Charismatic Leadership

INTRODUCTION

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

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

Despite the term’s long history, it was not used
to describe a category of secular leadership until
the writings of the German sociologist Max Weber
(1864—-1920). He was the first to apply the term
‘charismatic’ to leaders in the secular as well as
religious world. His typology of three types of
authority in society (the traditional, the rational-
legal, and the charismatic) established charismatic
leadership as an important term to describe forms
of authority based on perceptions of an

Jay A. Conger

extraordinary individual. In contrast to authority
derived from traditions or rules which conferred
legitimacy on individuals, the holder of charisma
was ‘set apart from ordinary men and is treated as
endowed with ... exceptional powers and quali-
ties ... [which] are not accessible to the ordinary
person but are regarded as of divine origin or as
exemplary, and on the basis of them the individual
concerned is treated as a leader’ (Weber, 1947, pp.
358-359). As the reader can discern, Weber pre-
served the essence of the earliest meaning of the
term — an individual in a leadership role imbued
with extraordinary powers.

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

BEYOND WEBER: CONTRIBUTIONS FROM
POLITICAL SCIENCE AND SOCIOLOGY

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

s Could and shouid charisma be extended beyond
its original religious context?

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

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

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

The second point of debate concerned the
charismatic leader’s ‘personality’. One camp
suggested that a universal set of characteristics
could be identified for all charismatic leaders.
The other - in particular, political scientists Dow
{1969) and Willner (1984) — arpued that the
search for a universal set of qualities common o
charismatic political and religious leaders would
not yield decisive results. They pointed to varia-
tions in individual personalities that were so
great {comparing (Gandhi to Hitler to Churchill to
Kennedy, for example) that a single charismatic
personality type seemed highly improbable.
Instead, Willner {1984) argued that charismatic
leadership was more effectively explained as a
relational and perceptual phenomenon: ‘1t is not
what the leader is but what people see the leader
as that count in generating the charismatic rela-
tionship” (pp. 14-15). Because societies and
groups differ in their definitions of what consti-
tutes extraordinary qualities, the contenl of lead-
ership images, projected and perceived, would
necessarily differ from group to group. It was
therefore impossible, Wiliner contended, 1o con-
struct a universal ‘charismatic persenality’. This
line of thinking became the dominant position in
the field,

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

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

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

Burn's conceptualization would later influence
the thinking of many scholars in the organiza-
tional leadership field. For example, Bernard Bass
(1985) built much of his model of ‘transforma-
tional leadership’ around Burn's ideas.
Interestingly, the centrat idea of leadership as an
exchange was already present in the organiza-
tional and psychology literature. For example, it is
central to the leader—-member exchange (e.g.
Graen & Scandura 1986), operan{ conditioning
(Podsakoff et al., 1982) and path-goal medels
{House & Mitchell, 1974). In cach, the relation-
ship between jeader and led is dependent upon a
series of trades or bargains that are mutually ben-
eticial and are maintained so long as the benefits
to both partics exceed the costs (Bass, 1970} (In
Burns’ termas, these exchanges would be ‘transac-
tienal’ not ‘transfermational’). Missing is the ele-
ment of higher-order needs being met and the
elevation of both the leader and led to a more
evolved state of being. This was the critical contri-
bution that Burns brought to the field. Upto that
moemeat in time, the notion of leaders whe manage
meaning, infuse ideclogical values, construct lofty
goals and visions, and inspire was missing entirely
from this literature of leadership exchange. What
is intrigning about the influence of Burns then is
not so much the notion of leadership us an
exchange but the idea that certain forms of leader-
ship create a cycle of rising aspirations which
ultimately transform both leaders and their
followers.

