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Concepts of Leadership

Leadership is one of the world’s oldest preoccupa-
tions. 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; and the leaders’ duties and obliga-
tions,

The Beginnings

Leaders as prophets,spriests, chiefs, and kings served as
symbols, representatives, and models for their people
in the Old and New Testaments, in the Upanishads, in
the Greek and Latin classics, and in the Icelandic sagas.
In the Iliad, higher, transcendental goals are empha-
sized: “He serves me most, who serves his country
best” (Book X, line 201). The Odyssey advises leaders
to maintain their social distance: “The leader, mingling
with the vulgar host, is in the common mass of matter
lost” {Book II1, line 297). The subject of leadership was
not limited to the classics of Western literature. It was
of as much interest to Asoka and Confucius as to Plato
and Aristotle.

Myths and legends about great leaders were impor-
tapt in the development of civilized societies. Stories
abnut the exploits of individual heroes (and occasion-
ally heroines) are central to the Babylonian Gilgamesh,
Béowolf, the Chanson-de Roland, the Icelandic sagas,
and the Ramayana<{mow they would be called cases).
All societies have created myths to provide plausible
andl acceptable explanations for the dominance of their
leaders and the submission of their subordinates (Paige,
1977). The greaterthe socioeconomic injustice in the
society, the more distorted the realities of leadership—
its*powers, morality zand effectiveness—in the my-
thology.

The study of leadership rivals in age the emergence

of civilization, which shaped its leaders as much as it
was shaped by them. From its infancy, the study of his-
tory has been the study of leaders—what they did and
why they did it. Over the centuries, the effort to for-
mulate principles of leadership spread from the study
of history and the philosophy associated with it to all
the developing social sciences. In modern psychohis-
tory, there is still a search for generalizations about
leadership, built on the in-depth analysis of the devel-
opment, motivation, and competencies of world lead
ers, living and dead.

Written philosophical principles emerged early. As
can be seen in Figure 1.1, the Egyptian hieroglyphics
for leadership (seshermet), leader (seshernu) and the fol-
lower (shemsu) were being written 5,000 years ago.

in 2300 B.C. in the Instruction of Ptahhotep, three
qualities were attributed to the Pharoah. “Authorita-
tive utterness is in thy mouth, perception is in thy
heart, and thy tongue is the shrine of justice” (Lich-
theim, 1973} The Chinese classics, written as early as
the sixth century B.C., are filled with hortatory advice
to the country's leaders about their responsibilities to
the people. Confucius urged leaders to set a moral ex-
ample and to manipulate rewards and punishments for
teaching what was right and good. Tacism emphasized
the need for the leader to work himself out of his job
by making the people believe that successes were due
to their efforts.

Greek concepts of leadership were exemplified by
the hereos in Homer's Iliad. Ajax symbolized inspira-
tional leadership and law and order. Other qualities
that the Greeks admired and thought were needed
{and sometimes wanting) in heroic leaders were (1) jus-
tice and judgment (Agamemnon), {2) wisdom and coun-
sel {Nestor), (3) shrewdness and cunning (Odysseus),
and {4) valor and activism (Achilles) (see Sarachek,
1968). (Shrewdness and cunning are not regarded as
highly in-contemporary society as they once were.)
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Figure 1.1. Egyptian Hicroglyphics for Leadership, Leader, and Fol-

lower.
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Later, Greek philosophers, such as Plato in the Repub-
lic, looked at the requirements for the ideal leader of
the ideal state (the philosopher king). The leader was
to be the most important element of good government,
educated to rule with order and reason. In Politics, Ar-
istotle was disturbed by the lack of virtue among those
who wanted to be leaders. He pointed to the need to
educate youths for such leadership. Plutarch, although
he was involved with prosocial ideals about leadership,
compared the traits and behavior of actual Greek and
Roman leaders to support his point of view in The Par-
allel Lives (Kellerman, 1987).

A scholarly highlight of the Renaissance was Machia-
velli's {1513/1962) The Prince. Machiavelli's thesis that
“there is nothing more difficuit to take in hand, more
perilass to.conduct, or more uncertain in its success,
than4o takethe lead in the introduction of a new order
of thifigsis still a germane description of the nisks of
leadershiprand the resistance to it. Machiavelli was the
ultimate-pragmatist. He believed that leaders needed
steadinessfirmmess, and concern for the maintenance
of authority, power, and order in government. It was
best if these objectives could be accomplished by gain-
ing the.esteem of the popuilace, but if they could not,
then-cratbeadoceit, threat, treachery, and violence were
required (Ketrman, 1987). Machiavelli is still widely
quoted -25 asguide to an effective leadership of sorts,

which was the basis for a modern line of investigation
with the Mach scale (Christie & Geis, 1970). A 1987
survey of 117 college presidents reported that they still
found The Prince highly relevant.

In the same way, a fundamental principle at West
Point today can be traced back to Hegel's (1830/1971)
Philosophy of Mind which argued that by first serving
as a follower, a leader subsequently can best under-
stand his followers. Hegel thought that this under-
standing is a paramount requirement for effective lead-
ership.

Universality

Leadership is a universal phenomenon in humans and
in many species of animals.

Animal Origins. Leadership predates the emer-
gence of humankind. Allee (1945, 1949, 1951) main-
tained that all vertebrates that live in groups exhibit
social otganization and leadership. High-ranking males
feed more freely than do other members of the group
and tend to have more ready access to females. In some
cases, high status involves guard duty and protection
of the herd.

Pecking Order. Individual animals dominate or sub-
mit their local spaces to others in the wellknown peck-
ing order. In one of the early experiments on animal
social relations, Murchison (1935) placed roosters at op-
posite ends of a narrow runway and measured the dis-
tance that each advanced toward the other. As a result
of successive pairings, he was able to determine a strict
hierarchy of dominance. Rooster A invariably domi-
nated all the remaining subjects. At the bottom of the
hierarchy was the rooster who yielded to all the others.

Douglis (1948) removed hens from their home flocks
and placed them in other flocks for short periods. The
hens’ pecking order in each flock was observed. It was
found that a hen can become an assimilated member
in at least five different flocks and have a different sta-
tus in each. The hen can recognize and react to the
status or esteem of as many as 27 individuals. Highly
dominant hens become assimilated within three days,
but hens that were not dominant required three to six
weeks to become assimilated. Once established, a hier-
archy tended to maintain itself.
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Dominance Effecis in -Primates. Miller and Mur-
phy#956) and Warren and Maroney (1969) tested pairs
of monkeys who were competing for food in an area
and observed strict domimance hierarchies. Subordi.
nate animals were moresuccessful in obtaining low-
preference, rather than mddle- or high-preference,
foods. Bemstein {1964) noted that when the dominant
male was removed from a group of monkeys, the activi-
ties of other males increased. After the dominant male
returmned, he resumed his dominant status and the ac-
tivities of other males decreased.

