadership Quarterly between 1990 and 1999, descriptive statistics were provided by 87%, and simple inferential statistics by 69%. From 25% to 32% of the articles made use of multivariate analyses. Less frequently employed were confirmatory factor analysis (14%), structural equation modeling (13%), and multiple-levels analyses (13%; Lowe & Gardner, 2001). The use of quantitative methods in social science such as Q sorting, confirmatory factor analysis, and structural equation modeling increased with the availability of computer analysis. Other quantitative methods in social science most applicable to studies of leadership were multiple-levels analysis, rotational designs, and designs for the avoidance of common error variance. Meta-analysis made possible valid statistical summaries of the results of replicated and similar studies using the same or comparable variables.

Q Sorting. Q sorts are measurements, usually rankings on a set of ratings or tests within each of the same individuals instead of the more common measurements between individuals on the same set. Individuals rather than measurements are correlated. When factor analysis is applied to the matrix of Q sorts, factor types with similar profiles usually emerge, instead of factors of measurements (Cattell, 1946). Q sorting was also applied to matching ratings in order of importance of job requirements with ratings of each candidate’s profile of knowledge, skills, and abilities (O’Reilly, 1977). In a large consumer products company, the consistency of ratings of 60 statements of requirements for the position of production manager by 10 job experts was .96. The agreement among the rated manager, a peer, and the boss about the requirements was .81. The correlation of the person-job fit ranged from −.44. to .86. A high correlation meant a very good fit; a high negative correlation signified a very bad fit. The rank order of the fits correlated .98 with the rank order of performance of the managers rated by the human resources staff and superiors. Similar findings were reported in three further investigations (Caldwell & O’Reilly, undated).

Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Unlike the more traditional exploratory factor analysis, which extracts underlying factors from a matrix of correlations of individuals and variables, confirmatory factor analysis begins with a model of the assumed factors and provides several tests of the goodness of fit between the model and the factors. For instance, Avolio, Bass, and Jung (1999) determined that six factors of the “Full Range of Leadership” provided the best fit of 14 samples of data from scores on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire.

Structural Equation Modeling. This is a systematic analysis making use of partial and multiple regressions to explore or confirm causal relations between a set of predictors and a set of outcomes. The fit of the obtained model and the hypothesized model can be tested. The strengths of the relations between variables can be obtained from path coefficients similar to partial correlations. Computer programs like LISREL facilitate the analysis for exploration and confirmation.

Multiple-Levels Analyses

WABA: Within-and-Between Analysis. Dansereau, Alutto, and Yammarino (1984) began a continuing line of investigation of variant analyses which quantitatively shows how much of the ratings of the leader in a single study are due to different levels of analysis. The “person level” acknowledges the importance of consistent individual differences among leaders, followers, or both. The “dyad level” recognizes the importance of one-to-one relationships between a leader and each of the followers. The “group level” or “team level” takes cognizance of the face-to-face relations between a leader and a set of followers as a unit. For instance, the leader may treat the followers in the same set in the same way or different ways. The “collective level” or “organizational level” deals with hierarchically organized groups of groups, as when the same or different organizational policies apply to all groups (Yammarino, Dansereau, & Kennedy, 2001). The focus is between entities such as dyads or groups, not within them. Here, as in traditional analysis of variance, differences between entities are viewed as valid; differences within entities are viewed as random error. This is a between-units case in which the members of the unit are homogeneous and the whole unit is important. The “parts” view differs from the traditional analysis of variance in focusing within entities such as dyads or groups. Differences within entities are valid; differences between entities are considered random error. This is the within-units case in which members are heterogeneous; each member’s position relative to others is important. Dyads can be viewed as parts of a group. In this case of dyads-within-groups, leaders differ from each other in the same group, and the same pattern is repeated in the other groups. Thus each leader may form a favored in-group of subordinates and a less favored out-group. Dyads may be completely independent of the groups to which they belong. Then they are viewed as whole dyads, independent and homogeneous entities. Analysis of variance (WABA 1) as well as co-variance (WABA II) can be applied to quantitatively decompose a single survey of ratings of leaders and their correlated effectiveness.

Further breakdowns may test whether there is an equitable balance of leader and subordinate, whether relations between dyads are stronger in some groups than others, and whether consensus is the same in some dyads in some groups but not others. Cross-level effects from dyads to groups can also be specified (Yammarino, 1995; Dansereau, Yammarino, & Markham, 1995). In a study of insurance and retail salespersons’ attitudes about factors controllable by management and supervisory ratings of the salespersons’ performance, Yammarino and Dubinsky (1990) found differences between the groups of aggregated ratings as well as individual differences within the groups. Some groups of supervisors and subordinates were rated higher than others across the groups; some supervisors and subordinates in the same group were rated higher than others. Castro (2002) contrasted WABA with other multi-level methods of leadership research. These included intraclass correlation (rwg), hierarchical linear modeling (HLM), and random group resampling (RGR).

Intraclass Correlation. The expression rwg is the ratio of the difference in the variance of ratings between leaders’ and followers’ ratings of each of the same leaders, compared with the variance of ratings between leaders (suitably corrected for the number of leaders). This index provides the reliability of the ratings for the same and different leaders, the agreement among raters and whether aggregation of the ratings is justified (James, Demeree, & Wolf, 1984).

Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) This is a two-level approach. First, the regression equations for the unaggregated ratings (the individual level) and outcomes are calculated. Then, the intercepts, slopes, error, and regressions become the data for the group level of a parallel analysis. The two levels of analysis permit tests of significance of the individual ratings and the aggregated grouped ratings. HLM can be used to test moderator effects across levels and longitudinal changes, if not limited by the need to assume normality of the data, and if there are a sufficient number of cases (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992).

Random Group Resampling (RGR). Based on Fischer’s permutation test, proposed in 1930, RGR is related to the bootstrap and jackknife (Efron & Tibshirani, 1993). A pseudo group of the same size as the first actual group of the first followers’ leadership ratings is created by sorting the data from lowest to highest and randomly forming a pseudo group without replacement. The remaining data are combined into a second pseudo group. The means of the two pseudo groups are calculated. Then, Monte Carlo techniques are applied to create a set of 1,000 pseudo groups and their distribution of differences in means. Finally, the mean group differences obtained from the actual data are tested as to whether they came from this distribution of differences of the pseudo groups and whether the average data at the group level or the individual differences in followers need to be considered. RGR can be used to test the significance of WABA II results for the co-variance between predictors and outcomes (Bliese Halverson, 2002).

Rotational Designs. To test for personal versus situational effects, the same individuals are rotated in a systematic way through a set of conditions. An individual is placed in different groups to examine the consistency of his or her emergent leadership in each group (Kenny & Hallmark, 1992). For instance, Zaccaro, Foti, and Kenny (1991) first tested participants on selected traits. Next, participants were systematically rotated through a set of group tasks in different groups. The investigators then were able to determine that the effects of the traits on the participants’ emergent leadership in the different groups was much stronger than the differences from group to group, indicating that personality was much more important than the situation in determining who would lead.

Other Quantitative Issues

Increasing Response Rates to Survey Questionnaires.  Responses to mail questionnaires can fall to 20% or lower. One way to test whether the respondents are a valid or biased sample is to send out successive waves of the questionnaires to see if answers do not change as the numbers of respondents increase with each wave. Rogelberg and Luong (1998) listed techniques supported by research to increase the response rate: (1) Notify potential respondents in advance. (2) Follow nonrespondents with reminders. (3) Provide incentives. (4) Use appeals. (5) Keep surveys to a reasonable length. (6) Facilitate the returns by providing first-class-stamped envelopes. (7) Ask easy and interesting questions first and demographic questions last. (8) Tell who the sponsors of the research are. (9) Ensure respondents’ anonymity. Telephone questioning can also increase response rates. Response rates can come close to 100% when questionnaires are handed out and completed in an assembly. According to a meta-analysis by Cycyota and Harrison (2002), response rates of executives can be increased by reaching them through their social networks such as associations, professional groups, and colleagues.

Rating Inaccuracies. Starbuck and Mezias (1996) reviewed 210 publications about misperceptions that are sources of inaccurate ratings by managers. These articles dealt with managerial perceptions of organizations and their internal and external environments. Ten other publications provided objective data for analysis. The authors concluded that perceptual data play an extremely important role in studies and theories about managerial behavior. Objective situations defined by perceptual data may not correlate with each other. Employees fail to agree about the properties of their organization. Perceptions may be very inaccurate. Needed in organizational and leadership research are studies to measure the errors and biases in perceptions and their determinants.

Anonymity. Anonymity eliminates the fear of reprisal, particularly when subordinates want to rate superiors unfavorably (Antonini, 1994). The extent to which subordinates’ favorable or unfavorable ratings were reciprocated by superiors was examined in anonymous and nonanonymous conditions for 241 teams of female undergraduates in groups of six with an assigned leader. They conducted a discussion to reach decisions about the value of 15 items if they were stranded in a desert. Significant reciprocity of evaluations between the leader and the led occurred in the nonanonymous but not the anonymous condition (Haeggberg & Chen, 2000).

Avoiding Common or Same-Source Variance. Common methods variance is the overlap between two variables due to a common bias rather than to a relationship between the underlying constructs. For instance, a correlation between two measurements may be partially due to the fact that the measurements were obtained with the same method, at the same time, or by the same rater. Common or same-source error is greatest when two sets of data are collected at the same time, from the same respondent, on the same instrument, by the same method, and about the same trait. Campbell and Fiske (1959) suggested that each respondent be assessed on each of at least two different traits by at least two different methods to take common variance into account This multitrait, multimethod procedure is one of six ways proposed to eliminate or control error. None is foolproof, according to Podsakóff and Organ (1986), who suggested applying WABA analysis in which each rater is matched with a counterpart. The first rater rates one variable—say, leadership—and the second rates an outcome. (See Avolio, Yammarino, & Bass, 1991, for a more detailed exposition.)

Meta-Analyses. Meta-analysis is an effort to estimate the population or true effect of an analysis from results obtained from comparable samples. Three major types of meta-analysis have been developed by Rosenthal and Rubin (1988), Hedges and Olkin (1985), and Hunter and Schmidt (1990). The basic ideas go back to the early 1930s (Johnson, Muller, & Salas, 1995). Rosenthal and Rubin convert each sample of results into standardized scores (Z’s) with one-tail probabilities for significance. Effect sizes derive from Fisher’s conversion of correlations to Z’s. Weighted means are generated for comparing the relevant dependent variables. Hedges and Olkin convert samples of results into standard deviation units (g’s). These need correction because they overestimate the population effect size, especially with small samples. The results are combined, their consistency is tested, and their variability is explained by use of models with moderators. Hunter and Schmidt’s approach is probably the best-known of the three approaches. It does not correct the biases in effect size or with moderators. Like the other approaches, it weights the means of each sample according to size. It corrects effect sizes for sampling error, attenuation due to restriction of range in each study, and the reliability of the variables used. By 2006, we were able to report numerous meta-analyses to support conclusions about many aspects of leadership and management and their effects.

Indexes of Change. To measure whether a change has occurred in the leader, the led, or the organization as a consequence of learning, three measures were proposed by Golembiewski, Billingsley, and Yeager (1976). Alpha change is a simple rise or fall in a measurement of the level of a state of affairs calibrated to reflect a one-to-one change in the concept assessed. Beta change is a rise or fall in the measurement where there is a recalibration to reflect systematic modification in relation to the concept assessed (see also Terborg, Howard, & Maxwell, 1960). Gamma change occurs if there is a change in any of these: perspective, frame of reference, or concept assessed. Factor analysis was applied to register changes in factor structures from before to after an intervention (Golembiewski et al., 1976; Schmitt, 1982).

Critique. MacCallum (1998) pointed to a need to correct interpretations drawn from quantitative methods in leadership and organizational research including structural equation modeling, factor analysis, analysis of variance, multiple levels of analysis, and basing measurement reliability on coefficient alpha. He also noted methodological problems in event history analysis. He favored making more use of archival data, using moderated regression, and comparing the goodness of fit of several models rather than depending for significance on the fit of a single model.

Increasingly, we are seeing efforts to use triangulation of quantitative and qualitative methods to reinforce conclusions from each. A quantitative survey is accompanied by a qualitative in-depth interview of selected respondents. The themes in a qualitative description of a case are categorized, counted, and content-analyzed.

Qualitative Methods

The 188 articles in the Leadership Quarterly in the 1990s used about half as many qualitative methods as quantitative methods. The most favored qualitative methods were content analyses (53%), case studies (45%), and grounded theory (24%; Lowe & Gardner, 2001). Results would have favored more qualitative methodology if the Journal of Leadership Studies or political science and sociological journals had been sampled instead of the psychology-oriented Leadership Quarterly.

Strauss and Corbin (1990) noted what was required to collect reliable and valuable observational data. Days and situations for observation need to be routine. Interviews need to be conducted with a cross-sectional sample representative of the population of subjects. Coding of data needs to be done through successive iterations from a smaller initial list to a more complex final list. These data need to be checked against recordings of the initial observations and interviews. From a background in cultural anthropology which depends heavily on qualitative research, Conger (1998) argued that qualitative methods, although time-intensive and complex, are the method of choice for capturing insights into contextual effects and longitudinal developments in the study of leadership. Running summaries are kept of the large amounts of the observations and data collected. General categories are refined as new data are gathered. Ideas, concepts, and theory emerge and evolve. We have already presented the qualitative endeavor of psychohistory. Psychoanalytic concepts are employed to infer the causes underlying the development and performance of individual leaders and their followers. Freud and Bullitt’s (1932) interpretation of President Wilson’s career is illustrative of an ideographic approach to psychohistory. Qualitative research may be idiographic or nomothetic. The ideographic approach is an intensive study of a single case; for example, Kofodimos, Kaplan, and Drath (1986) studied the character and development of a single manager. They included his work life and private life to try to understand why he behaved as he did. The nomothetic approach tries to draw inferences from a more limited exposure to a large number of cases. Most of the studies presented in this book are nomothetic.

Interviews. Some kind of structured or open-ended interviews begin many qualitative analyses. With a background like Conger’s, Sayles (1964) applied the anthropologist’s approach to interviewing. He sought to build a coherent, chronological account of problems, cases, and issues. His interviews focused on learning about events, transitions, and conflicts. Using triangulation, he would verify or reject new information about critical interactions. He learned how events were perceived by different managers in diverse roles and was able to “reconstruct the recurring social process underpinning the tough human challenges of the organization” (Sayles, 1999, p. 9). Sayles saw the challenges of leadership as the “heart” of management. Leaders’ interventions had to be skillfully timed, sequenced, and executed.

Waldman, Lituchy, Gopalakrishnan, et al. (1998) conducted a qualitative analysis of managers. They drew themes and categorical schemes from interviews in a manufacturing plant, a hospital, and a police force engaged in quality-improvement programs. They uncovered two alternative paths of managerial commitment to the quality-improvement process. One path, following top management’s vision and commitment, was characterised by continued commitment, planned adjustments, and a cultural shift favoring quality improvement. The other path, from top management leading down, was one of wavering commitment, knee-jerk reactions, and cynicism about organizational change. From the CNN broadcast Pinnacle, verbatim interviews with CEOs, videotapes of 30 of 80 interviewees were randomly selected by Piotrowski and Armstrong (1989) and rated on 25 personality-lifestyle dimensions by two raters. The two raters agreed that the CEOs exhibited clear values, tolerance of frustration, and egalitarian attitudes. They were also oriented toward tasks, people, results, and compulsivity. They were workaholics and needed more social recognition and family life.

Content Analysis. Content analysis is often employed in qualitative studies. After identifying the research question, the text to be examined, and the unit of analysis, an initial coding scheme is tried on a pilot text. The coding scheme is purified and the observational, interview, or written data are collected. The reliability of the trained coders is assessed. Modifications of the training and the coding may be required and tried out on a second pilot. The construct validity of the categorization is determined. If reliability and validity are satisfactory, the data are coded and analyzed. Insch, Moore, and Murphy (1997) provided examples of content analyses, methods of analysis, and their strengths and weaknesses.

Cognitive Mapping. Sims and Siew-Kim (1993) uncovered the tension involved in simultaneously being a woman, an Asian, and a manager by asking each of nine collaborating senior Singaporean woman managers to draw a cognitive map showing issues and experiences in becoming and being an Asian woman. Subsequently, each woman provided incidents about managing or being managed. The research was grounded in the women’s own language, expressions, thought systems, beliefs, and concepts: the women explained what they thought was important and why. Nine themes emerged: (1) integrity, (2) coping with male insecurity, (3) western versus Taoist and Confucian values, (4) supporting friends and superiors, (5) female leadership, (6) fighting, (7) individual versus group rights, (8) not wishing to undermine others, and (9) high standards for oneself.

Repertory Grid. Although George Kelly (1955) originated this technique in the United States in the 1930s to use in counseling students, it gained more widespread use in management development and organizational research in Britain. It focused on people’s implicit constructs, concepts, and theories; and the language they used to describe cognitions, perceptions, and behaviors. In its least structured form, interviewees are asked to identify the persons in a group who are most similar to each other. Next, they are asked to use words and phrases to tell in what ways these people are similar. Then interviewees are asked to identify the person in the group who is most different from the first two chosen persons and in what ways. The process is repeated for each member of the group. Content analysis of the responses follows. (For a more structured approach to the repertory grid, see Esterby-Smith, Thorpe, & Holman, 1996.)

Stories. Boje (1995) gained access to the Disney studio archives of audiotapes and videotapes of Walt Disney and other Disney leaders’ speeches, work interactions, documentary interviews, and conversations. Also included were television shows, films, cartoon shorts, working meetings, and stockholders’ meetings, as well as many public relations films. Boje was interested in stories about this storytelling organization and was able to infer from them that Walt Disney was a tyrant. Implications will be discussed in Chapter 17.

Spicochi and Tyran (2002) provided two examples of the role of leaders as story tellers and how followers made sense of the stories. These stories were attempts to communicate a vision of transformation in the health care industry, where there is need for flexibility and responsiveness to a continually changing environment. The authors suggested a number of ways leaders can make their stories effective. First, in order to learn how their stories will be interpreted by employees, they should first learn about employees’ reactions to past organizational change and how their attitudes have developed. Clarify the vision. Understand how employees will see the vision as affecting them. Believe in the vision. Minimize ambiguity. Appear in person to tell the story. Incorporate a range of stories from all levels of the organization to make sense for the leadership. Empathize with your audience and focus on their understanding. Finally, be ready to listen and to further clarify the meaning in the story.

Drawing from the Humanities and the Arts. According to Yammarino (2002), “Leadership is part art and part science. . . . An inclusive approach recognizes the complementary roles of the humanities, the arts, and the social sciences in the pursuit of leadership theory, research, and practice.” History, drama, literature, and art are underutilized by students of leadership. Yet they could provide a stronger base for theory, building to avoid developing theories of leadership that are “academic amnesia” and “leadership déjà vu” (Hunt & Dodge, 2000). A good example of an historical source that has not been used for developing a modern theory of leadership is the Anabasis by Xenophon (c. 400 B.C.), whose account of the successful march of the 10,000 Greek soldiers through a hostile Persian empire illustrated the importance of cohesion, commitment, confidence, and leadership. Gordon (2002) notes that much of the emphasis on power in such historical sources and events has not been used to formulate testable concepts and theories of leadership.

Combining Quantitative and Qualitative Methods

McNamara’s Fallacy. Camille Cavour and then Lord Curzon declared as early as the 1860s that if you can’t measure something, you don’t know what you are talking about. And so body counts were used invalidly to measure victory in battle in Vietnam. The need to qualify quantitative results was provided by a sophisticated view of quantitative data—“McNamara’s Fallacy.” This fallacy is named after Robert McNamara, who as U.S. Secretary of Defense tried to quantify military outcomes. The fallacy can be paraphrased as follows. First, measure what can easily be measured. This is OK. Second, disregard what can’t be easily measured or give it an arbitrary quantitative value. This is artificial and misleading. Third, assume that what can’t be easily measured is unimportant. This is blindness. Fourth, assume that what can’t be easily measured really doesn’t exist. This is suicide. The fallacy illustrated the need for qualitative methods to support quantitative analyses (Handy, 1994).

Among the valid methods combining quantitative and qualitative methods are the subjects of biographies assessed by personality tests and scales, triangulation, and data analyses about historical figures.

Biographies and Personality Tests. Biographies of political personages can become the basis for raters to complete personality tests about them. The tests are then scored to provide quantitative data about the political figures (Immelman, 1998).

Triangulation. Analogous to locating a target at the junction of two lines on a map, triangulation refers to combining results of a qualitative investigation with the results of a parallel quantitative investigation (Jick, 1979). For instance, Berson, Jung, and Tirmizi (1997) buttressed a quantitative analysis showing that light infantry platoon leaders, rated as transformational in their home station, subsequently led more effective platoons in near-combat. They also included a multi-level analysis in the process. The investigators found that the categorized responses of the observer-controllers to open-ended questions about the leaders and the platoons in action were predicted by the home station ratings, near-combat data, and U.S. Army leadership doctrine.

Modern historians with access to archival documents and data can use both to provide lessons for leaders and managers. Historians of southern history have made extensive use of data to show that slavery in the South was profitable to plantation owners. Apologists for slavery pointed to the humanitarianism of slave owners who bore the expense of caring for aged slaves who could no longer work. Mortality data show that most slaves did not live long enough to “retire.”

Summary and Conclusions



Many of the most prominent theories and methods related to the study of leadership were reviewed briefly and will reappear in more detail in later chapters. The long history of reliance on great-man theories naturally led to a search for traits of leadership and theories of traits. Genetics has also increased in interest. In reaction, there arose an equally strong emphasis on environmental theories. Political, psychoanalytical, group dynamics, and humanistic theories appeared along with those built on communications and leaders’ behavior, perception, cognition, and cognitive resources. Finally, syntheses were achieved in theories and methods of interacting persons and situations, built around exchanges, transformations, attributions, information processing, role attainment, reinforced change, paths to goals, contingencies of leader and situation, open-systems analysis, rational deduction, and multiple levels of analysis. Empirical research and modern theories of leadership began with studies of the personal factors that contributed to the emergence and success of a leader.



1 More on theories about the charismatic leader will be found in Chapter 21.

2 Empirical research in support of the validity of the Vroom and Yetton model is presented in Chapter 18.

3 Psychoanalytic concepts of leadership and group dynamics have figured strongly in the work of Maslow (1965) and other humanistic theorists. Some of these will be considered further in Chapter 26.

4 More will be said about these divergent political theories of leadership in Chapter 7.

5 Empirical studies dealing with path-goal propositions will be discussed in detail in Chapter 27.

6 A section of Chapter 19 is devoted to a review of research based on Fiedler’s theory, and a section of Chapter 34 discusses its applications.

7 Chapter 29 will discuss this model further.

8 See also Gergen (1969), Homans (1958), March and Simon (1958), and Thibaut and Kelly (1959).

9 More will be discussed about attributional processes in Chapter 14.

10 More will be said about these propositions in Chapters 18 and 19.
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Traits of Leadership (1904–1970)

This chapter is partly a revision and expansion of a longer version of a seminal publication by Ralph Stogdill (1948) concluding that leaders differ consistently in personal dispositions or traits and are propelled into leadership position if warranted by the needs of the situation.1 A review of research studies up to 1948, up to 1970, then up to 2005 will follow in this and the next chapter.

1904–1948



Up to the middle of the twentieth century, leadership research was dominated by the search for the traits of leadership. In Britain in the nineteenth century, personal traits such as height, weight, health, and education had been found to correlate with leadership. But as noted by Shackleton (2001), the powerful and wealthy were better fed, clothed, and housed than factory workers and farm laborers. They could pay for an education. Smith and Krueger (1933) surveyed the preceding studies on leadership to 1933. Developments in leadership methodology, as related especially to military situations, were reviewed by Jenkins (1947).

Stogdill (1948) reviewed 128 published studies that tried to determine the traits and characteristics of leaders. The results of the survey included those characteristics and traits that were studied by three or more investigators. When contradictory evidence occurred, those studies with positive, negative, and neutral results were presented. He concluded that to some degree the traits of leadership needed to match the needs of the situation. What follows first are shortened excerpts of Stogdill’s 1948 review.

Chronological Age

Evidence of the relation of age to leadership in children was quite contradictory. Pigors (1933) observed that leadership did not appear in children before age two or three and then usually took the form of overt domination. Active leadership of a group seldom appeared before age nine or ten, at which age the formation of groups and gangs became a noticeable feature in the social development of children.

According to Pigors, four conditions were necessary for the appearance of leadership in children: (1) development of determination and self-control; (2) grasp of abstractions and social ideals; (3) awareness of personalities; (4) a sufficient memory span to pursue remote goals rather than immediate objectives. Arrington (1943), however, found no evidence from a survey of time-sampling experiments to support the proposition that leadership increases with age in preschool children.

Hunter and Jordan (1939) and Remmelin (1938) found leaders to be significantly younger than their followers. Bellingrath (1930) obtained results indicating that girl leaders were younger than nonleaders but boy leaders were older. However, leaders were found to be older than followers in 10 studies completed between 1915 and 1939 (Gowin, 1915; Zeleny, 1939). Correlations between age and leadership obtained in 13 studies ranged from −.32 to .72 with an average of .21.

Gowin (1918) established that on average, outstanding executives were 12.2 years older than lower-level executives. But Ackerson (1942) and Brown (1933) failed to find leaders and followers different in age.

According to Caldwell and Wellman (1926), the relationship of age to leadership differed in various situations. Leaders in athletics were found to be close to the class average in age as were girl club leaders and student council and citizenship representatives. The correlation of chronological age with leadership appeared to depend on other variables. For instance, it was highly positive in an organization like the Roman Catholic church if policies dictated that rank was determined by age; but it was lower or negative in organizations that quickly promoted their “best and brightest” up through the ranks while their less endowed peers reached a plateau early.

Stature

Leaders were found to be taller in nine studies, shorter in two studies, and heavier in seven studies and lighter in two. No differences in height or weight were reported in four studies, and in two studies the results depended on the situation.

Height. Correlations between height and leadership ranged from −.13 to .71. The general trend of these studies was a low positive relationship between height and leadership. The average correlation was about .30. Nevertheless, Hunter and Jordan (1939) and Garrison (1933) found student leaders to be somewhat shorter than nonleaders. Baldwin (1932) and Reynolds (1944), could find no relation at all between height and leadership in students.

Weight. The correlations obtained suggested a low positive relationship between weight and leadership. The average correlation was about .23. But again, Hunter and Jordan (1939) found the reverse—that leaders were significantly lighter than nonleaders. Garrison (1933) and Moore (1935) also reported leaders to be somewhat lighter than followers. Since height and weight correlated positively, the same pattern of results was obtained for weight as for height.

Physique, Energy, Health

Physique was positively associated with leadership in five studies; athletic ability and physical prowess in seven; energy in five; and health in four. Moreover, health and physical condition were found to be a factor in four of the reviewed investigations.

Physique. Five studies between Webb (1915) and Bernard (1928) reported that superior physique was a characteristic of leaders. The correlations of .28, .18, .11, and .23 found by Kohs and Irle (1920), Nutting (1923), Sheldon (1927), and Webb (1915), respectively, suggested that this relationship was slight but reliable. But Bowden (1926) concluded from the results of his study of college students that leadership was not the result of a dominating physique, and Baldwin (1937) found that high school leaders did not differ from followers in freedom from physical defects.

Health. Leaders, according to Baldwin (1932), Bellingrath (1930), Reals (1938), and Stray (1934), appeared to have some advantage over nonleaders in possessing better health, although Ackerson (1942) and Hunter and Jordan (1939) failed to find that health was a differentiating factor.

Athletic Prowess. Athletic ability and physical prowess did appear to be associated with leadership status in boys’ gangs and groups. Evidence to this effect was presented in seven studies between Puffer (1905) and Flemming (1935). Correlations of .38, .62, and .40 between athletic ability and leadership were reported by Flemming (1935), Patridge (1934), and Webb (1915), respectively.

Energy. According to Bellingrath (1930), Brown (1934), Cox (1926), Stray (1934), and Wetzel (1932), leaders were also characterized by high energy. But Cox (1926) found that various groups of great leaders differed markedly from each other in physique, energy, use, and athletic prowess; only military leaders were outstanding in these traits.

Appearance

Leaders presented a better appearance in 11 studies. They were better dressed in two others; but no relationship was found in one study, and appearance was negatively correlated with leadership in two studies. The results clearly depended on circumstances. Thus Dunkerley (1940) found that students who were chosen as leaders in social activities differed significantly from nonleaders in appearance and dress, but students chosen as leaders in intellectual and religious activities did not differ markedly from nonleaders in these respects. A correlation of .21 between attractive appearance and leadership in high school students was reported by Flemming (1935), but the correlation between leadership and being seen as beautiful was only .05. Yet Partridge (1934) found a correlation of .81 between ratings of appearance and leadership among adolescent boys. In Goodenough’s (1930) study a negative correlation of −.20 was found between beauty and leadership in preschool children.

Tryon’s (1939) analysis suggested that appearance is more closely associated with leadership in boys than in girls. Tryon reported correlations with leadership of .49 and .06, respectively, for 15-year-old boys and girls; the correlations for 12-year-old boys and girls were .31 and .08, respectively. Ackerson (1942) obtained correlations of .12 and −.06 between leadership and being seen as slovenly for boys and girls, respectively; a slovenly appearance and leading others into misconduct were correlated .32 and .31 for delinquent boys and girls.

Fluency of Speech

Speech was positively associated with leadership in all 12 studies that examined the relationship, although a few of the results were marginal.

Tone of Voice. Baldwin (1932) reported a definite trend for teachers to rate the tone of voice of leaders as confident and the tone of voice of nonleaders as lacking in confidence. Flemming’s (1935) factor analysis of teachers’ ratings of high school leaders revealed “pleasant voice” as one of the four factors found to be associated with leadership. The correlation between “pleasing voice” and leadership in high school students was .28. Partridge (1934) reported that boy leaders could be reliably distinguished from nonleaders when in the presence of strange boys but hidden from view, so that judgments had to be made on speech alone. However, Fay and Middleton (1943), in repeating this experiment under somewhat similar conditions, found a correlation of only .08 between leadership ratings and degree of leadership, as estimated by voice alone. Likewise, Eichler (1934) reported a correlation of only .11 between voice and leadership.

Talkativeness. Talkativeness and leadership were reported by Tryon (1939) to be correlated .41 and .31 for 12-year-old boys and girls, respectively; the correlations for 15-year-old boys and girls were .15 and .44, respectively. In Goodenough’s (1930) study, a correlation of .61 between talkativeness and leadership was found. Thurstone (1944) did not find that highly paid administrators surpassed their lower-paid associates in scores on tests of word fluency, but he did find a significant difference in their scores on tests of linguistic ability. Simpson (1938) also reported that verbal ability was correlated .45 with the capacity to influence others.

Fluency. Chevaleva-Ianovskaia and Sylla (1929) noted that child leaders were characterized by longer durations of verbal excitation. Terman (1904) reported that leaders were more fluent in speech, and Leib (1928) observed that leaders excel in speaking ability. The same skills were reported in adult leaders by Bernard (1928) and Merriam (1926). Zeleny (1939) found a correlation of .59 between leadership ratings and total remarks made in class. Interesting conversation and leadership were correlated .28 in Flemming’s (1935) study. Finally, Burks (1938) and Malloy (1936) found that vividness and originality of expression and facility of conversation were associated with successful social relationships. Considering the size of the experimental groups, the competence of the experimental methods employed, and the positive nature of the evidence presented, it was apparent that fluency of speech, if not tone of voice, was a factor to be considered in the study of leadership. It has long been recognized that effective leadership cannot be maintained in an organization without an adequate system of intercommunication. Thus it does not seem surprising that some of the most searching studies of leadership should reveal the capacity for ready communication as one of the skills associated with leadership.

Intelligence

All but 5 of 23 studies presented evidence that the average leader surpassed the average member of his or her group in intelligence. However, five of the studies suggested that too great a difference in the IQ of the leader and the average member will militate against leadership. Statistically reliable differences were reported, for example, by Hunter and Jordan (1939), Remmelin (1938), and Sward (1933). In most of these studies, there was considerable overlapping of the scores of leaders and nonleaders on intelligence tests, indicating that superior intelligence was not an absolute requirement for leadership. Nevertheless, the general trend of the findings suggested that leadership status was more often than not associated with superiority in intelligence. The correlations revealed a consistently positive relationship. The average of these coefficients was approximately .28.

Factorial studies demonstrated a number of points that may be of considerable significance for the study of leadership. Cattell (1946), for example, reported that the intelligence factor is heavily weighted with such elements of character as being wise, emotionally mature, persevering, mentally alert, vigorous, and conscientious. These items correspond fairly closely to the factors discussed later, which were found in the present survey to be supported by an excess of positive over negative evidence. For example, Thorndike (1936) reported a correlation of .60 for 305 male members of European royal families between their intellectual ability and their esteem (which, in turn, is related to leadership). Thus it appears that high intelligence may be associated with other characteristics that contribute to a person’s value as a leader.

Limits. One of the most significant findings concerning the relation of intelligence to leadership is that extreme discrepancies between the intelligence of potential leaders and their followers militated against the exercise of leadership. Hollingworth (1926) found that among children with a mean IQ of 100, the IQ of the leader was likely to fall between 115 and 130. That is, the leader was likely to be more intelligent, but not too much more intelligent than the average of the group led. Observation further showed that a child with an IQ of 160 had little chance of being a popular leader in a group of children of average intelligence but might become a leader in a group of children with a mean IQ of 130. One of the difficulties in this connection seemed to be communication. The average child cannot comprehend a large part of the vocabulary used by a child of unusually superior intelligence to express exact meanings in relation to his or her more mature and complicated interests. Differences in interests, goals, and activity patterns also act as barriers to joint participation, which is a necessary condition of group leadership.

Hollingworth’s findings were confirmed by a number of investigations. Finch and Carroll (1932), studying groups of 66 gifted, 66 superior, and 66 average children, arrived at the conclusion that, “Given a superior group of children to lead, the leading will tend to be done by the gifted children,” even though the leaders as a group tend to be younger than the group led. However, in an early study of the formation of boys’ gangs, Warner (1923) found that leaders and followers differ much more in chronological age than in mental age. She observed that older boys who were mentally below normal tended to group with younger boys who had a mental age near their own and slightly higher, and that when groups of retarded delinquent boys contacted groups of brighter delinquents, the contacts were “so short and non-social that no noticeable event took place.” Mailer (1925), studying cooperation and competition among children, found that homogeneity of intelligence, rather than level of intelligence, was important in cooperative behavior. McCuen (1929) studied leadership in 58 organizations of college students. He concluded that “the crowd seems to desire to be led by the average person. Evidently in a democratic society, the leader must not be too far detached from the group.”

Two studies by Lehman (1937, 1942) are of interest in this connection. In the first study, Lehman determined the age intervals at which outstanding men in various professions made their best contributions. In the second study, he determined the optimal age intervals for eminent leadership. Chemists, for example, were found to make their best contributions during the age intervals 28–32 years, while the optimal ages for eminent leadership in chemistry were 45–49 years. Thus, it appears that even in science, individuals contributions and communications must be understood by, and in accord with the thinking of their contemporaries for them to rise to a position of leadership in their profession.