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

CONTRIBUTIONS FROM
ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR

Interest in research on charismatic leadership
ameng political scientists waned by the late 1970s.
A decade later, another group of scholars became
intrigued by the subject. These were social psy-
chologists and organizational behavior faculty who
resided primarity in business schools. They would
undertake the most extensive attempts at investi-
gating charismatic leadership. Several major theo-
ries were proposed along with dozens and dozens
of empirical investigations of charismatic leader-
ship in organizations. These studies involved a
wide range of samples such as middle and tower-
level managers (Bass & Yammarine, 1988; Conger
& Kanungo, 1994; Hater & Bass, 1988; Koene
et al., 1991), senior executives {Agle & Sonnenfeld,
1984; Conger, 1989), US Presidents (House
et al., 1921}, educational administrators (Koh
et al,, 1991; Roberts & Bradley, 1988; Sashkin,
988), military leaders (Koene et al., 1991; Howell
& Avolio, 1993), and students who were taboratory
subjects (Howell & Frost, 1989; Kirkpatrick,
1992; Puffer, 1990; Shamir, 1992). In addition, the
subject was explored using a wide variety of
research methods. For example, there have been
field surveys (Conger & Kanungo 1992, 1994,
1997; Hater & Bass 1988; Podsakoff, et al., 1990),
faboratory experiments {Howell & Frost, 1989;
Kirkpatrick, 1992}, content analyses of interviews
and observation (Conger, 1989; Howell & Higgins,
1998, and analyses of historical archival informa-
tion {House et al., 1991).

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

The research of organizational theorists can be
organized into distinct topic areas of charismatic
teadership: (1} the leader’s behavior; (2) the fol-
lowers’ behavior and motives: (3) the leader’s and
followers’ psychological profiles; (4) contextnal
intluences; (5) forces that mstitutionalize various
outcomes of the leader-follower refationship; and
{6} liabitities of the relationship with charismatic
leaders.
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Leader behaviors

Both the greatest amount of theoretical
development as well as empirical research 10 dale
have been in the area of leader behaviors. This is
due in Jarge parl 10 the backgrounds of the major-
ity of researchers. Most have a strong behavioral
orientation. Essentially, there are three groups
of resesrchers who have carved out their own
models—though cach has a measure of overlap
with the others in the attributes they identify. They
are also the ones who have built the most compre-
hensive theories as well as conducted the greatest
amount of empirical research in the field. They arce
(1) Bernard Bass, Bruce Avolio, and their coll-
eagues; (2) Robert House, Boas Shamir, and their
colieagues; and (3) Jay Conger znd Rabindra
Kanungo.

Bass and Avolio

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

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

Bass and Avolio (Bass, 1985; Bass & Avolio,
1993} built their mode] of transformational leader-
ship around four behavioral components of
the leader: (i) charisma or idealized influence;
(2} inspiration; (3} intellectual stimulation; and
(4) individualized consideration, Charisma is
defined in terms of both leader’s behavior (such as
aticulating a mission) and followers’ reactions
(such as trust in the jeader’s ability) (Bass & Avolio,
1993). However, the emphasis is on charisma’s
role in enabling the leader to influence followers

by arousing strong emotions and identification
with the leader. Identifying with the leader reduces
follower resistance t0 change, while emotional
arousal creales a sense of excitement about the
mission. Bass (1985) argues, however, that cha-
risma alone is insufficient for transformational
leadership: “Charisma is a necessary ingredient of
transformational leadership, but by itself it is not
sufficient to account for the transformational
process.” (p. 31).

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

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

Inicilectual stimulation, the final dimension, is
a process whereby the leader increases follower
awareness of problems by challenging them with
new ideas and perspectives and by influencing
followers 10 creatively rethink their traditional
ways of approaching organizational tasks.

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

Bryman (1992) also points out that Buss’
measure of charisma itself may be a bit flawed.
For example, vision is ireated as a component of
inspirational, rather than charismatic leadership.
Yet the bulk of the literature in the field sees
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vision as & component of charismatic leadership.
I addition, Max Weber believed that the basis for
charismatic leadership was a perception by fol-
lowers that their leader was extraordinary. At best,
only two of Bass’ 10 items could be considered to
convey this quatity.

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

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

Conger and Kanungo

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

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

assess what resources are available and what con-
straints stand in the way of reatizing future goals,
In addition, the leader must assess the inclinations,
the abilities, the needs, and level of satisfaction
experienced by followers. This evaluation leads to
a second stage: the actual formulation and convey-
ance of goals. Finally, in stage three, the teader
dernonstrates bow these goals can be achieved by
the organization. It i3 along these three stages that
behavioral components unique 1o charismatic lead-
ers can be identified. Conger and Kanungo note
that in reality the stages rarely follow such a
simple linear flow. Instead, most organizations
face ever-changing eavironments, and their leader-
ship must constantly be revising existing goals and
tactics in response to unexpected opportunities or
other environmental changes.