Carpenter {1963) studied societies of monkeys and
apes. His general findings suggested that the leader
tended to control the group’s movement in its search
for food and sheiter, regulate intragroup status, defend
the group, and maintain its integrity in its contacts
with other organized groupings. When the dorvinant
male was removed from the group, the territory cov-
ered by the group was markedly reduced. Thus, the
leader enlarged the freedom of the group’s movement.
But the dominant male tended to be avoided by low-
ranking-males. In some bands, the one or two males
that were next in rank stood by the leader to ward off
intruders and were permitted to groom him on occa-
sion.

Again, Mason (1964} reported that leaders among
groups of monkeys and apes appeared to have the pn-
mary function of initiating progressions and determin-
ing the line of march. The dominant males quelled in-
tragroup fights, protected the females and young, were
attractive to all members, were sought out by females,
and influenced the size of the group’s territorial range.

Zajonc (1969) interpreted the fact that fighting dis-
appears-almost entirely in priftiate groups after a hier-
archy of dominance has been established as evidence
that such groups develep norms. The norms are
leamed by group membegg-are stable but can be
changed, and are compliéd with by the majority of
members. Koford (1963) observed that the relative
dominaxice of two bands of #monkeys that meet at an
eatingsplace is usually determined by the relative dom-
inancexof-the leaders of the bands. Once the dom-
inance of a band has been-established, it is observed by
the other group, even insthe absence of the other
leader. Experimentation and gbservation in natural set-
tings#uggest that groups-of animals develop strongly

5

differentiated status hierarchies that their members
recognize and observe. In primate groups, leaders ob-
tain 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. However,
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 contro-
versial.

Humans. Parenthood, a condition that unarguably
cuts across cultural lines, makes for ready-made pat-
terns of leadership. Nevertheless, the patterns of be-
havior that are regarded as acceptable in leaders differ
from time to time and from one culture to another.
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 pecple, regardless of
culture, be they isolated Indian villagers, nomads of the
Eurasian steppes, or Polynesian fisherfolk. Lewis (1974)
concluded, from a mare recent anthropological review,
that even when a society does not have institutional-
ized 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 sodial
life, although many may lack a single overall leader to
make and enforce decisions. .

Leaders, such as Abraham, Moses, David, Solomon,
and the Macahees, were singled out in the Old Testa-
ment for a detailed exposition of their behavior and
relations with God and their people. God was the su-
preme leader of his Chosen People who clarified, in-
structed, and directed what was to be done through
the words of his Prophets and arranged for rewards for
compliance and puntshment for disobedience to the
laws and rules He had handed down to Moses. In Islam,
the ideal caliphate leadership was based on religious
law {Rabi, 1967).

In The Parallel Lives, Plutarch (1932), in about A.D.
100, tried to show the similarities between 50 Greek
and Roman leaders. Latin authors, such as Caesar, Cic-
erg, and Seneca to name just a few, wrote extensively
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on the subject of leadership and administration. Their
influence was considerable on the medieval and Ren-
aissanee:periods, which looked back to the classics for
guidance. Their influence on Thomas Jefferson and
James Madison has an impact on the design of the U.S.
government as we know it, as did such Renaissance
scholars as Montesquieu in his The Spirit of Laws
(1748).

Military writings about leadership stretch from the
Chinese classics to the present. Napoleon listed 115
qualities that are essentials for a military leader. Meyer
{1980 called for a renaissance in the concern for mili-
tary leadership, in contrast to the focus on the “over-
management” of logistics. Resources must be managed
by the military leader but are no substitute for effective
leadership.

Theory versus Problem Orientation

The earliest social science literature on leadership was
concerned predominately with theoretical issues. The-
arists sought to identify different types of leadership
and to relate them to the functional demands of soci-
ety. In addition, they sought to account for the emer-
gence of leadership either by examining the qualities
of the leader or the elements of the situation.

Earlier theorists can be differentiated from more re-
cent ones in that they did not consider the interaction
between individual and situational variables. Also, they
tended to develop more comprehensive theories than
do their more recent counterparts. Between 1945 and
1960, students of leadership devoted more of their ef-
forts to empirical research and, as a consequence, ig-
nored-various issues that the theorists regarded as im-
portanr But .researctrron-leadership became theory
drivenagain :-from the9%)s onward, although these
theamemicnded+o focusona few phenomena and were
lessambitious-than-those of the past.

Researeh on leadership:in some segments of the pop-
ulation (students, military personnel, and business
managers) was heavy but sparse’on other segments
(such as leaders of volunteer agencies, police officers,
and healtl administratorsi-Begause of the growing em-
ployment-in the health;.soemtsesvice, and protection
fieldssthereshas been annpwmege in studies of leader-
ship-ameng -nurses, sociat-werkers, 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 burgecned as well.

The emerging propositions about leadership main-
tain their validity over time in strong cultures. None-
theless, they also are subject to change because of cul-
tural changes. Thus, over 50 percent of over 1,000
students from 8 U.S. universities who were surveyed
about their attraction to the television series, “MASH,”
indicated that watching the program had modified
their attitudes or behavior about organizational life. All
but 5 percent considered “MASH” to be a realistic por-
trayal of organizational values and processes. The re-
spondents felt an increased desire ta work with supe-
riors who treat subordinates with understanding and

respect {Dyer & Dyer, 1984).

The Importance of Leaders and Leadership

Napoleon expressed his feelings 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
onward illustrated the importance of leadership.! They
uniformly reported that employees’ favorable attitudes
toward their supervisors contributed to the employees’
satisfaction, In tumn, employees’ favorable attitudes
toward their supervisors were nsually found to be re-
lated 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’ satis-
faction and performance. Leaders also can make the
difference in whether their organizations succeed or
fail.

The usual efforts to estimate the number of leaders
in the United States use census data on proprietors and
officials. But Gardner (1986¢) noted that although own-
ers, managers, and officials are in the 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 they grew in number between 1955

'Bergen {1939}, Houser (1927), Komhauser and Sharp {1932), and Vi-
teles (1953).
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and 1985. In 1955, he estimated that there were
>55,000%pinion leaders; whereas in 1971, he guessed
that at least 1 million Amvericans could be classified as
opinion leaders. He considered seven out of ten public
executives to be opinion leaders—policymakers in pub-
lic, philanthropic, voluntary, and large-scale “private”
enterprises—in 1971. By 1985 he estimated the num-
ber to have multiplied to 1 out of every 200 Americans.

As Cleveland (1985, p. 4) stated: There are some
83,000 government units in the United States, and
about 175,000 corporations each doing more than $1
million worth of business 2 year. The galloping rate
of growth of complexity means that a growth curve
of the requirement for leaders (if anyone were clever
enough to construct such an index) would show 2
steeper climb than any other growth rate in our polit-
ical economy.