Scholarship

Leaders were reported to have better scholastic records in 22 studies and poorer records only once. No differences were obtained in four investigations. It is not surprising that leaders were found, with a high degree of uniformity, to have better average scholastic grades than did nonleaders, for, as was just noted, leaders had been found more intelligent than their followers. But the findings by Buttgereit (1932), Caldwell and Wellman (1926), and many others suggested that superior scholarship may not be a mere byproduct of superior intelligence, but may have direct importance for leadership when it is one aspect of a general ability to get things done. It was also suggested that superior accomplishment in areas valued by the group had prestige value, which may also contribute to leadership. At the same time, there was an abundance of evidence to indicate that a position of leadership was ordinarily not based on superior intelligence and accomplishment alone, since these two factors were present, to a high degree, in many persons who did not occupy positions of leadership. Thus, overall, the magnitude of the correlations suggests that intelligence and scholarship account for only a fraction of the total complex of factors associated with leadership.

Knowledge

The results of all 11 studies dealing with leadership and knowledge implied that persons who are chosen as leaders tended to know how to get things done. Of particular interest was Caldwell’s (1920) experiment in which he asked 282 high school students to nominate boy and girl leaders for three different situations: (1) a trip to a wharf; (2) the production of a program and its presentation at a neighboring school; (3) the reorganization of a program for administering athletics in the school. The nominations revealed “a clear judgment on the part of these pupils as to the members of the group best fitted to lead them.” The most important abilities ascribed to these leaders were intelligence and practical knowledge about the situations for which they were chosen as leaders.

In this connection, it seems worthwhile to consider the findings of Baldwin (1932) and Burks (1938) in relation to the association between leadership and the ability to make constructive and creative suggestions. Burks, for example, found that the ability to present constructive ideas for difficult situations was closely associated with successful social relationships.

The studies of Cox (1926), Drake (1944), Flemming (1935), Stray (1934), and Thrasher (1927) found that constructive imagination was a characteristic of leaders. Additional evidence related to the ability to get things done was presented by Bellingrath (1930) and Dunkerley (1940). Cox (1926) and Peck (1931) reported that great leaders were characterized and differentiated from the average by a greater intensity of application and industry. In summary, the results of these various studies seemed to indicate that specialized knowledge, imagination, and the ability to get things done were factors that contributed to leadership.

Judgment and Decision

Soundness and finality of judgment were related to leadership in five studies; and speed and accuracy of thought and decision were related in four analyses. In view of the positive correlations found between intelligence and leadership, it was not surprising to find a similar relationship between judgment and leadership. Bellingrath (1932), Drake (1944), and Webb (1915) reported correlations ranging from .34 to .69 between common sense and leadership; Bellingrath (1930), Drake (1944), Flemming (1935), and Webb (1915) found correlations of 60, .34, .28, and .69, respectively, between judgment and leadership. Farsightedness and leadership were found to be correlated .55, .25, and .33 in the studies of Bellingrath, Drake, and Webb, respectively. Two of the factor-analytic studies—those of Cowley (1931) and Dunkerley (1940)—revealed that soundness and finality of judgment were common to leaders. In addition to judgment, Cowley (1931) also identified three factors that appeared to represent speed of decision. Hanawalt, Richardson, and Hamilton (1943) found that leaders used the “?”, or “undecided,” response on the Bernreuter Personality test significantly less frequently than nonleaders, and this tendency was especially noticeable on the most discriminating items. In spite of the small number of studies bearing on judgment and decision, the general competence of the methods lent confidence to the results obtained.

Insight

Leadership was found to be related to certain aspects of insight, as follows: “keenly alive to environment, alert” (six studies); ability to evaluate situations (five studies); social insight (five studies); self-insight (two studies); and sympathetic understanding (seven studies). Traditionally, insight has been regarded as one aspect of general intelligence. However, Jennings (1943) and others suggested that insight may be socially conditioned to a high degree. Brown (1931), Buttgereit (1932), Caldwell and Wellman (1926), Cox (1926), Dunkerley (1940), and Fauquier and Gilchrist (1942) found that leaders were characterized by alertness and keen awareness of their environment. The ability to evaluate situations was found to be a factor in the studies by Bowden (1926), Buttgereit (1932), Chevaleva-Ianovskaia and Sylla (1929), Merriam and Gosnell (1929), and Thurstone (1944). Less clearly defined was social insight, reported as a factor associated with leadership in the studies by Bowden (1926), Hanfmann (1935), Jennings (1943), Pigors (1933), and Zeleny (1939). Brogden and Thomas (1943) and Guilford and Guilford (1939) found that a person who “studies the motives of others” was measured by Guilford’s T factor of being thoughtful, and was viewed as offering a kind of intellectual leadership.

The results of these various studies suggested that alertness to one’s surroundings and an understanding of situations were intimately associated with leadership ability, yet little was understood about the nature of these processes. No worker who is responsible for improving the social effectiveness of individuals can fail to be impressed by the persistent blindness of maladapted individuals to the social situations to which they are attempting to adjust. From the point of view of understanding personal qualifications for leadership, one issue that still needs thorough investigation is the fundamental nature of awareness and social insight.

Originality

Although only seven studies contained data on originality, the magnitude of the positive correlations use suggested that the relationship between originality and leadership was worthy of further investigation. The correlations reported by Bellingrath (1930), Drake (1944), Flemming (1935), and Webb (1915) ranged from .38 to .70 and were higher, on average, than those for any other trait except popularity. At the same time, Cox (1926) found that great leaders rated unusually high in originality.

Adaptability

The 10 studies involving adaptability and leadership suggested that ready adaptability to changing situations might be associated with leadership, although the correlations of .13 and .21 reported by Eichler (1934) and Flemming (1935) respectively were not impressive The ability to adjust to situations has also been regarded traditionally as an aspect of general intelligence but, as described in the investigations considered here, this factor appeared to have a large social component. This fact has long been recognized by clinical observers, who have repeatedly pointed out that persons of high intelligence may be rendered ineffectual in their vocational, social, and other adjustments through extreme self-preoccupation and inhibition to action. Such inhibition is negatively correlated with leadership.

Introversion-Extroversion

Leaders were found to be more extroverted in five studies and more introverted in three. No differences emerged in four studies. However, the only studies that reported a marked relationship between extroversion and leadership were those of Goodenough (1930) and Sward (1933). Goodenough reported a correlation of .46 between extroversion and leadership in children. Sward found that leaders scored reliably higher than nonleaders in extroversion on the Heidbreder scale. Richardson and Hanawalt (1943) observed that college leaders scored reliably lower in introversion than the Bernreuter norms and lower than nonleaders, although the difference between leaders and nonleaders was not significant. Hunter and Jordan (1939) and Remmelin (1938) also reported that introversion scores on the Bernreuter scale did not differentiate leaders from nonleaders. Middleton (1941) found that leaders scored low in extroversion. Bellingrath (1930) and Drake (1944) obtained no significant correlations between introversion-extroversion scores and leadership.

All the groups of great leaders except soldier-statesmen in Cox’s (1926) study were rated as introverted, with soldier-fighters rating very high in introversion. Thurstone’s (1944) study of administrators in Washington, D.C., revealed that successful administrators rated higher than less successful administrators in Guilford and Guilford’s (1939) T factor, which is measured by such items as “introspective, analyzes himself”; “often in a meditative state”; “analyzes the motives of others”; and “not more interested in athletics than in intellectual pursuits.” Brogden and Thomas (1943) added to this list such items as “he does not want anyone to be with him when he receives bad news”; “he does not try to find someone to cheer him up when in low spirits”; and “he prefers to make hurried decisions alone.” These items are of interest when considered in relation to the findings on mood control. In view of the diversity of findings, it appears doubtful that leaders can be described with any degree of uniformity in terms of introversion-extroversion.

Self-Sufficiency

Much the same situation exists with regard to self-sufficiency. Hunter and Jordan (1939) and Richardson and Hanawalt (1944) found that leaders had high self-sufficiency scores on the Bernreuter test, but Dunkerley (1940), Remmelin (1938), and Richardson and Hanawalt (1943) obtained no such significant results.

Dominance

The evidence concerning the relationship of dominance to leadership is somewhat contradictory. Leaders were found to be more dominant and ascendant in 11 studies; potiential leaders were rejected if they were bossy and domineering in four studies; and no differences appeared in two studies.

Cox (1926) and Drake (1944) found “desire to impose will” to be associated with leadership, but Webb (1915) reported a zero-order correlation between those two factors. Ackerson (1942) reported a correlation of approximately .20 between bossiness and leadership in problem children. Leadership and bossiness were related, to some extent, in the children studied by Tryon (1939), who reported correlations of .28 and .29 between these two factors for 15-year-old boys and girls, respectively. Chapple and Donald (1946), Richardson and Hanawalt (1943, 1944), and Hunter and Jordan (1939) found leaders to be significantly more dominant than nonleaders. Small but positive differences in ascendance were reported by Bowden (1926) and Moore (1935). Eichler (1934), however, found that leaders and nonleaders did not differ in dominance. Still stronger contradictory evidence was presented by Broich (1929), Jennings (1943), and Hanfmann (1935), who concluded that bossy, domineering persons were rejected as leaders. Caldwell (1920) reported that high school pupils expressed preference for leaders who could keep order without being bossy. In all, these findings suggest that leadership cannot be defined in terms of personal dominance.

Initiative, Persistence, Ambition, and Industry

Initiative and a willingness to assume responsibility were related to leadership in 12 studies and persistence in the face of obstacles was related to leadership in 12 other inquiries. Ambition and desire to excel were of consequence to leadership in seven analyses, as were application and industry in six additional analyses.

Initiative and Assertiveness. All except one of the studies in which initiative was found to be a trait ascribed to leaders were investigations in which student leaders were nominated by their associates, and the traits that were thought to make them desirable as leaders were described. The study by Carlson and Harrel (1942) represented some departure from this method in that 53 Washington correspondents were asked to name the 10 ablest senators and the 10 ablest representatives in rank order and to rate them from 1 to 10 on integrity, intelligence, industry, and influence. A factor analysis of these ratings revealed Factor 1 to be heavily loaded with industry and influence and might also have been called push or assertiveness. Industriousness and leadership were correlated .55 and .16 in the studies of Bellingrath (1930) and Flemming (1935), Dunkerley’s (1940) factor analysis also revealed a trait cluster, identified as initiative, which was descriptive of intellectual and social leaders but not of religious leaders. Finally, Drake (1944) and Sheldon (1927) respectively reported correlations of .56 and .52 between aggressiveness and leadership.

Persistence. Cox (1926) found that great face-to-face leaders were characterized, to an outstanding degree, by “persistence in the face of obstacles,” “capacity to work with distant objects in view,” “degree of strength of will or perseverance,” and “tendency not to abandon tasks from mere changeability.” Pigors (1933) observed that the development of determination and a sufficient memory span to pursue remote goals rather than immediate objectives were necessary conditions for the appearance of leadership in children. The remainder of the studies that presented evidence on this point represented a variety of points of view.

Pinard (1932), in an experimental study of perseverance in 194 “difficult” children ages 8–15, found that of 24 leaders, 17 belonging to the “moderate nonperseverator” group were rated as more reliable, self-controlled, persistent, and as the most constructive leaders. Drake (1944) and Webb (1915) obtained correlations of .13 and .59 between leadership and strength of will. Webb (1915) reported a correlation of .70 between leadership and “persistence in overcoming obstacles” and of .53 between leadership and persistence. In Bellingrath’s (1930) study of high school students, persistence was correlated .68 with leadership. Eichler (1934) and Sheldon (1927) found correlations of .23 and .34 between leadership and persistence. An interesting sidelight was presented in Ackerson’s (1942) study of problem children: stubbornness correlated .15 for boys and .12 for girls with leadership.

Ambition. Cox (1926) also presented evidence to indicate that great face-to-face leaders, such as soldiers, religious leaders, and statesmen, were characterized to an outstanding degree by a “desire to excel” at performance. Hanawalt, Hamilton, and Morris (1934), in a study of 20 college leaders and 20 nonleaders, found that the level of aspiration of leaders was significantly higher than that of nonleaders. Correlations of .47 .29 and .64 between leadership and desire to excel were reported by Webb (1915), Drake (1944), and Bellingrath (1930), respectively.

Application and Industry. That leadership is related to willingness to work rather than to passive status or position is suggested by the fact that a number of investigators found leaders to rate high in application and industry. Cox (1926) observed that great leaders ranked unusually high in this respect. The correlations reported by Bellingrath (1930), Flemming (1935), and Webb (1915) ranged from .16 to .55.

Responsibility

All 17 studies found responsibility to be related to leadership. Thus student leaders were seen to rate somewhat higher than followers on dependability, trustworthiness, and reliability in carrying out responsibilities in the studies by Baldwin (1932), Bellingrath (1930), Burks (1938), Caldwell (1920), Dunkerley (1940), Moore (1932), Nutting (1923), Pinard (1932), and Wetzel (1932). Trustworthiness and leadership were correlated .64 in Webb’s (1915) study, .37 in Drake’s (1944) study, and .10 in Flemming’s (1935) study. Correlations of .42, .21, and .53 between conscientiousness and leadership were reported by Webb (1915), Drake (1944), and Bellingrath (1930), respectively. Partridge (1934) observed a correlation of .87 between dependability and leadership. Jennings (1943) observed that girls chosen as leaders tended to be those who inspired confidence. Cox (1926) found that all types of great face-to-face leaders rated high in trustworthiness and conscientiousness, with religious leaders rating outstandingly high in these traits. Additionally, Broich (1929), Jennings (1943), Leib (1928), Nutting (1923), and Pigors (1933) observed that leaders tend to be able to work for the group’s welfare, and Buttgereit (1932) noted that a sense of social responsibility is characteristic of leaders.

Integrity and Conviction

Integrity and fortitude were related to leadership in six studies, and strength of convictions was related to it in another seven analyses.

Integrity. Intellectual fortitude and integrity of character represent traits that are apparently associated with eminent leadership in maturity. All but one of the studies that contributed evidence on this point were concerned with outstanding adult leaders. Middleton (1941) obtained supporting evidence in college students.

Michels (1915) reported that strength of convictions was a characteristic of successful political leaders. Cox (1926) found that the great face-to-face leader was characterized to an outstanding degree by “absence of readiness to accept the sentiments of his associates.” This trait was especially conspicuous in revolutionary statesmen. Webb (1915) obtained a correlation of −.32 between leadership and acceptance of the sentiments of others. Caldwell and Wellman (1926) noted that one characteristic of high school leaders was insistence on the acceptance of their ideas and plans.

Conviction. Adult leaders in a community studied by Chapin (1945) appeared to hold opinions that were generally similar to those of the group, but they “expressed the trends of opinion of the rank and file more sharply, more decisively, and more consistently.” Simpson (1938), in a study of those who influence and those who are influenced in discussions, found that influence scores correlated −.41 with influenceability scores. It appears that persons in various types of groups may be valued as leaders because they know what they want to accomplish and are not likely to be swayed from their convictions.

Liberalism or Conservatism

The evidence on liberalism or conservatism suggested that the attitudes regarded as acceptable in leaders are largely determined by the nature of the situation. Hunter and Jordan (1939) found college student leaders to be somewhat more liberal than nonleaders in attitudes toward social questions. Newcomb (1943) reported that in a college where liberalism is a tradition and an ideal, women students who had the most prestige were regarded as most liberal. But Middleton (1941) ascertained that campus leaders were low in radicalism. In Thurstone’s (1944) study of Washington administrators, the Allport-Vernon Study of Values was found to be the most effective of a battery of 75 tests in differentiating higher-salaried from lower-salaried administrators. Successful administrators scored significantly higher in social and theoretical values and significantly lower in economic and religious values. Drake (1944) and Webb (1915) obtained low positive correlations between leadership and interest in religion.

Self-Confidence

Almost all authors reporting data on the relationship of self-confidence to leadership, were uniform in the positive direction of their findings. Self-assurance was associated with leadership in 11 studies; absence of modesty, in six studies. The general trend of these findings suggested that leaders rate higher than their followers in self-confidence and self-esteem and slightly lower in modesty. The following correlations were reported between self-confidence and leadership: .58 by Bellingrath (1930), .59 by Drake (1944), and, .12 by Webb (1915). Cowley (1931) found self-confidence to be one of six factors possessed in common by three widely different types of leaders. Cox (1926) noted that great leaders were characterized to an unusual degree by such traits as self-confidence, esteem of their special talents, and a tendency to rate their talents correctly. Buttgereit (1932), Moore (1932), and Zeleny (1939) also reported that leaders rated high in self-confidence. Tryon (1939) described student leaders as assured in class and as assured with adults. Richardson and Hanawalt (1943, 1944) found that college and adult leaders earned higher self-confidence scores on the Bernreuter test than nonleaders; but Hunter and Jordan (1939) and Remmelin (1938) failed to find that the self-confidence scores on the Bernreuter test differentiated between leaders and nonleaders.

Inferiority. Sward (1933) found that inferiority scores on the Heidbreder rating scale did not differentiate leaders from nonleaders, although women leaders rated themselves higher in inferiority attitudes than did their associates. But Ackerson (1942) reported correlations of only −.02 and .08 between feelings of inferiority and leadership in boys and girls.

Modesty. The findings here suggested that leaders tend not to be handicapped by excessive modesty. Cox (1926) reported that great military leaders and statesmen were characterized to a greater than average degree by eagerness for the admiration of the crowd and desire for the limelight, although they exhibited offensive manifestations of self-esteem to a lesser degree than the average. Middleton (1941) also found leaders to rate low in modesty. A correlation of .09 between leadership and modesty was reported by Flemming (1935). Eagerness for admiration was correlated .16 with leadership in Webb’s (1915) study. Drake (1944) obtained a correlation of −.11 between conceit and leadership. Ackerson (1942) and Tryon (1939) found correlations between leadership and attention-getting and “showing off” ranging from .15 to .30.


Moods, Optimism, and Sense of Humor


In all six studies on the subject, leadership and a sense of humor were positively related. In four of six studies, leaders were controlled in mood and seldom gloomy; in two studies, leaders were happy and cheerful, but happiness was not a factor in two of the studies. The scarcity of evidence concerning the relation of mood control to leadership cannot be regarded as confirmation of its unimportance. The evidence suggests that mood control may be significantly related to effective leadership, and a sense of humor is certainly relevant. The topic appears to warrant thorough investigation.

Mood. Jennings (1943) stated that one characteristic of girl leaders in an institution was the ability to control their own moods so as not to impose their negative feelings, depression, and anxiety on others. Caldwell and Wellman (1926) and Malloy (1936) also found leaders to be constant in mood. Webb (1915) reported a correlation of −.45 between depression and leadership. Ackerson (1942) and Cox (1926), however, reported some association between leadership and moods of depression, although not to a significant degree, and the extent differed with different groups.

Drake (1944), Tryon (1939), and Webb (1915) found that a cheerful, happy disposition was associated with leadership. These authors reported correlations ranging from .29 to .60 between leadership and cheerfulness. However, Ackerson (1942) did not find cheerfulness to be a distinguishing factor in leadership. Unhappiness and leadership were correlated −.03 for boys and .06 for girls. Baldwin (1932) also found a lack of correlation.

Humor. Drake (1944), Flemming (1935), Tryon (1939), and Webb (1915) reported correlations ranging from .34 to .64 between leadership and sense of humor. Stray (1934) also found leaders to be characterized by a sense of humor. Goodenough’s (1930) finding of a correlation of .53 between leadership and laughter was also relevant.

Emotional Control

Leaders were found to be more stable and emotionally controlled in 11 studies and less well controlled emotionally in five studies. No differences were found in three other studies.

Self-Control. A number of manuals that outline practical techniques for gaining friends and becoming a leader regard self-control as a very important prerequisite for attaining these goals. The evidence relating to this contention is divided. Eichler (1934) reported a correlation of .18 between leadership and self-control. Baldwin (1932), Pigors (1933), and Wetzel (1932) also found self-control to be a factor related to leadership. Bellingrath (1930) and Drake (1944) reported correlations of .70 to .38, respectively, between leadership and stability. Leaders were found by Middleton (1941) and Terman (1904) to rate low in emotionality. Bowden (1926) and Caldwell and Wellman (1926) found leaders to be well balanced and self-composed in comparison with their followers. Webb (1915) reported correlations of −.25 between irritability and leadership, and −.36 between readiness for anger and leadership.

Excitability. Despite the results above, Cox (1926) found that great face to-face leaders rated high in excitability. This trait was present to an unusual degree in revolutionary statesmen. In problem children, Ackerson (1942) reported correlations of .12 for boys and .36 for girls between irritability and leadership. A correlation of .16 between leadership and excitability was found by Sheldon (1927). Fauquier and Gilchrist (1942) also noted that leaders were more excitable than nonleaders. According to Chevaleva-Ianovskaia and Sylla (1929), leaders were characterized by a predominance of excitation over inhibition. But Zeleny (1939) could find no difference between leaders and nonleaders in degree of emotional control, and Drake (1944) and Flemming (1935) reported correlations close to zero between leadership and excitability.

Anger. The data on the relationship between leadership, anger, and fighting cast further light on this subject. Cox (1926) found that great face-to-face leaders, except statesmen, were characterized by a tendency to anger and “a tendency to flare up on slight provocation.” Ackerson (1942) reported that in children “temper tantrums” and “leader” were positively correlated, but “temper tantrums” and “follower” were negatively correlated. Webb (1915), however, found a correlation of −.12 between leadership and occasional extreme anger. Tryon (1939) obtained correlations of .59, .48, .25, and .40 between fighting and leadership for 12-year-old boys, 15-year-old boys, 12-year-old girls, and 15-year-old girls, respectively. Ackerson (1942) ascertained that fighting and leadership were correlated .13 for boys and −.17 for girls. Fighting and leading others into bad conduct were correlated .20 for boys and .36 for girls. Incorrigibility and defiance were also positively correlated with leadership, and to a still higher degree with leadership in misconduct, while these traits were correlated negatively among followers.

These studies did not lend convincing support to the view that leaders are necessarily characterized by a high degree of self-control or an incapacity for emotional expression.

Socioeconomic Status

In 15 studies the leaders came from higher socioeconomic backgrounds, but in two studies no differences were found. Baldwin (1932) and Goodenough (1930) reported negligible differences. The differences in the social and economic status of leaders and nonleaders were usually not extreme. Only Remmelin (1938) obtained differences that were large enough to be statistically reliable. Nonetheless, taken as a whole, the evidence presented in studies from a wide variety of leadership situations indicated that leaders tend to come from a socioeconomic background superior to that of the average of their followers.

Social Activity and Mobility

Leaders participated in more group activities in all 20 studies on the subject. They also exhibited a higher rate of social mobility in five additional studies.

Participation. Baldwin (1932), Brown (1933), Chapin (1945), Courtenay (1938), Richardson and Hanawalt (1943), Roslow (1940), Link (1944), Merriam and Gosnell (1929), Reals (1938), Smith and Nystrom (1937), Sorokin (1927), and Zeleny (1939) all found that leaders surpassed followers in the number, extent, and variety of group activities in which they participated. Zeleny (1939) reported correlations ranging from .17 to .68 between leadership and participation in extracurricular activities. Leadership was defined by a number of authors as “occupying one or more positions of responsibility in group activities.” On the other hand, social detachment appeared to be a factor in the formation of the boys’ gangs studied by Thrasher (1927) and Warner (1923).

Mobility. Physical and social mobility were observed by Sorokin (1927), Sorokin and Zimmerman (1928), and Winston (1932) to be associated with adult leadership. Sorokin and Zimmerman reported that farmer leaders were characterized to a high degree by a tendency to shift from place to place and from one occupational or economic position to another. Winston (1937) observed the same tendency in inventors.

Sociophysical Activity. Sociophysical activities were related to leadership as follows: “active in games” (six studies); “active, restless” (nine studies); “daring, adventurous” (three studies).2 Broich (1929), Brown (1931), Buttgereit (1932), and Reininger (1929) found that child leaders were more active in games than were nonleaders. In Tryon’s (1939) study, leadership and “active in games” were correlated .52 to .74 for groups of 12- and 15-year-old boys and girls. Terman (1904), Thrasher (1927), and Tryon (1939) found leaders to be more daring and adventurous than followers. Correlations of .57 to .78 between daringness and leadership were reported by Tryon (1939). Cowley (1931) ascertained that motor impulsion was a factor common to different types of leaders. Liveliness was reported by Leib (1928) and Brown (1931) as characterizing leaders. Flemming (1935) found a correlation of .47 between leadership and liveliness. Goodenough (1930) reported a correlation of .29 between physical activity and leadership. Ackerson (1942) and Tryon (1939) obtained correlations close to .20 between “restlessness” and leadership. These findings suggested that physical activity, mobility, and sociophysical activity were associated with leadership.

Sociability. Sociability was associated with leadership in 13 of 14 studies, and diplomacy or tact was associated with leadership in 8 others. Fairly high positive correlations between sociability and leadership were reported by Bonney (1943), Drake (1944), Flemming (1935), Goodenough (1930), Sheldon (1927), Tryon (1939), and Webb (1915). Correlations ranged from .33 to .98. But the correlation found by Eichler (1934) between social intelligence and leadership was only .10. Burks (1938), Malloy (1936), Middleton (1941), and Prosh (1928) also found that student leaders rated higher than nonleaders in sociability. Ackerson (1942) observed that belonging to a gang was correlated .26 with being a leader and .21 with being a follower. Being a leader and being within an intimate circle were correlated .39 in Webb’s (1915) study. Moore (1932) and Newcomb (1945) reported friendliness and social skills, respectively, as factors that distinguished leaders from followers. Cox (1926) also noted that, despite their higher introversion, great leaders were rated above average, but not to an outstanding degree, in fondness for companionship and social gatherings.

Tact. Courtesy, tact, and diplomacy were found by Bernard (1928), Wetzel (1932), Drake (1944), Flemming (1935), Hanfmann (1935), Parten (1933), Stray (1934), and Webb (1915) to be traits that distinguished leaders from nonleaders. Drake, Flemming, and Webb reported correlations of .08, .27, and .73, respectively, between tact and leadership. However, Flemming (1935) obtained a correlation of only −.03 between rudeness and leadership for boys and girls. But the correlations between rudeness and leading others into bad conduct were .24 and .40 for boys and girls, respectively. Ackerson determined that both bashfulness and seclusiveness were negatively correlated with leadership.

Misconduct. Ackerson (1942), Goodenough (1930), and Webb (1915) obtained correlations ranging from −.29 to .21 between offensive manifestations and leadership. Ackerson’s (1942) findings suggested that misconduct is not necessarily a bar to leadership. Stealing, for example, was correlated .12 and .21 with leadership; stealing and leading others into misconduct were correlated .46 and .16 for boys and girls, respectively.

Popularity and Prestige

Evidence from 10 diverse studies indicated that leaders tend to be rated higher than average in popularity. Evidence presented by Ackerson (1942), Bellingrath (1930), Carlson and Harrell (1942), Cox (1926), Garrison (1933), Michels (1915), Miller and Dollard (1941), Nutting (1923), Tryon (1939), and Zeleny (1939) all indicated that popularity and prestige were rather closely associated with leadership status. The correlations, ranging from .23 and .80, suggested that the relationship between popularity and leadership was fairly high. However, Nutting (1923) pointed out that popularity cannot be regarded as synonymous with leadership.

Cooperation

Cooperativeness was related to leadership in 11 studies. Work for the group and corporate responsibility were related to leadership in eight others. The ability to enlist cooperation was related to leadership in seven additional analyses.

Leaders were found by Baldwin (1932), Dunkerley (1940), Fauquier and Gilchrist (1942), Newcomb (1943), and Wetzel (1932) to rate higher than followers in cooperativeness. Drake (1944) and Webb (1915) reported correlations of .44 and .69 between cooperativeness and leadership. The ability to enlist cooperation and to control others in a group enterprise were found by Baldwin (1932), Caldwell (1920), Hanfmann (1935), Merriam and Gosnell (1926), and Nutting (1923) to be characteristics associated with leadership ability. Webb (1915) reported a correlation of .69 between leadership and corporate spirit. Cox (1926) also reported that great leaders rate outstandingly high in a sense of corporate spirit.

Patterns of Leadership Traits Differ with the Situation

There was a preponderance of evidence from a wide variety of studies (19 in all) that indicated that patterns of leadership traits differed with the situation. Ackerson’s (1942) study revealed marked differences in the conduct and personality patterns of children who were regarded as leaders in general and children who were regarded as leaders in misconduct. Boys and girls in these two groups also differed somewhat. Bellingrath (1930) found marked differences in the extent to which leaders in athletics, student government, publications, and clubs participated in extracurricular activities and were chosen as leaders under various circumstances. The investigation by Caldwell and Wellman (1926) revealed athletic leaders to be tallest among the leaders and to excel in physical achievements, while editors were younger and shorter than average but ranked higher in scholarship than the other groups of leaders who were studied. Cowley’s (1928) study demonstrated large differences in the traits of criminal leaders, army leaders, and student leaders. The profiles of the average ratings of the traits of groups of great leaders studied by Cox (1926) differed markedly from one group to another, especially in physical and emotional traits, but much less so in traits that may be classified as intelligence, self-regard, and persistence. Dunkerley’s (1940) factor analysis of the intercorrelations of 15 variables representing trait ratings of 167 women college students revealed a factor identified as social leadership and two factors identified as religious leadership.

Hanfmann (1935) observed three types of leaders among preschool children: (1) objective leaders who engage in constructive play and get what they want by saying why they need it; (2) social leaders, whose goal is to play with others rather than play for the sake of play itself; and (3) gangsters, who get their way by force and a complete disregard for others. Schuler (1935) concluded that although teachers may ascertain with increasing reliability the dominant-submissive behavior of older adolescent boys in one situation, such as the school, it becomes less possible to predict those tendencies in another environment, such as the home.

Sward (1933) found that superior socioeconomic status, as well as higher intelligence and scholastic attainment, differentiated 125 campus leaders from 125 followers. However a classification of the leaders into subgroups demonstrated the following distinguishing differences: (1) bright, relatively unmotivated, unsociable, self-confident campus editors; (2) rather insecure, intellectual, and very intelligent debaters; (3) strongly socialized and intellectually mediocre campus politicians; and (4) extroverted women leaders.

Terman (1904) found that children who were leaders in one experimental situation may not have been leaders when matched against different children in other situations. Children who were “automatons,” or nonleaders, in most situations might achieve leadership in some situations. Children who were leaders in most situations were said by their teachers to be characterized by intelligence, congeniality, liveliness, and goodness.

In Tryon’s (1939) study, the clusters of traits that characterized boys and girls at age 12 differed from those found at age 15. This difference was especially noticeable for girls, who matured somewhat more rapidly than boys in social interests. The leadership cluster for 12-year-old boys was composed of the items: daring, leader, active in games, and friendly. The cluster for 15-year-old boys contained the items: daring, leader, active in games and fights. The leadership cluster for 12-year-old girls contained the items: daring, leader, and humor about jokes. The cluster for 15-year-old girls contained the following items: popular, friendly, enthusiastic, happy, humor about jokes, daring, leader. The total weight of the evidence presented in this group of studies suggests that if there were general traits that characterized leaders, nonetheless the patterns of such traits were likely to vary with the leadership requirements of different situations.

Transferability and Persistence of Leadership

Six follow-up studies, although yielding somewhat variable results, intimated a certain degree of persistence or transferability of leadership. Levi (1930) studied 230 leaders in elementary and junior high school, 206 of whom were studied again in senior high school. The correlation between leadership in elementary school and leadership in senior high school was .19; the correlation between leadership in junior high school and leadership in senior high school was .52. For athletic leadership there was a low negative correlation between elementary school and high school, but a correlation of .44 between junior high school and senior high school.

Kohs and Irle (1920) completed a follow-up study of the military careers of 116 college students. Three faculty members rated these students on various traits. Correlations between the U.S. Army rank attained and various ratings in college ranged from .11 to .39. The best assessments for predicting military success were found to be the raters’ estimates of the assessees’ potential value to the service and raters estimates of the assessees’ intelligence. Assessments of leadership in college were correlated .11 with army rank attained, but scholarship was not predictive of army rank. Page (1935), studying cadets at West Point, found first-year leadership rank to be correlated .67 with fourth-year leadership rank. Rank in bearing and appearance was most highly correlated with rank in leadership, while the ranks in athletic activities, tactics, and academic standing were correlated with leadership rank to progressively lesser degrees.

Clem and Dodge (1933) conducted a comparative study of the success of 27 student leaders, 36 high-ranking student scholars, and 38 students selected at random after graduation from high school. High school student leaders ranked highest in subsequent outstanding achievements, number of honors received, and quantity of publications. The random group ranked highest in community leadership and the amount of money accumulated after graduation. In general, the student leaders tended to become more successful than the student scholars and the random group, although the differences were not impressive. Courtenay (1938) studied 100 women leaders and 100 nonleaders from 13 successive high school graduating classes. The two groups were matched in socioeconomic background, ethnic heritage, scholarship, and age at graduation. Courtenay found that 72 student leaders, but only 29 nonleaders, went to college and that twice as many high school leaders as nonleaders were engaged in professional work as adults. The average salary of the adults who had been high school leaders exceeded that of those who had been nonleaders. The high school leaders were more active as adults in community work. Shannon (1929) compared student leaders, scholars (honor-roll members), and a random group from five high school graduating classes. Although the honor graduates were little more successful than the random group, Shannon concluded that “whatever is required to excel in the extracurricular life of the high school seems to be the same thing that contributes most to success later.”

These findings strongly suggested that leadership in school activities was somewhat predictive of later success. However, the extent to which leadership persisted and transferred was not clearly determined.

Conclusions as of 1948



1. The following conclusions were supported by uniformly positive evidence from 15 or more of the studies surveyed: (a) The average person who occupies a position of leadership exceeds the average member of his or her group in the following respects: intelligence, scholarship, dependability in exercising responsibility, activity and social participation, and socioeconomic status. (b) The qualities, characteristics, and skills required in a leader are determined, to a large extent, by the demands of the situation, in which he or she is to function as a leader.

2. The following conclusions were supported by uniformly positive evidence from ten or more of the studies surveyed: (a) The average person who occupied a position of leadership exceeded the average member of his or her group, to some degree, in the following respects: sociability, initiative, persistence, knowing how to get things done, self-confidence, alertness to and insight into situations, cooperativeness, popularity, adaptability, and verbal facility.

3. A number of factors were found to be specific to well-defined groups. For example, athletic ability and physical prowess were found to be characteristics of leaders of boys’ gangs and play groups. Intellectual fortitude and integrity were found to be associated with eminent leadership in maturity.

4. The traits with the highest overall correlation with leadership were originality, popularity, sociability, judgment, assertiveness, desire to excel, humor, cooperativeness, liveliness, and athletic ability, in approximate order of magnitude of the average correlation.