* In terms of the actual behaviors of charismatic
leaders, Conger and Kanungo distinguish charis-
matic leaders from non-charismatic leaders in
stage one by their sensitivity to environmental
constraints and by their ability to identify defi-
ciencies and poorly exploited opportunities in the
status quo. In addition, they are sensitive 10 fol-
lower abilities and needs. In stage twa, it is their
formutation of an idealized future vision and their
extensive use of atticulation and impression man-
agement skilis that sets them apant from other
leaders, Finally, in stage three, it is their deploy-
ment of innovative and unconventional means to
achieve their vision and their use of personal
power to influence followers that are distinguish-
ing characteristics. A more detailed explanation of
each stage follows.

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

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

Because of their emphasis on shortcomings in
the system and 1heir high levels of intolerance for
them, charismatic leaders are always seen as
organizational reformers or entreprencurs. [n other
words, they act as agenls of innovative and radical
change. However, the atiribution of charisma is
dependent not on the outcome of change but
simply on the actions taken to bring about change
or reform.

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

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

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

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

In the final stage of the three slage leadership
process, effective leaders build in followers a
sense of trust in their abilities and expertise. The
charismatic jeader does this by building trust
through personal example and risk taking and
through unconventional expertise, Generally,
leaders are perceived as trustworthy when they
advocate their position in a disinterested manner
and demonstrate a concern for followers’ needs
rather than their own self-interest. However, in
order to be charismatic, leaders must make these
qualities appear extraordinary. They must trans-
form their concern for followers’ needs into a total
dedication and commitinent {0 & common cause
they share and express them in a disinterested
and selfless manner. They must engage in exem-
plary acts that are perceived by followers as
involving great personal risk, cost, and energy
{Friedland, 1964). In this case, personal risk might
include the possible loss of personal finances, the
possibility of being fired or demoted, and the
potential loss of formal or informal status, power,
authority, and credibility. The higher the manifest
persanal cost or sacrifice for the common goal, the
greater is the trustworthiness of a leader. The
more Jeaders are able to demonstrate that they are
indefatigable workers prepared to take on high
personal risks or incur high personal costs in order
to achieve their shared vision, the more they
reflect charisma in the sense of being worthy of
complete trust.

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

House, Shamir et al.

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

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

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

fn terms of details, their theory hypothesizes
that charismatic leadership achieves its motiva-
tional outeomes through at least four mechanisms:
{1} changing foilower perceptions of the nature of
work itself; (2) offering an appealing future vision;
{3} developing a deep coilective identity among

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

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

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

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

Finally, Shamir et al. argue that charismatic
leaders achieve their extraordinary levels of fol-
lower motivation by focusing their efforts on
building follower sclf-esteem and self-worth.
They accomplish this by expressing high expecta-
tions of their followers and simultanecusly greal
confidence in the followers’ abilities to meet these
expectations (Yukl, 1994). This in turn enhances
the perceived self-efficacy of followers. From the
research of Bandura (1986), we know thatl the
sense of self-efficacy can be a source of strong
motivation. For exampie, it has been shown that
individuals with high self-efficacy are more will-
ing to expend greater work effort and to demon-
strate persistence in overcoming obstacles to
achieve their goals. By also fueling a collective
sense of self-efficacy, the charismatic ieader feeds
perceptions of the group that they together accom-
plish tremendous feats. In addition, when collec-
tive self-efficacy is high, members of an
organization are more willing 10 cooperate with
each other in joint efforts to realize their shared
aims (Yukl, 1994),

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

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

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

Follower dynamics

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

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

Conger (1989) noted that there have been two
popular explanations for why followers are
attracted to charismatic leaders. The first centered
on psychoanalytic notions of the ego. Essentially,
the argument poes that followers are attempting to
resolve a conflicl between who they are and what
they wish to become. They accomplish this by
substituting their leader as their ideal, or in
psychoanalytic terms, their ego ideal. Some
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psychoanalysts (e.g. Downton, 1973} trace this
type of need back to an individual’s failure to
mature in adolescence and young adulthood.
Because of absent, oppressive, or weak parents,
individuals may develop a state of identity confu-
sion. Associating emotionally with the charismatic
leader is a means of coping with this confusion
and achieving maturity. Given that the leader is in
essence a substitute parent and model, a powerful
emotional attachment is naturally formed by fol-
lowers. Wishing to garner the leader’s attention
and affection, followers enthusiastically comply
with his wishes. The assumption underlying this
scenario of follower—Ileader dynamics is that fol-
lowers are fuifilling a pathelogical need rather
than a healthy desire tor role models trom whom
1o learn and grow,