Is Leadership a Figment of the Imagination? Some
critics argue that all the effects of leadetship are in the
eyes of their beholders. Followers attribute effects that
are due to historical, economic, or social forces to lead-
ership, as in romantic fiction {Meindl & Ehrlich, 1987
Meindl, Ehrlich, & Dukerich, 1985). Other critics, such
as Pandey (1976), regard leadership as a yseless concept
for understanding social influence. For Calder (1977),
the objective contributions of the “leader” to out-
comes may be more interesting than true, The extreme
position taken by some attribution theorists is that or-
ganizational outcomes are determined primarily by
other factors, but leaders-are credited with what hap-
pened after the fact.

Organizational leaders who are perceived to be ex-
erting leadership on organizational performance are
merely the subjects of misperceptions, some critics
contend. That is, organizational outcomes are objec-
tively determined by environmental and organizational
factors in which leadership, at best, can play only a mi-
nor role. For instance, M. C. Brown (1982, p.'1) con-
cluded that “once other factors influencing effective-
ness are accounted for, it is likely that leadership will
have little bearing on organizational performance.”

Pfeffer (1977} took a similar but not as extreme posi-
tion: Leadership is a sense-making heuristic to account
for organizational performance and is important pri-

marily for its symbolic role in organizations. Leaders
ate selected or self-selected to fulfil the fate of the orga-
mization and are highly constrained by organizational
and external factors. Therefore, they can have only a
limited impact on organizational outcomes compared
to external factors. Leaders are able only to react to
contingencies, to facilitate the adjustment of the orga-
nization in its context, and to alter that environment
to some limited extent. Also they have no control over
many factors that affect organizational performance
and they typically have unilateral control over few re-
saurces,

Despite these constraints, management and leader-
ship seem to have a substantial effect on some organi-
zational outcomes. Thus, when Lieberson and O’Con-
nor (1972) examined the effects of top management on
the success of 167 firms over a 20-year period, they
found that the effects depended on which outcomes
were considered. Managers had the greatest effect on
profit margins but the least effect on sales; they also
were of less consequence in capital-intensive indus-
tries. In the same way, Salancik and Pfeffer (1977)
showed that the mayors of 30 U.S. cities had consider-
able influence only on those budgetary issues, such as
libraries and parks, that were not in the domain of im-
portant special-interest groups, such as the police, fire
fighters, and highway maintenance personnel, in all,
Pfeffer concluded that since people want to achieve
the feeling that they are in control of their environ-
ment, they find it useful to attribute outcomes of their
group and organizational performance to leaders,
rather than to the complex internal and external envi-
ronmental forces that actually are most important.
Meind] and Ehrlich (1987) showed that if performance
outcomes of firms were attributed to the leadersh ip of
the top management, rather than to the employees,
market conditions, or the govermment, the judges gave
better evaluations of the outcomes. Meindl and Ehr-
lich attributed this finding to the judges’ assumption
that leaders have a reliable and potent impact on out-
comes.

Even when the true causes of outcomes were logi-
cally not determinable, Meindl, Ehrlich, and Dukerich
(1985) showed that there was a tendency to view leader-
ship as the likely cause of the outcomes. This study
and the one by Meindl and Ehrich {1987) were thought
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to demonstrate that leadership is more of a romantic
notion than a phenomenon that truly affects group and
otganizational outcomes.

Then there is evidence that would-be followers, sub-
ordinates, and groups of employees are so constrained
by technology, rules, job requirements, and organiza-
tional policies that there is little discretionary room for
a supetior or leader to make much of a difference in
how things get done {Katz & Kahn, 1966). Further-
more, subordinates may have much more effect on the
behavior of their superiors than vice versa (Goodstadt
& Kipnis, 1970).

Miner {1975, p. 200) was ready to abandon the con-
cept of leadership, stating that “the concept of leader-
ship itself-has outlived its usefulness. Hence, I suggest
that we -abandon leadewship in favor of some other,
more fruitful way of cutting up the theoretical pie.” In
19823, Miner recanted this statement but still main-
tained that the concept has limited usefulness because
so much of the empirical research has been on emer-
gent leadership in small groups, rather than within
more complex organizations. For Miner, the fragile, dis-
tressed, 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 organi-
zation.

Leaders Do Make a Difference. Despite the skepti-
cism 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 natu-
rally out of the quastion.” This does not mean that for-
mal, institutionalized leadership is required. In fact, no
leader in an institetional form appeared in the numer-
ous peasant revoltsdfrom the sixteenth to nineteenth
centuries in Southern Germany. The same was true
for journeymen’s strikes during the eighteenth cen-
tury. Leadership remained informal and egalitarian.
Only in the middle of the nineteenth century did defi-
nite leaders, such asFerdinand Lasalle, emerge. Lasalle
placed himself at.the:head of the-German workers'
movement and-weskedsout its explicit ideclogy, along
with the myth thathesfounded the movement (Groh,
1986). This behavior is consistent with most cases of

institutional development; Leaders determine the di-
rection they will take. The histoncal records of the
eatly British Royal Society of the seventeenth century
Mlustrate that its secretaries were responsible for who
jomed the society and what kinds of science were spon-
sored (Mulligan & Mulligan, 1981).

Indeed, leadership is often regarded as the single
most critical factor in the success or failure of institu-
tions. For instance, T. H. Allen (1981) argued that the
school principal’s leadership is the most important fac-
tor in determining a school’s climate and the students’
success. Sylvia and Hutchison {1985) concluded that
the motivation of 167 Oklahoma teachers depended
considerably on their perceptions of the quality of their
relationships with their superiors. And Smith, Carson,
and Alexander (1984) found that among the 50 Meth-
odist ministers they studied, some were more effective
leaders than were others. The effectiveness of these
ministers was evidenced by the differential impact that
their ministries had on church attendance, member-
ship, property values, and contributions to the church.

In the business and industrial sector, Maccoby {1979,
p- 313) concluded, from his observations of the man-
ager as a game-playing politician, that the need of firms
to survive and prosper in a world of increasing competi-
tion, of technological advances, of changing govern-
mental regulations, of changing worker attitudes, re-
quires “a higher level of leadership than ever before.”
When an organization must be changed to reflect
changes in technology, the environment, and the com-
pletion of programs, its leadership is critical in orches-
trating the process (Burke, Richley, & DeAngelis,
1985). Mintzberg and Waters (1982) examined the evo-
Tution of a retail firm over a 60-year-period and found
that a senior executive could successfully reorient the
firm by intervening te change previous strategies and
organizational structures. In the same way, Day and
Lord {1986) noted that when confounding errors are
controlled in studies of the effects of executive succes-
sion, differences in executive leaders can explain as
much as 45 percent of their organizations’ perform-
ance. Agreeing with Chandler (1962), they stated that
historical analyses of changes of leadership over signifi-
cant periods have shown that leadership has a pro-
found influence on an organizatien. Concurrent corre-
lational analyses of a sample of executives and their
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organizations at the same point in time reach similar
conclusions, although the effects are not as strong.