5. Despite considerable negative evidence, the general trend of the results suggested a low positive correlation between leadership and such variables as chronological age, height, weight, physique, energy, appearance, dominance, and mood control. The evidence was about evenly divided concerning the relation to leadership of such traits as introversion-extroversion, self-sufficiency, and emotional control.

6. The evidence suggested that leadership exhibited in various school situations may persist into college and later vocational and community life. However, knowledge of the facts related to the transferability of leadership remains meager and obscure.

7. For understanding leadership, the most fruitful studies were those in which the behavior of leaders was described and analyzed on the basis of direct observation or the analysis of biographical and case history data. The factors associated with leadership could all be classified under the following general headings: Capacity (intelligence, alertness, verbal facility, originality, and judgment); Achievement (scholarship, knowledge, and athletic accomplishments); Responsibility (dependability, initiative, persistence, aggressiveness, self-confidence, and the desire to excel); Participation (activity, sociability, cooperation, adaptability, and humor); Status (socioeconomic position and popularity); and Situation (mental level, status, skills, needs and interests of followers, objectives to be achieved, and so on).

It is primarily by participating in group activities and demonstrating a capacity for expediting the work of the group that a person becomes endowed as a leader. A number of investigators were careful to distinguish between the leader and the figurehead and to point out that leadership is always associated with the attainment of group objectives. Leadership implies activity, movement, and getting work done. The leader is a person who occupies a position of responsibility in coordinating the activities of the members of the group in their task of attaining a common goal. This definition leads to a consideration of another significant factor. A person does not become a leader by virtue of some combination of traits; but the pattern of personal characteristics of the leader must bear some relevant relationship to the characteristics, activities, and goals of the followers. Thus leadership must be conceived in terms of the interaction of variables that are in constant flux. The factor of change is especially characteristic of the situation, which may be radically altered by the addition or loss of members, changes in interpersonal relationships and in goals, the competition of external influences, and the like. The personal characteristics of the leader and of the followers are, in comparison, highly stable. The persistence of individual patterns of human behavior in the face of continual situational change appears to be a primary obstacle not only to the practice of leaders but to their selection and placement. It is not especially difficult to find persons who are leaders. It is quite another matter to place these persons in different situations where they will be able to function as leaders. It becomes clear that an adequate analysis of leadership involves a study not only of leaders but also of situations.

The evidence suggests that leadership is a relationship between persons in a social situation and that persons who are leaders in one situation may not necessarily be leaders in other situations. Must it then be assumed that leadership is entirely incidental, haphazard, and unpredictable? Not at all. The very studies that provided the strongest arguments for the situational nature of leadership also supplied the strongest evidence to indicate that leadership patterns as well as nonleadership patterns of behavior were persistent and relatively stable. Jennings (1943, p. 210) observed that “the individual’s choice behavior, in contrast to his social expansiveness, appears as an expression of needs which are, so to speak, so ‘central’ to his personality that he must fulfill them whether or not the possibility of fulfilling them is at hand or not.” A somewhat similar observation was made by Newstetter, Feldstein, and Newcomb (1938, p. 92): “Being accepted or rejected is not determined by the cordiality or antagonism of the individual’s treatment of his fellows, nor evidently, is the individual’s treatment of his fellows much affected by the degree to which he is already being accepted or rejected by them. Their treatment of him is related to their acceptance or rejection of him. Their treatment of him is, of course, a reaction to some or all of his behaviors, but we have been completely unsuccessful in attempting to measure what these behaviors are.”

The authors concluded that these findings provided “devastating evidence” against the concept of the operation of measurable traits in determining social interactions. Although these findings do not appear to provide direct evidence either for or against a theory of traits, they do indicate that the complex of factors that determines an individual’s status in a group is most difficult to isolate and evaluate.

The findings of Jennings and Newsletter, Feldstein, and Newcomb suggested that selecting leaders should be much less difficult than training nonleaders to become leaders. The clinician or group worker who has observed the fruitless efforts of socially isolated individuals to gain acceptance or leadership status in a group is aware of the real nature of the phenomena just described. Some individuals are isolated in almost any group in which they find themselves, while others are readily accepted in most of their social contacts. A most pertinent observation on this point was made by Ackerson (1942, p. 45), who noted that “the correlations for ‘leader’ and ‘follower’ are not of opposite sign and similar magnitude as would be expected of traits supposed to be antithetical. These may not be the opposite poles of a single underlying trait.” Ackerson went on: “It may be that the true antithesis of ‘leader’ is not ‘follower,’ but ‘indifference,’ i.e., the incapacity or unwillingness either to lead or to follow. Thus it may be that some individuals who under one situation are leaders may under other conditions take the role of follower, while the true ‘opposite’ is represented by the child who neither leads nor follows.”

The findings suggest that leadership is not a matter of passive status or of the mere possession of some combination of traits. Rather, leadership appears to be a working relationship among members of a group, in which the leader acquires status through active participation and demonstration of his or her capacity to carry cooperative tasks to completion. Significant aspects of this capacity for organizing and expediting cooperative efforts 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.

But the studies surveyed offered little information as to the basic nature of these personal qualifications. Cattell’s (1946) analysis suggested that these qualifications could be based, to some degree, on basic intelligence, but Cattell and others also implied that these personal qualifications were, to a high degree, socially conditioned. The problems requiring thorough investigation relate to factors that condition social participation, insight into situations, mood control, responsibility, and the transferability of leadership from one situation to another. Solutions to these problems seem basic not only to any adequate understanding of the personal qualifications of leaders, but to any effective training for leadership.

Traits of Leadership (1948–1970)



Improvements in Methods and Measurements

Many new methods and measurements were introduced into the study of leadership in the decades after 1948. Experiments involving one variable at a time gave way to factorial and multivariate designs in which the effects of various treatments could be analyzed in the same experiment. Theory began to guide much of the data collection. Questionnaire methodologists introduced a variety of techniques to reduce errors such as the halo effect, leniency, and social desirability, and to increase the relevance and reliability of results, although their efforts often met with limited success. The critical-incidents technique, forced-choice checklists, behaviorally-anchored rating scales, and semantic differentials were just a few of the specific new methods used. Factor analysis became the basic tool in the search for and verification of the existence of traits of consequence. Other multivariate regression procedures also became commonplace in efforts to establish the relative importance of different traits to successful leadership. Varieties of statistical tests increased, to support or reject findings.

The internationalization of efforts also became widespread. Whether the same traits of leadership were relevant to rural agricultural leaders in Chile and Mali or led to promotion to higher management in Norway, Italy, and Japan were among the subjects examined. In the United States, a topic of considerable interest was whether different leadership traits would emerge as important for women and for racial and ethnic-minority leaders. The human-potential movement sparked awareness of the need to deal with leadership at a level of socioemotional feeling that was deeper than surface intellectual perception. More studies focused such traits as self-exposure, empathy, energy level, intuition, and interpersonal competence. The whole field of small-group research expanded, with many investigations in the 1950s. At the same time, much more rigor was introduced into measurements of individual role taking and behavior in small-group interactions. In addition, experimenters became much more aware of the many threats to the validity of their findings.

As the era ended, situational leadership was the dominant theory used for management and leadership training, but some disquieting research that supported the primacy of individual differences in leaders appeared shortly afterward. There was a resurgence of interest in consistent individual differences across situations, braced with meta-analytic demonstrations of the validity and generalizability of a very limited battery of cognitive abilities tests for predicting successful performance in a wide variety of situations (Schmidt & Hunter, 1977). Reexamination of earlier data and meta-analytic theory itself suggested that situational variations frequently could and should be attributed not to substantive effects but to sampling error. Situational effects would have to be shown above and beyond what would be generated by the normal probability distribution of the means generated in the diverse situations. Strong inferences were drawn about personality and early developmental influences that had permanent effects on individuals and their behavior as leaders and followers.

Stogdill (1970) examined another 163 studies of the traits of leadership published between 1948 and 1970 and considered how findings could be meaningfully factor-analyzed and clustered. (These findings were first reported in full in Chapter 5 of the first edition of the Handbook of Leadership in 1974.) Stodgill summarized the physical characteristics, social background, intelligence and ability, personality, task-related characteristics, and social characteristics related to leadership. Between 1948 and 1970, the proportion of studies of adults in formal organizations increased and the proportion dealing with children and adolescents in informal groups decreased. In interpreting conclusions caution is urged on the basis of the published survey findings.3

Physical Characteristics

Measures of physical characteristics, such as activity, age, and appearance were of positive consequence to leadership. Appearance can affect first impressions, which in turn have significance for emergent leadership. Fewer than three studies were found for height and weight; nevertheless, height or weight above the average of the peer group is certainly not a disadvantage in achieving leadership status. (Many organizations like to be represented by impressive physical specimens. When faced with taller opponents in television debates, shorter presidential candidates such as Jimmy Carter and Michael Dukakis stood on raised platforms. Frederick the Great required that all his soldiers be tall; however, Napoleon is often cited as an example that a man of small stature can rise to a position of great power. Thus physical stature may complement a leader, or a leader may compensate for lack of physical stature. Yet there is a rational element involved when coercive leadership is needed. Robert Peel, who introduced the “bobbies” to London, made a highly effective police force without firearms by choosing only large men who could dominate scenes of social conflict. Conversely, it has been noted that smaller policemen are more likely to suffer attack and injury.)

Activity, Energy, Stamina. The 1970 survey found 25 studies4 of these factors—many more than were found in the 1948 survey—which suggested that a leader tends to be endowed with an abundant reserve of energy, stamina, and ability to maintain a high rate of physical activity. Even when handicapped by physical disability or poor health, highly successful leaders tended to exhibit high energy.

Age. Age appeared in six studies reported between 1948 and 1970.5 Age continued to be related to leadership in a complicated way, as noted before. A survey by Lehman (1953) on the relation of age to achievement in science, art, politics, and other fields found that great men tended to exhibit signs of outstanding accomplishment at a relatively early age. Many, but not all, had the advantage of specialized education or training because of the early recognition of their talent. However, it usually takes time to rise to the top in a corporate or governmental structure. Standard and Poor’s (1967) reported that 74 percent of 66,336 American executives in its 1967 Register of Corporations, Directors, and Executives were over age 50. Only 168 executives were under age 30, while 8,085 were in the 71-to-80 age group. The two sets of findings indicate that the creative individual is likely to exhibit evidences of his or her ability at an early age; however, large organizations up to 1970 did not make much use of such creative gifts in administrative capacities. Rather, organizations tended to rely on administrative knowledge and demonstrations of success that come with experience and age.

Social Background

Social Status. Studies of the socioeconomic background of leaders continued to proliferate between 1948 and 1970; 19 studies were found for this period.6 D. R. Mathews (1954) observed that from 1789 to 1934, 58 percent of the presidents, vice presidents, and cabinet members had fathers in the professional, proprietor, or official occupations; 38 percent had fathers who were farmers, but only 4 percent had fathers who were wage earners. It is apparent that high social status has provided an advantage in rising to high levels of political leadership. But Newcomer (1955) and Scientific American (1965) reported that, compared with 1900, more top executives in 1965 were beginning to come from the poorer and middle-income groups, rather than the wealthy strata of society. A. Porter (1965) found that the background of the father of an executive was significantly related to the executive’s level in the organization and his authority for making policy. However, the father’s background was not related to the size of the organization or to the executive’s status in the business world or satisfaction with the progress of his career.

Miller and Dirksen (1965) reported that highly visible community leaders were differentiated from their less visible peers by being business oriented, Republican, members of the chamber of commerce, and named in the mass media. However, the hidden community leaders were characterized as holding administrative or professional jobs; they were not owners of large businesses, nor natives of the city, nor did they come from families in the city that were prominent. R. M. Powell’s (1969) large-scale survey of the executive promotion process indicated that religious and ethnic background—usually linked with social status—were also important factors.

Studies of the social background of student leaders by Martin, Gross, and Darley (1952); Weinberg (1965); Krumboltz, Christal, and Ward (1959); and Kumar (1966) revealed few consistent relationships across samples, although Williamson (1948) found that fraternity members occupied a disproportionately large share of leadership positions on the college campus.

Mobility. Six studies dealt with the upward mobility of leaders.7 Jennings’s (1967a) study is illustrative of the work in this area; it presented an insightful analysis of the problems, stresses, and adaptations involved in rapid upward mobility in a large corporation. More specifically, Cussler (1958) found that once women executives reached middle management in an industrial organization, they found it difficult to rise higher. They hit the “glass ceiling.”

Education. Fourteen studies showed the importance of education to leadership.8 Reflecting a national rise in educational levels, senior managers with college degrees increased from 28.3 percent in 1900 to 74.3 percent in 1964 (Scientific American, 1965). In contrast, G. F. Lewis’s (1960) review of several studies indicated that small businessmen have less education than top executives in large firms and more often start their careers as unskilled or semiskilled workers. Johnson, Peterson, and Kahler (1968) studied 496 first-line foremen in a company from 1940 to 1961. They found that the average age of these foremen increased from 31.2 years in 1940–1944 to 41.2 years in 1955–1959 and that their years of schooling increased from 10.8 to 11.2 during the same period.

The following conclusions were drawn from these studies of social background and education: (1) High socioeconomic status was an advantage in attaining leadership; (2) Leaders who rose to high positions in industry tended to come from a lower socioeconomic status than their counterparts of a half century earlier; (3) The leaders tended to be better educated than formerly. The rise in the general level of education of the population is common knowledge. Requirements for managerial and administrative positions increasingly demanded a graduate degree, such as an MBA. The trend toward reduced emphasis on social status and more emphasis on education was expected to accelerate as the effects of affirmative action manifest themselves. As firms and agencies aggressively promoted women, blacks, and other minorities, a considerable increase in the upward mobility of these groups was expected. For example, in 1960 hardly any women and blacks were observed in MBA on engineering programs.

Intelligence and Ability

Intelligence. In 1970, 25 reports of a positive relationship between leadership, intelligence, and ability were found to have been published between 1948 and 1970,9 compared with 17 studies in the 1948 review correlating scores on intelligence tests with leadership status. The average correlation of .28 in the 1948 review was corroborated in the 1970 survey. However, five of the competent studies of 1948 ascertained that a large discrepancy between the intelligence of potential leaders and that of their followers militated against the exercise of leadership. Ghiselli (1963b, p. 898) reported supporting evidence. In a study of three groups of managers, he found that “the relationship between intelligence and managerial success is curvilinear with those individuals earning both low and very high scores being less likely to achieve success in management positions than those with scores at intermediate levels.”

Thus leaders can be too able for those they lead. Persons with greater abilities may suffer from extreme self-preoccupation; their abilities may make it difficult for them to communicate with those they are attempting to lead; and their ideas may be too advanced to be accepted by their potential followers (pioneers are seldom outstanding leaders). The discrepancy in abilities is likely to be paralleled by discrepancies in interests and goals. Also, Korman’s (1968) extensive review on the prediction of managerial performance reported that “intelligence, as measured by verbal ability tests, is a fair predictor of first-line supervisory performance, but not of higher level managerial performance.”10 But one must also suppose that only those who already possess above-average intelligence are likely to have achieved top management positions in the organization. So there is a restriction in range, which makes it impossible for intelligence tests to discriminate the good from the bad performers at the top of the organization. Nevertheless, it should be clear that a high-level intelligence test that discriminates verbal intelligence among those at the upper end of the population’s intelligence, such as the Miller Analogies (used for predicting success in graduate and professional schools), is also likely to be a valid predictor of the potential to rise in firms, agencies, and institutions.

Other Intellectual Abilities. Uniformly positive findings for studies completed between 1948 and 1970 were found, which indicated that leaders are characterized by superior judgment, decisiveness, or both (e.g., Roadman, 1964), knowledge (e.g., Colyer, 1951), and fluency of speech (e.g., Burnett, 1951b).

Personality

Up to 31 studies in the 1970 survey dealt with personality and leadership. Several differences were noted between the 1948 and 1970 surveys, which might have been due to changes in personality methods and theories, as well as the change in participants in the studies. Uniformly positive findings found in the 1970 survey were the traits of adjustment (e.g., Terrell & Shreffler, 1958), aggressiveness or assertiveness (e.g., Hobert & Dunnette, 1967), independence (e.g., Hornaday & Bunker, 1970), objectivity (e.g., Argyris, 1953), enthusiasm (e.g., Gibb, 1949), and tolerance of stress (e.g., Lange & Jacobs, 1960). Characteristics that appeared with positive findings in both 1948 and 1970 were alertness (e.g., Porter, 1959), originality (e.g., Randle, 1956), personal integrity (e.g., Stephenson, 1959), self-confidence (e.g., Moment & Zaleznik, 1963), ascendance (e.g., Sanders, 1968), emotional balance (e.g., Harville, 1969), and extroversion (e.g., Harrell, 1966).

Task-Related Personality Characteristics. Both the 1948 review and the 1970 review produced uniformly positive results indicating that leaders are characterized by a need for achievement (e.g., Cummings & Scott, 1965) and a sense of responsibility (e.g., Gordon, 1952). Leaders tend to be task-oriented (e.g., Medow & Zander, 1965) and dependable in the pursuit of objectives (e.g., Powell & Nelson, 1969). They display enterprise and initiative (e.g., Helfrich & Schwirian, 1968) and are persistent in overcoming obstacles.

Social Personality Characteristics. The positive findings on social characteristics in both 1948 and 1970 suggested that leaders were active participants in various activities. They interacted easily with a wide range of personalities (e.g., Krumboltz, Christal, & Ward, 1959), and this interaction was valued by others. They not only were cooperative with others (e.g., J. S. Guilford, 1952) but were able to enlist cooperation (e.g., Bentz, 1964) and to execute (administer) projects (e.g., Kay, 1959). Interpersonal skills (e.g., D. S. Brown, 1964), including tact (e.g., Tarnapol, 1958), made them attractive to followers (e.g., Price, 1948). Leaders were valued by group members because they had characteristics such as nurturance (e.g., Roff, 1950) and popularity (e.g., Harrell & Lee, 1964) that fostered loyalty and cohesiveness in the group.

Factor Analyses of the Traits of Leadership



Stogdill’s (1974) review of factorial studies of leadership published between 1945 and 1970 was based on 52 factorial studies, including surveys of a large number of military and industrial personnel, studies of leadership in military and industrial groups, and reports on experimental groups. It should be emphasized that the factors which emerged depended on the variables originally included in the battery of traits measured or ignored by the investigators. For instance, if an investigator included many measures of social distance, a common factor of social distance could emerge. If no measures of social distance were included, no common factor of social distance could be extracted. Likewise, if only a single reliable measure of social distance was included, it would not appear in a separate common factor of social distance, as such. The most frequently occurring factors were descriptive of various skills of the leader.

They included social and interpersonal skills, technical skills, administrative skills, intellectual skills, leaders’ effectiveness and achievement, social nearness, friendliness, supportiveness of the group task, and task motivation and application. These factors indicated that leaders differed from each other consistently in the effective use they made of interpersonal, administrative, technical, and intellectual skills. Some leaders could be described as highly task-motivated; others were most capable of maintaining close, friendly, personal relationships. The best leaders were able to do both. The next most frequent set of factors was concerned with how leaders relate to their groups. The behaviors included maintaining the cohesiveness of the group, coordination, task motivation, task performance, and high quality of output. A concern for the group’s performance was softened by nurturant behavior and the use of informal controls. These factors were as follows: maintaining a cohesive work group, maintaining coordination and teamwork, maintaining standards of performance, maintaining informal control of the group (group freedom), and nurturant behavior. Next in frequency were factors concerned strictly with the personal characteristics of leaders. Leaders could be described in terms of emotional balance, willingness to assume responsibility, ethical conduct, ability to communicate readily, dominance, energy, experience, courage, and maturity.

In sum, successful leadership involves certain skills and capabilities—interpersonal, technical, administrative, and intellectual—that enable leaders to be of value to their group or organization. These skills allow leaders to maintain satisfactory levels of group cohesiveness, drive, and productivity. Leaders are further assisted in the execution of these functions if they possess a high degree of motivation to complete tasks, personal integrity, communicative ability, and the like. The 52 factorial studies as a whole seem to provide a well-balanced picture of the skills, functions, and personal characteristics of leaders in a wide variety of situations. The factors and the number of studies in which they emerged were as follows: ascendance, dominance, decisiveness (11); willingness to assume responsibility (10); ethical conduct, personal integrity (10); maintaining a cohesive work group (9); maintaining coordination and teamwork (7); ability to communicate, articulativeness (6); physical energy (6); maintaining standards of performance (5); creative, independent (5); conforming (5); courageous, daring (4); experience and activity (4); nurturant behavior (4); maintaining informal control of the group (4); mature, cultivated (3); and aloof, distant (3).

Conclusions by 1970



The differences between 1948 and 1970 may be due primarily to the larger percentage of studies in the 1970 survey from the world of work rather than from children’s, school, and social groups.11 The similar results made it reasonable to conclude that many cognitive, social, and emotional traits differentiated leaders from followers, successful from unsuccessful leaders, and high-level from low-level leaders. One practical application of this conclusion was the assessment center for determining leadership potential among candidates for managerial positions (Bray, Campbell, & Grant, 1974; Bray & Grant, 1966). By the 1970s, over 1,000 such assessment centers were in operation. In these centers candidates are observed for two to three days in interviews, leaderless group activities, and other situational tests. They are also tested individually with personality and aptitude tests. The “in-basket,” a sampling of managerial action requirements, is also often used. Observers meet to try to pool their results on the basis of inferences from the test results and their observations to yield a picture of the total personality of the candidate and his or her leadership potential in positions familiar to the observers. Much more will be presented about such assessment centers in Chapter 35.

The leader is characterized by a strong drive for responsibility and completion of tasks, vigor and persistence in the pursuit of goals, venturesomeness and originality in problem solving, a drive to exercise initiative in social situations, self-confidence and a sense of personal identity, willingness to accept the consequences of his or her decisions and actions, readiness to absorb interpersonal stress, willingness to tolerate frustration and delay, ability to influence other people’s behavior, and the capacity to structure social interaction systems to the purpose at hand. The clusters of characteristics discussed in this chapter differentiate leaders from followers, effective from ineffective leaders, and higher-echelon from lower-echelon leaders. In other words, different strata of leaders, and followers can be described in terms of the extent to which they exhibit some of the characteristics. Furthermore, research by Bass (1953), Moore and Smith (1953), and Tarnapol (1958) suggested that isolates and, to a lesser extent, followers and nonleaders can be described by the antonyms of trait names attributed to leaders. The characteristics generate personality dynamics that are advantageous to the person seeking the responsibilities of leadership.

The conclusion that traits are a factor in understanding leadership did not represent a return to the pure trait approach. It did represent a sensible modification of the extreme situationalist point of view. At first, the trait approach treated personality variables in an atomistic fashion, suggesting that each trait acts singly to determine the effects of leadership. Increasingly, models were tested describing how combinations of differentially weighted traits contributed to leadership. The wholly situationalist approach, on the other hand, denied the influences of individual differences, attributing all variance among persons to the demands of the environment. Again, it should be emphasized that some of the variance in who emerges as a leader and who is successful and effective is due to traits of consequence in the situation; some is due to situational effects; and some is due to the interaction of traits and situation. For example, suppose that candidates for management positions are tested in three situations: social service agencies, industrial firms, and military organizations. We are likely to find in the aggregate that individual interpersonal competence is predictive of successful performance. But it also may be more predictive in social service agencies and less predictive in military organizations. Considering the importance of competence to perform tasks and interpersonal competence at two stages in the careers of public accountants, engineers, and other technical specialists, one finds that both kinds of competence are important to performance. During a person’s early years with a firm, technical competence is most strongly indicative of successful performance; but after two to five years, interpersonal competence becomes more important.

The element of chance would appear to play a part in the rise of individual leaders. A given leader may be able to rise to the top of the hierarchy in competition with one group of peers but may be unable to do so in another group of peers. An individual’s upward mobility would seem to depend, to a considerable degree, on being in the right place at the right time. Finally, it should be noted that to some extent our conceptions of characteristics of leadership are culturally determined, as will be elucidated in Chapter 33. Situational contingencies will be examined more fully in chapters 25 through 29. These contingencies may be masked by consistent differences among individuals. This statement implies that there are regularities in individuals’ abilities, interests, orientations, values, and personality that endure across time. Other differences of consequence may include age, sex, family background, physique, and so on. Since the beginning of the study of leadership, the question has remained: how much do these individual differences account for the emergence of leadership and its effectiveness, and do the effects transcend situational circumstances? Some individuals will attempt to lead in most situations in which they find themselves, but others will avoid doing so whenever possible. Other individuals will attempt to be leaders only in certain situations, and their personal predispositions can be described. The same may be said about succeeding as a leader.

By 1970, there was plenty of evidence that particular patterns of traits were of consequence to leadership; these included determination, persistence, self-confidence, and ego strength. Additionally, the mass of research findings about the traits of leaders compared with nonleaders and of successful and effective leaders compared with unsuccessful and ineffective leaders included activity level, rate of talk, initiative, assertiveness, aggressiveness, dominance, ascendance, emotional balance, tolerance for stress, self-control, self-efficacy, enthusiasm, and extroversion. This was confirmed with qualification in studies in the years that followed.



1 The original review Personal factors associated with leadership: A survey of the literature appeared in the Journal of Psychology, 1948, 25, 35-71. It is excerpted by permission of The Journal Press, Provincetown, Massachusetts. This classic marked a turning point in the study of leadership. Prior to this work, the search for universal personal traits of leadership was emphasized. After it, situation-specific analyses took over and dominated the field. Much more emphasis was placed on the situation alone than was done in the publication. Both individual traits and situational assessments are important, as well as the interaction between them. That was Stogdill’s main thesis. It was not until the 1980s that the importance of personal factors was restored.

2 This list of traits of social activities is difficult to classify, since the behavior is clearly defined in few cases. The majority of investigators appeared to emphasis the social aspects of these behaviors, although some emphasized an underlying physical component of energy or vitality. This is merely one example of the difficulty mentioned by a number of investigators, of attempting to analyze human behavior by dividing it into distinct and separate traits.

3 David Bakin pointed to the existence of a farcical but not necessarily fanciful prospect about positive and negative findings in social science. Suppose, he argued, that the difference between A and B is really zero. Thus in 95% of all studies of A and B, we would expect to reach a negative conclusion—a finding of no statistically significant difference between A and B at the 5% level of confidence. But 5% of all studies will reach a positive but erroneous conclusion—that there is a difference between A and B at the 5% level of confidence. Who publishes? Ony those with positive findings! So if we depend on a count of publications of positive and negative findings, we will draw the wrong inference about the true difference between A and B.

Unfortunately, there is some truth in Bakin’s burlesque: researchers and journal editors are reluctant to publish negative findings; hence, there is little question that positive findings are more likely to be published than negative ones. Let the reader beware. See for example, Borg and Tupes (1958), M. Coates and Pellegrin (1957), Ghiselli and Barthol (1956) and J. S. Guilford (1952).

4 The reader who is interested in the complete list of citations of these studies should consult Chapter 5 in the earlier editions of this handbook.

5 See, for example, A. R. Bass (1964), Johnson Peterson, Kahler (1968), and Newcomer (1955).

6 See, for example, Ghiselli (1959), Hulin (1962), Lewis (1960), and Matthews (1954).

7 See, for example, Hicks and Stone (1962, Powell (1969), and Roe (1956).

8 See, for example, Feil (1950), Kumar (1966), Mandell (1949), and O’Donovan (1962).

9 See, for example, Ghiselli (1964), Rowland and Scott (1968), Rychalak (1963), and Thornton (1968).

10 Later chapters show that higher levels of management call for a different kind of intelligence—fluid intelligence—which may be contrasted to the crystallized intelligence of import to lower levels of management.

11 Stogdill suspected that the absence of some particular positive findings in the 1970 survey were due, in part, to the decisions of his abstracters. We also must be cautious about the volume of results obtained for some traits and not for others. Researchers tend to pursue fads. Also, changes occur over the decades in the names that are used to label the same traits of behavior.
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Traits of Leadership (1970–2006)

A trait is a construct based on consistent individual differences between people. Personality is the organized pattern of distinctive traits of a specific person. Additional meanings may be added, such as the way personality traits are integrated. Simple to complex patterns may be formed. They may form hierarchies. For instance, the trait of agreeableness may consist of correlated subtraits: trustingness, altruism, compliance, and tender-mindedness.

Traits and their expression may be captured as snapshots, but they are more enduring unlike momentary moods or states of being such as feeling angry or feeling happy. Roberts and DelVecchio (2000) demonstrated that traits were enduring and were not states like a person’s mood, which can change in a short time. These investigators completed a meta-analysis of 152 longitudinal studies of 3,217 test-retest correlations of traits occurring during two age periods. The mean correlation between age periods was only .31 in childhood but rose to .54 in later life. Traits are not the same as motives. Thus the trait of extroversion brings about unconflicted social motive expression; the trait of introversion blocks social motive expression and the attainment of social goals (Winter, John, Stewart, et al., 1998).

When traits are requirements for doing something, they are called “competencies.” Traits of leadership are competencies. They are needed if someone is to emerge, succeed, or be effective as a leader. Various kinds of traits are factors in leadership. Cognitive traits provide task competence and problem-solving abilities. These include intelligence, judgment, decisiveness, knowledge, fluency of speech, resourcefulness, technical abilities, intellectually stimulating qualities, vision, imagination, articulateness, diagnostic skills, originality, and creativity. Social competency traits include social intelligence, assertiveness, cooperativeness and the ability to enlist cooperation, attractiveness, affiliativeness, nurturance, sociability, interpersonal skills, social participation, tact, diplomacy, empathy, social insight, and attributional accuracy. Emotional competency traits include emotional intelligence, emotional maturity, self-confidence, self-esteem, self-efficacy, hardiness, and optimism. Those traits with negative impact on leadership include arrogance, narcissism, depression, anxiety, rigidity, neuroticism, lack of self-confidence, lack of self-esteem, and lack of self-efficacy. Biophysical traits of consequence to leadership include physical fitness and stature. Traits of character include integrity, honesty, moral reasoning, resilience, and discipline. Eye color, walking stride, and uxoriousness are examples of traits which are not ordinarily competencies of consequence to leadership.

Situationalism



The quest for universal leadership traits for all situations was abandoned by most, but not all, researchers in the 1950s and 1960s. Reviews by Bird (1940), Jenkins (1947), and Stogdill (1948) were cited frequently (and incorrectly) after 1948 to support the view that leadership was entirely situational in origin and that particular personal characteristics could not accurately predict leadership. This view overemphasized the situational and underemphasized the significance of the individual leader’s traits. For instance, Carter (1953), Gibb (1954), and Shartle (1956) inferred that stable relationships between traits and leadership pertained to specific situations only. The view that many are “born leaders” was rejected. Nevertheless, many scholars before and after 1970 still held that certain personal characteristics improved a leader’s chances of success (Van Fleet & Yukl, 1986). The connection between traits and leadership remained true for a wide variety of situations. Nonetheless, evidence was amassed to indicate that different skills and traits were required for leadership in different situations. Many of the behaviors and traits that enable a mobster to gain and maintain control over a criminal gang are not the same as those that enable a television evangelist to gain and maintain a following. Yet these two leaders may share some important traits, such as persistence, cupidity, and self-monitoring.

The Contrary Evidence

It was noted in Chapter 4 that, as Stogdill (1948, 1974) concluded, certain general qualities—such as initiative and fortitude—have appeared repeatedly as characteristics of leaders. Stogdill found that particular traits contributed to a person’s emergence as a leader in a wide variety of situations. This conclusion was supported in Mann’s (1959) survey of research on the relation of personality to performance in small groups. Mann found positive relationships between personal traits (intelligence, adjustment, extroversion, dominance, masculinity, and sensitivity) and leadership in 71% to 80% of the studies he included in his review. As mentioned above, Roberts and Del Veccio (2000) did a meta-analysis of 152 studies showing the stability of an individual’s traits, particularly among adults. They analyzed 3,217 test-retest correlations of personality tests with a controlled interval of 6.7 years between test and retest. Although the mean correlation was only .31 in childhood and .54 during college, it was .64 at age 30 and plateaued at .74 at ages from ages 50 to 70. Individual traits may be consistently important in a wide range of leadership situations.

Rotation Experiments

Barnlund (1962) rotated 25 participants in groups of six in different combinations but misinterpreted the results. He attributed most of the variance to differences in the composition and task situation of the group. Twenty-one years later, in reexamining Barnlund’s data and conclusion, Kenny and Zaccaro (1983) noted that the average correlation in the leadership rank that individuals attained as members of the six composed and recomposed groups was .64. This correlation was substantial evidence of personal consistency in the emergence of leadership across the six situations. Kenny and Zaccaro concluded that Barnlund’s results supported the contention that between 49% and 82% of the variance in leadership could be accounted for by a stable personality trait. They inferred that this trait was “the ability to perceive the needs and goals of a constituency and to adjust one’s personal approach to group action accordingly” (p. 678). Zaccaro, Foti, and Kenny (1991) rotated their participants through four different group tasks in groups of three so that no two participants worked with the same participant more than once. The emergent leadership of each participant was rated the others after every task. Every task required using a different style of leadership: persuasion, initiating structure, consideration, and emphasis on production. The investigators isolated the variance due to the raters, the ratees, and their interaction. They found that 59% of the variance was due to the participants’ traits rather than to the different group task situations.

Heritability, Genes, and Biological Bases of Leadership Behavior



Leaders may be born as well as made, as we can see if we examine research of the past 30 years on genes, heritability, and leadership.

Leadership theory and research from 1975 to 2005 have turned us back again to considering the importance of traits. Research in cotwin studies and advances in microbiology and behavioral genetics have been helpful. Genetic factors have been shown to influence personality traits and their expression in different situations. At the same time, environmental experiences unique to individuals contribute to their development (Fulker & Cardon, 1993). Viken, Rose, et al. (1994) tested approximately 15,000 Finnish twins in extroversion and neuroticism, first at ages 18 to 53, and then six years later. Experience became more important with age, and no additional genetic effects appeared after age 30.

Methods of Genetic Leadership Analysis

Cotwin Studies. In cotwin studies, a strong genetic component has been found in many traits associated with leadership, such as intelligence and assertiveness (Rose, 1995). In a cotwin study, variance in agreement on a specific trait between monozygotic or identical twins (from one egg) is compared with the agreement between a comparable pair of dyzygotic or fraternal twins (from two eggs). The higher the ratio of agreement between identical twins compared with the agreement between fraternal twins in a sample, the stronger the genetic effect. Ratios of .3 to .7 have been found for many traits associated with leadership. (A ratio of 1.0 would mean that 100 percent of the variance was genetic. A ratio approaching zero would mean there was no genetic effect.)

Molecular Biology Studies. At the level of molecular biology, traits and behaviors have been associated with multiple genes in a particular order in a chromosome (Science, 1995, pp. 4, 77; Cherney, 1998). But genes tend to work in a diffuse way (Hammer & Copeland, 1998). Neither a single gene nor the same genes in a different order may be of consequence. Identical twins share all their genes; fraternal twins share, on average, only half of their genes; nontwin brothers can share much less genetically. Thus, 33 out of 40 homosexual brothers had the same DNA variations in a region of the X chromosome, and half shared the same region of chromosome Xq28 (LeVay & Hamer, 1994). But heterosexual brothers inherited the opposite version of Xq28 (Hu, Pattatucci, et al., 1995).