The second school of thought is that followers
are attracted to the charismatic leader because of a
more constructive identification with the leadet’s
ahilities, a desire to learn from them, a quest for
personal challenge and growth, and the attractive-
ness of the mission, This, of course, is what the
thecories in the previous section have largely
argued. With Bass (1983), it is the opportunity to
fuilfil higher-order needs. In the Shamir et al.
theory (1993), it is an opportunity to have one's
self-esteem, seif-worth, and self-efficacy enhanced.

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

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

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

Over the fong term, a dileroma naturally occurs
for many followers. As the subordinate sel-worth
is increasingly defined in his relationship 1o the
leader, a precarious dependence is built. Without
the leader’s affirmation, subordinates can feel that
they are underperforming and even failing. In
addition, there are fears of being ostracized. As
one subordinate explained to Conger:

There's a love/hate element [in our relationshipl.
You leve him when you're facused on the same
isseies. You hate him when the contract falls apart.
Either you're part of the team or not ~ there's a
low tolerance for spectators. And oquer & career,
you're in and out. A lot depends upon your effec-
tiveness on the team. You have to build up a lot of
credibility to regain any ground that you've tost.

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

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

The role of context

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

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

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

In terms of the larger environment, the
individual’s first context, a school district, was
one in crisis — confirming the hypothesis that
crisis may indeed facilitate the emergence of char-
ismatic leadership. In contrast, the leader’s second

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It is argued that the three other structures have
internal forces which mitigate against an openness
to innovative leadership. For example, the machine
bureaucracy is dominated by standardized tasks
and work processes. Senior mansagers are obsessed
by a control mindset, and lower-level sanagers are
intent only on implementing operational directives
from above. As such, there is little concern with
innovatior and change, which are potentialty threat-
ening to a tightly orchestraied status guo. In the
professional bureapcracy, professionals dominate
{0 such an extent that management is simply a sup-
port function and marginalized to the role of facili-
tation. In addition, the professionals in these
systems are far less comrmitted to the organization
than to their own work and profession. As a result,
a collective vision is unlikely to be developed either
by these self-centered professionals or by a margin-
alized group of top managers. The divisiona! struc-
ture is atso not conducive. Built around two layers
in which a headquarters operation governs quasi-
autonomous divisions, the focus of the corporate
headquarters is to specify operational goals and
monitor the divisions’ accomplishment of them.
The divisions then are concerned with attaining
operational goals. Pawar and Eastman argue that
since divisional structures are concerned with
operational goals, neither group is likely 1o show
great interest in developing a vision.

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

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

Institutionalization

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

it [charisma] is not to remain a purely transitory
phenomenon, but to take on the character of a
permanent relationship forming a stable cormmu-
nity, it is necessary for the character of charismatic
authority to be radically changed....t cannot
remain stable, but becomes either traditionalized
or rationalized or both. {(Weber [1924] 1847,
p. 364)

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

Instingionalization is ong arca where litule
research has been conducted in the erganizational
titerature. We know almost nothing aboul the
routinization of charismatic leadership. The anly
major study was conducted by Trice and Beyer in
1986. They examined two charvismatic leaders,




98 THE SAGE HANDBOOK OF LEADERSHIP

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

From the standpoint of the business world,
however, it does appear that charisma is a rela-
tively fragile phenomenon in terms of institution-
alization. There are several examples from the
management literature where succession dilem-
mas prevented the routinization of charismatic
leadership (e.g. Bryman, 1992, 1993; Conger,
1588). The charismatic leaders in Conger’s 1989
study have all since departed from their original
organizations due to either promotions, moves to
new organizations, retirement, or in one case,
death. From informal observations, it is clear that
there is little indication of any significant routini-
zation of their charisma in their various organiza-
tons. In & 1993 article, Conger noted that one of
the group—an entrepreneur—had had some sue-
cess in that elements of his original mission,
values, and operating procedures did institational-
ize. But that individual has since left that organi-
zation, and a few years ago it was acquired by a
much lurger firm which has superimposed its own
mission, values, and procedures. Today there is
little evidence of that initial routinization of the
leader’s charisma. The leaders in Conger’s study
who were acting as change agents in large,
bureaucratic organizations had practically no
long-term impact in terms of institutionalizing
their charisma.