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
that attitudes and performance of telephone operators.
Also in Sweden, Ekvall and Arvonen (1984) found that
leadership styles accounted for 65 percent of the vari-
ance in organizational climate in the 25 units they stud-
ted. 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 management in the bet-
ter firms had had previous experience in the electronic
industry and was 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 leader-
ship.

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 corre-
lated with measures of the soldiers’ confidence in their
company, division, and battalion commanders {Cal &
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 sub- -

ordinates’ needs {Graham, 1982). In a study of 204 in-
novations in state programs, Cheek (1987) found that
the governors came up with S5 percent of the innova-
tions and the agencies with only 36 percent.

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 differ-
ence in what happens to legislation, policy, and pro-
grams. Successful presidents are more sensitive to the

9

mherent politics of policy-making. They define and
publicize the policy dilemmas facing the country and
eamn 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 ex-
ample, 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 So-
viet 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 palicy, they have an
important impact on the smaller substantive decisions
that affect the larger overall strategies{Neustadt, 1980).
History may be drastically altered by a sudden change
m presidents. Before leaving Washington, D.C., for his
fateful trip to Texas in November 19563 .Kennedy
signed the first order for a phased withdrawal from
Vietnam. On assuming office after Kennedy's assassi-
nation, Lyndon Johnson rescinded the order. The war
coatinued for another decade.

According to Richard Nixon's “Silent Majority”
speech in 1969, presidents may have to take an unpop-
ular stand, but when they do, they can strengthen ac-
ceptance by-explaining their reasons, soliciting sup-
port, and winning approval (Safire, 1975). Presidents
also providesymbolic suppost-for the development of
norms, values, and beliefserthat contribute to subse-
Quent natiénat .and organizational development
(Sayles, 1979%As Gardner{1988a) noted, for a society
to function, its people musst share beliefs and valies
regarding the standards of acceptable behavior. Lead-
ers can revitahize those shared beliefs and help keep the
values fresh. “Ttiey have a role in creating the state of
mind that is thesociety” (Gardner, 19884, p. 18). They
conceive and-articulate goals that move people from
their own interests.to unite for higher ends,

Often, the effects of leadership are indirect. For ex-
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ample, Katzell (1987} showed through a path analysis
that although supervisors’ direct influence on their
subordinates wasumodest, they exerted indirect influ-
ence and increased the employees merale by providing
rewards, relating rewards to performance, and treating
employees equitably; the increased morale, in turn, im-
proved the employees' performance.

Jongbloed and Frost (198%) modified Pleffer’s (1977)
reasoning to argue that leaders still have an important
general role to play. What leaders really manage in or-
ganizations are the employees’ interpretations or un-
derstanding of what goes on in the organizations. The
leaders manage meanings and, therefore, exert a strong
impact on organizational outcomes. Jengbloed and
Frost showed how the laboratory director in one Cana-
dian hospital, compared to another in a second hospital
with the same formal assignments and the same ab-
sence-of controlrofissues, successfully lobbied for the
importance of pathology and convinced the hospital
administrators to allocate more funds for operations
and budget than were allocated in the second hospital.

The importance of leadership is attested by aca-
demic and lay interest in leadership as a subject for de-
velopment, training, and education {Campbell, 1977)2
Although U.S. college presidents believe that our edu-
cational institutions are reluctant to incorporate leader-
ship education into their curricula {Cronin, 1984), the
college landscape is not bleak. Gregory's (1986} survey
of all known U.S. degree-granting institutions of higher
learning uncovered 53 that offered an academic course
on leadership, 70 that made it possible to major or con-
centrate in the subject, 181 that incorporated the study
of leadership in an academic course or a studenb-affairs

Recognition of the impattance 1o the nation of leadership and its de-
velopment for all typgesef organizstions is witnessed by the Alliance
for Leadership Develapment, whieh-includes the following members:
Amencan Leadership Forom of Houston; Association of American Col-
leges of Washington,:DLL.; Associtian of Governing Boards of Univer-
sities and Colleges; £C€nter for Creative Leadership of Greensboro,
N.C.; Coro Foundation of $t. Louis; International Leadership Center
of Daltas; National Association of Secondary School Principals of Res-
ton, Va_; and the National Executive Service Corps of New York. The
Alliance's programs include the promotion of research on and teaching
of leadership, related conferences and publications, a clearinghouse of
information on leadesship progeams at universities and secondary
schools -leadership development programs in the community, and de-
velopment programs for corporate-executives.

program, and 81 that offered the subject in continuing
education or professional programs.®

Leadership as a Subject of Ingquiry

The importance of leadership is also demonstrated by
its place in social science research. According to Mit-
chell (1979) and DeMeuse (1986), leadership has been
one of the frequent subjects of empirical research, con-
centrating on the antecedents of leaders’ behavior and
the factors that contribute to its effectiveness. Leader-
ship is a featured topic in almost every textbook on or-
ganizational behavior (McFillen, 1984-87). The schol-
arly books on leadership number in the hundreds, and
articles, reports, and essays number in the thousands.

Several different schools of thought have prevailed
simultaneously since leadership first was studied. The

 early sociological theorists tended to explain leadership

in terms of either the person or the environment. Later
researchers tended to view leadership as an aspect of
role differentiation or as an outgrowth of social interac-
tion processes. Recently, the naive theories of leader-
ship we hold have been considered most important in
explaining what is going on. But 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
without prospects of elegant data gathering makes for
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 stan-
dards are required {Bass, 1974}.

Assumptions

The research discussed in the following chapters is
based on a wide variety of theoretical assumptions. De-
spite differences in the philosophies that guide them
and the research methods used, there is remaikable
convergence of findings on many problems. This con-
vergence, when it occurs, can be regarded as strong evi-
dence of the validity of the findings.

An almost insurmountable problem is the question
of the extent to which we pour old wine into new bot-

Details about these can be found in Clark, Freeman, and Britt-(1987).
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tles when proposing “new’theories. For instance, Jul-
ius Caesar's descriptions-of his leadership style in the
Gallic Wars in the first century B.C. 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 high initiation and consid-
eration and that in the year 2500 some new theorist
will give a new name. When does a field advance? Are
we beyond Caesar’s understanding of how to lead in-
fantry shock troops?

My hope in this book is to catalog what is known
about leadership and to suggest some of the things that
we do not know and should try to find out. Although I
agree with Bumns (1978, p. 2) that “leadership is one of
the most observed . . . phenomena on earth,” I disagree
with Burns that “it is one of the least understood.”

The Meaning of Leadership

The word leadership is a sophisticated, modern con-
cept. 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 mem-
bers of society. A preoccupation with leadership, as op-
posed 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 Englfsh 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 amd control of British Par-
liament. And the word did notappear in the most other
modern languages until recent times.