Traits of Leadership Likely to Be Influenced by Genetics. Studies have found genetic effects of consequence to leadership for general intelligence (Bouchard & McGue, 1981), personality traits (Goldsmith, 1983), interests (Keller, 1992), and involvement in a job (Gilbert & Ones, 1998). Berenson (1997) suggested that strong effects based on cotwin studies and molecular biology demonstrate at least 30% heritability in traits related to leadership such as extroversion, shyness, sociability, self-confidence, cognitive abilities, verbal fluency, verbal comprehension, impulsivity, dominance, and aggression. Other traits subject to inheritance mentioned by investigators included achievement motivation, empathy, initiative, persistence, and speed of information processing (Dworkin, 1979; Ghodsian-Carpy & Baker, 1987; Horn, Plomin & Rosenman, 1976; Loehlin, 1992; Johnson, Vernon, & Harris, 2004; Mathews, Batson, et al., 1981; McCartney, Harris, & Bernieri, 1990; O’Connor, Foch, et al., 1980; Rose, 1995; Rushton, Fulker, et al., 1986; Tellegen, Lykken, et al., 1988). Estimates of the heritability of traits associated with leadership vary widely but converge on 30% to 50% of the total variance (Plomin, DeFries, & McClearn, 1990). For example, Loehlin (1992) found that 35% to 40% of the observed individual variation in extroversion attributed to genetics was correlated with leadership.

Mechanisms. The biological mechanisms linking genes and personality are beginning to be understood. For instance, “novelty seeking” is linked with variants of the gene for the dopamine molecule receptor in the brain. Dopamine is the brain’s reward chemical; it makes one feel good. Parkinson’s disease, caused by a degeneration of the dopamine-producing cells in the substantia nigra of the brain, significantly reduces novelty seeking (Hammer, 1997).

Direct Linkage of Genetics and Leadership

Not only are we able to present numerous studies showing the effects of genes on personality traits found to be predictive of leadership; there are also investigations that have directly connected genetics to leadership. Arvey, Rotundo, Johnson, et al. (2006) obtained data from the Minnesota Twin Registry to compare 238 identical twins (each pair genetically the same) with 188 fraternal twins (each pair with 50% in common in genetic background). They found that 30% of the variance in emergence as leaders was attributable to genetics. As part of a larger project by Vernon, McCarthy, et al. (undated) to study the effects of genetics on multiple dimensions of aggression, Johnson, Vernon, McCarthy, et al. (1998) surveyed 247 pairs of adult twins using mailed questionnaires: 183 pairs were monozygotic (MZ) and 64 pairs were dyzygotic (DZ). Forty-three of the pairs were men; 204 were women. The mean ages of the men and women were 42.8 and 44.5 years, respectively. They were recruited from a Canadian registry of twins or from the 3,000 pairs of twins from many countries who gather annually in Twinsburg, Ohio, for the Annual Twinsday Festival. Respondents completed self-report assessments of leadership, Cassel and Stancik’s Leadership Ability Evaluation (LAE, 1982); Bass and Avolio’s Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ, 1991); and Gough and Heilbrun’s Adjective Check List (ACL, 1983). Respondents also completed a “zygosity” questionnaire (Nichols & Bilbro, 1966) which had an accuracy of 93% when matched with blood-typing (Kasriel & Eaves, 1976).

For the LAE, the respondents are presented with 50 hypothetical situations and are asked to choose the style of leadership they would use to handle the situation: laissez-faire, democratic-cooperative, autocratic-submissive, or autocratic-aggressive. Additionally, nine transformational and transactional leadership scale scores were obtained from responses to the MLQ. From the ACL, a checklist of 300 adjectives, 49 were identified as descriptive of leader behavior.

Results were corrected for age and sex. All the leadership assessments except the transactional leadership scales showed genetic effects. That is, the correlation between MZ twins was significantly greater than that between DZ twins. For example, the correlation between the MZ twins’ transformational leadership scales ranged from .47 to .50; the corresponding correlations for the DZ twins ranged from .13 to .20. However the correlations between MZ twins’ transactional scales ranged from .25 to .31 and the corresponding scales for DZ twins ranged from .11 to .33. For ACL, the MZ twins correlated .50 with each other and the DZ twins correlated only .16. Correlations of the four LAE scores ranged from .31 to .45 for the MZ twins and from .09 to .29 for the DZ twins.

Plasticity of Gene Expression and Brain Functioning

Genes are inherited, but this does not mean their effects are entirely fixed. The expression of genes is often plastic. The brain can be changed through learning. For instance, in one study elderly inactive “couch potatoes” were engaged in a program of physical exercises for an extended period. Compared with a control sample who did not exercise, the experimental sample showed marked improvements in presumably genetically determined brain functions (Davidson, 2001).

Until recently, it was thought that we continue to lose brain cells and synapses (their connections) as we age. Evidence is accumulating from brain scan research that synaptic networks and the numbers of cells may be increased with specialized experiences. “Use it or lose it” implies that cognitive abilities do not decline with aging as much in professionals who continue to carry on their brain work as in unskilled workers who do not engage in as much cognitive activity as they age. The specific areas of the brain impacted by cognitive and physical activities are detected by brain scans.

Prenatal Environment

Monozygotic (MZ) twins may not show 100% concordance even though they share the same genes. This is because their prenatal environment may be different. Some MZ twins, for example, may not share the same placenta and chorion (membrane). Studies of MZ twins developing in the same or different placentas and chorions show that a shared prenatal environment plays a role in identical twins’ concordant intelligence, cognition, and personality (Phelps, Davis, & Schwartz, 1997). Use of tobacco, alcohol, or drugs by the mother can have deleterious effects on the fetus, modifying the intelligence and personality after birth that would have been predicted from the genome of the fetus. Mothers’ nutrition is thought to be of consequence in fetal development. But Stein, Susser, et al. (1975) found that test scores of 19-year-old Dutch males whose mothers had been exposed to three months of famine in the winter of 1944–1945, just before their sons were born, showed no evidence of depressed intelligence.

Personality Traits Correlated with Emergent and Effective Leadership



A meta-analysis by Judge, Bono, Ilies, et al. (2006) confirmed that personality variables are consistently correlated with the emergence and effectiveness of leadership. Some personality traits influence leaders’ ability to cope with the external environment facing them and their followers. This is their task competence, involving a cluster of cognitive traits (such as intelligence) and abilities. A second cluster involves their socioemotional traits, interpersonal competence, personality, and character. We will follow up Chapter 4 by considering the findings about both clusters as they relate to emergent and effective leadership. Table 5.1 shows the cognitive and socioemotional traits as well as the physical and character traits found to be related to leadership since 1970.

Character traits are increasing in importance in the study of leadership. For instance, in 1999 a survey of 1,354 leaders in New Zealand ranging from supervisors to CEOs found a correlation of .61 between the perceived leaders’ integrity and satisfaction with the leadership, .57 with leaders’ effectiveness, and .56 with motivation (Parry & Proctor, 2000).

Table 5.1 Traits Found Related to Leadership 1970–2005



	Characteristics

	Number of Positive Findings

	Number of Zero or Negative Findings




	1948 Survey

	1970 Survey

	1948 Survey Only




	Physical Characteristics




	 

	Activity, energy

	  5

	24

	 




	 

	Age

	10

	  6

	  8




	 

	Appearance, grooming

	13

	  4

	  3




	 

	Height

	  9

	 

	  4




	 

	Weight

	  7

	 

	  4




	Social Background




	 

	Education

	22

	14

	  5




	 

	Social status

	15

	19

	  2




	 

	Mobility

	  5

	  6

	 




	Intelligence and Ability




	 

	Intelligence

	23

	25

	10




	 

	Judgment, decisiveness

	  9

	  6

	 




	 

	Knowledge

	11

	12

	 




	 

	Fluency of speech

	13

	15

	 




	Personality




	 

	Personality

	10

	 

	 




	 

	Adjustment, normality

	 

	11

	 




	 

	Aggressiveness, assertiveness

	 

	12

	 




	 

	Alertness

	  6

	  4

	 




	 

	Ascendance, dominance

	11

	31

	  6




	 

	Emotional balance, control

	11

	14

	  8




	 

	Enthusiasm

	 

	  3

	 




	 

	Extroversion

	  5

	  1

	  6




	 

	Independence, nonconformity

	 

	13

	 




	 

	Objectivity, tough-mindedness

	 

	  7

	 




	 

	Originality, creativity

	  7

	13

	 




	 

	Personal integrity, ethical conduct

	  6

	  9

	 




	 

	Resourcefulness

	 

	  7

	 




	 

	Self-confidence

	17

	28

	 




	 

	Strength of conviction

	  7

	 

	 




	 

	Tolerance of stress

	 

	  9

	 




	Task-related Characteristics




	 

	Drive to achieve, desire to excel

	  7

	21

	 




	 

	Drive for responsibility

	12

	17

	 




	 

	Enterprise, initiative

	 

	10

	 




	 

	Persistence against obstacles

	12

	 

	 




	 

	Responsibility in the pursuit of objectives

	17

	  6

	 




	 

	Task orientation

	  6

	13

	 




	Social Characteristics




	 

	Ability to enlist cooperation

	  7

	  3

	 




	 

	Administrative ability

	 

	16

	 




	 

	Attractiveness

	 

	  4

	 




	 

	Cooperativeness

	11

	  5

	 




	 

	Nurturance

	 

	  4

	 




	 

	Popularity, prestige

	10

	  1

	 




	 

	Sociability, interpersonal skills

	14

	35

	 




	 

	Social participation

	20

	  9

	 




	 

	Tact, diplomacy

	  8

	  4

	 






Task Competence



Competence, the capability that a person brings to a situation, may be a specific aptitude, ability, or knowledge relevant to meeting the requirements for successful performance in a particular setting (Boyatzis, 1982). It may invoke a person’s more generalized intelligence, which is of consequence in a broad spectrum of situations. Or it may concern a person’s understanding of how to realign an entire organizational culture (Tichy & Ulrich, 1983).

Those who consider themselves competent to deal with the tasks facing a group will be likely to attempt leadership. If the others agree with them about who has task competence, their attempts to lead will be successful. If these emergent leaders are actually task-competent, as they and others believe, their leadership will be effective—that is, the group will attain its objectives (Bass, 1960). But if the would-be leader’s opinion of his or her competence is not shared by the prospective followers, the attempt to lead is unwise and will fail—or if the person does emerge as a leader, his or her leadership will be ineffective. Adlai Stevenson in 1952 and 1956, Michael Dukakis, and other also-rans have attempted to win the American presidency. Although they believed they had the competence to be president, the majority of the electorate disagreed with them and failed to support them.

This contribution of the leader’s technical competence to the group’s effectiveness has been given as one reason for Japan’s rapid competitive success globally after World War II, in contrast to U.S. industry. For instance, although most tenth-grade Japanese students can solve and graph simultaneous equations, far fewer U.S. university students are capable of doing so. Also, Japanese executives are more likely to have engineering degrees, whereas U.S. executives are more likely to have degrees in law or accounting (Tsurumi, 1983b). On the other hand, the greater emphasis in U.S. education on initiative and discovery results in greater creativity in general and greater success of efforts to change.

The differences in the task competencies of such leaders as Robert F. Scott and Roald Amundsen go a long way toward explaining why Amundsen’s team reached the South Pole first and returned in good order whereas Scott’s team, although it managed with great fortitude to reach the pole, failed to survive the return trip. Amundsen knew, from his own experience in polar exploration and the experiences of others, that a small crew of men on skis, using sleds hauled by Greenland dog teams, offered the best chance of success. Scott, who had not profited from his own or Ernest Shackleton’s past failures, tried to rely on Siberian ponies, motor sledges, and hauling by hand. Amundsen prepared for as many contingencies as he could; Scott, as on an earlier expedition, assumed the best and left little in reserve for emergencies (Huntford, 1984).

In distinguishing the transactional leader from the transformational leader, Downton (1973) noted that followers of a transactional leader are most willing to engage in “transacting goods” with the leader on the basis of their assessment that the leader can “grant them their most preferred choices.” The leader’s ability to do so requires task competence. As Downton (1973, p. 95) explained, “The greater a leader’s competence as perceived by the follower, the greater the probability that the follower will transact goods with him. We should expect the leader’s information, skills, and personal temperament to be important factors influencing the formation and maintenance of follower commitments. Competence to cope with the instrumental tasks of the group is an important criterion in selecting leaders, for it is through the leader’s successful performance of his instrumental functions that rewards are accumulated by individual followers.” Hambrick and Mason (1984) observed that when the senior managers of organizations have entrepreneurial experience, the firms will engage in more innovation of products and expansion of markets. Also, when senior managers are more educated, innovation is more likely (Becker, 1970; Kimberly & Evanisko, 1981). Analyses by Child (1974) and by Hart and Mellons (1970) found that the younger a corporation’s managers were, the greater was the corporation’s growth in sales and revenues. Profitability, however, was not affected. In a study of over 1,500 senior managers in 129 large firms in eight countries, Heller and Wilpert (1981) reported that the managers’ competence, as seen in their experience, qualifications, and skills, influenced the extent to which participative and democratic behavior occurred at other levels in their organizations. Nevertheless, such managerial competence tended to be underutilized, according to Heller and Wilpert.

Competence and Leadership

The quantity of participation forecasts a person’s emergence as a leader because it is correlated with quality. But continued incompetent talk will not be reinforced by others. As will be noted Chapter 6, Sorrentino and Boutillier (1975) and Gintner and Linkskold (1975) found that the “windbag” or compulsive talker who lacks interpersonal or task competence will ultimately fail in attempting to lead. Hollander (1960) found that when a group is given tasks, its leader is usually evaluated with respect to his or her competence. This acknowledged competence builds up the leader’s credit, so the leader can subsequently depart from the group norms and move the group in novel ways, yet still be accepted by the group.

Task Competence versus Interpersonal or Socioemotional Competence

The most frequently obtained skill factors of leadership tended to involve task or socioemotional performance. Hollander (1978) observed that competent leadership included being a good facilitator, enabling others to make an effective contribution, having skill in handling the inner workings of the group, maintaining activities on a relatively smooth course, giving direction to activity, and acquainting followers with their roles in the main effort. The leader gives competent guidance to other group members concerning their jobs. He or she must be able to evaluate and discriminate between good and bad work.

Limerick (1976) offered a rigorous way to sort leadership in small groups into content or process that influenced performance. Similarly, Dunphy (1963), in a study of adolescent groups, identified two mutually supportive roles—leader and sociocenter. The leader was influential in group activities whereas the sociocenter relieved group tension. Again, using Bales’s method of observational ratings of the behaviors of actual leaders, Bales and Slater (1955) and Slater (1955) offered two types of leadership behaviors: socioemotional and task-oriented. As one rises in an organization, the task competence that is required changes from technical prowess to cognitive complexity and abstract capabilities. The need for socioemotional and interpersonal competence remains much the same at all levels (Boyatzis, 1982). Baron (2000) concluded that competent entrepreneurs think differently from other people. They are less likely to engage in counterfactual thinking, but they are more likely to be overconfident in their judgments. At the same time, they are better social perceptiveness and at adapting to new social situations.

Task Competence Emergent and Effective Leadership

Evidence continues to mount that generalized intelligence or mental ability contributes to emergence as a leader and effectiveness as a manager. But the evidence also indicates variations in the strength of the association for different situations. For example, Mandell (1950a) reported the following correlations between tested mental ability and performance as a civil service administrator: housing agency executives, .30 and .64; Veterans Administration executives, .52; navy executives, .13. Traits that were checked on adjective checklists correlated, respectively, for 95 males and 98 females with their emergence as leaders in initially leaderless group discussions as follows: clear thinking .38 and .43; clever, .49 and .54; wise, .42 and .30 (Gough, 1988).


Intelligence and Leadership


As was seen in Chapter 4, intelligence generally is a positive indicator of competence. Much more specific information about its effects on leadership can be offered. For instance, its creative component becomes more important for leadership at higher levels of management.

General Intelligence. Schmidt and Hunter (1977) introduced theory and method to support the validity of the same particular ability or trait for predicting performance across a wide variety of situations. They argued that much of the variation observed from one situation to another requires correction for restriction in range and unreliability of the measurements. With this in mind, Cornwell (1983) and Lord, De Vader, and Alliger (1986) found from meta-analyses of the relationship that they could reach an even stronger conclusion than Stogdill (1948) or Mann (1959) about the importance of the personal trait—general intelligence—to leadership. Lord, De Vader, and Alliger used the data from 18 studies: those reviewed by Mann in 1959 and others published subsequently through 1977. Both Cornwell (1983) and Lord, De Vader, and Alliger concluded from their meta-analysis, after adjusting the studies for different sample sizes and errors of measurement, that the true mean correlation of general intelligence and being perceived as a leader was .50 across the different situations. These samples included male and female students in high school, college, and graduate school; management trainees and military cadets; and managers and salesmen.

In addition to cross-sectional studies, there is support from longitudinal predictions. Ball (1938) found that intelligence measures yielding an initial .50 correlation with leadership increased to .75 over a 10-year period. After a generation had passed, a follow-up of Terman’s (1925) assessment of 1,000 gifted children reported that during their careers, the highly intelligent were far more likely than most to obtain leadership positions and to perform effectively in them, as indexed by such diverse criteria as being admitted to honorary societies and earning military medals. Howard and Bray (1988) noted the importance of initially tested intelligence in the success of managers at AT&T in eight-year and 20-year follow-ups of the assessments of their accomplishments.

Intelligence is a general factor of cognitive abilities such as verbal, spatial, numerical, and reasoning ability. These cognitive abilities are intercorrelated and predict effective performance in a wide variety of assignments including managerial and supervisory jobs. For example, executives, or their speechwriters, have to be able to articulate in appealing and simple language what followers want or should want to do but may not be able to state clearly. Still, specific tests of abilities add little to the prediction of successful leadership beyond what is found with general intelligence, which includes verbal ability (Hunter, 1986). Lord, Foti, and De Vader (1984) obtained a correlation of .52 between intelligence and emergent leadership. Morrow and Stem (1990) and Hogan, Raskin, and Fazzini (1990), among many others, likewise found significantly positive correlations between intelligence and emergent leadership, as did Smith and Foti (undated). Hater and Bass (1988) found that ratings of inspirational leadership of midlevel managers by management committees correlated .30 with managers’ judgment scores and .23 with direct reports of ratings of their managers’ intellectual stimulation.

If a group is to be effective, generally there should be a positive correlation between the intelligence of the leader and that of the members. Conflict and failure are likely if the correlation is zero or negative. Ordinarily, we are likely to see greater intelligence among those at higher organizational levels. Requirements are greater and more complex at these levels, as is discretionary opportunity and the need to plan ahead for longer periods of time. A first-level supervisor may have to plan ahead for three days—a CEO, for 10 years (Jaques, 2000).

Practical Intelligence. Sternberg (2002) suggested that intelligence as usually measured might be even more predictive of leadership if it were not primarily linked to academic performance. He conceived of practical intelligence relevant to successful adaptation, shaping, and choice in everyday life and based on tacit knowledge (Sternberg, Wagner, & Okagaki, 1993). Tacit knowledge is acquired on one’s own; it is usually unspoken, implicit, procedural, and not readily articulated. It is directly related to valued practical goals. It is not at a matter of knowing formal rules. Tacit knowledge may be about managing oneself, others, and tasks. It may focus on short-term or long-term goals (Wagner & Sternberg, 1986). Generally, tests of tacit knowledge are situational-judgment inventories in which examinees choose among options for dealing with each situation (Wagner & Sternberg, 1991). Alternatively, answers may be obtained through interviews.

Tacit knowledge, like wisdom, increases with learning from experience. It is ordinarily uncorrelated with tests of multiple abilities and styles of personality and cognition. It can predict success on the job better than general intelligence tests do (Grigorenko, Gil, Jarvin, & Sternberg, 2000). Tacit knowledge correlates, .36 and .38 respectively, with the organizational level of managers in a high-tech firm and their compensation (Williams & Sternberg, 1996). Similar results have been obtained for bank managers (Wagner & Sternberg, 1985). The effectiveness of 368 platoon commanders and 163 company commanders as leaders was rated by superiors, peers, and subordinates. Additionally, 31 battalion commanders were rated by superiors and subordinates. Median correlations between practical intelligence scores and effective leadership ratings were highest (.42) for battalion commanders rated by their superiors and lowest (.17) for platoon commanders rated by their superiors (Hedlund, Forsythe, Horvath, et al., 1999).

Need for Pragmatic Intelligence. In a study of management students’ ability to set appropriate priorities, Gill (1983) concluded that the very bright students spent too much time and put too much emphasis on the exclusive use of logic and rationality in making their decisions. Those who were a bit lower in intelligence were more pragmatic. They could accept the fact that there were costs and limits to the search for alternatives and to their efforts to achieve completely logical solutions. If the brightest students had been more experienced, they might have been more willing to use less reasoning and more intuition in setting priorities. Pondy (1983) and Weick (1983) considered such pragmatic thinking and action basic to the effectiveness of an executive. The ability to think and act incrementally characterizes successful executives, who must unite the intuitive and the rational and respond to behaviors, not intentions or preconceptions. These executives need to be ready to take action, rather than depend on moving ahead solely by thinking about requiring judgments about obvious consequences of matters. In taking action, they need to pay close attention to what is happening and to take corrective steps as needed. They must be able to impose order and logic on situations in the absence of order and logic so as to consistently interpret what is happening.

Creative Intelligence. General intelligence has to do with how well one works with words, numbers, spatial orientation, and abstractions. There is also an independent factor—of creative intelligence—which can be measured by tests requiring judgments about obvious or remote consequences of actions and conditions, and which ask for the generation of unusual uses of objects (Guilford, 1967). Rusmore (1984) found that in comparison with general intelligence, creative intelligence is more predictive of success at higher levels of management than at lower levels (Rustmore, 1984). But although Dubinsky, Yammarino, and Jolson (1995) expected tranformational sales managers to be higher in abstact intelligence, they found just the opposite in a study of 140 sales subordinates’ ratings of their 34 sales supervisors’ abstract orientation—the ability to assess and evaluate critically ideas that seem vague or unformulated. Abstract orientation of the managers correlated between −.36 and −.42 with subordinates’ ratings of their managers’ transformational leadership.

Memory

Short-term and long-term storage of information are of considerable importance to the leader, especially the political leader. Willner (1968) found that most of the world-class leaders she studied projected “the image of unusual mental attainments.” Gandhi and Lenin were “genuine intellectuals,” but most of the others were primarily action-oriented. The majority displayed an ability to seize on information and ideas from many sources and to use their excellent memory to store information and retrieve it when they needed it. Franklin Delano Roosevelt could soak up facts and ideas and impress coal miners with the details of their situation or businesspeople with the complexity of their firms. He was constantly searching for information and storing it for use when he needed it. Likewise, Mussolini had a prodigious memory with which he could startle and impress others.

Repeatedly, general managers, senior officials, and chief executive officers are praised for practicing walk-around management, in which they can recognize individually a large number of their employees, call them by their first names, and remember small details about them and their families.

Knowledge, Skills, and Abilities

Knowledge, such as how to evaluate a subordinate’s performance; skill, such as how to prepare clear instructions; and ability, such as how to program a computer, all may be involved in what a leader needs to help a group. In field studies with army combat squads performing a variety of field problems, Goodacre (1951); Greer, Galanter, and Nordlie (1954); and Havron and McGrath (1961) found that the characteristics of the squad leaders who were most highly associated with their units’ effectiveness included overall ability, knowledge of their jobs, and knowledge of their men.

Knowledge, skills, and abilities that are of consequence to leadership can be more fully detailed, given the multiple functions that may be involved in specific situations, such as serving as a prime minister, a general manager, a school principal, or a naval officer. Specific situations call for specific task competencies in the leader. Leaders with the specific competencies result in more effective groups. For instance, leaders of guidance groups that are made up of members with different kinds of problems must include among their competencies a great deal of flexibility (Hollander, 1978). At the same time, certain specialties provide an impetus to move individuals into positions of leadership. At least half the members of the U.S. Congress are lawyers. In medical schools, leadership tends to be in the hands of physicians who specialize in internal medicine; 42% of deans of medical schools in 1977 were internists (Wilson & McLaughlin, 1984).

To determine what distinguished the competencies of superior and average naval officers, Spencer (undated) and Winter (1978) identified officers’ activities according to the motivation and skills that were required to carry them out. This information could then be applied to selection and training. An analysis of approximately 800 incidents of leadership and management performance in a cross section of commissioned and noncommissioned naval officers identified 27 leadership and management competencies. The 27 competencies subsequently were grouped by factor analyses into five factors. Four of the five factors significantly predicted superior leadership and management performance in a new sample. These four factors, which differentiated between superior and average leadership and management performance, were: (1) competence in achieving tasks; (2) skillful use of influence; (3) management control; and (4) competent advising and counseling.1

Kaplan (1986) reported results of the content analysis of interviews with 25 general managers and executives who were asked to provide examples of effective and ineffective general managers. The respondents thought that effective general managers did better in strategic long-term thinking than in short-time crisis management and in communicating well. They judged the general managers to have more vision, a greater knowledge of business, and an ability to establish priorities. Similarly, Bryson and Kelley (1978) found that congressional leadership depend on a variety of competencies. Personality, style, and skill, along with political savvy, were deemed crucial in determining who becomes a congressional leader and who stays a leader. Clearly, effective leaders need to be alert and sensitive to circumstances which suggest that a problem exists. Political leaders must be able to read signals of discontent, of the seriousness of natural disasters, and of dangerous international currents. With the aid of their staffs, they must be able to diagnose properly the conditions of a problem so that they can formulate appropriate policy responses (Tucker, 1981). This ability to diagnose the social and technical aspects of problems, to attribute causes accurately, and to identify the elements of consequence in a situation may depend, to a considerable degree, on intuition, which will be discussed below.

Education, Technical Knowledge, and Technical Competence

The level of management achieved after 20 years by college graduates and non–college men in the AT&T Management Progress Study showed clearly that college education made a difference (Howard & Bray, 1989). Eleven percent of 137 college graduates reached the fifth and sixth levels of management after 20 years of service, but none of 129 non–college graduates reached these two highest levels. Only 23% of college graduates were still at the two lowest levels after 20 years with the company while 68% of non–college graduates remained at the lowest rungs on the managerial ladder. Higher levels of education were expected in those appointed to positions of leadership. Twelve nursing directors, 86 head nurses, and 267 staff nurses in 12 Egyptian hospitals agreed in their expectation that head nurses should have advanced education beyond the baccalaureate degree in clinical nursing and administration (Essa, 1983).

Many surveys document the importance of technical competence in leaders’ success and effectiveness. For instance, Penner, Malone, Coughlin, and Herz (1973) found that U.S. Army personnel were more satisfied with their officers and noncoms if they believed them to be technically competent. Farris (1971a) found that among 117 professionals at the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, including 20 supervisors, those who were identified as informal leaders in the informal organization were technically more competent and in more active contact with their colleagues. They were also more motivated by the technical aspects of their work, better rewarded, and more influential in their work.

Bass (1960) proposed that groups will be more effective if the hierarchy of influence in a group matches the members’ abilities. Rohde (1954a, 1954b, 1954c) demonstrated this relationship in experimental groups in which members differed in their ability to perform a task. Rohde found that the group performed more effectively if the leader was qualified than if the leader was unqualified, regardless of the members’ abilities and ideas. It was more difficult for an unqualified leader than for a qualified leader to retain control of the group, especially when the members were similar in ability.

The link between the technical competence of the leader and the effectiveness of the group was also seen by T. G. Walker (1976), who examined leadership in state supreme courts. Walker found that when leaders were selected on the basis of their merit instead of seniority, the courts generated less dissent with their rulings. Additional results reported by Jackson (1953b) and by Rock and Hay (1953) suggested that the emergence of leaders was not a matter of chance, unjust discrimination, or keeping good people down. Both leaders and members appeared to recognize the leader’s potential for advancing the purpose of their groups. Also, groups were more effective if the leaders and members played the roles for which they were perceived to be best fitted.

Bugental (1964) found that participants who were trained in task-related skills emerged as leaders more often than untrained participants. G. J. Palmer (1962a, 1962b) studied groups in which the members differed in their ability to perform tasks. “Task ability” was related to successful leadership (the successful influencing of the performance of others) and still more strongly to effective leadership (achieving the goals of tasks). Hollander (1966) varied the characteristics of group leaders, including whether they were task-competent or task-incompetent, and found that leaders who were perceived as task competent by members exerted significantly more influence than those who were perceived as task-incompetent. Julian and Hollander (1966) reported that the willingness of group members to accept a leader’s attempts to influence them depended on the leader’s competence. However, Hollander and Julian (1970) found that a less competent leader would continue to be tolerated if he or she was seen as highly motivated to perform the tasks of the group.

Hollander (1964) assigned an ambiguous task to groups. After a first trial, the groups were required to predict what would occur in the next trail. A confederate planted by the experimenter played the role of deviate from the group norms but was provided with the correct answers. The confederate’s influence as a leader was measured by the number of trials in which his suggestion was accepted as the group’s choice. Such influence increased as the trials progressed despite the confederate’s violation of the group’s norms. Thus the members’ perceptions of the confederate’s ability influenced his emergence as a leader. Similarly, Goldman and Fraas (1965) assembled 32 student groups of four members each to solve discussion problems. The groups worked under four types of leadership: (1) leader appointed because of ability; (2) leader appointed arbitrarily; (3) leader elected by group members; and (4) no leader. The groups worked best in situations in which they perceived the leader to have been correct in previous situations.

In surveys of 176 senior U.S. Army officers, 256 supervisors and managers, 23 educational administrators, and 45 professionals, Bass (1985a) found uniformly that subordinates who described their supervisor as intellectually stimulating also said they exerted extra effort, were more satisfied with their leader, and regarded him or her as more effective. The same findings appeared in data-feedback surveys in a variety of firms, such as IBM, Digital Equipment, General Electric, and Federal Express (Bass & Avolio, 1989). Superiors also thought that such intellectually stimulating supervisors and managers had greater leadership potential (Hater & Bass, 1988).

In a study of 95 employees of a nonprofit organization, Podsakoff, Todor, and Schuler (1983) showed that the expertise attributed to the leader was critical to whether the leader’s instrumental and supportive behavior reduced the employees’ role ambiguities. That is, ordinarily such structuring of the paths of employees to their goals would have been expected to clarify what employees needed to do to carry out their role arrangements. But when the employees did not perceive the leader as having expertise, their sense of role ambiguity could not be reduced.

Kemp (1983) analyzed 94 questionnaires and 20 interviews of senior industrial and military executives who were concerned with the development of high technology. Kemp found that successful projects were led by project managers who, among other things, fully understood the technology and operational needs and could attract the support of professionally competent and experienced subordinates. Yukl (1998) suggested the same for lower-level supervisors: “Supervisors [of] the work of others need extensive knowledge of the techniques and equipment used by subordinates to perform the work. Technical knowledge of products and processes is necessary to plan and organize work operations, to direct and train subordinates with specialized activities, and to monitor and evaluate their performance” (Yukl, 1998).

Technical Competents Who Fail. Despite their technical competence, many supervisors and middle managers fail to rise in their organizations because of their socioemotional incompetence, according to interview research comparing those who succeed and those who fail. Failure was marked by discharge, transfer, or being “plateaued” until one quit or retired. Success was indicated by promotion to senior management. Failures exhibited neurotic traits: angry outbursts, moodiness, and inconsistency. They were defensive and blamed others for their mistakes or attempted to cover up their mistakes. They were self-aggrandizing and untrustworthy. They were abrasive, intimidating, arrogant, and insensitive. Those who succeeded were more flexible in shifting their focus as they rose in level and were more socially competent (McCall & Lombardo, 1983; Lombardo & McCauley, 1988). Nonetheless, on occasion one may be too competent. A candidate may be rejected as too educated or too intelligent or may be regarded as overqualified for a job.

Intuition

Intuition is the ability to know directly without reasoning. It is an insight, a hunch, on the experience of seeming to learn in one trial without much awareness of how we have learned something. Since it depends more on induction, intuition allows leaders to deal with complexity and irrationality in the face of uncertainties and contributes to their innovative and creative abilities (Goldberg, 1983).

Barnard (1938) first called attention to the rational and the intuitive components of effective executive decisions. This work was carried forward and qualified by Simon (1947). Simon (1987) explained unconscious intuitive decision making in contrast to conscious rational decision making as being a consequence of the decision maker’s many earlier encounters with similar relevant circumstances. These earlier experiences built up relevant information that the decision maker could bring into play without awareness—leading to an instantaneous flash of insight, intuitive feeling, or assured judgment. In support, Simon called attention to Bhaskar’s (1978) demonstration that although experienced businessmen and novice business students reached the same conclusions about a business policy case, the businessmen did so much more quickly and intuitively. The novices were slower, more conscious, and more deliberate in their analyses.

In addition to explaining intuition in terms of relevant experiences, Simon (1987) noted that some limitations on the rationality of managerial decision making can be explained as a favoring of intuition over reason. Instead of rationally choosing between the lesser of two evils, managers will intuitively choose neither and postpone making a decision. Unlike MBA students, experienced managers are likely to redefine problems on an “in-basket” test rather than accept them as presented (Merron, Fisher, & Torbert, 1987). But the intuitive ability to recognize and quickly diagnose situations calling for remedial action is seen as important to the effective decision making of managers. According to Litzinger and Schaefer (1986), effective managers achieve a balance between analytical reasoning, and their insight and spontaneity. CEOs use strategic planning to lay the foundation for convincing boards of directors and senior management that their intuitively sensed direction for their firms is the right way to go. Justification for the plans is provided by logic and reason.

Agor (1986a, 1986b) surveyed several thousand managers in the public and private sectors. In comparison with lower-level managers, top managers indicated that they were more likely to depend on intuition in making key decisions. But a follow-up of 200 of the most highly intuitive top managers reported that these managers mixed intuition with analytical reasoning in reaching key decisions. Intuition was most often brought into play in making decisions regarding uncertain situations when little precedence existed, when facts and time were limited, when relevant variables were less predicatable, and when several plausible possibilities could be entertained.

Burke and Miller (1999) conducted a thematic analysis of interviews with 60 experienced executives holding important positions in a variety of U.S. organizations. The interviewers asked, “What does it mean to make decisions using your intuition?” Five themes emerged: First, consistent with other studies emphasizing the importance of experience, 56% said they made decisions intuitively after looking though their “central processing” unit to base their decision on past experiences. Second, 40% based their decisions on feeling and emotions. “Sometimes, I had a strange feeling that ‘something about the claim isn’t quite right’ and then I dug for more information and found the facts were not absolutely accurate as reported to me” (p. 92). Third, 23% mentioned applying congnitive skills, knowledge, and training in life and business school. Fourth, 11% said that subconscious mental processing led to an intuitively conscious decision to proceed without having available all the necessary information. Fifth, 10% said that the intuitive decision was a matter of ethics—personal or company values—a moral obligation that comes from within, without a book or manual to tell you what to do. Burke and Miller concluded that intuition may not be enigmatic or primarily the working of the subconscious mind.

