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Over the last decade and a half, the topic areas of charismatic and transformational leadership
in organizational settings have undergone a significant evolution in terms of both theory develop-
ment and empirical investigations. As a result, our knowledge about these leadership forms has
deepened, and there are several dominant theories that are now established paradigms in the
leadership field. At the same time, despite advances, there are numerous dimensions of these
leadership forms about which we still know very little. Given this moment in the field’s evolution,
it is only appropriate that we take stock of where we have been and where we need to go into
the future. We therefore provide an overview of the evolution of charismatic and transformational
leadership in organizations. We examine progress along the following dimensions: 1) leader
behaviors and their effects; 2) follower dispositions and dependency dynamics; 3) contextual
factors; 4) institutionalization and succession forces; and 5) the liabilities of charismatic and
transformational leaders.

Though it seems surprising today, only a decade and a half ago the fields of transfor-
mational and charismatic leadership in organizational settings were in their infancy.
Bass (1985), Bennis and Nanus (1986), Kouzes and Posner (1987) and Tichy and
Devanna (1986) had just published their books on the subject of transformational
leaders—moving the field of organizational leadership towards a greater interest
in senior leaders who were change agents. Their work was only the beginning of a
wave of research that would soon swell in size. At the same time, if transformational
leadership was the new darling of the field, charismatic leadership, on the other
hand, appeared stuck in the shadows. While Berlew (1974), House (1977), and a
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few others had published rudimentary theories on charismatic leadership in organi-
zations the prior decade their work had sparked little interest among leadership
scholars at the time. For example, a decade later, when I edited the volume Charis-
matic Leadership with Rabi Kanungo in 1988, we commented:

The topic has actually suffered from a serious lack of attention. To put its
neglect in perspective, we turn to Stogdill’s Handbook of Leadership (Bass,
1981), which is considered the reference book on leadership studies. Combing
through the more than 5,000 studies included in the handbook, only a dozen
references to charismatic leadership are to be found. This is an ironic and
disheartening discovery given the profound impact of charismatic leaders

(p. 12).

By the late 1980s and early 1990s, however, something happened. House returned
to the field as did a cast of new leadership scholars, including me. We began to
build more comprehensive theories and to undertake empirical research on the
topic. The neglected sibling of transformational leadership soon began to attract
attention, and in a reasonably compact period of time a body of research had
developed. The two leadership forms soon became twins of almost equal stature—so
much so that by many they are assumed to be practically identical twins.

For all of us starting out on these topics in the 1980s, what has been most
surprising is the number of empirical studies that have since appeared on both
subjects. Prior to the early 1990s, most of the scholarship in charismatic leadership
in organizations had been largely theoretical in nature with few empirical investiga-
tions. The study of transformational leadership in organizations, with the exception
of Bass, had been largely case-based, and the typical publishing outlet was books
(e.g., Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Kouzes & Posner, 1987; Tichy & Devanna, 1986).

By the late 1990s, dozens of empirical investigations on charismatic and transfor-
mational leadership in organizations have since been conducted. As Shamir and
associates (1993) have pointed out, the research has involved a wide range of
samples such as middle and lower level managers (Bass & Yammarino, 1988;
Conger & Kanungo, 1994, 1997, 1998; Deluga, 1995; Hater & Bass, 1988; Koene
et al., 1991); senior executives (Agle, 1993; Agle & Sonnenfeld, 1994; Conger, 1985,
1989; Conger & Kanungo, 1998); U.S. Presidents (Deluga 1998; House, Spangler, &
Woycke, 1991); educational administrators (Koh et al., 1991; Roberts & Bradley,
1988; Sashkin, 1988); military cadets/soldiers and unit leaders (Atwater, Camobreco,
Dionne, Avolio, & Lou, 1997; Curphy, 1990; Koene et al., 1991; Howell & Avolio,
1993; Shamir et al., 1998; Waldman & Ramirez, 1993); and students who were
laboratory subjects (Howell & Frost, 1989; Kirkpatrick, 1992; Kirkpatrick & Locke,
1996; Puffer, 1990; and Shamir, 1992, 1995). In addition, both leadership forms have
been explored using a wide variety of research methods. For example, there have
been field surveys (Conger & Kanungo, 1992, 1994, 1997; Hater & Bass, 1988;
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman & Fetter, 1990); laboratory experiments (How-
ell & Frost, 1989; Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1996; Puffer 1990); content analyses of
interviews and observation (Conger, 1985, 1989; Conger & Kanungo, 1998; Howell &
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Higgins, 1990); and analyses of historical archival information (Deluga 1998; Shamir,
Arthur, & House, 1994; Chen & Meindl, 1991; House, Spangler, & Woycke, 1991).

Given the recent growth of research on these topics, this article aims to take
stock of our progress over the last decade and to suggest directions for the future.
The goal is to identify both advances and remaining gaps in our knowledge about
charismatic and transformational leadership in organizations. I will set the stage,
however, by briefly describing why I believe interest in charismatic and transforma-
tional leadership “took off” in the mid to late 1980s and not sooner, despite some
initial interest.