Defining Leadership

There are almost as many different definitions of lead-
ership as there are persans who have attempted to de-
fine the concept.* Moreover, as Pfeffer (1977) noted,

*Diffevent definitions and conceptions of leadership have boan re-
viewed briefly by Morris and Seeman (1950}, Shartle (1951a,.1951b,
1956), L. F. Carter {1953}, C. A. Gibb {1954, 1969a), Bass (1960% Stogdil)
{1975), and Schriesheim and Kerr {19775},

many of the definitions are ambiguous. Furthermore,
the distinction between leadership and other social-
influence processes is often blurred (Bavelas, 1960; Hol-
lander & Julian, 1969). The many dimensions into
which leadership has been cast and their overlapping
meanings have added to the confusion. Therefore, the
meaning of leadership may depend on the kind of insti-
tution in which it is found (Spitzberg, 1986). Neverthe-
less, there is sufficient similarity among definitions to
permit a rough scheme of classification. Leadership has
been conceived as the focus of group processes, as-a
matter of personality, as a matter of inducing compli-
ance, as the exercise of influence, as particular behav-
iots, as a form of persuasion, as a power relation, as an
instrument to achieve goals, as an effect of interaction,
as a differentiated role, as imitiation of structure, and
as many combinations of these definitions.

Leadership as a Focus of Group Processes

Early on, definitions of the leader 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) all social movements,
closely examined, will be found to consist of tendencies
having such nuclei. Mumford (1906-07) observed that
“leadership s the preeminence of one or a few individ-
uals in a group in the process of control of societal phe-
nomena.” Blackmar (1911) saw leadership asthe “cen-
tralization of effort in one person as an expression of
the power of all.” Chapin (1924b) viewed leadership as
“a point of polarization for group cooperation.” Ac-
cording to L. L. Bernard (1927), leaders are influenced
by the needs and wishes of the group members; in
turn, they focus the attention and release the energies
of group members in a desired direction. Regarding the
dominance of the leader’s personality M. Smith (1934)
commented that “the social group that express 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 is a central or focal person who
integrates the group. -

As a natien developsgit needs a centralized locus for
its operation which camronly be achieved by a single
leader (Bab#ean; 19882 All important decisions and
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their implementation center on the cult of the leader
even when, as in parliamentary democracies, actual de-
cision making is diffuse. The leader embodies the col-
lective will. This single leader sorts out the essential
problems, offers possible solutions, establishes prion-
ties, and launches developmental operations.

J. F. Brown {1936) maintained that “the leader may
not be separated from the group, buy may be treated
as a position of high potential in the field.” Foliowing
in the same tradition, Krech and Crutchfield (1948} ob-
served that “by virtue of his special position in the
group he serves as a primary agent for the determina-
tion of group structure, group atmosphere, group goals,
group ideology, and group activities.” For Knicker-
bocker {1948), “when conceived in terms of the dy-
namics of human social behavior, leadership is a func-
tion of needs existing within a given situation, and
consists of a relationship between an individual and a
group.”

This emphasis on the leader as the center, or focus,
of group activity directed attention to group structure
and group processes in studying leadership. On the one
hand, some of the earliest theorists, such as Cooley and
Mumford, were sophisticated in their concept of lead-
ership. 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 pace
ahead of the group to avoid being run over. Centrality
of location in the group can permit a person to control
communications, and hence is likely to place him or
her in a position of leadership, but centrality, in itself,
is not leadership.

Leadership as Personality and Iis Effects

The concept of personality appealed to several early
theorists, who sought to explain why some persons are
better able than are others to exercise leadership.
A. Q. Bowden (1926) equated leadership with strength
of personality: “Indeed, the amount of personality at-
tributed 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 pos-
sesses the greatest number of desirable traits-of person-

ality and character. According to L. L. Bernard (1926),
“Any person who is more than ordinarily efficient in
carrying psychosocial stimuli to others and is thus ef-
fective in conditioning collective responses may be
called a leader”; the leader must possess prestige and
“must know what stimuli will condition adequate re-
sponses for his purposes and develop 2 technique for
presenting these stimuli.” Tead (1929) regarded leader-
ship as a combination of traits that enables an individ-
ual to induce others to accomplish a given task.

The personality theorists tended to regard leader-
ship as a one-way effect: Leaders possess qualities that
differentiate them from followers. But these theorists
did not acknowledge the extent to which leaders and
followers have interactive effects by determining
which qualities of followers are of consequence in a
situation. What theorists now see is that the personal
qualities of 2 would-be leader determine his or her es-
feem in the eyes of potential followers. Some person-
ality traits, such as ascendancy or social boldness, more
often than not go hand in hand with being esteemed
and attaining leadership, but social boldness is not lead-
ership. At the extreme, in times of crisis, followers en-
dow a highly dominant figure who is empathic to their
critical needs with charisma. The hero's personality
then makes it possible for him or her to perform enor-
mous feats of leadership (Stark, 1970).

Leadership as the Art of Inducing Cbmplfance

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. Allport {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 te T. R. Phillips (1939), “leadership is the
imposition, maintenance, and direction of moral unity
to our ends.” Warriner (1955) suggested that “leader:
ship as a form of relationship between persons requires
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thatcone or several perspns act in conformance with
the:request of another.” For Bennis {1959), “leadership
cambe defined as-the ppocess by which an agent in-
daees a subordinatetodehave in a desired manner.”

The compliance-induction theorists, perhaps even
more than the personality theorists, tended to regard
leadership as a unidiseetional exertion of influence and
as an instrument for molding the group to the leader’s
will. They expressed little recognition of the rights, de-
sires, and necessities of the group members or of the
group's traditions and norms. This disregard for the fol-
lowers and the group was rejected by various other the-
orists, who sought to remove, by definition, any possi-
bility of legitimating. am authoritarian concept of
leadership, Yet, regardless-of the sentiments of some
behavioral scientists, one.cannot ignore that much
leadership is authoritarians directive, and even coer-
cive. Its effects are seen in public compliance but not
necessarily in private acesptance.

Leadership as the Exercise of Influence

Use of the concept of influence marked a step in the
direction of generality and abstraction in defining lead-
ership. J. B, Nash (1929) suggested that “leadership im-
plies influencing change in the conduct of people.”
Tead (1935} defined it as “the activity of influencing
people to cooperate toward some goal which they
come to find desirable.” Stogdill (1950)-termed it “the
process of influencing the activities of an organized
group in its efforts toward goal settihg and goal
achievement.”

Shartle (1951a, 1951b}preposed that the leader be
considered an individual *“Wheo exercises positive influ-
ence-acts upon others” or “who exercises more impor-
tant influence acts than any other members of the
group or organization.”” Similarly, Tannenbaum,
Weschler, and Massarik.{1961) defined leadership as
“inteérpersonal influence, exercised in a sittiation and
directed, through the communication process,.toward
the-attainment of a specified goal or goalséi-This def-
inftion_was expanded by Félris and Rowddnd.(1981),
whodanceived of the leadership-influencespracess as a
contegtual influence that has an impact or-subordi-
nates” attitudes and performance through,.effects on

the subordinates’ perceptions of their job characteris-
tics.