Clemens and Mayer (1987) suggested that intuition may be the critical variable that separates the successful from the unsuccessful leader: “Those who ‘listen’ to their intuitive inner voice are far less likely than Othello to be manipulated by their Iagos’ ” (p. 120).

Intuition helps people anticipate the future—a trait that is important to successful leadership. In a study of 2,000 managers, top managers rated higher in intuition than managers at lower levels (Agor, 1984). All but one of 12 company presidents whose firms had doubled sales in the past four years scored high in a test of precognition, the intuitive ability to correctly sense what would happen next. Their counterparts with less impressive sales records scored lower in precognition (Rowan, 1986).

Bruce’s (1986) in-depth interviews with chief executive officers (CEOs) of 11 large corporations established that the CEOs intuitively set the tone and direction for their firms. Although they had staffs, senior management, and consultants to provide advice, the CEOs had to be able to make the important final strategic decisions by themselves. These intuitive decisions are difficult to articulate; as Simon (1987) suggested, they are likely to be a consequence of the possession of a great deal of relevant information. The CEOs had a “tremendous reserve of knowledge about their companies” (p. 21). General George Patton replied to the accusation that he made snap decisions by declaring, “I’ve been studying the art of war for forty-odd years. . . . A surgeon who decides in the course of an operation to change its objective is not making a snap decision but one based on knowledge, experience and training. . . . So am I” (Puryear, 1971, p. 382).

Innovativeness, Imagination, and Vision

Closely allied to intuition are imagination, vision, and foresight. Imaginative ability has been seen as more important to Abraham Lincoln than intellectual brilliance (Hyman, 1954). Furthermore, imagination is shown, according to Woodrow Wilson, in a president’s capacity to predict the course of events, in the problems to which he calls national attention, in his sense of timing, in his appreciation of the gravity of a problem, and in the urgency he creates when he proposes a solution to it. Imagination is also shown in the way safety nets are built against misfortune and old forms are stretched to cover new functions without arousing excitement about a change. According to the Kirton Adaption-Innovation Inventory (Kirton & DeCiantis, 1986), a leader with an innovative cognitive style thinks tangentially; questions assumptions; and challenges rules, tradition, and consensus. The innovative leader views the need to change as an opportunity. He or she may be abrasive, but produce many ideas, some of which may be unsound and highly risky. Opposite to innovativeness is adaptivity. The adaptive leader is reliable, conforming, methodological, and prudent. He or she favors continuity, seldom challenges rules, and produces safe ideas for prompt implementation (Kirton, 1989).

Miller and Toulouse (1986) surveyed superiors (including the CEOs senior managers), peers, and subordinates of 97 firms in Quebec under 500 employees in size. The effectiveness of leadership was measured by these firms’ organizational success. Innovative decentralization in the firms correlated .23 with profitability, .47 with sales growth, and .38 with net income growth. Comparable results were obtained for a large Italian health organization led by a strategic team and an operating team engaged in leading major organizational changes over a five-year period (Previde & Rotondi, 1996). More will be said about imagination and vision in later chapters discussing charismatic and intellectually stimulating leadership.

Optimal Competence

Optimal Intelligence. “A president or would-be president must be bright but not too bright, warm and accessible but not too folksy, down to earth but not pedestrian” (Cronin, 1980, p. 14). There is an optimal level for intelligence and competence. As was noted in Chapter 4, the leader cannot be too superior in intelligence to those to be led. The leader must be more able to solve the problems of the group, but not too much more able. In the same way, the previously cited work of Shaw and Penrod (1962) and M. E. Shaw (1963a) showed that prospective leaders could be given too much information as well as too little information for optimal performance.

A number of factors may militate against the “too superior” member becoming a leader. Communications and understanding may be made difficult by the intellectual disparity of the leader and followers. If a leader is vastly superior in competence the would be leader may no longer appreciate the group’s problems or be concerned with helping to solve them. Rather than lead the group, he or she may withdraw from it. The ideas of the overly capable individual may call for too great a change in behavior by the group (Bass, 1960). Although the people who filled cabinet positions and other high governmental positions in the administration of John F. Kennedy were described as the “best and the brightest,” Halberstam’s (1983) study had to question why so many of their decisions and policies were later proved wrong. A lack of pragmatism in the very bright may be one reason.

Optimal Knowledge. Just as leaders may be too intelligent for the group, they can also have too much knowledge. When group members are overloaded with information, they can fail to lead effectively. Shaw and Penrod (1962) varied the amount of information provided to members of different groups. They found that the group’s performance improved when moderate amounts of diverse information were given to individual members, but it did not improve when these individuals received large amounts of such information. With large amounts of information, the highly informed members’ suggestions became implausible and unacceptable to the less-informed members. M. E. Shaw (1963a) obtained similar results in a comparison of groups in which one member was provided with either two units or six units of information. The specially informed member with two units of information entered the discussion earlier and initiated more task-oriented communication than the rest of the members of the group, but the situation was reversed for the member who received six units. The informed member was named more often as a leader in the two-unit group than in the six-unit group. Evidently, six units of information became an overload that impeded the informed member’s ability to lead.

Wisdom: Combining Intelligence and Knowledge.  Research on wisdom has been increasing but is still sparse, probably because, as Sternberg (1990) noted, wisdom is so elusive. Webster (2001) constructed a reliable and valid self-report questionnaire, the Self-Assessed Wisdom Scale. He found that those with higher scores were more likely to consider many factors when making social judgments, were more concerned about guiding and mentoring the coming generation, and were not afraid to form intimate relationships.

Moderators of the Effects of Task Competence

Task competence has its limitations. For example, Justis (1975) found that the competence of a leader had less impact on the performance of members when they were less dependent on the leader. The technical competence of a supervisor may be less important to the group’s productivity if the supervisor consults with subordinates about decisions or allows them to share in decision making. Reeder (1981) found that for 78 clerks doing routine work and computer programmers doing nonroutine work for the U.S. Army in Germany, the supervisors’ knowledge of the clerks’ jobs was less causally related to the clerks’ and the programmers’ productivity than the supervisors’ participative leadership.

Election or Appointment. Election increases the demand for competence in a leader (Hollander, 1978). Hollander and Julian (1970) conducted a set of experiments concerned with competence and the election or appointment of a leader. Six hundred college students served as participants in various group discussion tasks. In the first experiment, the members’ perceptions of the leaders’ competence were more important than how the leaders had gained office. In the second experiment, although only the leaders’ competence was highly related to influence, the members tended to admit having been more influenced by elected than by appointed leaders. In the third experiment, the leaders were either elected or appointed to act as spokesmen for their groups. The elected incompetent leaders were rejected regardless of the group’s success or failure in the task, whereas the group’s success increased the endorsement of the elected competent leaders. The acceptance or rejection of appointed competent leaders was unrelated to the effects of their group’s success or failure, but incompetence resulted in rejection of the appointed leaders. Carter, Haythorn, Shriver, and Lanzetta (1951) also compared the performance of appointed and emergent leaders. Emergent leaders were more active than appointed leaders and tended to dominate the situation. Presumably, unlike the appointed leaders, they had to struggle for status.

Relevance of Competencies. Fundamental to situational analyses of leadership is the realization that the ability to solve the group’s problems is a relative matter. An ability relevant to solving problems of a group of farmers in Iowa may be irrelevant to solving the problems of a submarine crew, except to the extent that general intelligence may be important in both situations. As Bass (1960, pp. 174–175) noted, “A mathematician may be vastly superior to stevedores in the arithmetic of space, yet communication difficulties alone are likely to make it impossible for the math expert to supervise effectively the stevedores’ loading of the hold of a ship. Similarly, the mathematician may successfully serve as a head of a mathematics department but remain inadequate to solve the problems of a department of agricultural statistics. Ability of a member to help a group must be considered in light of the group’s problems. As J. F. Brown (1936) noted, the leader must be superior to other members in one or more characteristics relevant to the problems facing the group. And as Murphy (1941) concluded, the choice of leader is dictated by the needs of the group.”

Dubno (1963) observed that groups requiring high-quality decisions did better with leaders who were slow to make decisions, while groups that were under pressure for speedy decisions were more effective with leaders who were fast decision makers. Similarly, Carter, Haythorn, Shriver, and Lanzetta (1951) found that the behavior of leaders differed according to the tasks of their groups. In groups that had a reasoning task, leaders asked for information or facts; in groups with a mechanical-assembly task, leaders asked that things be done; in a discussion task, leaders asked for the expression of feelings or opinions.

Following his review of military leadership, W. O. Jenkins (1947) concluded that military leaders in a given field were superior to other members in skills pertinent to that field. To lead and earn esteem from skilled followers, it helps to be a master of the craft. Thus in one of the early experiments on the relation of task ability to leadership, Carter and Nixon (1949a, 1949b) found that scores on mechanical tests were related to the emergence of a leader in groups performing mechanical tasks. However, scores on tests of word fluency and clerical aptitude were correlated with the emergence of leaders in groups performing clerical tasks. No test of ability was uniquely related to the emergence of a leader in groups performing intellectual tasks.

Stein and Heller (1978) and Heller and Stein (1978) reviewed studies in which group members’ verbal interactions were categorized, through content analysis, according to the relevance of each of their statements to the ongoing group process. Emergent leaders were found to carry out a greater amount and variety of task-related behaviors than nonleaders. Leaders were found to be significantly more active than nonleaders in identifying problems; in proposing solutions to problems; in seeking information, opinions, or structure; in giving information or opinions; and in initiating procedures for the group’s interaction or accomplishment of tasks.

Socioemotional and Interpersonal Competence



The traditional view of socioemotional and interpersonal competence emphasized the ability to socialize, to fit with group norms, to comply with authority, to avoid conflict, and to be polite and mannerly. A second view, propounded by the human relations movement, conceived of interpersonal competence as involving empathy, insight, heightened awareness, and the ability to give and receive feedback. Also included was openness to discussions about one’s feelings, consensual solutions to conflict, and the development of commitment to actions (Argyris, 1962). Managers with interpersonal competence were considered less willing to depend on power than on trust and shared decision making (Zaleznlk, 1965b). It is the second meaning of interpersonal competence that will be accented here. A third meaning, implying the competence to manipulate others, will be looked at more fully in Chapter 7.

Interpersonal Skills

Everyday experience suggests that people differ in interpersonal competence. Yet beginning in 1920 with E. L. Thorndike (Thorndike & Stein, 1937), the effort to measure and investigate interpersonal competence empirically has been difficult. Earlier researchers found it hard to discriminate between social intelligence and general intelligence. Still, Erez (1980) was able to assess the social intelligence of 45 Israeli managers and to show how it related to their tendency to be employee-centered rather than job-oriented leaders.

Empathy has long been recognized as part of interpersonal competence, but as will be shown later in this chapter, efforts to measure empathy have been fraught with difficulty (Hogan, 1969). Virmani and Mathur (1984) conceived of “vivek,” the ability to evaluate the implications of the attitudes, needs, desires, and intentions of others and oneself. Vivek, which is associated with effective leadership and management, is a fluid ability in that it can perceive complex relationships in human interactions in new environments.

The quality of one’s verbal and nonverbal communication has been seen as contributing to overall interpersonal competence (Rosenthal, 1979b), along with the fear of negative evaluation (Watson & Friend, 1969) and apprehension about communication (McCroskey, 1977). Self-monitoring (Snyder, 1974) also involved basic social skills (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984).

With support from a factor analysis of a lengthy self-report by 339 male and female undergraduates, Riggio (1986) found seven basic socioemotional skills to be of consequence: (1) emotional expressivity (“I have been told that I have ‘expressive’ eyes); (2) emotional sensitivity (“It is nearly impossible for people to hide their true feelings from me”); (3) emotional control (“I am very good at maintaining a calm exterior, even when upset”); (4) social expressivity (“I usually take the initiative and introduce myself to strangers”); (5) social sensitivity (“While I was growing up, my parents were always stressing the importance of good manners”); (6) social control (“I find it very easy to play different roles at different times”); and (7) social manipulation (“If I really have to, I can ‘use’ other people to get what I want”).

Interpersonal Competence and Leadership

Interpersonal competence is manifested in understanding of, caring for, and consideration for others. It is revealed in communicating easily and clearly and in fostering and maintaining good relations with others. It serves to increase harmony, reduce tension, and resolve conflict. Compared with interpersonally incompetent leaders, interpersonally competent leaders are influential but not dictatorial, good at dealing with people and at delegating. They are trustworthy and credible rather than overly political (Kaplan, 1986). They promote group decisions, not to keep their subordinates happy but to take full advantage of their followers’ knowledge. They increase their subordinates’ commitment to decisions (Lombardo, Ruderman, & McCauley, 1987). According to Hogan and Hogan (2002), everyone wants acceptance and status, and leaders are better at obtaining these. Hogan and Hogan see interpersonal competence as including social skills—empathy, communications abilities, and social astuteness—essential to leadership.

Interpersonal competencies discriminated between effective and ineffective managers above and beyond situational effects (Boyatzis, 1982). J. Hogan and Holland (1998) found correlations of a CPI Empathy scale with five criteria of leadership between .45 and .73 for 25 managers at a large retail firm. Also, Baron (1989) ascertained that interpersonally competent members of small groups were more likely than other members to resolve conflicts and emerge as leaders.

Connelly, Gilbert, Zaccaro, et al. (2000) obtained open-ended responses to questions about problem scenarios in order to predict leaders’ effectiveness. Ability measures of complex problem-solving skills, social judgment, and knowledge were obtained from ratings of the responses. These “constructed” responses added to the prediction of career achievement of a sample drawn from 1,807 U.S. Army officers at six grades in rank. This added validity was beyond that accounted for by measures of cognitive ability, motivation, and personality according to a series of hierarchical regression analyses.

Although a multinational sample of faster-climbing managers did not see as much value in being interpersonally competent as did managers whose advancement in their careers was slower, the faster climbers rated themselves higher than the slower climbers in “understanding why I do what I do” (Bass, Burger, et al., 1979). Hall and Donnell (1979) compared 1,884 managers who were either fast, medium, or slow in their career advancement; these researchers found that more rapid promotion was directly related to the self-rated ability to relate effectively with others. Similarly, Wolberg (1977) noted that the potential to be a group leader was directly linked to the ability to relate as a peer in role playing and to avoid immature “acting out” during training.

The Structure of Socioemotional and Interpersonal Traits of Leadership

Hogan and Hogan (2002) believe there is a general factor of sociopolitical intelligence, which is a generalized ability to take roles (Mead, 1934). It is at the core of social skill and of the ability to build and maintain a team. Hogan and Hogan cited research support from Conway (1999). Conway factor-analyzed 2,000 360-degree benchmarks—management appraisals of trainees at the Center for Creative Leadership (CCL)—and found that four of the five factors involved leadership and social skills. The fifth factor involved strategic thinking. By 1946, R. B. Cattell (1946) had applied factor analyses to responses to personality questionnaires. He generated 16 factors, many of which were found to be related to leadership in subsequent studies. Similarly, Guilford (1952) generated 10 factors—again, many of these were related to leadership. They included general activity, mood swings, ascendancy, sociability, emotional stability, thoughtfulness, and masculinity. Scholars, consultants, and leaders themselves produced many different lists of traits they felt were required for leadership. These were based on experience, published research, or both (Bray & Howard, 1983; Boal & Hooijberg, 2001; Atwater & Yammarino, 1993; Hogan, Curphy, & Hogan, 1994; O’Roark, 2000; Quinn, 1988). Warren Bennis (quoted in Norris, 1992) felt that in choosing managers, large organizations emphasize technical competence, “people skills,” and conceptual skills. But additionally, they ought to focus more on judgment, taste, and character, along with sense of purpose, caring, constancy, competence, optimism, ambition, and integrity. After reviewing the literature on traits of leadership, Kirkpatrick and Locke (1991) listed drive involving achievement, ambition, energy, tenacity, and initiative—the personalized and socialized motivation to lead. Likewise, honesty, integrity, and self-confidence were listed as important. Also included were emotional stability, cognitive ability to marshal and interpret information, and knowledge of “the business” of the organization. Other traits, for which there was less support, included creativity, originality, and flexibility. By 1986, such lists could be replaced by a more rigorous and reliable analysis of accumulated evidence through the use of meta-analysis.

Meta-Analysis. This method pools the results of a number of separate research analyses. It provides statistical estimates of the average effects of variables from different research studies. The estimates are based on the much larger size of the pooled results and offer more confidence about the relationship in question—in this case, for instance, showing the likely average correlation between, say, managers’ assessed friendliness and their effectiveness as leaders. The correlations are weighted according to the number of cases contributing to them. They are also corrected for the reliability of the variables and their restrictions in range to obtain the true estimate, which is likely to be somewhat higher than the observed average. Confidence intervals of the true correlations are also provided to determine the probability that a correlation is not zero.

Meta-analyses of the Socioemotional Traits of Leadership. Lord, Devader, and Alliger (1986) conducted the first meta-analysis of traits of leadership. Their data were drawn from 18 studies about the emergence of leadership reviewed by Stogdill (1948) and Mann (1959).2 Studies through 1977 were added. The traits of consequence included intelligence, dominance, masculinity, extroversion, and better adjustment. A number of other meta-analyses have followed. The most comprehensive, described later, were conducted by Judge, Bono, Ilias, et al. (2002) and Judge, Colbert, and Ilias (2004).

The Big Five Factor Structure of Personality

Although Tupes and Christal (1961) and Norman (1963) first found evidence for the validity of the “Big Five” factor structure, it did not become a hot research topic until the 1990s, when it was shown to be a reliable and valid model for describing the most important socioemotional aspects of personality. Each of the Big Five factors contains six traits or facets. By the end of the decade, the factor model had been validated for predicting various criteria such as job performance in eight meta-analyses (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991). McCrae and Costa (1992) developed the Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R) as a standard for measuring the Big Five factored trait structure from a lengthy questionnaire. The five factors were: N, neuroticism versus emotional stability; E, extroversion or surgency versus introversion; O, openness to experience (called by others intellect, imagination, or culture); A, agreeableness versus antagonism; and C, conscientiousness or the will to achieve.

Neuroticism is the extent to which persons tend to experience distress, emotionality, worry, nervousness, insecurity, and tension. Neurotics view the world, themselves, and others negatively (George, 1996). They are likely to be pessimists (Williams, 1997). Other names for this factor include “lack of emotional stability” and “negative affectivity.” The traits of the intercorrelated subscales or facets of the neuroticism factor that can be scored separately include anxiety, hostility, depression, self-consciousness, impulsiveness, and vulnerability (Costa, 1994).

Extroversion is the extent to which persons tend to be assertive, gregarious, and enthusiastic (Barrick & Mount, 1993) and feel themselves to be efficacious. They are optimistic and tend to experience positive moods and emotions. They view others and the world favorably (George, 1996). Other terms for this factor are “social boldness” and “social presence.” The six facets are warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, activity, excitement-seeking, and positive emotions.

Openness to experience involves imagination, artistic sensibility, and intellect. Another name is “intellectance.” Its six facets are fantasy, aesthetics, feelings, actions, ideas, and values (Costa, 1994).

Agreeableness is the extent to which a person is sympathetic, trusting, cooperative, warm, loving, affiliative, and good-natured. Its facets are trust, straightforwardness, altruism, compliance, tender-mindedness, and modesty (Costa, 1994). Highly modest self-presenters are favored by audiences if the presenters are female; moderately modest self-presenters are favored if they are male (Wosinska, Dabul, Whetson-Dion, et al., 1996).

Conscientiousness is the extent to which a person is dependable, responsible, hardworking, persevering, efficient, needing to achieve, prudent, ambitious, and organized (Barrrick & Mount, 1993). Facets include competence, order, dutifulness, striving for achievement, self-discipline, and deliberation (Costa, 1994). (For more about the NEOAC structure, see Digman, 1990; Eysenck, 1970; Goldberg, 1993; Guilford, 1975; Hough, 1992; McCrae & Costa, 1987; Peabody & Goldberg, 1989; and Tellegen, 1985.)

Goldberg (1993) developed a checklist of 100 adjectives, and Saucier (1994) reduced these to the Mini-Marker, a 40-item adjective checklist that when scored provides the same NEOAC factor results but with a little less reliability. Different labels may be attached to the factors. For example, adjustment may be substituted for emotional stability and lack of neuroticism; intellectance may be substituted for openness to experience. Facets are similar (Curphy, 2001).

Factorial validity was evidenced because each facet scale correlated much more highly with its appropriate factor than the other four factors. The NEOAC factorial structure displays considerable universality (MacCrae & Costa, 1997). As a demonstration of the construct validity of NEOAC, MacCrae, Zonderman, et al. (1996) compared the varimax-rotated factorial structures extracted from large adult and student samples in seven languages and cultures: American, German, Portuguese, Hebrew, Chinese, Korean, and Japanese. Orthogonal rotation using the normative American factorial structure generated average factor congruence coefficients across the other six cultures for N, E, O, A, and C ranging from .94 to .96. The Big Five factors tend to have low correlation with each other, demonstrating their discriminant validity (McCrae & Costa, 1990). The structure may have a biological basis (Eysenck, 1967). For many years, Eysenck advocated a two-factor theory of neuroticism and extroversion with a biological basis. Convergent validity was found when each factor scale correlated with relevant scales from other personality tests and inventories. Discriminant validity was seen in the expected greater correlation of a facet with its relevant measure on another test or inventory. For instance, the facet of assertiveness was correlated more highly with being forceful, enthusiastic, and confident on the Gough and Heilbrun Adjective Check List, compared with adjectives about other aspects of extroversion.

Supporting consensual and construct validation, coefficients of congruence of the Big Five factors were between .96 and .98 for a replication of the NEOAC with a sample of 211 people in sales, customer service, and lower, middle, and upper management. Additionally, performance evaluations of their successful interpersonal relations, their task orientation, and the adaptive capacity of their performance evaluated by their supervisors correlated significantly with their conscientious score. Their successful interpersonal relations and their adaptive capacity increased with conscientiousness and decreased with neuroticism. The facets of competence, striving for achievement, and self-discipline were the highest in correlation with the performance evaluations (Piedmont & Weinstein, 1994). Numerous theoretically expected consistencies were found between the Adjective Check List and NEOAC (Piedmont & Weinstein, 1993).

The Big Five and Leadership. Judge, Bono, Ilies, et al. (2002) tested how well the Big Five model provided an adequate structure for the socioemotional traits of leadership, excluding intelligence and other capabilities. The criteria they predicted were emergent leadership, effective leadership, and transformational leadership. These investigators searched the PsychINFO database, 1887 to 1999, for articles on leadership and personality. They also searched for articles on personality, neuroticism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, extroversion, and openness to experience. Results were added from 48 additional traits mentioned in the third edition of this handbook (Bass, 1990), along with traits found in articles in Leadership Quarterly from the first to the tenth volume and the studies used by Lord, Devader, and Alliger (1986). A total of 1,200 abstracts were identified. Studies of opinion and fashion leadership were excluded, as were many others that did not provide correlations or sufficient data to calculate them. Extracted for analysis were 275 correlations from 79 studies and 15 doctoral dissertations. A wide variety of data on emergent and successful leadership were included, ranging from teachers’ reports and peer ratings of student leadership to election of leaders in informal and formal groups. Studies using indexes of management such as salary level or organizational grade were excluded. Barrick and Mount’s (1991) coding procedure was used to categorize traits with many different names into a coherent whole. For instance, as suggested by Hogan, Curphy, and Hogan (1994), the need for power was classified as a measure of extroversion. In addition to obtaining results for the broader Big Five, results were obtained for the more specific facets in the model, such as dominance and sociability. A study was included in the correlational analyses if it compared leaders and nonleaders in emergent, effective, or transformational leadership. Huffcutt, Roth, and McDaniel (1994) presented for each of the Big Five factors the number of correlations, the number of respondents, and the estimated true correlations, corrected for reliability, restriction in range, and the sharply skewed weightings of the 76 correlations based on the total numbers of cases contributing to each of the five factors, ranging from 8,314 to 18,830. The reliability of the Big Five personality factors ranged from .78 to .86.

The corrected average correlations between each of the Big Five personality factors and leadership were as follows: neuroticism, −.32; extroversion, .30; openness, .25; agreeableness, .10; conscientiousness, .19. Confidence intervals indicated a high probability that all five correlations were not zero. The multiple correlation was .47 for predicting leadership based on combining the optimally weighted five factors. Specific facets with substantial correlations with criteria of leadership included sociability, .38; dominance, .36; achievement, .36; and dependability, .32.

The criteria and samples of leadership analyzed made some difference. For government and military leaders, agreeableness correlated close to zero with the emergence of leadership, but .23 and .27, respectively, with leadership effectiveness and transformational leadership. Neuroticism correlated −.19, −.26, and −.21, respectively, with emerging, effective, and transformational leadership. Extroversion was most predictive (.34) of emerging leadership and somewhat less predictive of effectiveness (.23) and transformational leadership (.25). In other studies, Caliguri (2000) found that the conscientiousness scores of 94 supervisors of 280 expatriate employees correlated positively with 360-degree ratings of the supervisors’ performance. McDaniel (1992) found that openness correlated .37 with the success of 162 change leaders. As rated by others, emotional stability correlated .32 with leaders’ self-reports of success.

Martinsen (2000) calculated the stepwise multiple regressions of N, E, O, A, and C and their interactions on 360-degree ratings of entrepreneurial leadership orientation by 94 managers, 80 supervisors, 307 peers, and 426 subordinates. For example, N(−) + 0 + A (−), optimally weighted, accounted for 17.7% of the variance in the ratings of entrepreneurial orientation of the leaders. N + E + A plus the interactions N × E and E × A, optimally weighted, accounted for 19.3% of the 360-degree ratings of the task orientation of the leaders. N + E + O + A + C + N × A + O × C, optimally weighted, accounted for 33.4% in the variance of the leaders in dominance behavior.

Makiney, Marchioro, and Hall (1999) found some significant correlations between the 40-item Mini-Marker rendition of NEOAC and the self-reported Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) for 69 undergraduates and other measures of leadership. N (−) emotional stability correlated .23 with transformational leadership. Extroversion correlated .40 with transformational leadership, −.31 with laissex-faire leadership, and .28 with students’ self-schemata of social influence. 0, openness to experience, correlated .24 with the same self-schemata and .20 with leadership ranking in the class. A, agreeableness, correlated .32 with leadership ranking and the self-schemata of dedication. A, antagonism, correlated .25 with laissez-faire leadership. C, conscientiousness, correlated .20 with the leadership self-schemata of dedication.

Given the research interest in the Big Five, we will use its structure to present additional single and multiple personality studies since 1970 correlated with leadership. Many have appeared as facets of the Big Five.

Social Intelligence and Leadership

“Social intelligence” was a term in use before 1950 but then fell out of favor. However, Gardner (1985) defined social intelligence as the ability to distinguish other people’s moods, temperaments, motivations, and intentions among others. It is the ability to understand others and act accordingly (Sternberg, 1985). It is also the wisdom to act at the appropriate time and in the appropriate way on the basis of this understanding (Boal & Hooijberg, 2001). For Zaccaro, Gilbert, Thor, et al. (1991), the social intelligence of successful leaders comprises social perceptiveness and behavioral flexibility. I will take the liberty of using social intelligence as the sum total of social competencies, including dominance, sociability, communicating styles, empathy, sensitivity, tact, and other interpersonal skills. Especially strong associations are found with communication styles and skills (Bass, 2002).

Dominance. Dominance tended to appear in lists of the traits of leadership drawn up in the 1970s and later (e.g., Hughes, Ginnet, & Curphy, 1993) but was less frequent as a subject of empirical investigations. This may have been due to an increased interest in democratic participation as opposed to autocratic directive leadership. One of the new empirical efforts was that of Stricker and Rock (1998). They developed a set of scales, including a dominance scale, from the biographical information supplied by freshmen at the U.S. Naval Academy. The internally consistent and validated items on dominance included affirmative answers to such questions as these: “Your parents told you that you did not take ‘no’ for an answer.” “You told classmates or friends that they did not stand up for their rights enough.” “Classmates or friends told you that you were not interested in other people’s ideas and opinions.” The dominance scale correlated .57 with a biographical sociability scale and .39 with a similarly constructed emotional ability scale. The dominance scale correlated .82 with peer ratings of leadership. Lord, DeVader, and Alliger (1986) thought that Stogdill (1948) and Mann (1959) had both underestimated the correlation of the personal trait of extroversion and leadership. They conducted a meta-analysis of reports of different types of subjects and situations that related extroversion and leadership. This meta-analysis adjusted the grand mean of results for the sample sizes and various errors attenuating each of the obtained correlations. The researchers estimated that the true mean correlation between extroversion and leadership was .26 across the different samples of subjects and situations. The results for dominance and leadership were less supportive of the importance of the trait of dominance across situations, however; the estimate of the true mean correlation was .13.

Butt and Fiske (1968) recognized that dominance could be socialized or aggressive. Different personality scales of dominance emphasized one possibility or the other. Gough’s (1957) dominance scale in the California Personality Inventory (CPI) assessed socialized dominance related to leadership in high school. Cattell, Saunders, and Stice’s (1957) dominance scale in their Sixteen Personality Factors (16PF) assessed “an aggressive onslaught on the environment by a rather solemn, isolated, and egotistical person” (Butt & Fiske, 1968, p. 513). It would seem that if both scales were used to predict transformational and transactional leadership, the leadership would be true leadership when predicted by the CPI, and pseudo leadership when predicted by the 16PF.

Montagner, Arnaud, et al. (1973) observed differences in children. Socially dominant children were the center of attention, threatened only for short periods of time, and were conciliatory. They were more likely to exert leadership and to be imitated by other children. The aggressively dominant engaged in much physical violence. They were highly self-oriented and spread fear in the other children with their threats. They were less likely to display leadership.

Socialized and Aggressive Dominance. Kalma, Visser, and Peters (1993) developed and validated factored scales of socialized and aggressive dominance, averaging results from seven Dutch samples ranging in size from 100 to 550. Statements such as “I have no problems talking in front of a group” loaded highest on socialized dominance (SD), and “I can look everybody in the eye, and lie with a straight face” loaded highest on a second factor, aggressive dominance (AD). In the first sample, students engaged in trios. They said they got their own way with simple statements if they scored high in socialized dominance (r = .28) but not aggressive dominance. (r = .04). Conversely, ADs were more likely than SDs to say that they got their way by being persistent, being persuasive, bargaining, threatening, being deceitful, being evasive, and using hints. The correlations of observers’ ratings with AD factor scale scores ranged from .20 to .37. The correlations of observers with SD factor scale scores ranged from −.15 to .10. Observers noted that SDs (compared with ADs) looked more at the person to whom they were speaking (r = .39 versus r = −16), held a prolong gaze (r = .29 versus r = .10), and gesticulated (r = .33 versus r = −.4) ADs were more likely than SDs to interrupt others (.23 versus .13), raise their eyebrows (.28 versus .14), and express doubt (.30 versus .11). On self-reports, SDs were more likely than ADs to consider themselves and other people friendly (r = .41, .40 versus r = −.19, −.14). They were less likely than ADs to seek approval from others (r = −.40 versus r = −.30). SDs rated themselves higher than ADs did on task leadership (r = .38 versus r = −.03); ADs rated themselves lower on socioemotional leadership than did SDs (−.23 versus .17). Peers rated ADs higher on task leadership but lower on socioemotional leadership (.24 versus −24).

Socioemotional Competency Traits

Emotional Intelligence. The competency model is a recipe for a good leader, although there is a wide range of opinion on what should be included. Ashkanasy and Tse (2000) theorized that emotional intelligence correlated with transformational leadership and its factorial components. George (2000) agreed that emotional intelligence correlated with effective leadership and its developing collective goals and encouraging flexibility. Cherniss and Goleman (2001) held that successful leaders model emotional intelligence. Caruso, Mayer, and Salovey (2002) qualified the relationship, suggesting that effective leadership could occur in the absence of emotional intelligence or that only some elements of emotional intelligence might be present. Church (1997) that in comparison with average-performing managers, highly effective managers’ self-ratings were more in agreement with those of their subordinates. Dasborough, Ashkanasy, and Boyle (2002) theorized that emotionally intelligent followers could discriminate between the intentions of truly transformational leaders and self-oriented pseudo-transformational leaders who try to mislead their followers (Bass & Steidlemeier, 1999).

Salovey and Meyer (1990) introduced the concept of emotional intelligence as the ability to monitor the feelings and emotions of oneself and others to help guide one’s own thinking and actions. Goleman (1995, 1998) popularized “emotional intelligence” as a term encompassing a limited number of socioemotional abilities and traits, including self-awareness; handling one’s own feelings and impulses; motivating others; showing empathy; and remaining connected with others through optimism, enthusiasm, and energy. Emotional intelligence implies to think positively, understand relationships, and resolve conflicts.

The scope of the concept of emotional intelligence remains controversial. It may be seen as an ability to solve emotional problems as a competency mixes observed abilities, traits, and socioemotional behaviors. The ability model points to success in (1) perceiving and identifying emotions in the thoughts of oneself and others; (2) using emotions to think creatively and make decisions; (3) understanding and interpreting meaning in emotions, being open to feelings, avoiding defensiveness, and reflectively monitoring emotions.

The competency model points to: (1) self-awareness: emotional awareness and accurate self-assessment; (2) self-regulation: self-control, trustworthiness, conscientiousness, and innovativeness (Caruso, Mayer, & Salovey, 2002).

The ability model is favored because of its greater psychometric acceptability. The psychometric properties of the competency model are more problematic, since this model is often a collection of various self-ratings (Daus & Ashkanasy, 2003).

Sociability and Leadership. Sociability was included in the lists of traits of consequence to leadership drawn up by Kirkpatrick and Locke (1991), Hughes et al. (1993), and O’Roark (2000). It was a facet of extroversion in the NEOAC factor analyses, which figured even more strongly in leadership behavior (see Bass, 1998, on ascendancy). Stricker and Rock (1998) developed biographical information scales of emotional stability, need for achievement, self-confidence, and sociability. Sociability correlated highest with peer ratings of leadership (.28). Avolio and Bass (1994) obtained a correlation of .25 between the Gordon Personal Profile (GPP) sociability score of 188 leaders in a community and their followers’ ratings of their charismatic leadership. Elsewhere, in a review of empirical investigations, Bass (1998, p. 125) found that sociability contributed to inspirational motivation, individualized consideration, and contingent rewarding by leaders.

Competence in Communicating. Communication competencies are basic to leadership (Barge & Hirokawa, 1989). The leader needs to be able to communicate to followers the framing and interpretation of experiences (Bowman & Deal, 1991). Comrey, High, and Wilson (1955b) found that “high-producing” supervisors in the aircraft industry communicated effectively. Alpander’s (1974) survey of 217 corporations to determine which training needs were the highest priorities for currently employed managers found that oral communication abilities were rated highest. Mold (1952) reported that 490 industrial supervisors stated that they needed the most development in “how to sell ideas to my superior.” And satisfaction with the effectiveness of officers and noncoms among over 30,000 U.S. Army personnel was strongly associated with their ability to communicate effectively with their subordinates, according to ratings by their superiors and subordinates (Penner, Malone, Coughlin, & Herz, 1973). The quality and style of a leader’s communications to followers makes a difference in the success and effectiveness of the leadership.