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

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

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

Even elements as simple as institutionalized
rituals may therselves become counterproductive
over time. Conger (1993) cited the example of
IBM, which very effectively institutionalized
many of Thomas Watson Sr’s values and tradi-
tions, Several of these would prove maladaptive
only decades later. For instance, Watson’s original
strong emphasis on sales and marketing would
ensure that future company leaders were drawn
{rom these ranks. The price, however, would be in
terms of senior leaders’ failure o adequately
understand the strategic importance of certain new
technologies and software systems, A tradition of
rewarding loyalty through internal prometions
added to the problem. It encouraged inbreeding
around the company’s worldview and simply rein-
forced notions of IBM’s mainframe mentality and
its arrogance. Even simple traditions would lose
their originul meaning and transform themselves
into bureaucratic norms. For example, 1BM’s
traditional corporate dress code of dark suits and
white shirts i3 illustrative. This requirement was
intended by Watson 10 make his salespeople feel
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like executives. If you dressed like an executive,
you would feel like one was Watson’s original
thinking. Indeed, the dress code did buiid pride in
the early days of IBM. Many decades laler, how-
ever, this norm would transtorm into a symbol of
rigidily and conformity. 1t bureaucratized itself as
Weber would have guessed.

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

LIABILITIES OF CHARISMATIC
LEADERSHIP

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

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

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

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

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

In teems of impression management, charismatic
leaders appear prone to exaggerated self-descrip-
tions and claims for their visions that can mislead.
For example, they may present information that
makes their visions appear more feasible or appeal-
ing than they are in reality. They may screen out
looming problems or else foster an illusion of
confrol when things are actually out of control. From
the standpoint of management practices, there are
examples of overly self-confident and unconven-
tional charismatic leaders who create antagonistic
relations with peers and superiors. Some such as
Steven Jobs are known 1o create ‘in’ and ‘oul’
groups within their organizations that promote
dysfunctional rivalries. Others create excessive
dependence on themselves and then alternate
between idealizing and devaluing dependent sub-
ordinates. Many are ineffective administrators,
preferring ‘big picture” activities to routine work.
Finally, as discussed in the section on institution-
alization, charismatic leaders ofien have a difficult
time developing successors. They simply enjoy
the limelight toc much to share it. To find a
replacement who is a peer may be too threatening
for leaders who tend to be so narcissistic,
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Recently, Daniet Sankowsky {1995} has written
about the difemma of charismatic leaders who are
prone to a pathology of narcissism (see Kets de
Vries & Balazs, Chapter 28, this volume).
Specifically, he has proposed a stage model show-
ing how dark-side charismatics implicate their
followers into a cycle of explottation. First, these
leaders offer a grandiose vision and confidenily
encourage followers to accomplish it. Foliowers,
however, soon find themselves in aa untenable
position. Because of their leader’s optimism, they
kave underestimated the constraints facing the
mission as well as the resources they need but cur-
rently lack. As a result, performance inevitably
fulls short of the leader’s high expectations.
Wishing to comply with their leader's wishes,
however, followers continue to strive. Soon their
performance appears substandard as they fall
behind. While initially the leader will blame the
outside world for undermining the mission, their
attention will eventvally turn to the followers,
Conditioned to accept their leader’s viewpoint and
not to challenge it, followers willingly receive the
blame themselves from their leader. The reverse of
the many benefits ascribed to charismatic leaders
then occurs. Instead of building their followers’
self-worth and self-efficacy, they gradually destroy
it and create highly dependent individuals.

CONCLUSIONS

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

REFERENCES

Agle, B.R. & Sannenfeld, J.A. {1994) Charismatic chief execu-
tive officers: Are they more effective? An empirical test of

charismatic leadership theory. Academy of Management
Best Papers Proceedings, 2-6.