The interactive aspect became apparent as leader-
ship 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 behav-
iotr of others toward a particular end.” According to
Gerth and Mills (1953), “leadership . . . is a relation be-
tween 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 organization have equat
power, they do not use it with equal effectiveness to
nfluence individuals and the organization. In the same
way, Hollander and Julian (1969) suggested that “lead-
ership in the broadest sense implies the presence of a
particular influence relationship between two or more
persons.”

According to Hemphill (1949a) and Bass (1960), an
individual’s effort to change the behavior of others is
attempted leadership. When the other members actu-
ally change, this creation of change in others is success-
ful leadership. If the others are reinforced or rewarded
for changing their behavior, this evoked achievement
is effective leadership, The distinctions between at-
tempted, successful, and effective leadership are im-
portant because the dynamics of each are quite dif-
ferent,

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 domina-
tion, control, or induction of complidnce by the leader.
It mezely states that leadership exercises a determining
effect on the behaviors of group members and on activ-
ities of the group. The definition of influence also rec-
ognizes that leaders can mfluence group members by
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their own exarmple. 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” (quoted
in Paige, 1977, p. 65).

Defining effective leadership as successful influence
by the leader that results in the attainment of goals by
the influenced followers, that is, defining leadership in
terms of goal attainment (to be discussed later in the
chapter) is particularly useful, for it permits the use of
reinforcement theory to understand leader-follower be-
havior.

Limited to Discretionary Influence. Numerous the-
orists wanted to limit leadership to only that influence
which 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 the organization. J. A. Miller
(1973a) saw leaders exerting influence “at the margin”
to compensate for what was missing in the specified
process and structure. Jacobs and Jaques (1987) con-
ceived 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” (as did
Osborn, Hunt, & Jauch, 1980). It is influence over and
above what is typically invested in the role—influence
beyend what is due to formal procedures, rules, and
regutations. Thus, managers are leaders only when
theysake the opportunity to exert influence over activ-
itiessbeyond what has been prescribed as their role re-
quirements.

Leadership as an Act or Behavior

Onwschool of theorists:-preferred to define leadership
in terms of acts or behaviors. For L. F. Carter (1953},
“leadership behaviors are any behaviors the experi-
merter wishes to so designate or, more generally, any
behaviors which experts in this area wish to consider
as leadership behaviors.” Shartle (1956) defined a lead-
ership act as “one which results in others acting or re-
sponding in a shared direction.”

Hemphill {1949a) suggested that “leadership may be
defined as the behavior of an individual white:he is in-

volved in directing group activities.” Fiedler (1967a)
proposed a somewhat similar definition:

By leadership behavior we generally mean the partic-
ular acts in which a leader engages in the course of
directing and coordinating the work of his group
members. This may involve such acts as structuring
the work relations, praising or criticizing group mem-
bers, and showing consideration for their welfare and
feelings.

Leadership as a Form of Persuasion

Both Presidents Eisenhower and Truman emphasized
the persuasive aspect of leadership. According to Eis-
enhower, “leadership is the ability to decide what is to
be done, and then to get others to want to do it”
(quoted in Larson, 1968, p. 21). According to Truman
(1958, p. 139), “a leader is 2 man who has the ability to
get other people to do what they don't want to do, and
like it.” 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) con-
cluded, from his study of U.S. presidents, that presi-
dential leadership stems from the power to persuade.
Schenk (1928) suggested that “leadership is the man-
agement of men by persuasion and inspiration rather
than by the direct or implied threat of coercion.” Mer-
ton (1969) regarded leadership as “an interpersonal re-
lation in which others comply because they want to,
not because they have to.” According to Cleeton and
Mason (1934), “leadership indicates the ability to influ-
ence men and secure results through emotional ap-
peals rather than through the exercise of authority.”
Copeland (1942) maintained that

leadership is the art of dealing with human
nature.... It is the art of influencing a body of
people by persuasion or example to follow a line of
action. It must never be confused with drivership . ..
which is the art of compelling a body of people by
intimidation or force to follow a line of action.
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Odier (1948) differentiated between themvalde and the
valence of a leader. Valence is the powerof aperson to
act on the feeling or value of another person or group
of persons, of modifying (strengthening ot weakening)
it in one fashion or another. Thus, valence is defined
not by the value of the leader’s personality but by the
quality of the influences he or she exerts on the mem-
bers of a group. Koontz and O’Donnell (1955) regarded
leadership as “the activity of persuading people to co-
operate in the achievement of a common objective.”

Persuasion is a powerful instrument for shaping ex-
pectations 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,
persuasibility, and communications has paralleled re-
search on leadership (W. Weiss, 1958). Persuasion can
be seen as one form of leddership. Much of what has
been learned from studies of persuasion can be incor-
porated into an understanding of leadership.

Leadership as a Power Relation

Most political theorists, from Machiavelli through
Marx to the academic political scientists of the twenti-
eth century, have seen power as the basis of political
leadership. Social psychologists J. R. P. French (1956)
and Raven and French (1958a, 1958b) defined leader-
ship in terms of differential power relationships among
members of a group. For the latter, intespersonal
power—referent, expert, reward based, coercive,or le-
gitimate—is conceived “as a resultant of thd piaximum
force which A can induce on B minus the maximum
resisting force which B can mobilize in the wpposite
direction.” Similarly, Janda (1960) defined “leadership
as a particular type of power relationship chatacterized
by a group member's perception that anothérsgroup
member has the right to prescribe behaviorpatterns
for the former regarding his activity as a member of a
particular group.”

M. Smith (1948} equated leadership with control of
thc‘interaction process. Thus, “the initiator of an inter-
action, A, gives a stimulus 4o the second participant,

B. A asserts his control by intérfering with B's original
course of action.”

Power is regarded as  form of influence relationship.
It can be observed that some leaders tend to transform
any {eadership opportunity into an overt power rela-
tionship. In fact, the very frequency of this observa-
tion, combined with the often undesirable conse-
quences for individuals and “societies, has induced
many theorists to reject the notion of authoritarian
leadership. Nevertheless, many of those who were
most committed at one time to trust building, open-
ness, and participatory approaches, like Bennis (1970),
have faced the world as it is, not as they would like it
to be, and have come to acknowledge the importance
of power relations in understanding leadership,

The power relationship may be subtle or obscure.
“As a power relation, leadership may be known to both
leader and led, or unknown o either or both” (Certh
& Mills; 1953). For instance, mythis and symbols about
the master-slave relationship may unconsciously influ-
ence superior-subordinate relationships in modem or-
ganizations (Denhardt, 1987).

Leadership as an Instrument
of Goal Achievernent

Numerous theorists have included the idea of goal
achievement in their definitions. Several have defined
leadetship in terms of its instrumental-value for accqm-
plishingra giaup's goals and-satisEing its needs. Acord-
ing to Cowley={1928}; “d leadetisa-porsan who has a
program-and-is movingstowaed an-obijective with his
groupsin a definite manper.”. Belitws {1959) defined
leadership as “the process of amrangipg a situation so
that various members of 2 gegup, including the leader,
can achieve common goals#vith maximum economy
and a minimum of time and work.” For Knickerbocker
(1948), “the functional relation which is leadership ex-
1sts when a leader is perceivedsy a group as controlling
means for the satisfaction of their needs.”