Quality of Communications. Being active as a communicator is not enough. The quality of communicating with others is an important trait and competence of leaders. The quality of communication may be a matter of socioemotional competence as well as task competence, in which it is akin to oral and written fluency. Knowing something is not the same as being able to transfer the information to another individual or to transfer it to that person’s satisfaction. Communicating goes beyond verbal fluency. A listener’s acceptance of a message from an anchor on a televised news program is likely to depend considerably on how the anchor looks and how the message is delivered. President Reagan was known as the “great communicator” more for his perceived affability and the sincerity of his delivery than for his accuracy. President George W. Bush was known for mispronunciations and stumbling even when he was reading his speeches, yet he managed to remain popular during his first five years in office.3

Talking a lot in initially leaderless situations may result in the emergence of a leader, but the effectiveness of a leader will depend on the quality of the talk. Considerable evidence has been accumulated to demonstrate the connection between competence in articulation and effectiveness as a leader and manager. For instance, from 200 interviews with successful corporate leaders, Kanter (1983) found that the leaders had a number of communication skills in common. They were consistently able to expand their thinking by actively soliciting new ideas and feedback from others and were continually reaching out for new information. Also, they knew how to persuade others about the quality of their ideas and had the ability to communicate persuasively to others and to enlist their support by persistently working for it.

In a field setting, Klimoski and Hayes (1980) surveyed 231 editorial subordinates and their 15 assistant managers who abstracted current technical publications. Among the supervisory behaviors noted were explicitness in giving instructions and frequency of communication about job-related matters. The managers’ explicitness correlated significantly with the subordinates’ expectations of success and reward in their jobs, but frequency of communication did not. Explicitness correlated .57 with the subordinates’ satisfaction with supervision, but frequency of communicating correlated only .19 with such satisfaction. The managers’ explicitness correlated −.44 and −.30 with the subordinates’ role ambiguity and role conflict. Frequency correlated .04 with each of these measures of problems in doing their jobs. The managers’ explicitness contributed to the subordinates’ self-rated effort; frequency did not.

Snyder and Morris (1984) were able to link the quality of supervisors’ communications in 12 offices of a social service agency with the quality of services rendered by the agency and with lower costs of operations. Colleagues used a reliable four-item questionnaire that was based on previous work by Olmstead and Christensen to rate supervisors on the quality of their communications. The overall quality of the supervisor as a communicator contributed significantly to lower costs of operation, even after adjustments for the different numbers of clients served and the size of the different offices. Ward (1981) collected data from first-line supervisors in two manufacturing plants, three libraries, and two hospital nursing departments. The main concern was the supervisors’ rhetorical sensitivity—their creative invention of effective discourse in writing and speaking. Ward found that the supervisors’ rhetorical sensitivity correlated positively with the satisfaction of their subordinates.

Ability to Convey Meaning and to Enhance Retention. Getting across the meaning of a message is crucial and may require innovative approaches by the leader. The feelings as well as the ideas in the message need to be communicated effectively (Bennis & Nanus, 1985); also, the messages have to be remembered. According to survey studies, the messages sent by leaders that become memorable—are influential and are remembered for a long time—are brief oral injunctions such as, “Work smarter, not harder” or “No matter what the other girls are doing, act like a lady” (Knapp, Stohl, & Reardon, 1981). All 65 employees and managers of one firm interviewed by Stohl (1986) could recall such a memorable message. The messages were almost all single sentences and tended to be rules. The employees usually first heard the messages soon after joining the firm, and in a private one-to-one conversation. If an appropriate situation arose, the recipients said they would pass the message on in the same way. A majority of messages in this organizational setting dealt with role behavior and were applicable to various situations. One such message was “If you’re not helping, you’re hindering.” These pithy, memorable messages, usually from a sender of higher status to a recipient of lower status, provide “sense-making” structures and a guide to what behavior is appropriate in an organization. Memorable messages, content-analyzed, provide information about the norms, values, expectations, rules, requirement, and rationality of an organization’s culture. Clearly, a manager who includes such memorable messages in his or her communications is likely to have a much greater impact on subsequent events in the organization.

Consistency of Statements. Inconsistency of contributions may not be as deleterious as one might expect. Contrary to their hypothesis, Goldberg and Iverson (1965) found that the influence wielded by high-status members depended on their status, rather than on the consistency of their statements. They did not lose influence if they changed their opinions several times during a discussion.

Timing. The timing of participation makes a difference in the influence of the participation on others. Leana (1985) and M. Smith (1935a) noted the importance of opportunity. Someone who succeeds as a leader may be but one of several in a group who might have been just as successful had they been present to attempt leadership first. Hollander (1978) concluded that to emerge as a leader, one needs to participate early. But M. E. Shaw (1961) found that the members of a group who stated their opinions either early or late were better able to have their opinions accepted than those who stated their opinion in the middle of a discussion. Bass (1967a) experimented with groups of male managers in which the heads of the groups revealed their opinions at the beginning or end of a session, or not at all. The other group members were able to influence each other most when the heads remained silent, but they exhibited greater coalescence around the heads when the heads revealed their opinions. Silent heads were most influenced by the other members and were most dissatisfied with their own final judgments.

Early presentation by a leader of his or her favorite alternatives to decisions followers’ generation of additional alternatives (Maier & Sashkin, 1971). The search for alternatives is narrowed, and the quality of the decision may suffer (Brillhart & Jochem, 1964). When leaders were trained by Maier and McRay (1972) to delay presenting their preferences, their followers were more productive in proposing high-quality alternatives.

Style. Managers differ consistently in their style of communicating. Replicating earlier work, McCroskey and Young (1981) found that the communication style of senior managers and the immediate superiors of employees affected different aspects of their employees’ satisfaction. In an information technology firm, a navy civilian agency, and a social service agency, Klauss and Bass (1982) conducted path analyses for the relationships among managers’ communication styles, according to their supervisors, peers, and subordinates. Managers who were described as highly informative and trustworthy contributed considerably to their colleagues’ role clarity, satisfaction with the managers, and evaluations of the effectiveness of the managers. Trustworthiness and credibility depended on being a careful listener, on being informal, and on being open in two-way conversations. For the Hanover Insurance Companies (1988), trust was a key to being open, one of their most central values supporting the goals of profitability, of giving customers “good value for their money,” and of creating an environment that would help the individual and others to achieve their full potential. Informativeness in the Klauss and Bass path analysis depended on being seen as a careful transmitter of information and using frank, open, two-way communications. Similarly, St. John (1983) observed that the credibility of supervisors was enhanced by personal style, frankness, consistency, accessibility, keeping promises, accepting responsibility, and showing interest in others.

Luthans and Larsen (1986) directly observed the communication behavior of 120 managers from five organizational settings. They also gathered self-reports on how the managers communicated. Two dimensions emerged in analyses of the data. Consistent with the relationship between activity and leadership to be discussed in Chapter 6, the first dimension was the extent to which the manager actively communicated, rather than remaining a passive isolate who was drawn into communication activities only when these were necessary to manage conflicts. The second dimension involved the extent to which a manager was informal, spontaneous, and oriented toward development, rather than formal and communicative mainly when controlling others with regularly scheduled monitoring.

Competence with Linguistic Forms. It may not be what the leader says, but the way he or she says it. Drake and Moberg (1986) suggested that linguistic form may be more important than linguistic substance in affecting whether attempts to lead are accepted or rejected. Some forms can suppress the subordinates’ tendency to calculate the costs and benefits of an exchange. For example, subordinate may be sedated. He or she may comply without thinking about the cost when told, “We’ve just got a last-minute rush order that needs to be filled before we leave tonight.” The semantically direct “I want you to fill this rush order” might result in the employees’ thinking about the cost of compliance and desiring an inducement for complying. Numerous other hints, prompts, teasing, and semantic indirectness can serve to sedate the subordinate. The leader can avoid responsibility for providing inducements for compliance: “You may find it worthwhile to fix the oil gauge.” The leader’s language can also be palliative. For example, a staff manager, with no way of rewarding line employees for information he requires, may get the information by hedging: “This won’t take long, but would you locate some good estimates of the prices?”

Quality of Writing. The advent of electronic mail, through which every employee is in instant contact with every other employee’s personal computer terminal, suggests that the quality of writing, although truncated, will regain the status for distance communication that it had before the invention of the telephone. The storage and retrieval of transmitted information will also be greatly improved. Nonetheless, oral communication is likely to remain highly important to leading.

Competence in Nonverbal Communication. Nonverbal communication is also important to leadership (Stein, 1975). In investigating the effects of nonverbal and verbal communications among 151 college students on their perceptions of leadership, Gitter, Black, and Fishman (1975) concluded that nonverbal communications could be even more important than verbal communication.

For example, Remland (1984) demonstrated that superiors in videotaped interactions with subordinates would be seen as more considerate (and therefore more satisfying as leaders) if they used nonverbal means to reduce the status differences between themselves and their subordinates. Elsewhere, Remland (1981) pointed out that when nonverbal messages contradicted verbal ones, the listener tended to trust the nonverbal messages more. Thus a manager who talked as if he wanted to share decision making with a subordinate, but looked bored whenever the subordinate spoke, would be regarded as manipulative and insincere. Baird (1977) examined eight categories of nonverbal behavior in 10 discussion groups of five students each. These categories were: (1) head-nodding agreement; (2) head-shaking disagreement; (3) eye contact; (4) facial agreement; (5) facial disagreement; (6) postural shift; (7) gesticulation with the shoulders or arms; and (8) gesticulation with the hands or fingers. A significant relationship was found, in particular, between emergence as a leader and the tendency to gesticulate with the shoulders or arms. Friedman and Riggio (1981) examined the extent to which individuals differed in their nonverbal expressiveness and indicated that those who were more nonverbally expressive were more likely to influence the mood of those who were less nonverbally expressive. Such nonverbal expressiveness was also found to contribute to patients’ satisfaction with the interpersonal manners of their physicians (Freedman, DiMatteo, & Taranta, 1980).

Sense of Humor. Sense of humor is the ability to perceive, express, and enjoy what is amusing, laughable, or comical. There is more anecdotal evidence but less empirical research showing that leaders who use humor in communicating to their followers are more successful and effective than those who do not (Crawford, 1994). Some leaders have more of a sense of humor than others and make more use of it in their communications. Humorous communicating evokes a response by contrasting incongruent ideas, by engendering a feeling of superiority over others, by releasing tension, or by dealing with ambiguity in the environment (Hudson, 1979). Laughter is provoked by the unexpected punch line. Clowning wits are rated low in influence but high in popularity. Sarcastic wits are rated higher in influence but lower in popularity (Gruner, 1965). Humor increases the favorableness of an audience toward the speaker, and makes a speech more interesting, persuasive, and memorable. Self-disparagement may be effective if it is witty, indirect, and based on clever wordplay rather than exaggerated personal defects. Put-downs of others need to be avoided if they offend the values of the listeners. (Munn & Gruner, 1981).

Humor and Effective Leadership. Southwest Airlines looks for a sense of humor in job applicants (Quick, 1993). Individuals with a greater sense of humor reveal traits associated with successful and effective leadership such as self-esteem, emotional stability, extroversion, and sociability (Kuiper & Martin, 1993). Use of humor by the leaders of work groups helps improve morale (Gruner, 1977), cohesiveness (Duncan, 1982), motivation, (Crawford, 1994), creativity and divergent thinking (Czikszentmihalyi, 1996), and productivity (Clouse & Spurgeon, 1995). Humor has alleviated intimidation and stress and encouraged communication (Vinton, 1989).

Kilinski-Depuis and Kottke (1999) correlated 80 subordinates’ ratings of their supervisors. They were all employees of an international marketing firm. Their ratings of the sense of humor of their supervisors correlated .48 with their ratings of the supervisors’ consideration. Sense of humor was measured by seven modified items drawn from the Situational Humor Response Questionnaire (Lefcourt & Martin, 1986), which assesses how much a person typically responds with mirth and laughter to a wide variety of life situations. Avolio, Howell, and Sosik (1999) tested, in a large financial insurance company, the impact of 115 leaders’ use of humor on the productivity of their 322 subordinates. What was measured was the frequency of occurrence by rated subordinates of instances in which the leader “uses humor to take the edge off during stressful periods,” “uses a funny story to turn an argument in his or her favor,” “makes us laugh at ourselves when we are too serious,” “uses amusing stories to defuse conflicts,” and “uses wit to make friends of the opposition.” Leadership was measured by the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Bass & Avolio, 1997). The effectiveness of the leader was assessed by consolidated unit performance, the extent to which the leader’s organizational unit achieved annual goals. Performance appraisals of the leaders also were available. Transformational leadership correlated .56 with a five-item “use of humor” scale. Contingent reward correlated .45 and laissez-faire leadership correlated −.50 with the use of humor. A partial least-squares analysis (PLS) showed that transformational leadership combined with the use of humor correlated highly with the leaders’ appraised performance and the consolidated performance of the leaders’ unit. But combining humor with contingent reward appeared ineffective.

Consideration. Consideration can be seen in prosocial behavior, such as helping, sharing, donating, cooperating, and volunteering. Such behavior aims to produce and maintain the well-being and integrity of others. Leaders will manifest it by showing leniency in personnel decisions, practicing a considerate style, sacrificing their own interests, and spending time and energy for the good of the group or organization or the individuals within it (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986). The leader who displays prosocial behavior serves as a role model for a good organizational citizen, who complies with the organization’s requirements despite personal inconvenience, suggests improvements without personal benefit, and ignores hardships to carry on voluntarily (Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983). Thus probation officers will have little effect on recidivism if they show empathic, warm regard for parolees but fail to demonstrate prosocial values and socially acceptable ways of achieving goals and do not model, encourage, and reinforce noncriminal alternatives (Ross & Gendreau, 1980). A sample of 97 first-line supervisors reported spending an average of 2.5 hours a week discussing personal problems with their subordinates, such as difficulties with coworkers; opportunities for advancement; dissatisfaction with their jobs; and financial, physical, family, and emotional problems. Some supervisors also mentioned problems with sex, alcohol, and drugs. The most common strategies of the supervisors were to offer support, to listen, and to ask questions. In these discussions, the subordinates and supervisors generated solutions and shared personal experiences (Kaplan & Cowen, 1981). From structural and factor analyses of the descriptions of helping behavior by 58 first-line supervisors and their 355 subordinates, Konovsky (1986) found one factor in the helping behavior of supervisors that involved offering support and sympathy and a second factor that involved assistance in solving problems. Although better-educated superiors were directly helpful, the supervisors’ task competence and experience did not make any difference. Overall, the satisfaction of followers was enhanced when their leaders showed that they cared by demonstrating their consideration for the members of their group. Such consideration emerged early in factorial studies of the behavior of leaders (Fleishman, 1951) and has appeared repeatedly in subsequent analyses.

Individuation. Within the immediate group, the interpersonally competent leader can individualize his or her relationships, avoid treating all subordinates alike (Meyer 1980), and discriminate between the more competent and less competent members in the group (Fiedler, 1964). Diffusion of responsibility in group decisions is avoided unless the group decisions serve useful purposes, such as gaining commitment from peripherally involved members. Equity is favored rather than equality—each member may be given equal opportunities, but rewards will be contingent on each individual’s contribution to the group’s success. Group productivity is enhanced by such individuation (Ziller, 1964). Interpersonally competent leaders are oriented toward the individual development of their subordinates, as well as the development of their team. Morse and Wagner (1978) found that effective managerial behavior provided for the growth and development of both. Assignments are delegated to subordinates to provide such opportunities for development. Competent leaders take on responsibilities as mentors and coaches according to the differential needs of subordinates for guidance and counseling.

Bradford and Cohen (1984) say that the quintessence of “postheroic” transformational managers is their orientation toward developing their subordinates. These managers build teams that share responsibility and visions of the future, as well as support the continuous development of individual skills. In so doing, they enhance the motivation, commitment, and performance of their subordinates. Individualized consideration was one of the transformational leadership factors which emerged from descriptions of leaders by their colleagues and subordinates using the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Bass & Avolio, 1989). Individualized consideration involved showing concern for each subordinate as an individual and attending to the subordinate’s development. This factor consistently correlated highly with subjective and objective measures of the leader’s effectiveness (Bass, 1985a; Hater & Bass, 1988; Yammarino & Bass, 1989).

Social Insight, Empathy, and Leadership. Leadership of a group depends, to some extent, on the leader’s ability and motivation to estimate accurately the group’s attitudes, motives, and current level of effectiveness. As Bass (1960, pp. 167–168) indicated, “It is not enough for a leader to know how to get what followers want, or to tell them how to get what they want. The leader must be able to know what followers want, when they want it, and what prevents them from getting what they want. Empathic success should increase with increased motivation to attend to clues. It should also increase with information available about others’ behavior. Two persons may display the same success in guessing the motives of some other members. One estimator may be more apt; the other estimator may be more interested in the question because of momentary situational demands or acquired motives. An alert teacher ‘senses’ from facial expressions, questions or lack of them, restlessness, and lack of response whether [he or] she is continuing to meet the needs of the student audience. An effective orator or actor requires similar skills.”

Many others have offered similar propositions. Wittenberg (1951) emphasized the need-estimating aspect of leadership. That is, the leader of a group must know what the individual members need and then apply the group process so that the members will satisfy these needs. Coyle (1948) suggested that to work with young people, group leaders must understand the various motives that draw the group together, to “find the appropriate form to clothe their collective needs.”

For political and organizational leadership, Titus (1950) and J. M. Bums (1978) noted that the leader must be able to choose the group’s objectives wisely and forecast the cost of obtaining the objectives, the likelihood of doing so, and the degree to which goal attainment will be satisfying to the members. Lane (1985) suggested that organizational managers should examine their ability to be followers so that they can better understand the feelings and problems of their subordinates. Managers can do this by examining their own role as followers with different bosses.

Leaders should appreciate whether their subordinates learn from them and whether their subordinates are comfortable sharing problems and confidences with them. They also need to know their subordinates’ strengths and weaknesses. In the same vein, Haislip (1986) saw that a leader needs to be sensitive to those aspects of the work experience that illustrate how the organization values its employees’ personal goals. Such sensitivity will keep the leader focused on helping to maintain the congruence of the goals of the employees and the organization and, thereby, the employees’ commitment. Fielder, Warrington, and Blaisdell (1952) noted the importance of unconscious attitudes in sociometric choice. Deep probes are needed to test whether leaders are better able than nonleaders to diagnose social situations. Empathy is often emotional, intuitive, and unconscious. Projective techniques must be used to study it.

It is expected that leaders will be more insightful. Thus Shartle, Stogdill, and Campbell (1949) found that nominations for “popular leader” were correlated .47 with predictions of “who will be most accurate in estimating group opinion.” In a study of 153 supervisors in seven organizations, E. J. Frank (1973) observed that leaders who perceived their roles as requiring sensitivity to others also perceived themselves as being sensitive. Along with this felt sensitivity, the leaders appeared to feel that they were openly accepted by the group and that the working environment was pleasant. Alertness to changing circumstances and shifts in needs was also considered important to leadership (Hollander, 1978).

In all, from the early studies on, it has been thought that insight and empathy give an individual the competence to gain, hold, and maintain the position of leader. In traditional Japan, the head of a group ostensibly made the group’s decisions; and once the leader made a decision, it was regarded as the “will of the group” and accepted without challenge. But if one looked more carefully, one saw that the leader had the responsibility of sensing the will of the group in order to understand what was wanted, both intellectually and emotionally. He had to hara de wakaru or “understand with his belly” (Kerlinger, 1951). It appears that this is still required of the Japanese manager.

Insight, empathy, and accuracy about the other person appear to be particularly important in international negotiations. The ability to diagnose and understand the motives of others and to predict their subsequent actions accurately separates great statesmen from mediocre politicians. Because of the sentiment against war in Britain and France in 1938, the British prime minister Neville Chamberlain and the French premier Édouard Daladier wanted to believe that Adolf Hitler could be conciliated, regarding the local conflict over the Sudetenland, with goodwill and flexibility. In Winston Churchill’s diagnosis, Hilter was using the local situation to destroy Czechoslovakia as a key bastion that was standing in the way of Hitler’s plans to conquer Europe. At Munich, Chamberlain and Daladier completely misread Hitler’s goals, values, and intentions; Churchill understood them accurately (Tucker, 1981). But the leadership and compliance displayed by all parties at Munich were strongly associated with the orientations of all the key figures to personal predilections, power, and politics.

Insight, Empathy, and Transactional and Transformational Leadership. Insight and empathic competence should be important if the leader is transactional and engages in an exchange relationship with followers. The leader needs to learn what the followers want so that he or she can make the right offers to them for their compliance. But the transformational leader also can build from a stronger base if he or she understands the current needs and concerns of prospective followers. The individually considerate transformational leader must have a sense of the followers’ developmental needs and of how the followers’ current wishes differ from one another. The inspirational leader has a sense of which appeals will be heard most readily by followers.

Problems with Insight and Empathy. Although insight and empathy have been regarded as important, empirical evidence of the association of these personal traits with leadership is often hard to establish. The data suggest that in comparison with others, leaders do not appear to exhibit a higher degree of generalized insight into the feelings or motivation of followers. Furthermore, various measurement problems complicate the conclusions, and many contingencies force the qualification of results. However, considerable positive evidence has been amassed about the insight of leaders into the feelings of their immediate followers and an understanding of the localized situation.

In the most general sense, “empathy” refers to awareness or appreciation, and “insight” refers to an understanding of what others are thinking and feeling about a matter. Empathy is “the ability to walk around in someone else’s world” (Kilcourse, 1985, p. 23). President Bill Clinton impressed troubled supporters by saying, “I share your pain.” Insight and empathy may be a matter of seeing others in relation to ourselves. But the linkages of empathic ability and social insight to leadership are complicated by the various definitions and ways of measuring empathy and insight.

Generalized Social Insight and Empathy. Empathy and insight can refer either to awareness and understanding of social phenomena at a general level (knowledge of cultural norms and social intelligence) or to understanding the most probable tendencies of prototypical others. History is replete with examples of political leaders whose success depended on their accurate sensing of the moods and desires of their constituencies. Many leaders depend on almost daily public opinion polling and focus groups. Others appear to attend to newspaper columnists, editorials, television anchors, and hosts of talk shows.

Various researchers have developed measures of social insight and empathy at this general level. These measures require participants to estimate the percentage of people in a designated population who will endorse the items on a test of personality, attitudes, or job satisfaction. The participants’ accuracy is measured by how well their estimates match the actual endorsement by a sample of the population. Chowdhry and Newcomb (1952), Bell and Hall (1954), Nagle (1954), Trapp (1955), and Fleishman and Salter (1963) found that leaders were more accurate than nonleaders in estimating such responses in a general population. Kerr and Speroff (1951) and Van Zelst (1952) were able to forecast success as a salesman, union leader, and foreman with a brief test that purported to measure individual differences in empathic ability at the general level by the method just described. However, Sprunger (1949); Hites and Campbell (1950); Gage and Exline (1953); Talland (1954); Bugental and Lehner (1958); and Cohn, Fisher, and Brown (1961) did not find leaders to be significantly more accurate than nonleaders in such tested estimations. Along the same lines, Marchetti (1953) found no relation between grocery managers’ ability to predict employees’ responses on a test of attitudes in general and the managers’ efficiency as rated by their superiors. Shartle, Stogdill, and Campbell (1949) reported a slight negative relation between naval officers’ popularity as leaders and their tested ability to estimate group opinion in general. Thus decidedly mixed results have been found for the relationship between generalized social insight, generalized empathy, and leadership.

It is even questionable whether generalized empathy exists. Although Cline and Richards (1960, 1961) found low but significant correlations between a variety of different measures of ability to judge the behavior of other persons, Ausubel and Schiff (1955), Bender and Hastorf (1950), and Crow and Hammond (1957) found no support for the hypothesis that there is an ability to predict interpersonal responses in general. For one thing, education, experience, and general intelligence are likely to affect respondents’ performance on measures of generalized empathy and insight.

Localized Social Insight and Empathy. Different from generalized insight and empathy are specific perceptual sensitivities at a local level—in a designated group working with specific other members. A considerable array of positive findings supports Stogdill’s (1948) conclusion in Chapter 4 that “alertness to the surrounding environment and understanding of ‘social’ situations are intimately associated with leadership ability.” The ability to size up situations differentiated leaders from followers in six pre-1948 studies. Carter, Haythorn, Shriver, and Lanzetta (1951) also found that leaders were able to evaluate situations. Insight into motives, thoughts, feelings, and actions of others was found to characterize leaders in seven pre-1948 studies. Reviews of the literature on localized social insight and empathy generally affirmed the connection between empathy and leadership, although they found that the effects were small and may have been nonexistent or negative in many cases. Thus, for example, after surveying 15 studies that reported 101 results concerning leadership and empathy, R. D. Mann (1959) noted that 74% of the results were positive, but researchers usually were unable to obtain statistically significant positive results in any single investigation.

To illustrate, Williams and Leavitt (1947a, 1947b); G. H. Green (1948); Greer, Galanter, and Nordlie (1954); and Lansing (1957) used sociometric nominations as a basis for studying insight. Group members were asked to nominate other members for leadership and to estimate the ranking that others would ascribe to them. Leaders were found to be more accurate than nonleaders in estimating their own sociometric rank (their esteem or value to the group in the eyes of the other members) or, in some studies, the rank of others. Gallo and McClintock (1962) also found that leaders were more accurate than nonleaders in perceiving their esteem in the group. Furthermore, Fiedler’s (1967a) theory of leadership was first formulated around the linkage of empathy to leadership, and one’s assumed similarity to others was the main measure of consequence. In studies of basketball teams and surveying teams, Fiedler (1953a, 1953b, 1954a) found that the teams were more effective if their esteemed members, who were likely to be the team leaders, perceived preferred members to differ from rejected members. Fiedler (1954b, 1955, 1959) obtained similar findings for B-29 bomber crews, tank crews, and groups in open-hearth steel shops. The groups were more effective if the crew leaders or supervisors discriminated more distinctly between members with whom they preferred to work and members whom they rejected.

Nagle (1954) reported high correlations between departmental productivity and the ability of departmental supervisors to estimate employees’ attitudes. Anderhalter, Wilkins, and Rigby (1952) noted that candidates for the U.S. Marines Officers Candidate School who showed the highest ability to predict other candidates’ future effectiveness were likely to make effective company officers themselves. Greer, Galanter, and Nordlie (1954) found leaders of infantry squads to be more accurate than other squad members in their perceptions of the esteem of other members. J. Hogan and Holland (1998) obtained correlations between .45 and .73 with the Hogan Personality Inventory Empathy scale and five criteria of leadership for 25 managers from a large retail firm.

Schrage (1965) reported that accurate perception and interpretation of the environment were more important than the motivation for power or the need for achievement in differentiating successful from unsuccessful entrepreneurs. Jennings (1952a) showed that supervisors who did not understand the behavior of their subordinates felt inadequate and insecure. As their frustration increased, they became less able to obtain cooperation and satisfactory performance from their subordinates. Studies of managers who fail to rise in their organizations find that these managers are unable to understand others’ points of view. They are insensitive to others, unable to build a team, and unable to get work done when the work depends on the efforts of others (J. Hogan & R. Hogan, 2002).

Negative Results. On the basis of a survey of managers and their subordinates, Hatch (1962) concluded that the empathic accuracy of the managers had limited practical significance. He found no significant differences between the empathic accuracy of the managers and the superiors’ description of the managers as good or poor in maintaining satisfactory relations with their subordinates. Similarly, Jerdee (1964) reported that supervisors’ predictions of subordinates’ morale were negatively related to the employees’ actual morale scores. Andrews and Farris (1967) noted that subordinates’ innovation was correlated negatively with their supervisors’ effectiveness in planning if the supervisors were sensitive to individual differences, but the correlation was positive if the supervisors were insensitive to differences among people. Williams and Leavitt (1947a) observed that the more successful leaders they studied most underestimated the sociometric status accorded them by other group members. Finally, Shartle, Stogdill, and Campbell (1949) found that nominations for popular leaders were not correlated with errors in estimating group opinion. Likewise, such errors failed to correlate with predictions of who would be most accurate. Although popular leaders were not more accurate than unpopular leaders in estimating group opinion, other group members expected them to be. More often than not, positive or negative results have to be qualified by conditions. Only under particular localized circumstances was one likely to find that a leader was more insightful or empathic than a nonleader. Some of these variations in outcomes, of course, may be due to random error when subjected to a meta-analysis. Nevertheless, successful political leaders can sense what their constituencies want and articulate their needs even without public opinion polls.

Substance of Judgments. Foa (1960) found that workers’ predictions of their supervisor’s responses to a projective (picture) test were more accurate when the supervisor described the action in the ambiguous picture as positive and focused on the job rather than on interpersonal relations. Holmes (1969) compared leaders’ estimates of the frequency of interaction and duration of speech of group members with recordings of the groups’ performance. Leaders evaluated the duration of behavior by followers more accurately than the frequency of the behavior.

Specific Relevance. Chowdhry and Newcomb (1952) found that leaders judged group opinion better than nonleaders or isolates, but the superiority of leaders over nonleaders was restricted mainly to issues that were relevant to their specific groups. When matters concerned groups in which they were not leaders, their superiority tended to disappear. Similarly, Northwood (1953) collected facts and opinions from a sample of residents in a housing project. Officeholders were found to be significantly more accurate than informal leaders and followers as judges of fact and opinion, but they were not superior judges of nonrelevant facts and opinion. Greer, Galanter, and Nordlie (1954) emphasized this type of contingent outcome. Hites and Campbell (1950) failed to obtain positive results, because they did not ask for estimations relevant to the members’ goals.

Cohesiveness. Since cohesive groups usually involve considerable mutuality of choice among their high-status members, the leadership clique was expected to exhibit higher accuracy about others in the group than the members of lower status. Exline (1960) assigned members to high- or low-congeniality groups to discuss a task and measured the members’ accuracy of knowledge of each other’s task-relevant and person-relevant opinions. Exline found that only in cohesive groups were the leaders more accurate judges of person-relevant opinions, such as popularity. Lemann and Solomon (1952) also found that the accuracy of interpersonal perception was higher in cohesive than uncohesive groups.

Familiarity. Studies of newly formed groups obtained negative results when they correlated a member’s first impressions of others with the member’s initial success as a leader (C. B. Bell, 1951; H. E. Hall, 1953). Hatch (1962) found that only if managers felt that they were well acquainted with a subordinate were they able to predict the subordinate’s attitudes beyond what would be predicted by chance.

The familiarity of members in a specific group related directly to the members’ accuracy in judging each other’s life goals. Filella (1971) asked 32 Indian college students in groups of eight members to individually rank their own life goals and then to rank the life goals of each of the other group members. The mean correlations between estimations by others and self-rankings systematically declined linearly with decreasing familiarity, from a correlation of .54 for the raters most familiar with the ratees to .12 for the raters least familiar with the ratees.

Lupfer (1965) recorded group members’ interactions in a business game. At the end of each session, each subject indicated, on a questionnaire, a prediction of and a prescription for the behavior of every other member. As the sessions progressed, the members’ role behavior tended to conform to prescriptive norms, and the prediction of behavior increased in accuracy. In a reversal of these findings, Browne and Shore (1956) noted that although second-level departmental managers were less close to operating employees than first-level supervisors were, the managers were somewhat more accurate than the supervisors in predicting the employees’ attitudes.

Focused Attention. Lundy (1956) administered a scale of values to 52 students who later met in pairs to discuss a problem. Then each partner predicted the responses of the other, using the value scale, both with attention focused on the self and with attention focused on the partner. Lundy found that focusing attention on the partner increased accuracy in predicting the partner’s responses.

Assumed and Actual Similarity. Localized social insight and empathy often present a multiple measurement problem. Bass, Burger, et al. (1979) used a model that was first formulated by Cronbach and Glaser (1953). The managers’ ability to judge the life goals of specific other managers with whom they had been working in small exercise groups for several days was examined. The procedure was as follows. Participants ranked each of 11 life goals in order of importance to them. Then they ranked the goals in order of importance to each of the other members of their exercise group. Three correlational indexes were calculated. It was assumed that participants generally had an accurate appreciation of their own goals. The indexes were: (1) Empathy or accuracy in judging others—the correlation between a participant’s judgments about other members’ life goals and the other members’ self-judgments; (2) Projection or assumed similarity to others—the correlation between the ranking participants assigned to themselves and those they assigned to everyone else in the group; (3) Homogeneity of the group or actual similarity to others—the correlation of a participant’s self-ratings with the self-ratings of each of the other members. In addition to the scoring biases pointed out by D. T Campbell (1955), studies of empathy at the local level are also likely to suffer from the generalized tendency of raters to assume that they are similar to others. Thus, for 1,026 managers in 12 countries, Bass, Burger, et al. found that assumed similarity among the raters averaged .50. But true similarity or homogeneity, evidenced by the average correlation of self-rating among all participants, was only .21. Likewise, Lazar (1953), after a review of eight studies, concluded that in judging the attitudes of groups, people err in the direction of their own beliefs or opinions.

The amount of actual similarity or homogeneity also affected what kinds of outcomes were obtained by Bass, Burger, et al. This finding was consistent with Octet and Silva’s (1951) study, which found that the smaller the difference between actual self-descriptions and others’ self-descriptions, the smaller the error when pairs of persons predicted each other’s responses. Both rationally and empirically we are more accurate about others who happen to be like us because of the general tendency to assume that others are indeed like us. A leader’s accuracy may be accounted for by the bias toward assumed similarity and the homogeneity of the leader and the group. In fact, to be a leader of a group, one must usually share many attitudes, values, and goals with the other members (Cartwright, 1951). By definition, the opinions of group members are more strongly influenced by the leaders of the group than by nonleaders. It follows that the forecasts of group opinion made by leaders will be more accurate than estimates made by nonleaders, since the opinions are close to those held by the leaders. Thus, when leadership was defined in terms of influence on a group decision, Talland (1954) demonstrated that leaders were better estimators of final group opinion because it was closer to their own initial opinion. But leaders are not more accurate in estimating opinion before interaction. These confoundings of measurements need to be kept in mind when one considers the correlations obtained between leadership and localized measures of empathy and insight.

Accuracy of Perceptions of Status and Importance of Organizational Position. E. L. Scott (1956) analyzed organizational charts drawn by 696 officers and men aboard 10 submarines in which the status structure was thought to be well defined. He found marked differences in the accuracy of status perceptions of the men on the various ships and among the men in various departments within the same ship. The most frequent type of error was to perceive superiors as peers, peers as subordinates, and persons outside one’s department as subordinates in one’s department. High-ranking personnel made fewer errors in their perception of superiors and peers, but not in total. The more widely superiors interacted with other persons, the greater was the perceptual error of their subordinates. The greater the disparity between an officer’s rank and the level of his position aboard ship, the greater were the perceptual errors of his subordinates. At the same time, the subordinates were able to perceive status relationships more accurately when their superiors retained authority and delegated less. Scott’s study pointed to some potent organizational factors that operate to determine the accuracy with which status is perceived in highly structured situations.