Avolio, B. & Yamarine, F.}. {1990) Operationalizing charis-
matic leadership using a levels of analysis framework, The
Leadership Quarterly, 1, 193-208,

Bandura, A. {1986} Secial foundations of thought and action:
a social-cognitive view, Englewood Cliffs, NI: Prentice Hall,

Bass, B. M. (1970} When planning for others. Journal of
Applied Behavioral Science,8. 151-171.

Bass, B.M. (1985} Leadership and performance beyond expec-
tations. New York: Free Press.

Bass, B.M. {1990} Bass and Stogdili's handbock of leadership:
Theory, research and managerial expectations (3rd Ed.).
New York: Free Press.

Bass, B, M. & Avolio, B. {1993} Transformational leadership: a
response o critiques . In MM, Chemers & R. Ayman (eds),
Leadership theory and research; perspectives and direc-
tions. New York: Academic Press.

Bass, B.M. & Yammarino, £.1.(1988} Leadership: dispositional
and situational. (ONR Tech Rep Mo 1}. Binghamton, NY:
State University of New York, Center for Leadership
Studies.

Bennis, W.G. & Nanus, B. {1985) Leaders: the strategies for
taking charge. New York, Harper & Row.

Berlew, D.E. (1974} Leadership and organizational excite-
ment. California Management Review, 17, 21-30

Biggart, N.W. (1989) Charismatic capitafism: direct selling
organizations it America. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago
Press.

Blau, P.M. (1963} Exchange and power in social fife, New
York: Wiley.

Boal, K.B. & Bryson, J.M. {1988} Charismatic leadership: a
phenomenolagical and structural approach. In LG, Hunt,
B. R. Baliga, H.

Beyman, A, (1992} Charisma and leadership in organizations.
Londom: Sage.

Bryman, A. {(1993) Charismatic leadership in business organi-
zations: Some neglected issues. The Leadership Quarterly,
4 (3/4), 289-304.

Burns, J.M. {1978} Leadership. New York: Harper,

Cell, C.P. {1974) Charismatic heads of state: the social con-
text. Behavioral Science Research, 4, 255-305.

Chinay, E. (1961} Society. New York: Random House.

Conger, J.A. (1985) Charismatic leadership in husiness: an
exploration siudy. Unpublished dactoral dissertation,
Schoo! of Business Administration, Harvard University.

Conger, JA. and Kanungo, R.N. {1992) Perceived behavioral
atiributes of charismatic leadership. Canadian Journal of
Behavioral Science, 24,86-102,

Conger, LA. {1989) The charismatic leader: beyond the mys-
tique of exceptionaf feadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Conger, J.A. {1993} Max Weber's conceptualization of charis-
matic authority: its influence on organizational research.
The Leadership Quarterly, 4 (3/4), 277-288.

Conger, JA. & Kanungo R.N. (1987) Towards a behavioral
theory of charismatic leadership in organizational settings.
Academy of Management Review, 12, 637-647.

Conger, JLA. & Kanungo, RN, {1999) Charismatic leadership
fn organizations. Thousand Qaks, CA; Sage,




CHARISMATIC LEADERSHIP 101

Conger, J. A. {1990) The dark side of leadership. Organizational
Dynamics, 19 {2), 44-55.

Dachler, P. & Schriesheim, C.A. (eds), Emerging feadership
vistas. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, pp. 1-28.

DeGroot, T., Kiker, D.S., & Cross, T.C. {2000} A meta-analysis
to review organizational outcomes related to charismatic
leadership. Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences,
17(4), 356-372.

Deluga, R.J. (1995) The relationship between attributional
charismatic teadership and organizational climate behav-
ior. Journat of Applied Psychology, 25(18), 1652-1669.

Dow, T.E. (1969} A theory of charisma. Sociaf Quarterly, 10,
306-318.

Downton, LV. (1973} Rebe! leadership. New York: Free
Press.

Freemesser, G.F. & Kaplan, H.B. {1976} Self-attitudes and
deviant behavior: the case of the charismatic religious
rovement. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, (1), 1-8,

Friedland, W.H. {1964} For a sociological concept of charisma.
Social Forces, 43, 18-26.

Friedrich, -C.J. {1961) Political ieadership and the probtem of
the charismatic power. Joumnal of Folitics, 23, 3-24.

Galanter, M. (1982} Charismatic religious sects and psychia-
try: an overview. American Journal of Psychiatry, 139(2),
1539-1548.