The classical organizational theorists defined leader-
ship in termsuef achievinga group’s- objectives. R. C.
Davis (1942)xeferved to leadership as“the principal dy-
namic force that motivates and coordinates the organi-
zation in the.accomplishment of its objectives.” Simi-
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larly, Urwick (1953} stated that the leader is “the
personal representation of the personification of com-
mon purpose not only to all who work on the undertak-
ing, but to everyone outside it.” K. Davis (1962) defined
leadership as “the human factor which binds 2 group
together and motivates it toward goals.”

For Jacobs and Jaques (1987), leaders give pur-
pose to others to expend and mobilize energy to try to
compete. Cattell (1951) took the extreme position that
leadership is whatever or whoever contributes to the
group’s performance; it is the group’s syntality, result-
ing from its members and the relations among them.
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®oted earlier, both Calder (1977) and
Pfeffer (1977) 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). Outcomes
are attributed more readily to the leader, thus, when
things to wrong, the leader is likely to be blamed and
even removed (Hollander, 1986). _

For Bumns {1978), Bennis (1983), Bass (1985a), and Ti-
chy and Devanna (1986}, leadership transforms follow-
‘ers, creates visions of the goals that may be attained,
and articulates for the followers the ways to attain
those goals. As Luiz Mufioz Marin, former governor of
Puerto Rico, saidi.“A political leader is a person with
the ability to imagige non-existing states of affairs com-
bined with the abdlity to influence other peaple to
bring them about{quoted in Paige, 1977, p. 65).

Envisioning thesgoals 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 vehi-
cle for implementing that vision, not its sousce. (Ti-
chy & Devanna, 1985, p. 138}

Tucker (1981) observed that most-current potiticians
must focus the attention of their constitueats on

shortterm goals and programs. More statesmanlike
opinion leaders are necessary to arouse and direct a de-
mocracy toward achieving longerterm goals, such as
stabilization of the population, improvement of the en-
vironment, and arms control.

Leadership as an Emerging Effect of Interaction

Several theorists have viewed leadership not as a cause
or control of group action but as an effect of it. Bogar-
dus {1929) stated that “as a social process, leadership is
that social interstimulation 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), “leader-
ship is a process of mutual stimulation which, by the
successful interplay of individual differences, controls
human energy in the pursuit of 2 common cause.” For
H. H. Anderson (1940), “a true leader in the psychologi-
cal 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.”

This group of theorists was 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 if #3c-
knowledged and conferred by other members of the
group. Although the authors probably did not mean to
imply it, their definitions suggest that this quality
amounts to little more than passive acceptance of the
importance of one’s status. An dividual often
emerges as leader as a 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.

Leadership as a Differentiated Role

According to role theory, each member of 2 society oc-
cupies a position in the community, as well as in var-
10Us groups, organizations, and institutions. In each po-
sition, the individual is expected to play a more or less
welldefined role. Different members occupying differ-
ent positions play different roles. Birth and class may
force the differentiation of roles. Acconding-to the
leader of Ponape, Heinrich Iriarte, some Micronesians
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are born to rule while others are bom to serve (Paige,
1977, p. 65).

Leadership may be regarded as awaspect of role dif-
ferentiation. H: H. Jennings (1944yebserved that “lead-
ership . . . appears s a manner of interaction invalving
behavior by and toward the individual ‘lifted’ to a lead-
ership 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 interac-
tion played a role. These roles differed from each
other; the basis for their difference was a matter of in-
fAluence—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 is defined, as are other
roles, 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.

Newcomb, Turner, and Converse (1965} observed
that members of 2 group make different contributions
to the achievement of goals. Insofar as any member’s
contributions are particularly indispensable, they may
be regarded as leaderlike; and insofar as any member is
recognized by others as a dependable source of such
contributions, he or she is leaderlike. To be so recog-
nized is equivalent to having a.role relationship to
other members.

Much of the research on the emergence and differ-
entiation of roles pertains equally well to leadership. As
Sherif and Sherif (1956) indicateds roles are defined in
terms of the expectations that greup 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 the leadership problem. Ofiall the available def-
initions, the-role conception ofrleadership is most
firmly buttressed by research findings.

The recogmtion 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 fifs much 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.

Leadership as the Initiation of Structure

Several commentators viewed leadership not as the
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 manage-
ment of social differentials through the process of giv-
ing 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 organization is usually spoken of as leader-
ship, 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. The difference is in the probability that
the stimulus will structure the group’s behavior. The
stimulus from a leader has a higher probability of struc-
turing a group’s behavior because of the group-
endowed belief 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 activ-
ity is dominated by an established and accepted organi-
sation, leadership tends to disappear. Thus, Bavelas
{1960} defined organizational leadership as the func-
tion of “maintaining-the operational effectiveness of
decision-making systems which comprise the manage-
ment 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 the interaction as part of the process of
solving a mutual problem.” And Stogdill (1959) defined
leadership as “the initiation and maintenance of struc-
ture in expectation and-interaction.”

This group of theorisisttempted to define leader-
ship in terms of the variables that give rise to the differ-
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entiation and maintenance of role structures in groups.
Such a definition has greater theoretical utility than do
those that are more concrete and descriptive to a lay
person: It leads to a consideration of the basic proc-
esses 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} inclu-
sion of maintenance of structure is important, Further-
more, i structure is the consistent pattern of differenti-
ated role relationships within a group, we must be sure
also to consider the persons, resouices, and tasks
within the differentiated roles.

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 un-
der group conditions . . . not only is leadership both a
personality and a group phenomenon, it 18 also a social
process involving a number of persons i mental con-
tact in which one person assumes dominance over the
others.” Previously, Bogardus {1928) described leader-
ship as the creation and setting forth of exceptional
behaviocal patterns in such a way that other persons
respond t them. For Jago (1982), leadership is the exer-
cise of-noncoercive influence to coordinate the mem-
bers of an organized group to accomplishing the
group’s-ebjectives. Leadesship is alsoa set of properties
attribrited to those who asaperceived to use such influ-
ences suecessfully. Othessdefinitions, such as Barrow's
{1977), combine interpessonal influence and collective
efforts"to achieve goalswinto the definition of leader-
ship. Dupuy and Dupuy{i959) add to this combination
of defiritions that leadeaship also involves obedience,
confidence, respect, andd®yal cooperation from follow-
ers. Still others prefer to discuss leadership as a collec-
tion of roles that emerge from an interactional process.
For Tichy and Devanna {1986), the combination of
power with personality- defines -the transformational
leader .as.a skilled, knowledgeable change agent with
power, {egitimacy, and energy. Sueh:a leader is coura-
geous, considerate, value driven, and able to deal with
ambiguity and complexity.