Summary and Conclusions



During the third quarter of the twentieth century, situational factors dominated the field. Individual traits and dispositions seemed unimportant. However, after correction, rotation experiments showed that traits were still important in accounting for leaders’ behavior. In the last quarter of the century, we had to rethink whether leadership traits and leadership were a consequence of nature or nurture. Rapid advances in genetics, heritability research, and molecular biology suggested that we had to give a lot more attention to nature. Traits of leadership returned to center stage in the study of leadership. Situational effects remained important, but mainly as contingencies. Competence was seen as a matter of task accomplishment and interpersonal relations. Both were fundamental to successful and effective leadership. Task accomplishment involved traits like intelligence and knowledge. Interpersonal competence involved the ability to communicate and to demonstrate, caring, insight, and empathy. Effective leaders needed to sense the needs of their followers and point out ways to fulfill them.

The follow-up of the traits of leadership from before 1970 to after 1970 and into the twenty-first century generally showed renewed continuity and expansion. Competencies to deal with tasks and cognitive abilities were seen in more detail. Task competence results in attempts to lead that are more likely to yield success for the leader and effectiveness for the group. But competence is relative; this suggests that a complete understanding of leader-group relations requires an examination not only of individual differences in competencies, such as intelligence and experience, but of the relevance of the competencies for given situations. Intuition plays an important role in effective management; and leadership, particularly at higher organizational levels, appears to be a consequence of the possession of relevant information based on experience. The true correlation of intelligence with leadership is about .50 across a wide range of situations. Generally, more intelligent people are likely to be more task-competent and emerge as leaders, regardless of the situation. Other personal characteristics also contribute to task competence and leadership in different situations. On the other hand, since task requirements may vary from one situation to another, situational differences will also affect who emerges as a leader. Finally, other contingencies that moderate the relationship between competence and leadership need to be considered. Task competence is not enough. Many bright, able, and technically proficient individuals fail as leaders because they lack interpersonal competence.

Many socioemotional traits affect leadership. They will be discussed more fully in the next several chapters. Traits of character—conscientiousness, discipline, moral reasoning, integrity, and honesty—will be included in dealing with the ethics of leadership. The negative impact on leadership of neuroticism, arrogance, anxiety, depression, and narcissism, rigidity will also be examined. The biophysical traits of physical fitness, stature, hardiness, and energy level will resurface again, along with self-confidence, self-esteem, self-monitoring, self-regulating, and self-efficacy. We will turn next to when and whether active leadership emerges.



1 It should be kept in mind that the factors which emerged from the analysis of intercorrelations of items describing leaders depended, to a large degree, on: (1) the kinds of items and variables for which descriptions were obtained; (2) the numbers of items and variables in different descriptive categories; (3) the nature of the population of leaders who were described. Few factorial studies of leadership were comparable when matched against these three criteria. As a result, few studies produced identical factors; however, certain factors with the same or similar names appeared with considerable frequency.

If factors with the same name appeared in two different studies, they did not necessarily contain loadings on identical items or variables. In other words, it could not be assumed that the factors described identical behaviors. A factor was identified or named on the basis of the nature of items or variables with the highest loadings on the factor. If several similar items or variables have high loadings, the element of the similarity of the item or variable is usually given heavy consideration in naming the factor.

The frequency with which a given factor appeared in the reports did not necessarily represent the frequency of its occurrence among leaders in general. An item or variable could not appear in a study unless measures were obtained on characteristics represented by the factor. Researchers, of course, differ in their ideas about what is important in the study of leadership. As a result, they tended to use different sets of items or variables in their efforts to measure leadership. Furthermore, it cannot be assumed that the listed factors constituted a complete catalog of the leader’s qualities and abilities. One of the values of factor analysis is that it brings together in the same factor all items that act alike in describing the individuals in the samples. Thus, the resulting factor describes a generalized from of behavior, rather than the minute details of behavior.

It should also be kept in mind that factors can emerge only if leaders behave differently on different orthogonal dimensions. Thus, for initiation and consideration factors to emerge, there must be a low correlation between them. The same leaders who are high in initiation should vary in consideration from high to low. Those who are low in initiation should likewise vary from high to low in consideration. Conceptually, most leaders could be high in both and the factor could fail to appear, although the different behaviors could still be seen.

If the correlation is high between them, generally only a single factor will appear that contains items of both kinds. Nevertheless, the same leaders who are high in consultative behavior are also likely to participate in decision making. Only one factor, consideration, will appear. Consultation, in which the leader decides; and participation, in which decisions are consensual, are conceptually distinct, despite the fact that the same leaders who tend to use one of the approaches will also use the other approach. The distinctions are important both to theory and to practice. It may be particularly important for a leader to consult rather than participate in one circumstance but to share decision making with fully participating subordinates in another situation. Nevertheless, the generalized behaviors described by the 26 factors produce a more meaningful, logical picture of the leader than would be provided by a list of 100 haphazardly selected items or variables that were all correlated with leadership status and effectiveness. The results of the factorial studies indicate that an infinitely large number of variables are not needed to obtain a well-balanced description of a leader. A relatively few of the 26 factors can be the basis for organizing a fairly complete examination of leadership traits and behavior.

2 Stogdill suspected that the absence of some particular positive findings in the 1970 survey were due, in part, to the decisions of his abstracters. We also must be cautious about the volume of results obtained for some traits and not for others. Researchers tend to pursue fads. Also, changes occur over the decades in the names that are used to label the same traits of behavior.

3 See also: Hurwitz, Zander, and Hyrnovitch (1953); Riecken (1958); Kirscht, Lodahl, and Haire (1959); Regula (1967); Burroughs and Jaffee (1969) Jaffee and Lucas (1969); Regula and Julian (1973); and Gintner and Linkskold (1975).
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Activity Level

Active leaders and managers take the major responsibility for decision making when they are directive and consultative, whereas leaders and managers take little or no responsibility when they are inactive and laissez-faire. Various active leadership styles correlate between −.30 to −.60 with inactive, laissez-faire leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1997). The generally positive correlations between factorially and conceptually distinct styles of leadership will be detailed in chapters 17 through 22. That is, leaders who score high in direction, task orientation, change behavior, and initiation of structure also tend to score high in participation, relations orientation, and consideration. Thus for 112 managers, Jones, James, and Bruni (1975) found that the leaders’ supportiveness correlated .64 with an emphasis on goals and .74 with facilitation of work. Likewise, facilitation of interaction correlated .58 with the emphasis on goals and .70 with facilitation of work. Schriesheim, House, and Kerr (1976) found a median correlation for 10 studies of .52 between “consideration” and “initiation of structure” on the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire Form XII. Farrow, Valenzi, and Bass (1980) reported that the frequency of the leaders’ direction, as described by over 1,200 subordinates, correlated .26 with the leaders’ consultation and .13 with the leaders’ participation.1 Errors of leniency and halo effects may be involved in these descriptions. Even so, there is a tendency to describe leaders as being more active or less active on several conceptually distinct dimensions concurrently. This tendency may be due to the real behavior of leaders, as well as to subordinates’ perceptual biases.

Leadership infused by a motivation to lead and to manage is opposite to that due to a leader’s inclination to use the laissez-faire style. Active leadership is seen in much of McClelland’s (1975) Leadership Motive Pattern, discussed in Chapter 7; and in Miner’s “motivation to manage,” detailed later in the present chapter. Miner (1982) theorized that managers actively engage in maintaining good relations with superiors, competing for advancement and recognition, acting as assertive father figures, exercising power over subordinates, being visibly different from subordinates, and accepting responsibility for administrative details.2

Antecedents of Active Leadership



As will be detailed in Chapter 7, McClelland found active leadership to be undergirded by a need for power and an absence of need for affiliation, coupled with an ability to inhibit the need for power. Miner and Smith (1982) inferred that a desire for control and power lay behind the motivation to manage. For Chan and Drasgow (2001), the motivation to lead involved cognitive abilities, values, personality, and attitudes that are augmented by social considerations such as affective identity and norms. According to Locke, one should lead actively for rational and selfish interests; according to Avolio, one should be motivated to lead actively for altruistic reasons (Avolio & Locke, 2002).

Effects of Active Leadership on Followers



Jongbloed and Frost (1985) attributed the differential budgetary growth and success of two Canadian hospital laboratories to the motivation and activity of their directors. The desire of the director of the more successful laboratory “to achieve international recognition for outstanding research was apparent in the energy he devoted to lobbying hospital administrators and Ministry of Health Canada” (p. 102). The other laboratory director was not similarly motivated and did not engage in lobbying.

More activity by leaders, except when it is coercive, is usually associated with greater satisfaction and effectiveness among their followers. Conversely, more often than not, less activity in any of these active styles is negatively related to the performance and satisfaction of the followers. Thus, for instance, the structuring of expectations contributes positively to the productivity, cohesiveness, and satisfaction of the group. This pattern of behavior is the central factor in leadership when leadership is measured by initiation of structure, detailed in Chapter 20. The leader can accomplish these initiatives through direction or participation, inspiration or consultation, negotiation or delegation. Whatever the style, as long as it is not coercive and autocratic, it must involve the leader taking action. It is doubtful that leaders in most situations can be of positive value to the group’s performance, satisfaction, and cohesiveness without this kind of active structuring unless all such structure has already been provided by other means such as self-management, culture, or organization.

Being active in direction, consultation, or both was better than being inactive in both. When data collected by Farrow, Valenzi, and Bass (1980) from 1,300 subordinates and their 340 managers describing the pooled frequency of the direction and consultation of the managers were correlated with the effectiveness of the groups, as seen by both the managers and the subordinates, the correlation with effectiveness (.41) was higher than that obtained for direction (.28) or consultation (.37) alone. Even more extreme, the combined direction-consultation index correlated .61 with satisfaction; consultation alone correlated .52. Bass, Valenzi, Farrow, and Solomon (1975) found overall correlations ranging from .30 to .60 between the behavior of leaders, as seen by their subordinates, and the judged effectiveness of the leaders’ work units, regardless of whether the leaders were directive or participative. When direction, consultation, participation, and delegation were combined, their composite correlated .36 and .61 with effectiveness and satisfaction, respectively. Similarly, to predict increased effectiveness, System 4 participative management was combined with “high performance, no-nonsense goals, orderly systematic goal setting processes, and rigorous assessment of progress in achieving those goals” (R. Likert & J. Likert, 1976). Path analyses reported by R. Likert (1973) demonstrated that managerial leadership, whether task- or relations-oriented, contributed both directly and indirectly to the subordinates’ satisfaction and productive efficiency. For large samples, the direct correlations between total leadership, subordinates’ satisfaction, and total productive efficiency were .49 and .42, respectively. In addition, total managerial leadership correlated .42 with a good organizational climate, .23 with peer leadership, .27 with a good group process, and directly between .25 and .67 with subordinates’ satisfaction and total productive efficiency.

Stogdill (1974) reviewed an array of surveys and experiments, mostly containing concurrent analyses of leader behavior and outcomes, more often than not in temporary, short-term groups and without reference to possible contingent conditions. He concluded that both the democratic leadership cluster (participation, relations orientation, and consideration) and the work-related cluster (direction, task orientation, structuring but not autocratic) were more likely to be positively than negatively related to the productivity, satisfaction, and cohesiveness of the group. Participative leadership behavior, as well as leadership behavior that structured followers’ expectations, was consistently related to the group’s cohesiveness.

As will be seen in Chapter 19, Blake and Mouton (1964) argued that the best leadership is achieved with a 9,9 style concerned both with production and with people. Hall and Donnell (1979) confirmed this contention, showing that the 190 out of 1,878 managers who were the fastest in their career advancement were likely to be high in both task orientation and relations orientation, according to their subordinates. And the 445 managers who advanced most slowly were clearly 1,1 and laissez-faire in style—that is, low in both task orientation and relations orientation. In an experiment with 80 undergraduates, Medcof and Evans (1986) demonstrated that plodders are the least desirable leaders in business—a finding that agreed with Blake and Mouton’s argument. Misumi (1985) reported PM leadership, combining above-median performance in both performance and maintenance, was most efficacious in a wide variety of settings compared with below-median PM leadership.

Fleishman and Simmons (1970) concluded that leadership combining the factors of strong consideration and initiation of structure is most likely to optimize a number of criteria of effectiveness for a variety of supervisory jobs. In agreement, Karmel (1978) concluded that the combination of initiation and consideration—the total activity of leaders in contrast to their inactivity—may be the most important dimensions to investigate. A powerful general factor can be produced, if one so decides, by the selection of appropriate factor-analytical routines. It may be that pooling a diversity of decision-making styles for a new measure of generalized leadership activity will be useful.

•   •   •

Caveat: There are some obvious examples in which a group may do better with a less active leader. Leadership activity, as such, does not always guarantee the performance, satisfaction, or cohesion of a group. Highly active but coercive, monopolistic, autocratic leadership will contribute more to a group’s dissatisfaction and lack of cohesiveness than to productivity. The qualities of the leadership activity must be taken into account. For the leader, doing something is usually, but not always, better than doing nothing. A calm, steady hand at the tiller may be required rather than an impulsive change of course. Moreover, as will be noted in Chapter 20, activity in two styles may add little more than activity in one style alone.3

Not all activity in interpersonal and organizational settings is conducive to successful leadership; nor is successful leadership associated with the generation of any and all activity in oneself and others. For instance, as will be noted in Chapter 7, McClelland’s (1985) Leadership Motive Pattern (LMP) includes the tendency of individuals to tell stories about inhibiting activity on the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT). The more relevant question is whether activity will be influential and whether it will necessarily result in the increased performance, satisfaction, and cohesiveness of a group. The answer to this question appears to depend on whether the work-related leadership behavior is autocratic, directive, task oriented, or structuring and whether the person-related leadership behavior is democratic, participative, relations oriented, or considerate. These determinants are in addition to the contingencies that also may have to be taken into account. The activist admonition—“Lead, follow, or get out of the way”—has to be qualified by adding “with forethought, responsibility, and care.” The pressure for action may need to be inhibited. Many a general has been victorious by waiting patiently to be attacked by a more impulsive enemy.

McClelland’s (1975) Leadership Motive Pattern (LMP) is high for individuals who score high on the projective Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) in their need for power but who score low in their need for affiliation and, as was just noted, who exhibit impulse control in their projected inhibition of the expression of power. (They are actually less active than they really are driven to be.) A high LMP index was seen to forecast success in management. Thus McClelland and Burnham (1976) scored the TAT responses of managers’ needs for power, achievement, and affiliation. They found that successful managers (managers whose subordinates were higher in morale and productivity) wrote TAT stories with “need for power” scores that were above average and with “need for achievement” scores that were higher than the need for affiliation. The stories contained at least moderate levels of activity inhibition. In a follow-up study of 237 AT&T managers, McClelland and Boyatzis (1982) found that although a high need for achievement predicted the success of lower-level managers, the moderate to high need for power, the low need for affiliation, and high scores in activity inhibition predicted the success of most other managers. Progress over 16 years at AT&T correlated an estimated .33 with LMP (McClelland, 1980).

Cornelius and Lane (1984) collected LMP data for managers in a profit-making professionally oriented service organization. The service organization provided instruction in a second language to full-time students. The investigators failed to obtain positive correlations of McClelland’s LMP profile of a high need for power and a low need for affiliation with measures of the performance of an administrative job or the subordinates’ morale. In fact, they obtained a negative correlation of −.42 of LMP scores against an administrative efficiency index for the lower level of supervisors. Their analyses were weakened by their failure to include an expression for the activity inhibition of power in their measurement of LMR. Also, the service organization was a hierarchically arranged group of professionals. However, Cornelius and Lane did find that LMP scores predicted the assignment of managers to more prestigious work centers.

The Motivation to Manage



According to Miner (1965), people differ in their motivation to carry out the roles required of a manager and their success in doing so in a hierarchical organization. Miner used a projective approach—the Miner Sentence Completion Scale (MSCS), a sentence-completion test—in which examinees, without awareness, project their desires by completing incomplete sentences such as “Giving orders . . .”; “Athletic contests . . .”; and “My father . . .” He originated a theory of managerial role motivation, built on role theory, psychoanalytic theory, and the empirical results of Kahn (1956b) and Fleishman, Harris, and Burtt (1955). His theory was directed specifically toward role-taking propensities within the ideal large organization, formalized and rationalized to function bureaucratically. Miner argued that people who “repeatedly associate positive rather than negative emotion” with various managerial role prescriptions are more likely to meet the existing requirements for effectiveness.

Roles and Requisite Motivation

Six managerial role prescriptions were presented by Miner, along with the required motivation for success as a manager in a hierarchical organization: (1) Managers must behave in ways that do not provoke negative reactions from their superiors. To represent their group upward in the organization and to obtain support for their actions, managers should maintain good relationships with those above them. A generally positive attitude toward those holding positions of authority is required; (2) Since a strong competitive element is built into managerial work, managers must compete for the available rewards, both for themselves and for their groups. If they do not, they may lose ground as functions are relegated to lower their status. Without a willingness to complete, promotion is improbable. To meet this role requirement, managers should be favorably disposed toward engaging in competition; (3) There is a parallel between managerial role requirements and the assertiveness that is traditionally demanded of the masculine role. Both a manager and a father are supposed to take charge, to make decisions, to take such disciplinary action as may be necessary, and to protect others. Even women managers will be expected to follow the essentially masculine pattern of behavior as traditionally defined.4 A desire to meet the requirements of assertive masculinity will generally lead to success in meeting certain role prescriptions of the managerial job; (4) Managers must exercise power over subordinates and direct their behavior in a manner that is consistent with organizational and personal objectives. Managers must tell others what to do, when necessary, and enforce their words through the appropriate use of positive and negative sanctions. The person who finds such directive behavior difficult and emotionally disturbing will have difficulty meeting this managerial role prescription; (5) Managers must stand out from their groups and assume positions of high visibility. They cannot use the actions of their subordinates as a guide for their own behavior as managers. Rather, they must deviate from their immediate groups and do things that will inevitably invite attention, discussion, and perhaps criticism from those who report to them. When the idea of standing out from the group, of behaving in a different manner, and of being highly visible elicits unpleasant feelings, then behavior appropriate to the role will occur less often than is needed; (6) Managers must “get the work out” and keep on top of routine demands. Administrative requirements of this kind are found in all managerial work, although specific activities will vary somewhat from one situation to another. To meet these prescriptions, a manager must at least be willing to deal with routines and ideally gain some satisfaction from doing so.

Contradictions. As can be seen, Miner did not mince words. He argued that in a typical bureaucratic hierarchy, what is needed for leadership is an authority-accepting, upward-oriented, competitive, assertive, masculine, power-wielding, tough-minded person who will attend to details. In preparing his role prescriptions, he was selective about which facts about leadership he incorporated and which facts he ignored. A positive attitude toward authority may characterize authoritarian-submissive behavior. An organization of submissive managers would not seem to promise innovation and effectiveness. Competitive behavior presents many problems for an organization. Managers who are in competition with their peers hide necessary information from each other. They fail to consider the goals of subordinates. Competition means that managers negotiate with their peers instead of solving problems with them. Decisions are based on power, rather than on merit—again, a consequence that is not calculated to add to organizational effectiveness. It is true that visibility may help one’s own advancement. However, the concern for such visibility may conflict with good team support from subordinates, who may feel exploited. The stern father image and the willingness and need to use sanctions seem to contradict most of the evidence about the costs of coercion and autocratic leadership. If attention to details means the inclusion of sanctions, and if the manager lacks a sense of priorities, this prescription can easily be overdone.

Despite these contradictions, considerable support for Miner’s theory has been amassed for predicting the success of managers in a hierarchical organization. But, as shall be seen, the contradictions are stronger in a professional organization of colleagues in which innovation and creativity are priorities, and where cooperation, open communication, expert power, and helping relationships are paramount. For the professional type of organization, Miner laid out a different set of role prescriptions for leadership, accompanied by a different sentence-completion test (MSCS-Form P) than the one created for assessing managers in a hierarchical bureaucracy (MSCS-Form H).

Measuring the Motivation to Manage in Hierarchical Organizations

MSCS-Form H was used to measure managerial role motivation in bureaucratic organizations (Miner, 1965). It contains 40 items, 35 of which are scored. As was just mentioned, the scale is a projective measure in which examinees complete a list of incomplete sentences such as “Sitting behind a desk, I . . .” A majority of the incomplete sentences refer to situations that either are outside the work environment or are not specifically related to the managerial job. Ordinarily, examinees are unaware of what is being measured, so they are unlikely to distort their responses to present themselves in a good light as managers. Subscales for the motivation to take each of the prescribed managerial roles can be obtained. For instance, completing the incomplete sentence “When playing cards . . .” with the response, “I always try to win” would contribute to one’s score on the competitive games scale. The response “I usually become bored” would do the reverse. A multiple-choice version was developed by Steger, Kelley, Chouiniere, and Goldenbaum (1977), whose total score correlated .68, .38, .56, and .68 with the original MSCS-Form H in different samples. However, a considerable inflation of scores occurred when the multiple-choice format was used. Respondents did not choose the socially undesirable negative alternatives of the kind they ordinarily might produce in response to the open-ended incomplete sentences of the original projective test (Miner, 1977b).

Concurrent Validities. Berman and Miner (1985) obtained results indicating that 75 chief executive and operating officers, executive vice presidents, and group vice presidents who had worked their way upward most successfully through a bureaucratic hierarchy earned significantly higher MSCS scores than 65 lower-level managers of nearly the same age who had not risen as high in the hierarchy and 26 others, including the founder-entrepreneur and his relatives. Earlier, Miner (1965) found that the higher the total scores on MSCS-Form H, the higher the hierarchical level, the performance ratings, and the rated potentials of 81 to 100 managers of research and development (R & D) in a petrochemical firm. Furthermore, the total MSCS scores of 70 department store managers related significantly to the managers’ grade levels and potential but not to their rated performance. Likewise, Gantz, Erickson, and Stephenson (1977a) reported that the total MSCS scores of 117 scientists and engineers in a government R & D laboratory related significantly to their peers’ ratings of their supervisory potential. For 101 personnel and industrial managers, Miner and Miner (1977) established a significant relation between total MSCS scores and a composite measure of their success, compensation, and positional level. Miner (1977) obtained correlations of .20, .57, and .39, respectively, of MSCS with the performance ratings of 81 R & D managers, 61 oil company managers, and 81 administrators in a large school district. Similar correlations of MSCS scores with levels of position were found by Miner (1977a) for 142 personnel and industrial relation managers and for 395 managers from a variety of firms.

With 82 school administrators in a large city, Miner (1967) found that total MSCS scores were related significantly to their compensation, rated performance, and potential, but not to their hierarchical level. However, hierarchical level in the organization was significantly related to the total MSCS scores of 44 women department store managers (Miner, 1977a) and 50 and 37 textile managers, respectively (Southern, 1976). Two additional analyses reported by Miner (1982a) showed that MSCS scores were higher for those who were at a higher organizational level. The mean score for 22 personnel managers who were vice presidents was 5.7, but the mean score was only 2.4 for 79 personnel managers who were below the vice presidential level. The mean was 6.8 for 49 CEOs, presidents, and group vice presidents, but it was 0.9 for 49 matched managers at lower levels. Other concurrent significant differences that were in line with expectations for the scores on MSCS-Form H and the organizational level of managers were reported for hospital officers (Black, 1981). With samples of students, Miner and Crane (1977) obtained positive findings that related MSCS scores to the promotion of 47 MBA students to management, to the selection of a fraternity president from among 40 candidates (Steger, Kelley, Chouiniere, & Goldenbaum, 1977), and to the choice among 190 candidates for student offices. Miner, Rizzo, Harlow, and Hill (1974/1977) also reported positive findings for undergraduate students in a simulated bureaucratic organization. Finally, Miner and Crane (1981) found a correlation of .48 between the MSCS scores of 56 graduate students in management and the students’ tendency to describe their present and planned work as more managerial in nature.

Predictive Validities. Total MSCS scores forecast the rise in organizational level and subsequent performance ratings of 49 to 81 R & D and marketing managers in a petrochemical firm (Miner, 1965). Lacey (1977) found that total MSCS scores were significantly able to predict the promotion to management of 95 scientists and engineers. Lardent (1977) likewise found that the total MSCS scores of 251 candidates successfully forecast graduation from the U.S. Army Officer Candidate School at Fort Benning. Butler, Lardent, and Miner (1983) were able to do the same for 502 West Point cadets. But Bartol, Anderson, and Schneier (1980) failed to find concurrent differences in motivation to manage among classes of sophomores, juniors, and seniors in business schools; and Bartol and Martin (1982) were unable to find significant changes in the same MBA students in a longitudinal study in which the 232 students were assessed with the multiple-choice form of the MSCS at the beginning of their program and again after graduation. Moreover, unlike the military findings, no relation was found between the students’ completion of the MBA program and their MSCS scores, although Bartol and Martin did report that the MSCS scores of 97 of the graduates were a significant predictor of these persons’ salaries after graduation. Support for the construct validity of the MSCS as a motivational measure was also obtained, in that Bartol and Martin found correlations with MSCS scores of .26 and .34 respectively, with the students’ desired managerial level and the level the students thought it was possible for them to attain.

Validity Contingent on Bureaucratic Hierarchy.  Since the role prescriptions were applicable only to traditional bureaucratic hierarchies, Miner (1965) proposed and found that the total scores on MSCS-Form H were unrelated to the success of professionals outside such highly structured organizations. Miner (1977a) failed to find any significant relations between the scores on MSCS-Form H and various criteria of success of 24 to 51 managerial consultants, 49 faculty members at business schools, 36 to 57 school administrators in small and medium-size cities and consolidated districts, and 65 salesmen at an oil dealership (Miner, 1962a, 1962b). More convincing support for this argument was obtained by Miner, Rizzo, Harlow, and Hill (1977), who showed that in simulated low-structure situations, in which 89 students worked on various case projects in small teams of four to seven, scores on MSCS-Form H were unrelated to the students’ emergence as leaders. However, in line with Miner’s theory, in a high-structure situation in which students chose to work on current problems in assigned positions in a simulated organization with six divisional levels, the total scores on MSCS-Form H of higher-level leaders were highest and the scores of nonleaders and of those who opted to work outside the organization were lowest.

Motivation to Lead in Professional Organizations

Oliver (1982) created an inventory to discriminate reliably between hierarchical and professional organizations; and Miner (1982a) developed MSCS-Form P, another sentence-completion test, to measure professional motivation to deal with success in a professional, in contrast to a hierarchical, organization. The subscales of Form P concern the motivation to acquire knowledge, to act independently, to accept status, to provide help, and to be professionally committed. Motivation on Form P is more likely to correlate with the level and performance of professional leaders than hierarchical leaders. Miner reported correlations of .51, .55, .42, and .53, respectively, with the professional rank, professional compensation, number of journal articles published, and number of books published of 112 members of the Academy of Management. The correlations of such criteria of professional success with the corresponding scores for the motivation to manage on Form H were, respectively, .02, .08, .01, and .09.

Motivation for Entrepreneurial Leadership

The motivation to manage on MSCS-Form H failed to relate to the desire of 38 entrepreneurs in Oregon to expand. Consequently, Form T was constructed to assess the motivation for entrepreneurial leadership: the motivation to achieve, to take risks, to seek the results of performance, to innovate, to plan, and to set goals. On Form T, the mean for 23 entrepreneurs with faster-growing firms was 11.9; the mean was 0.5 for 28 entrepreneurs with slow-growth firms and 2.0 for nonentrepreneurs (Smith & Miner, 1984).

Critique. A number of difficulties emerge from Miner’s work. Even restricting Miner’s motivation to manage to traditional hierarchies fails to account for the contrast between his prescriptions for the managerial role and those, say, of most behavioral scientists who favor democratic, participative, relations-oriented, considerate leadership. Indeed, conspicuously absent from Miner’s results are criteria for subordinates’ satisfaction, productivity, cohesiveness, and growth. As was noted earlier, the satisfaction of subordinates may be strongly associated with considerate and relations-oriented leadership behavior, but the leaders’ superiors may evaluate the leaders more favorably for their emphasis on production and their task orientation. As will be seen in Chapter 18, one leadership style—negotiation or manipulation—was related to the salary levels attained by managers (usually determined by their superiors) adjusted for age, seniority, education, function, and so on. Yet negotiative or manipulative behavior was the one leadership style that was likely to be negatively related to subordinates’ satisfaction and subordinates’ ratings of the effectiveness of work groups.

Thus individual managers may be most successful in hierarchical organizations if they pursue the role prescriptions set forth by Miner. However, in the absence of evidence, one can only guess, given R. Likert’s (1977b) long-range studies (see Chapter 17), that their organizations are likely to suffer from the consequences of subordinates’ grievances, absences, turnover, and dissatisfaction, as well as from vertical and lateral blockages and filtering of communication. Nevertheless, Miner may be performing an extremely important service in pointing out the fundamental conflict, noted by Argyris (1964a) and Culbert and McDonough (1980), among others, between the integration of the long-term objectives of the individual manager and those of the organization.

In the twenty-first century, to survive and prosper, even the largest of hierarchical organizations require flexibility in meeting the challenges of rapidly changing technologies and markets. Professional-like concerns for commitment, loyalty, and involvement have become increasingly important. Entrepreneurial (or intrapreneurial) attitudes and behavior are also important for the organization’s members. It would seem that some complex combination of what is being measured by MSCS Forms H, P, and T would become increasingly relevant in the healthiest of organizations.

Inactive or Laissez-Faire Leadership



Bradford and Lippitt (1945) conceived of laissez-faire leadership as descriptive of leaders who avoid attempting to influence their subordinates and who shirk their supervisory duties. Such leaders are inactive and have no confidence in their ability to supervise. They bury themselves in paperwork and stay away from their subordinates. They may condone “license.” They leave too much responsibility with subordinates, set no clear goals, and do not help the group to make decisions. They let things drift. Laissez-faire leaders are indifferent to what is happening. They avoid getting involved in making decisions and taking stands on issues. They divert attention from hard choices and abdicate responsibility. They “refuse to take sides in a dispute, are disorganized in dealing with priorities and talk about getting down to work, but never really do” (Bass, 1998). Fortunately, only a minority of elected or appointed leaders consistently abdicate their responsibilities. Although this inactivity is the least frequently observed by colleagues and subordinates (Bass & Avolio, 1989), many leaders still reveal it in varying amounts. Followers may replace such leaders in influence.

To some degree, the perception of leaders’ passivity may be due to the motivation of their subordinates. For instance, Niebuhr, Bedeian, and Armenakis (1980) found that among 202 nursing personnel at a Veterans Administration hospital, those subordinates who were motivated toward self-goals of achievement, power, and independence perceived their leaders to be less active. Those with strong other-directed goals, such as a need for affiliation, saw their leaders as more active.

Presidential Examples. Ronald Reagan was one of the highest presidents and Lyndon Johnson was one of the lowest presidents in respect to inactivity. Jimmy Carter displayed such leadership only for some issues. Johnson and Carter immersed themselves in the details of what their administrations had to do. Yet although Carter ordinarily was greatly involved in detail, particularly in the creation of his programs, he was much less active in implementing voluntary wage and price guidelines, a macroeconomic strategy that a president can initiate by himself. Carter’s lack of much leadership in this regard contrasted with Johnson’s style: Johnson was much more willing to use his presidential powers of persuasion and bargaining with business and labor. Carter was more restricted in his efforts. Johnson would have earned a low rating as a laissez-faire leader on this issue, whereas Carter would have earned a higher one. On many matters, Ronald Reagan was much more inactive as president than either Carter or Johnson. Reagan’s subordinates usually had free rein to proceed as they thought best. The many scandals that surfaced during and after his administration could be attributed in part to his hands-off style and to poor choices by his subordinates. Still, in some matters he was highly active. He promoted activist interventions in economic policy such as cutting taxes and greatly increasing military spending. He strongly espoused less government intervention in domestic affairs. To take another example, whereas Theodore Roosevelt was a bundle of energetic activity, Calvin Coolidge slept 11 hours a day (Barber, 1985).

Differences from Other Leader Behavior

Inactive leadership should not be confused with empowering, delegation, management by exception, or granting autonomy to subordinates. Unlike a laissez-faire leader, an empowering leader sets boundaries within which subordinates are given discretion to act as they think best. The empowering leader follows up with resources, support, and caring. Delegation implies a leader’s active direction of a subordinate to take responsibility for some role or task. The active delegative leader remains concerned and will follow up to see if the role has been enacted or the task has been successfully completed. The leader who practices active management by exception allows the subordinate to continue on paths that the subordinate and the leader have agreed on—until problems arise or standards are not met, at which time the leader intervenes to make corrections. In passive management by exception, the leader intervenes only if agreements are not kept or subordinates’ performance falls below standards. This is less active leadership but still not laissez-faire.5 More active leaders monitor their subordinates’ performance, searching for discrepancies relative to accepted standards; more passive leaders wait for the discrepancies to be called to their attention (Hater & Bass, 1988). When autonomy is granted by a leader, subordinates are free to make many of the decisions affecting themselves and their assignments, but they work within constraints set by the leader, the organization, and the environment.

Measuring Laissez-Faire Leadership

The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ 5X; Bass & Avolio, 1997)—one of several such instruments—contains a 10-item scale that directly assesses laissez-faire leadership. Examples of items on the laissez-faire scale include “Only tells me what I have to know to do my job”; “Avoids making decisions”; and “If we don’t bother him/her, he/she doesn’t bother us.” Respondents indicate from 0 = “never” to 4 = “frequently, if not always” how often the focal leader displays each behavioral item. The scale total correlates .88 with a higher-order factor of passive leadership and −.11 with a higher-order factor of active leadership. A factor analysis of the 10 MLQ items disclosed that two factors rather than one factor were needed to account for the 10 items. Six of the items were laissez-faire, as expected, such as “Absent when needed.” But the emergent second factor of three items dealt with empowering, e.g, “Avoids telling me how to perform my job.” In a follow-up Italian sample of 1,053 MLQ managers rating their immediate superiors, the second empowering factor could again be extracted (Bass, 1998).

Correlates of Laissez-Faire Leadership

As expected, laissez-faire scores correlated negatively with various measures of transformational leadership. For 1,006 respondents’ descriptions of their leaders on scales of transformational leadership, correlations were as follows: charisma, −.56; individualized consideration, −.55; intellectual stimulation, −.47; and inspirational leadership, −.49. Correlations are similarly negative with contingent reward and with active (but not passive) management by exception. Van Loan (1994) obtained similar findings from 585 MLQ ratings by the subordinates of 83 supervisors, managers, and executives in a large public telecommunications utility.