Graen, G, & Scandura, T. (1887) Towards a psychology of
dyadic organizing. In B.M. Staw & L.L. Cummings (eds},
Hater, J.J. & Bass, 8., (1988} Superiois” evaluations and sub-
ordinates’ perceptions of transformational and transactional

teadership. Journal of Apolied Psychology, 73 €95-702,

House, R.J. {1977 A 1976 theory of Charismatic leadership.
In ).G. Hunt & L1, larson {eds), leadership: the cutting
edge. Carbondale,I: Southern lllingis University Press.

House, R.J. and Mitchell T.R. {1974) Path-goal theory of lead-
ership. Contemporary Business, 3, 81-98.

House, R.J. & Dessler, G. {1974} The path-goal theory of
leadarship: some post hoe and a prieri tests, In .G, Hunt &
L.L. Larson {eds), Contingency approaches to leadership,
Carbondale, IL: Southern Iltinois University Press,

House, R.J. & Shamir, B. (1993) Toward the integration of
wransformational, charismatic, and visionary theories. in M.
Chemmers & R. Ayman (eds), Leadership theory and
research perspectives and directions. Orlando, FL: Academic
Press, pp. 577-594,

House, R.)., Spangler, W.D., & Woycke, J. (1991) Personality
and charisma in the US presidency: a psycholagical theory
of leader effectiveness. Administrative Science Quarterly,
36, 364-3%6.

Howell, .M. {1988) Two faces of charisma: Socialized and
personalized leadership in organizations. In J.A. Conger
and R.N. Kanungo {Eds) Charismatic leadership: The
elusive factor in organizational effectiveness. {pp. 213-236).
San Francisca: lossey Bass.

Howell, J. M., & Frost, P. (1989) A laboratory study of charis-
matic leadership. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 43, 243-269,

Howell, J.M. & Higgins, C.A. (1990) Champions of techno-
legical innovation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 35,
317-41.

Howell, ). M. and Avolio, B.), (1993) Transformatiana! leader-
ship, transactional leadership, loss of control, and support
for innovation: Key prediciors of consolidated business unit
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 891-902

Hunt, 1.G. {1991} Leadership: a new synthesis. Newbury Park,
CA: Sage.

Jahoda, M. {1981} Werk employment and unemployment:
values, theories and approaches in social research,
American Psychologist, 36, 184-191.

kanter, R.M. {1967) Commitment and sodial organization: a
study of commitment mechanisms in utopian communities.
American Sociolpgical Review, 33(4), 499-517.

Kanter, R.M. (1979) Power failures in management dircuits.
Harvard Business Review, 57, 65-75.

Katz, ). & Xahn, R.L. {1978} The sacial psychology of organiza-
tions, New York: Wiley.

Kets de Vries, M.F.R. {1988} Origins of charisma: ties that bind
the leader and the led. In LA. Conger & R.N. Kanungo
{eds}, Charismatic leadership: the elusive factor in organi-
zational effectiveness. San Francisco; Jossey-Bass.

Khurana, R. {2002) Searching for a corporate savior: the irra-
tional quest for charismatic CEOs, Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.

Kirkpatrick, S.A. {1992) Decomposing charismatic leadership:
The effects of [eader content and procession follower per-
formance, attitudes, and perceptions. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of Maryland, College Park.

Kirkpatrick, S.A. & Locke, E.A. (1996) Direct and indirect
effects of three core charismatic leadership components on
performance and attitudes. Journal of Applied Psychology,
81, 36-51.

Koene, H., Pennings, H., & Schrender, M. {1991} Leadership,
cufture, and organizational effectiveness. Boulder, CO:
Center for Creative Leadership.

Koh, W.L., Terborg, J.R. & Steers, R.M. (1991} The impact of
transformational leaders on organizational commitment,
organizational citizenship behavior, teacher satisfaction
and student performance in Singapore. Miami, FL: Academy
of Management Meetings.

Locke, E., Kirkpatrick, S., Wheeler, 1.X., et al, {1991} The
essence of leatlership. New York: Lexington Books.

Lodahl, A. (1982) Crisis in values and the success of the
Unificatton Church. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Cornell University, Ithaca, NY.

Loewenstein, K. {1966) Max Weber's pofitical ideas in the
perspective of our time. Amherst, MA: University of
Massachusetts Press.