The search for the one and only proper and true def-
inition of leadership seems to be fruitless, since the ap-
propriate choice of 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 acts, behav-
ior, or roles played; its centrality to group process; and
compliance ‘with the observed performance, rather
than in terms of personality traits, perceived power re-
jations, or perceived influence. Contrarily, if extensive
examination of the impact of the Jeadership was the
focus of attention, then it would seem more important
to define leadership in terms of perceived influence
and power relations.

| Leadership and Headship

The concepts of leadership and headship can be com-
pletely differentiated. Holloman (1968, 1986} con-
ceived headship as being imposed on the group but
leadership as being accorded by the group. In similar
fashion, C. A. Gibb (1969a, p. 213) distinguished leader-
ship from headship as follows:

1. Headshipis mgintained through an organized sys-
tem and not by fellow group members’ spontane-

ous recognition of the individual’s contributionto

group progress.

2. The group goal is chosen by head persons in fine
with their interests and is not internally deter-
mined by the group itself.

3. In headship, there is little or no sense of shared
feeling or joint action in pursuit of the given goal.

4. In headship, there is a wide social gap between
the group members and the head, who strives to
maintain this social distance as an aid in the coer-
cion of the group.

5. The leader’s authority is spontaneously accorded
by fellow group members and particularly by fol-
lowers. The authority of the head denives from
some extra-group power-wtich he or she has-over
the members of the groug; who cannot meaning-
fully be called followers. They accept domination

el S,
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for fear of punishment, rather than follow in an-
ticipation of rewards.

Kochan, Schmidt, and de Cotiis (1975) agreed with
Gibb because they saw that managers, exeautives, an
agency officers must be both leaders and heads.

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 definitiom, heads lead as a consequence of
their status—the power of the position theysoccupy.
Without such status;leaders can still gain-a commit-
ment to goals and campursue arbitrary coercive paths
with their power if their esteem—their accorded value
to the group—is high..Both status and esteem are not
all-or-none quantities. In any group, members will vary
in both. Therefore, leadership will be distributed
among them in similar fashion.® Although there is usu-
ally one head of a group, one cannot ordiparily attri-
bute all leadership thakoccurs in a group tofust one of
its members. Until an “academy of leadership” estab-
lishes a standard definition, we must continue to live
with both broad and narrow definitions, making sure to
understand which kind is being used in any pggticular
analysis. '

An Evolving, Expanding Couceptualization

Definitions can be usedtto serve a variety of pusposes.
Bass (1960} noted that the definition used in a particu-
lar study of leadership.depends on the purposes of the
study. Consistent with#his, Yukl (1981, p. 5) concluded
that “leadership researeh should be desigaed o pro-
vide information relevant to the entire range of defini-
tions, so that over timesit will be possible to-compare
the utility of different conceptualizations and arrive at
some consensus on thesmatter.”

Either by explicit statement or by implication, var-
ious investigators have developed definitions to serve
the following different purposes: (1) to identify the ob-
ject to be observed, (2) to identify a form of practice,
(3) to satisfy a particularwvalue orientation, (4) to avoid

*See Chapter 11.

a particular orientation of implication for a practice,
and.{5} to-provide a basis for. the development of the-
ory={THe hope is that the definitions will provide criti-
cal newinsights into the nature of leadership.)

Thewdefinitions indicate a progression of thought, al-
though historically, many trends overlapped. The ear-
lier definitions identified leadership as a focus of group
process and movement, personality in action. The next
type considered it as 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 difer-
entiation, 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.

Applicability

Leadership research faces a dilemma. A definition that
identifies something for the factory manager or agency
head is not necessarily the most useful one for the de-
velopment of a broad theory. Thus, a definition that
enables the research 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 struetures
involved in the emergence and maintenance of leader-
ship. But if the research results are to be applied by the
factory manager or agency head,-then the definitions
must be couched as closely as possible to their ways of
“wording the world” (Van de Vall & Bolas, 1980).

A definition should do more than identify leaders
and indicate the means by which they.acquire their po-
sitions. It should also account for the maintenance and
continuation of leadership. Thus, few groups engage
n interaction merely for the purpose of creating lead-
ers and dropping them as soon as they emerge. For the
purposes of this handbook, leadership must be defined
broadly.

The Handbook Definition. Leadership is an inter-
action between two or more members of a group that
often involves a structuring or restructuring of the situ-
ation and the perceptions and expectations of the
members. Leaders are agents of change—persons
whose acts affect other people more than other
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people’s acts affect them. Leadership occurs when one
group-membersmodifies the motivation or competenc-
ies of others in-the group. Research in the 1970s and
1980s often-expressed this idea as the directing of at-
tention 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
amount of leadership, and the members will vary in the
extent to which they do so.

The introduction of the concepts of goal attainment
and the solution of problems in certain definitions rec-
ognizes the fact that leadership serves a continuing
function in a group. But these concepts do not account
for the continuation of leadership. The concepts of
role, position, reinforcement of behavior, and structur-
ing expectation serve better to account for the persist-
ence ofsgadership. For the purposes of theory develop-
ment, it wauld seem reasonable to include variables in
the definition of leadership that account for the differ-
entiation and maintenance of group roles. Finally,
room: is nesded for a conception of leadership as an
attribritemsthat ds consistent with the implicit theories
about-it that are held by the individuals and groups
who areted:

Summary and Conclusions

The study of leaders and leadership is coterminous
with the rise of civilization. It is a universal phenom-
enon. It1s not a figment of the imagination, although
there are conditions iri which the success or failure of

groups and organizations will be incorrectly atiributed
to the leaders, rather than to environmental and.orga-
nizational forces over which the leaders have-no con-
trol. In industrial, educational, and in military settings
and in social movements, leadership plays a critical, if
not the most critical role, and as such, is 2n important
subject for study and research.

How to define leadership can be a long-drawn-out
discussion that dominates the early portion of delibera-
tions of a scholarly meeting on the subject of leader-
ship. In this chapter, we have seen the rich variety of
possibilities, which leads to our conclusion that the def-
inition of leadership should depend on the purposes to
be served by the definition. Leadership has been seen
as the focus of group processes,™s a personality attri-
bute, as the art of inducing compliance, as an exercise
of influence, as a particular kind of act, as a form of
persuasion, as a power relation, as an instrument in the
attainment of goals, as 2n effect of interaction, as a dif-
ferentiated role, and as the initiation of structure. Def-
initions can be broad and include many of these as-
pects or they can be narrow. A distinction may be made
between headship and leadership. One complex defird-
tion that has evolved, particularly to help understand a
wide variety of research findings, delineates effective
leadership as the interaction among members of a
group that initiates and maintains improved expecta-
tions and the competence of the group to solve prob-
lems or to attain goals. Types of leaders can be differen-
tiated according to some of these definitions, more
often on the basis of role, functional, or institutional
differences.