Antecedents of Laissez-Faire Leadership

Personal Predispositions. The tendency to be an inactive, absent, or avoidant leader was predictable from several personality traits. Makiney, Marchioro, and Hall (1999) found for 69 undergraduates in 20 groups that MLQ laissez-faire scores were negatively correlated with “Big Five” agreeableness (−.25) and extroversion (−.31) as well as with self-schemata of dedication (−.31) and social influence (−.24). McCroskey (1977) conceived the notion of communication apprehension (CA) as a personality trait of fear and anxiety to describe stage fright, shyness, and reticence. CA inhibited verbal communication with others even when such communication was needed in responsible positions of authority. Verbal output was low (McCroskey & Richmond, 1979). A 20-item instrument was provided to assess CA by Scott, McCroskey, and Sheehan (1978). It was expected that some laissez-faire leaders would suffer from CA. In the same vein, Hogan and Hogan (2002) postulated an avoidant personality who fears failure and being criticized. The avoidant personality is cautious, detached, introverted, indecisive, conforming, and irrational. I would expect that an avoidant personality in a leadership role would be an inactive leader.

Situational Circumstances. A previously highly active manager can become inactive, avoiding taking any new initiatives, after learning that he or she is going to be transferred to another division or relocated in another country. Such leadership inactivity can be endemic in an organization with rigid boundaries between departments and individuals. Interdepartmental communications may be limited to infrequent e-mail and memos. Contacts may remain superficial and unimportant (Heuerman, 1999). Among 6,359 Roman Catholic priests, sisters, and brothers who responded to an MLQ survey, those in contemplative orders rated themselves highest (2.42) in laissez-faire leadership. Next highest (2.21) were those in mendicant orders. Lowest (2.08) were those in apostolic orders (Nygren & Ukeritus, 1993). Conversely, less inactivity would be expected among American managers compared with nationals from many other countries, because of the American cultural bias for action (Peters & Waterman, 1982). Van Loan (1994) found significant negative correlations in a public telecommunications utility company between MLQ (5X) laissez-faire scores of 83 executives, middle managers, and supervisors and organizational culture. The cultural variables had to do with humanism, achievement, affiliation, and self-actualizing. They were measured by Cooke and Lafferty’s Organizational Culture Inventory. Passive management by exception and laissez-faire leadership correlated positively with more dismissals of employees.

Effects of Inaction and Laissez-Faire Leadership

Research Beginnings. Democratic and autocratic leadership6 were compared with the laissez-faire leadership of adults who were instructed how to lead boys’ clubs (Lewin, Lippitt, & White, 1939; Lippitt, 1940a). Laissez-faire leaders gave group members complete freedom of action, provided them with materials, refrained from participating except to answer questions when asked, and did not make evaluative remarks. This behavior was in contrast to that of autocratic leaders, who displayed a much greater frequency of order giving, disrupting commands, praise and approval, and nonconstructive criticism. It also contrasted with the behavior of democratic leaders, who gave suggestions and stimulated the boys to guide each other. The groups were less well organized, less efficient, and less satisfying to the boys under laissez-faire conditions than under democratic conditions. The work was of poorer quality, less work was done, and there was more play, frustration, disorganization, discouragement, and aggression under laissez-faire leadership than under democratic leadership. When groups of boys were required to carry out various projects under highly laissez-faire leadership, they felt a lack of organization to get things done and did not know where they stood. When an autocratic leader was followed by a laissez-faire leader, the group exhibited an initial outburst of aggressive, uncontrolled behavior. This form of behavior subsided during the second and third meetings. Similar outbursts were not observed after the transition from laissez-faire to other forms of leadership. Although it did not stimulate as much aggression as the autocratic condition did, laissez-faire leadership was disliked because it was accompanied by less sense of accomplishment, less clarity about what to do, and less sense of group unity. The investigators (Lippitt & White, 1943; White & Lippitt, 1960) concluded that laissez-faire leadership resulted in less concentration on work and a poorer quality of work than did democratic and autocratic leadership. There was less general satisfaction with laissez-faire leadership than with the democratic style, but somewhat more satisfaction with laissez-faire than with the autocratic style that was employed in this study. Subsequent research suggested that the satisfaction of followers will be lower under laissez-faire leadership than under autocratic leadership if the latter is nonpunitive, is appropriate for the followers’ levels of competence, or is in keeping with the requirements of the situation.

Effects on Productivity, Satisfaction, and Effectiveness. Laissez-faire leadership has been consistently found to be the least satisfying and least effective management style. The original observations of Lewin, Lippitt, and White have been supported in a variety of survey and experimental investigations of the impact of laissez-faire leadership on subordinates’ productivity and attitudes. Pelz (1956) reported that the laissez-faire pattern of leadership was negatively related to productivity in a research organization. In a study of railroad-section groups, Katz, Maccoby, Gurin, and Floor (1951) found that the work groups were unproductive if their supervisors avoided exercising the leadership role and relinquished it to members of the work group. These supervisors also did not differentiate their role from the role of worker. Like their subordinates, they engaged in production work rather than spend their time in supervisory functions. Berrien (1961) studied groups that differed in their adaptation to changes in work. Poorly adapted groups felt little pressure from their leaders and appeared to attribute their poor performance to lax discipline.

In an experiment by Murnighan and Leung (1976), undergraduate participants who were led by uninvolved leaders were less productive, in terms of the quality and quantity of the problems they solved, and less satisfied in comparison with participants who were led by involved leaders. Argyris (1954) conducted a case study in a bank in which the management recruited supervisors who were interested in security and predictability, disliked hostility and aggression, and wanted to be left alone. The bank’s recruitment policy fostered in employees a norm of low work standards and unexpressed dissatisfaction.

Watson (1993) collected 47 evaluations of 10 radio stations and the MLQ laissez-faire scores of the station managers. The mean laissez-faire scores of the managers was 2.45 at the five poorer stations but 1.88 at the five better stations. The expected negative correlations of laissez-faire leadership with the effectiveness of outcomes and subordinates’ satisfaction with the leadership generalized across different kinds of leaders, across different kinds of situations, and for outcomes with both soft and hard data. Thus correlations ranging from −.29 to −.60 were reported by their subordinates for 49 division heads, 58 production managers, 75 project leaders, 28 religious ministers, 9 vice presidents, 38 midlevel managers, 186 junior naval officers, and 318 senior naval officers between the laissez-faire leadership of their leaders and the leaders’ contribution to the effectiveness of their organizations (Bass & Avolio, 1989). Comparable negative correlations were found between laissez-faire leadership and superiors’ appraisals of the performance and promotability of business managers (Hater & Bass, 1988) and naval officers (Yammarino & Bass, 1990), and with financial outcomes of simulated businesses (Avolio, Waldman, & Einstein, 1988). In the same way, Arvonnen (1995) established for Swedish workers in two plants that job satisfaction and sense of well-being were lower if their supervisors were rated by the workers as laissez-faire leaders. In the same way, Antonakis (2000) obtained the comparable negative correlations of the MLQ laissez-faire scores of 19 faculty members in 36 classrooms from ratings of 584 students at an international center in Switzerland, as follows: course evaluation, −.22 faculty member’s skills, −.30, and faculty member’s patience and accessibility, −.31.

Military Example. The negative effects of laissez-faire leadership are most pronounced in military commands. The Crimean War has been regarded as the most ill-managed in British history. The commander in chief, Lord Raglan, had no previous experience of command. Five of the seven members of his staff, known as the “nest of noodles,” were his blood relatives. Raglan’s incompetence was matched his by inactivity as a leader. His staff avoided troubling him with details and made light of possible difficulties. He was aloof and an extreme introvert who avoided direct contact with his men. (He must have had a bad case of oral communication apprehension.) “He could hardly bear to issue an order” (Dixon, 1976, p. 39). His one order before the successful battle of Alma was of little consequence, and the disaster of the charge of the Light Brigade into the Russian cannon batteries at Balaklava was partly due to his ambiguous order. He permitted his commander of cavalry, Lord Cardigan, to live separated from his troops every night on a private yacht and take up valuable Balaklava harbor space. Raglan was so confident that Sebastopol would be captured before the winter of 1854 that he made no plans to house and maintain his troops on high ground above the city. There was no issue of fuel or stores, and 35% of his army strength was lost over the winter due to exposure, malnutrition, and cholera. Raglan took no steps to ease the hardship of his troops, which he could have done if he had been concerned about their welfare and morale. After the first defeat in 1855 in the effort to scale the walls of the fortress at Redan, “Raglan’s army had no illusions as to the incompetence of their general and his staff. . . . The plans . . . turned out to be so execrably bad that failure was inevitable. Others described the battle as mismanaged, botched, bungled and a disgracefully childish failure” (Dixon, 1976, pp. 48–49).

Other Effects. Before self-management (with shared leadership) was conceived in the 1970s, Arensberg and McGregor (1942) wrote a case study of an engineering department without supervisors. A management committee approved the department’s plans and checked its progress. The management considered this arrangement to be ideal for creative work. The employees, however, felt insecure and constrained in this overly permissive environment. Farris (1972) demonstrated that the less-innovative of 21 scientific groups at the National Aeronautics and Space Administration had less peer and managerial leadership. In addition, the leadership of these less-innovative groups was less task or relations oriented and less consultative or participative. Baumgartel (1957) studied directive, laissez-faire, and participative patterns of leadership behavior. Group members under laissez-faire leadership reported more isolation from the leader and less participation in decision making than those under directive leadership. These results suggested that laissez-faire leadership lessened the cohesiveness of the group members. Makiney, Marchioro, and Hall (1999) noted that in 20 student task groups, less task-facilitation was reported if the leadership was rated laissez-faire. Without “leadership engagement”—that is, if the leader’s involvement was limited and the leader lacked commitment—Jaffe and Scott (1998) felt that reengineering programs were doomed to failure.

Kidd and Christy (1961) studied three patterns of behavior: laissez-faire, active monitoring, and participative leadership. They found that although the speed of processing work was greatest under laissez-faire leadership, there was much less avoidance of errors, particularly in comparison with active-monitoring leadership. Aspegren (1963) compared laissez-faire, directive, and participative patterns of leadership and found that laissez-faire leadership was associated with lower task motivation and lower satisfaction with superiors. Similarly, W. S. MacDonald’s (1967a, 1967b) study of three styles of leadership (laissez-faire, dominant, and democratic) in the Job Corps found that laissez-faire leadership was associated with the highest rates of truancy and delinquency and with the slowest modifications in performance. Wehman, Goldstein, and Williams (1977) reported results from an experiment in which four leadership styles were varied to study their effects on 80 undergraduates’ individual risk-taking behavior in group settings and the shift in risk-taking behavior when the responsibility for making decisions moved from the individuals to groups. They found that the shift in such behavior was more likely to occur in “laissez-faire-led” groups and “no-designated-leader” groups than in groups led by a democratic or autocratic leader.

Boss (1978) studied seven top-level administrative staffs from selected public agencies who engaged in a confrontation team-building program for six days. The only group that showed growth, according to subjective pre-post measures, was the group in which the chief executive officer (CEO) was present. The other six groups, in which no CEO was present, either retrogressed or did not change. This finding was consistent with the failures reported in organizational development efforts elsewhere, which were attributable to the lack of support from the CEO (Boss & McConkie, 1976) or the inability of the CEO to understand the objectives and processes of organizational development (Derr, 1972). This was consistent with 360 degree findings by Tsui, Ashford, St. Clair, et al. (1995) that ineffectiveness resulted when 410 managers failed to exert extra effort, failed to explain decisions, and avoided responsibilities.

Effects of Supervisory Lack of Concern for Performance and Maintenance

Misumi (1985) provided a great deal of indirect evidence that a leader’s lack of active concern for subordinates’ performance and for the maintenance of relations (combined pm leadership) was consistently worse for organizational outcomes than active PM leadership (that is,(P) (P)erformance-oriented or (M) (M)aintenance-oriented leadership, where p and m signify below median rating and P and M signify above median rating). For example, Misumi reported that the annual accident rate per 100 of Nishitetsu bus drivers for a three year period was 79.1 if the bus drivers were supervised by pm dispatchers; it was 44 to 52 per 100 if the dispatchers were P, M, or PM. Similarly, Misumi found that the job satisfaction of 2,257 employees in 186 Mitsubishi work groups was above average in 28% of the pm-led groups but above average in 37 to 73 percent of the P-, M-, or PM-led groups. A similar pattern emerged for the employees’ satisfaction with the company.

Furthermore, the adequacy of communication was 14.7 under pm leadership and 16.0 to 17.5 under P, M, and PM leadership, respectively. The rated performance was high in only three of 92 squads in a bearing manufacturing firm led by pm supervision, but it was high in 10, 11, and 16 of P, M, and PM squads. Similar results with regard to productivity were obtained in surveys in other industrial companies (coal mining, shipbuilding, tire manufacturing, and automobile manufacturing). These surveys also found that regardless of the industry, pm leadership ranked last in relation to the productivity of groups, in comparison with P, M, and PM leadership. Only 6% of 883 pm engineering project managers were found to be successful, in contrast to 25, 16, and 52 percent of P, M, and PM project managers, respectively. Among 967 governmental employees, the measures of morale were uniformly lowest under the pm leadership of section chiefs than under the P, M, and PM leadership of such chiefs. The same pattern held for the leadership of Japanese schoolteachers, according to their pupils, and for children’s reports about the consequences of their parents’ pm, in contrast to P, M, and PM leadership for the children’s understanding, compliance, pride, intimacy, and respect. Misumi (1985, pp. 251–259) also reported the results of a Japanese experiment in which for groups that were high in motivation to achieve, the highest productivity occurred with PM supervisors. When the motivation to achieve was low, P-type leadership alone generated the most productivity. But regardless of the group’s motivation to achieve, productivity was lowest with PM supervisors.

Subordinates’ Autonomy and Laissez-Faire Leadership

Subordinates favor autonomy. Laissez-faire leadership provides autonomy. Laissez-faire leadership is dissatisfying to subordinates. Is this a contradiction? Freedom is a mixed blessing. If it means anarchy—an absence of control of oneself or others; an absence of needed organizational sanctions; the concentration of organizational control at the bottom so that individual goals take precedence over organizational goals; and an unregulated, leaderless, competitive marketplace for resources within the organization in which all the members are trying to maximize their own self-interests—it is likely to generate organizational ineffectiveness (Miner, 1973; Price, 1968; Tannenbaum, 1968).

If freedom implies the lack of systematic processes in problem solving, it will also result in ineffectiveness of outcomes. Thus when Maier and Maier (1957) experimented with discussions under free and more systematic styles of leadership, they found that free discussion produced decisions of lower quality than systematic, controlled, step-by-step discussion. They also noted that freer approaches to problem solving were less effective and less satisfying and yielded less commitment from participants than did systematic problem solving. Thus, when Maier and Solem (1962) compared 50 free-discussion groups with 96 groups of four participants each who used problem solving in systematic steps, the quality of the solutions was likely to be lower in the free-discussion groups than in the systematic groups. Only 12% of the free-discussion groups created integrated solutions that met the criteria of success, whereas almost half the systematic groups did. Maier and Thurber (1969) reported similar results.

Nonetheless, evidence can be mustered to support the contention that employees who feel a great deal of freedom to do their work as they like tend to be more satisfied and productive. When Morse and Reimer (1956) arranged for the authority of operative employees in two departments to be increased to strengthen the employees’ autonomy, they found that both satisfaction and productivity increased. O’Connell (1968) changed the responsibilities and behavioral patterns of first-level supervisors in an insurance company. Even though the supervisors became bogged down in paperwork to a greater extent than was expected, sales improved and insurance lapse rates declined to some degree. Meltzer (1956) reported that scientists are most productive when they have freedom to control their research. Pelz and Andrews (1966a, 1966b) studied scientists and engineers in several laboratories. They found that the most effective scientists were self-directed and valued freedom, but that these scientists still welcomed coordination and guidance from other members of the organization. Similar results were reported by Weschler, Kahane, and Tannenbaum (1952) and by Tannenbaum, Weschler, and Massarik (1961) for two divisions of a research laboratory. Indik (1965b) studied 96 organizations of three types and found that workers’ freedom to set their own pace of work was associated with productivity and satisfaction with their jobs. Trow (1957) reported that experimental groups with high degrees of autonomy provided greater satisfaction to members than groups in which members were dependent on a centralized structure. March (1955) analyzed patterns of interpersonal control in 15 primitive communities and found that productivity was related to the degree of the groups’ autonomy. In A. K. Rice’s (1953) study of a weaving shed in India, a type of reorganization that gave workers greater autonomy resulted in increased efficiency and decreased damage.

Effective Autonomy. Laissez-faire leadership does not imply effective autonomy for subordinates. Laissez-faire leadership is detrimental to the performance of subordinates, yet the autonomy of subordinates enhances the subordinates’ performance. The reconciliation comes in considering what subordinates need to do their job well. If the subordinates are skilled, professional, or self-starting salespeople, they may need consultation, participation, or delegation, with the directive boundary conditions specified by the leader, the organization, or even the task itself. Within these boundaries, the leader should permit the already competent and motivated subordinates to complete their work in the manner they think best. This kind of leadership, paradoxically, requires that the leader exercise authority to permit such freedom of action (Bass, 1960). Active follow-up by the leader is also important because it provides evidence that the subordinates’ performance is as expected and shows the subordinates that the leader cares about what they are doing. This type of leadership is not related in any way to laissez-faire leadership, in which the leader does nothing unless asked by colleagues and even then may procrastinate or fail to respond. The laissez-faire leader is inactive, rather than reactive or proactive. He or she does not provide clear boundary conditions; may work alongside subordinates; may withdraw into paperwork; and avoids, rather than shares, decision making. Under this type of leadership, subordinates do not feel free to carry out their jobs as they see fit; instead, they feel uncertain about their own authority, responsibilities, and duties. Results reported by Farris (1972) support this distinction between working under laissez-faire leadership and being provided with freedom. In a study of 21 research teams, Farris found that the provision of freedom to subordinates was highly related to innovation when the leaders preceded their decision making consult with their subordinates. But when supervisors made little use of consultation beforehand, their provision of freedom was uncorrelated with innovation by their subordinates.

Further indirect support comes from a review of leaderless groups by Desmond and Seligman (1977). In the 28 studies that were reviewed, groups with more intelligent participants obtained positive results and were likely to be more highly structured by specially prepared audiotapes, preprinted instruction, and instrumented feedback of group opinion, which substituted for the missing leaders. That is, the freedom of the leaderless group could result in productivity if the participants had the competence and information to deal with the situation and obtained the necessary instructions to clarify the boundary conditions within which they could carry on.

What About Delegation, Management by Exception, and Participation? The contrary consequences on the effectiveness of subordinates of the subordinates’ freedom and autonomy on the one hand and the ineffectiveness of laissez-faire leadership on the other hand reside to some extent in the confusion of laissez-faire leadership with the practice of delegation, management by exception, and participative leadership. Although delegation and active management by exception are not as satisfying or effective as more active leadership, they nevertheless may contribute to the effectiveness of subordinates in some kinds of organizations, such as the military. This is unlike passive management by exception, which is more like laissez-faire leadership in its effects, and forms a factor of passive leadership with the latter (Bass & Avolio, 1997).

The inactive laissez-faire leader, unlike a leader who delegates, does not delineate the problem that needs to be solved or the requirements that must be met. The inactive laissez-faire leader, unlike a leader who practices management by exception, does not search for deviations from standards or intervene when deviations are found. The inactive laissez-faire leader, unlike a participative leader, does not engage in extended discussions with subordinates to achieve a consensual decision.

The inactivity of laissez-faire leaders—their inability or reluctance to accept responsibility, give directions, and provide support—has been consistently negatively related to productivity, satisfaction, and cohesiveness. Sheer energization, drive, motivation to succeed, and activity are likely to be correlated with successful leadership and influence.

Summary and Conclusions



This chapter began by looking at how some personality traits, such as energy level and assertiveness, contribute to one’s attempts to lead, participate, interact, and emerge as a leader. In turn, the emergence of a leader is sustained by its positive consequences. Members of a group who possess information that enables them to contribute more than other members to the solution of the group’s task tend to emerge as leaders. However, a would-be leader who is overloaded with information may become handicapped.

Observational studies have identified several patterns of leader behavior that were not anticipated by the trait theorists. Emergent leaders in experimental and in natural groups tend to be valued because their spontaneity is contagious and they stimulate spontaneity in others. They widen the field of participation for others and expand the area of the group’s freedom to make decisions and to act. They protect the weak and underchosen, encourage participation by less capable members, are tolerant of those who deviate, and accept a wide range of personalities of members.

Leaders and managers need to empower themselves to shape their work environment. The simple fact that active, energetic, assertive people are more likely than the “silent majority” to influence the course of events around them makes it difficult to accept the notion that leadership is a phantom of our imagination. The data are compelling. Leaders and managers need to be active, not passive. But merely being active is only a small part of the total explanation of who emerges and succeeds as a leader. Managers’ successful advancement depends on the motivation to manage, but it needs to be assessed differently in hierarchical and professional organizations. Theory and evidence were presented that contained the seeds of two propositions: (1) to emerge as a leader, one must be active in attempting to lead, and (2) to succeed and remain acceptable to others as a leader, the leader must exhibit competence. This chapter concentrated on the first proposition and indicated how it needs to be qualified.

Uniformly, laissez-faire leaders are downgraded by their subordinates. Productivity, cohesiveness, and satisfaction suffer under such leadership. But laissez-faire leadership should not be confused with delegation, empowerment, or granting autonomy to subordinates. Effective autonomy can enhance subordinates’ performance. Freedom of action is usually conducive to innovation by subordinates. In contrast to laissez-faire leadership, active and responsible assertiveness among subordinates may be required. Whether leaders are active or passive may depend on the issues and circumstances, not just their own personal predilections. For example, a sharp increase in laissez-faire leadership may occur when leaders are notified that their positions are being eliminated or that they are to be transferred in the near future. These situational issues, as they affect leadership and management, will be addressed in Chapters 26 through 30. The antecedents and consequences of authoritarianism, Machiavellianism, and power orientation in the personality of the emergent leader will be considered next, in Chapter 7.



1 As defined in Chapter 18, direction refers only to giving orders with or without explanation. Direction (roman) includes ordering, persuading, and manipulating. Participation (italics) refers only to sharing in the decision process. Participation (roman) includes consulting, sharing, and delegating.

2 Bartol, Anderson, and Schneier (1980) found that during the 1970s, there was an acute reversal of the decline in the motivation to manage of students at Syracuse University and the University of Maryland. They observed that the levels of motivation returned almost to those of 1960. However, the differences in trends in Oregon and Syracuse appear to be due to differences in the training of the scorers of the MSCS (Bartol, Schneier, & Anderson, 1985; Miner, Smith, & Ebrahimi, 1985).

3 See Larson, Hunt, and Osborn (1976); Nystrom (1978); and Schriesheim (1982).

4 More about this in Chapter 31.

5 Yammarino and Bass (1989) found that the correlations with laissez-faire leadership are negative when the manager actively searches for exceptions and are positive when the manager gets involved only when exceptions are called to his or her attention. Overall management by exception correlated .44 with passive leadership and .16 with active leadership (Bass, 1985a).

6 See Chapter 17.
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Authoritarianism, Power Orientation, Machiavellianism, and Leadership

Many seek power and depend on their use of power, rather than on their competence to lead (Jongbloed & Frost, 1985). It would seem reasonable to expect that those who strongly endorse the exercise of power and authority in dealing with subordinates would be motivated to lead. But the authoritarian personality, or syndrome, should not be confused with the overt exercise of authority (Christie & Cook, 1958). Similarly, the personal motivation to gain and hold power is not the same as having power to exercise. Nevertheless, Pinnell (1984) found that compared with leaders in positions that lack power and authority, leaders in positions of power and authority were more likely to perceive power as good. Thus when Pearson and Sanders (1981) conducted a survey of appointed career and political state executives in seven U.S. states using a questionnaire that contained six questions about authoritarianism, submissiveness, conventionality, power, and toughness, they found that the state executives, particularly the less-educated executives with more state service, supported authoritarianism to a greater degree than they opposed it. They also found that public safety executives were more authoritarian in attitude than social service executives.

Conformity is the acceptance of influence. Conventionality is the acceptance of impersonal standards. Conservatism is the acceptance of a social, economic, or political structure. Ethnocentrism is the acceptance of one’s ethnic group and the rejection of others. Dogmatism is the acceptance of one system of thought and the rejection of other systems. Acquiescence is the acceptance rather than the rejection of ambiguous or unknown stimuli. Religiosity is the acceptance of a particular set of organized beliefs, rituals, and practices having to do with God, morality, the origins of life, and an afterlife. Authoritarianism correlates with conformity, conventionality, conservatism, ethnocentrism, dogmatism, acquiescence, and religiosity, but is not the same as any of these. (Citizens of the Former Soviet Union who emigrated to Israel are an exception. Their lack of religiosity was unrelated to their authoritarianism, which was attributed to their socialization under Communism; Rubenstein, 2002).

The Authoritarian Personality



According to Samuelson (1986), Wilhelm Reich was the first to use authoritarianism in Marxist and Freudian terms to explain Hitler’s rise to power in Germany in 1933. Erich Fromm (1941) expanded on the idea from an analysis of a survey of German workers. Also influential were the Frankfurt school of Critical Theory in the 1930s and the rise of the Nazis. The concept moved from politics and psychoanalysis into social psychology (Sanford, 1986). In their book The Authoritarian Personality, Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, and Sanford (1950) postulated an authoritarian type of personality, characterized as politically and religiously conservative, emotionally cold, power seeking, hostile toward minority groups, resistant to change, and opposed to humanitarian values. To measure authoritarianism and assess the authoritarian personality, they presented the F Scale.


The F Scale as a Measure of Authoritarianism


Description of the F Scale. The statements in the F scale include such ideological right-wing clichés as: “People can be divided into two distinct classes, the weak and the strong”; “No weakness or difficulty can hold us back if we have enough willpower”; “What a youth needs most is strict discipline, rugged determination, and the will to work and fight for family and country”; and “Most of our social problems would be solved if we could some-how get rid of the immoral, crooked, and feebleminded people.” The items dealt with conventionality, submissiveness, aggressiveness, superstition, toughness, cynicism, projection, preoccupation with sex, violation of sexual norms, and disapproval of emotionality and intellectuality. Correlations with the F Scale suggested that the authoritarian personality was unable to accept blame and favored using status and power over love and friendship (Sanford, 1956). A social and political reactionary was likely to earn a higher authoritarian score than a social and political liberal (Christie, 1954; Shils, 1954).

Critique. The F Scale was criticized for various reasons, including psychometric weaknesses. Some of its variance was due to the error of response set. For instance, all statements on the F Scale were couched in the same power-oriented terms. Endorsement of any statement implied support of an authoritarian ideological point of view. But it appeared applicable only to extreme conservatives. Rokeach (1960) argued that extreme radicals were just as authoritarian in their beliefs as extreme conservatives. He developed the Dogmatic (D) Scale which measured closed-mindedness without getting into political ideology and provided a psychometrically better instrument.

Bass (1955a) and Chapman and Campbell (1957b) completed research analyses suggesting that scores on the F Scale could be explained mainly by the response set of social acquiescence—the general tendency to agree rather than disagree, to say yes rather than no, to accept rather than reject statements. However, after an error in calculation was corrected, the percentage of variance due to social acquiescence was found to account for only about one-quarter of the variance in the scores on the F scale. Some of the responses to the F Scale could be attributed to social acquiescence, but for the most part the scores still provided a substantive measure of the authoritarian syndrome (Bass, 1970). Nonetheless, its relationship to social behavior did not appear consistently.

Factorial Validity. According to a factor analysis by Altemeyer (1981), some of the expected factors of authoritarianism emerged in the F scale; these included conventionality, submissiveness, and aggressiveness. However, in Bass and Valenzi’s (1974) factor analysis, authoritarianism, as measured by the F Scale, was one of the four personality factors that appeared independent of assertiveness, sense of fairness, and introversion-extroversion.

Construct Validity. Evidence of the construct validity of the F Scale was obtained by Campbell and McCormack (1957), who found that the scores of U.S. Air Force cadets were more authoritarian than those of college students. But contrary to expectations, the cadets’ scores on authoritarianism decreased with the time they were in the air force. According to Masling, Greer, and Gilmore (1955), authoritarians among 1,900 military personnel rated other group members less favorably than egalitarians did. In turn—as was consistent with earlier studies by Jones (1954) and Thibault and Riecken (1955a)—Wilkins and DeCharms (1962) reported that, as expected, authoritarians were influenced by external power cues in evaluating others and used fewer behavioral cues in describing others. Authoritarians were also more highly influenced by considerations of status in making evaluations. Many studies revealed that those with high F Scale scores were also ethnocentric and prejudiced toward minorities and foreigners (e.g., Linville & Jones, 1980). High F’s were conventionally religious and reactionary (Eckhardt, 1988) and scored high on scales of dogmatism and Machiavellianism (Eysenck & Wilson, 1978).

Low F Scores: Egalitarian Leaders. In an experiment and its replication, Haythorn, Couch, Haeffner, et al. (1956a, b) formed two groups, one with high ratings on the F Scale (authoritarian) and the other with low ratings on the F scale (egalitarian). The 32 participants viewed a film and met in their groups to compose dialogue for it. According to pairs of reliable observers, the egalitarian leaders were significantly more sensitive to others, contributed more toward moving the group closer to goals set by the group, showed greater effective intelligence, and were more submissive in their attitudes toward other group members than were the authoritarians.1

Since egalitarians are more likely to become leaders in their communities, Courtney, Greer, and Masling (1952) reported that the community leaders they studied were significantly more egalitarian than their followers. Greer (1953) interviewed 29 leaders in Philadelphia and found that the leaders’ scores were significantly more egalitarian than those of nonleaders. Tarnapol (1958) obtained similar results. Leaders in highly conservative communities might be different. Egalitarian leaders tended to promote more participation. Thus in experiments by Haythorn, Couch, Haeffner, et al. (1956a, 1956b), followers tended to be able to exert more influence and to express more differences of opinion. Authoritarian leaders were described as being more autocratic, less democratic, and less concerned with the group’s approval than the egalitarian leaders.

Rohde (1952) administered the F Scale to 176 members of an aircrew who were also rated by their crew commanders on three criteria: authoritarianism (high F scores) correlated −.33 with the commander’s willingness to take the airmen into combat, −.46 with the commander’s perception of the desirability of the airmen as friends, and −.11 with the commander’s confidence in the airmen as members of the crew. Ley (1966) found a strong correlation of .76 between the turnover rate of industrial employees and the authoritarian scores of their supervisors. But contrary to hypothesis, a leader’s authoritarianism was not related to several measures of the effectiveness and performance of his group. Likewise, Hamblin, Miller, and Wiggins (1961) failed to find a significant correlation between a leader’s authoritarianism and measures of his group’s morale and success. To obtain such effects from authoritarian leaders, contingent circumstances need to be taken into account.

Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA). Since both fascists and communists scored high on the F Scale, a Right Wing Authoritarianism (RWA) scale was developed and validated by Altemeyer (1981) as a motivational syndrome. It assesses submission to authority, aggressiveness sanctioned by established authorities, and adherence to conventions endorsed by authorities. Those with high RWA scores were more likely to: (1) accept illegal acts by government officials to harass and intimidate their opponents; (2) prefer right-wing political parties; (3) be less convinced that President Richard Nixon was engaged in a Watergate cover-up; (4) favor authoritarian leaders; (5) endorse punishment for disobedience without considering circumstances; (6) award longer prison sentences; (7) give more severe sentences to violent gay demonstrators compared to violent antigay demonstrators; (8) in experiments, administer supposedly stronger electric shocks to participants for failure to learn; and (9) be more ethnocentric.

Relation to Competence

On the basis of their reviews of the research literature, both Titus and Hollander (1957) and Christie and Cook (1958) concluded that authoritarianism, as measured by high scores on the F Scale, was negatively correlated with intelligence. Authoritarians tended to be not as bright as egalitarians and were also less educated. Courtney, Greer, and Masling (1952) administered the F Scale to a representative sample of residents of Philadelphia. Those who scored highest on authoritarianism were laborers and those with the least education. The lowest F scores were made by managers, officials, clericals, and salespeople. Professionals, semiprofessionals, and university students scored between these groups.

Newcomb (1961) observed that authoritarians were less able than egalitarians to determine which group members agreed with them, and their sociometric choices were determined accordingly. Authoritarians were also likely to be less popular with their peers. In studying 2,139 naval recruits, Masling (1953) found that authoritarianism was negatively related to popularity.

Authoritarianism appears to decline with experience. Thus Campbell and McCormack (1957) found that authoritarianism decreased with increasing military experience in various samples of military personnel, and Rohde (1952) discovered that authoritarianism was not highly valued by officers who attained the rank of aircrew commanders.

Authoritarianism and Leadership



Preferences in Leadership

Milton’s (1952) data indicated that in 1952, authoritarian college students, as measured by their scores on the F Scale, supported Douglas MacArthur’s nomination for president (MacArthur symbolized and emphasized power and authority in leadership). Students with low F scores supported the nomination of Adlai Stevenson, who was portrayed as a more consultative problem solver. Sanford (1950) administered an authoritarian-egalitarian scale to 963 randomly selected adults in Philadelphia. Those who scored high on authoritarianism wanted a stern leader but one who was competent, understanding, and helpful. Those who scored low preferred a leader who was kind, friendly, and guided by the people. The strong leader who tells people what to do was accepted by the authoritarians but rejected by the egalitarians; the egalitarians wanted either to be told nothing by a leader or to be told what to do but not how to do it. The authoritarians tended to choose a leader for his or her personal magnetism and high status, whereas the egalitarians preferred a humanitarian leader who did things for people. Thus authoritarians favored being led by an autocratic, directive, structuring, task-oriented leader; egalitarians favored being led by a democratic, participative, considerate, relations-oriented leader.2 Medalia (1955), who studied enlisted men in the U.S. Air Force, found that authoritarians expressed greater acceptance of formal leaders than egalitarians. Haythorn, Couch, Haefner, et al. (1956b) also found that authoritarians were more satisfied with appointed leaders and were less critical of their own group’s performance.

Reactions to Leadership

Thibaut and Riecken (1955a) studied the effects on authoritarians and egalitarians of attempts to influence them by persons who were of different ranks in an organization. They found that the authoritarians were more sensitive than the egalitarians to the organizational rank of a leader. The results of E. E. Jones (1954) were similar. However, Jones found that compared with authoritarians, egalitarians viewed the forceful-stimulus person as more powerful and the passive leader as less powerful. The egalitarians were more highly sensitized to differences in personal power and to behavioral cues while the authoritarians tended to differentiate leaders according to the institutional status of the leaders.

Thibaut and Riecken (1955b) also studied group reactions to a leader’s attempts to instigate aggressive behavior. They found that authoritarian participants became more submissive when they faced a high-status instigator but tended to reject the efforts of a low-status instigator. In overt communication, the authoritarian members were less intense in their rejection of the higher-status instigators than of the lower-status instigators. In a similar type of analysis, Lipetz and Ossorio (1967) found authoritarians less hostile toward high-status target persons than toward low-status targets whether or not these persons attempted to instigate aggression. To investigate a similar effect, Roberts and Jessor (1958) used projective tests to study the attitudes of authoritarians toward persons who were frustrating them. Compared with egalitarians, authoritarians tended to exhibit personal hostility toward low-status frustrators and to express hostility toward high-status frustrators only indirectly.
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