McClelland, D.C. (1985} Human metivation. Glenview, IL:
Scott Foresman.

Marcus, 1.7, {1961} Transcendence and charisma. Western
Political Quarterly, 14{March), 236-241,

meindl, §. & Lerner, M.J. {1983) The heroic motive: some
experimental demonstrations. Journal of Experimental
Pspchology, 19, 1-20.

Mintzberg, H. (1979) The structuring of organizations.
Englewaod Cliffs, MJ: Prentice Hall.

Neilson, E. 1986. Empowerment strategies; balancing author-
ity and responsibility. In 5. Srivastra {ed.), Executive power.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.




102 THE SAGE HANDBOOK OF LEADERSHIP

Pawar, B.S. & Eastman, K.K. {1997) The nature and implica-
tions of contextual influences on transformational leader-
ship: a conceptual examination. Academy of Management
Review, 22; 80-109,

Pettigrew, A.M. {1992).

Podsakoff, Toder, & Skov. {1982) Eifects of leader contingent
and noncontingent reward and punishment behaviors on
subardinate performance and satisfaction. Academy of
Management Journal 25, 810-821,

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Moorman, R, H, and Fetter,
R. {1990} Transformational leader behaviors and their
effects on followers’ trust in leader, satisfaction, and
organizational citizenship behaviors. The Leadership
Quarterly, 1, 107-142.

Prentice, D.A, (1987} Psychological correspondence of posses-
sions, attitudes and values, Journal of Personality and
Social Psychalogy, 53(6), 993-1003,

Puffer, S.M. (1990} Attributions of charismatic leadership: the
impact of decision style, outcome, and observer character-
istics. The Leadership Quarterly, 1, 177-192,

Roberts, N.C. & Bradley, R.T, {1388} Limits of charisma. In
J.A. Conger & R.N. Kanungo (eds), Charismatic feadership:
the elusive factor in organizational effectiveness. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Salancik, G.R. (1977} Commitment and the control of orgarti-
zational behavior and belief. In BM, Staw and
G.R. Safancik {eds.), New directions in organizational
behavior. Chicago: St. Clair, pp.1-54.

Sankowsky, D. (1995) The charismatic leader as narcissist:
understanding the abuse of power. Organizational
Dynamics, 57-71.

Sashkin, M. (1988) The visionary leader. In J.A. Conger and
RM. Kanungo (eds.), Charismatic jeadership: The efusive
factor in organizational effectiveness. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Sharnir, B. (1992) Attribution of infizence and charisma to the
teader: the romance of leadership revisited, Joumnal of
Applied Sociaf Psychology, 22(5), 386-407.

Shamir, B. {1995) Social distance and charisma: theoretical
notes and an exploratory study. The Leadership Quarterly,
6{1), 19-47,

Shamir, B., House, R, & Arthur, M.B, (1993} The motivation
effects of charismatic leadership: a self-concept based
theary, Organization Science, 4(4), 584,

Snyder, M. & Ickes, W. (1985) Personality and social behavior,
In G. Lindzey & E. Aronson (eds), Handbook of sociaf psy-
chology. New York: Random House, pp. 883-947,

Thampsen, LD. (1967} Organizations in action. New York:
McGraw-Hill,

Toth, M.A. {1981) The theary of the two charisma. Wash ingten,
D University Press of America,

Trice, H.M, & Beyer, LM. (1986) Charisma and its routiniza-
tion in two social movement organizations. Journal of
Ccciipational Behavior, 7, 125-138.

Walster, E., Aronson, 0., & Abrahams, D. {1966) On increas-
ing the persuasiveness of a low prestige communicator,
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 2,325-342.

Weber, M. {(1947) The theary of social and economic organiza-
tions (A.M. Henderson & T. Parsons, trans.; T. Parsons,
ed.). New York: Free Press.

Weber, M. (1968} £conomy and society {1925) {3 vols. ed.).
New Yark: Bedminster.

Willner, AR, (1984) The spellbinders: charismatic political
feadership. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Wilson, B.R. (1975) The noble savages: the primitive origins of
charisma and its contemporary survival. Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press,

Yukl, G. {1994) Leadership in organizations, 3rd edn,
Englewood Cliffs, NI Prentice-Hall.

Zaleznik, A. & Kets de Vries, M. {1975) Power and the
corporate mind, Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin,