BACKGROUND FORCES DRIVING THE GROWTH OF INTEREST

As I'look back over the evolution of the fields of charismatic and transformational
leadership in organizational settings, it appears that a significant portion of the
interest has been shaped by a small group of scholars, some of whom have been
in the leadership field for several decades. These include people such as Bernard
Bass and Robert House, and a small group of newer scholars to the field—individuals
such as myself, Mike Arthur, Bruce Avolio, Jane Howell, Rabi Kanungo, Boas
Shamir, Fran Yammarino, and others. In large part, we all appear to share a deep
curiosity about exemplary forms of leadership and their influence on followers and
organizational adaptation. I suspect we also share a general dissatisfaction with the
earlier models of leadership which have seemed too narrow and simplistic to explain
leaders in change agent roles.

At the same time, we have most likely been influenced by larger forces—the
primary one being the globally competitive business environment. Here I am refer-
ring to the rise in the 1980s of the Asian economic powers such as Japan and the
Little Dragons as well as European players like Germany who like a tidal wave
undermined the market dominance of North American companies. This not only
had a dramatic impact on American industry, but it in turn influenced research on
many fronts within business schools.

From the perspective of the world of commerce, a more competitive world forced
many corporations to radically reinvent themselves after enjoying several decades
of what in hindsight appears to have been relative stability. As companies attempted
to adapt, they discovered that the process of reinvention was extremely difficult.
For example, rarely did company insiders possess the courage and change manage-
ment skills needed to orchestrate large scale transformations. It appeared that the
leadership talent necessary for such undertakings was essentially in short supply.

A second dilemma facing these organizations was employee commitment. In the
midst of their change efforts, companies resorted to extensive downsizing as well
as to new organizational arrangements such as flatter hierarchies and strategic
business units. While often improving bottom-line performance, these initiatives
took their toll on worker satisfaction and empowerment. In the process, the old
social contract of long-term employment in return for employee loyalty was broken.
The net result was disenfranchisement for many in the workforce. This occurred
just at the moment when corporations were demanding ever greater performance
and commitment from employees. For companies, the challenge became a question
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of how to orchestrate transformational change while simultaneously building em-
ployee morale and commitment—a seemingly contradictory endeavor.

I believe these important events in the business world had a direct impact on
the study of leadership in organizations. For one, it turned attention towards senior
leaders presumably because these individuals possessed the power and resources
to more effectively implement significant organizational transformations in contrast
to junior managers. Second, the majority of organizational scholars who studied
leadership were housed within business schools. Therefore it was quite natural to
be very alert to these twin challenges of leadership—the ability to ensure both
organizational adaptation and workforce empowerment (a parallel can be drawn
with the field of political science during the 1960s and 1970s when the flowering
of research interest in charismatic leadership coincided with the appearance of
democracies in post-colonial Africa: Many of the newly elected leaders were charis-
matic leaders). Simultaneously, scholars would also feel a need to explain why so
many organizations had been slow to change and why turnaround efforts were often
unsuccessful. To answer these issues, researchers turned to a simple dichotomy.
Managers and leaders were different. We had too many of the former; too few of
the latter (Kotter, 1988, 1990; Zaleznik, 1990).

Up to this point in time, leadership researchers had rarely drawn a clear distinc-
tion between the roles of leading and managing. The idea that leadership and
management might stand for different phenomenon or roles or activities was a
novel one. Not even in its selection of candidates for study had the leadership field
discriminated between the two notions. Instead it was assumed that anyone in a
position of authority was essentially in a “leadership role” (Heifetz, 1994). This
problem continues to this day in the transformational leadership literature where
the term “transactional leader”—rather than a “transactional manager or supervi-
sor”—is used to describe all who lack or are weak in transformational ability, but
who are strong on the transactional components. This terminology reinforces the
old notion that formal positions of authority are always leadership positions.

The earliest appearance of a distinction drawn between leading and managing
of which I am aware can be traced back to the mid-1970s (Zaleznik & Kets de
Vries, 1975). By the 1980s, entire schools of leadership researchers, knowingly or
not, had embraced Zaleznik and Kets de Vries’ notions constructing their models
of leadership around contrasts with the role of management—these schools were
termed the New Leadership School by Bryman (1992) and the Neo-charismatic
Paradigm by House (1995). They argued that the inability of North American
corporations to adapt to a changing world could be traced back largely to organiza-
tions directed by too much management and too little leadership. A severe shortage
of leadership talent, it was thought, was at the heart of the problem (Bennis &
Nanus, 1985; Kotter, 1988). While this position would be challenged by writers such
as Nadler and Tushman (1990), this viewpoint continues to be popular.

Soon after Zaleznik and Kets de Vries’ (1975) distinction between leading from
managing was published, political scientist James McGregor Burns published his
book Leadership (1978) proposing his now famous typology of “transformational”
and “transactional” leaders. Many scholars in the organizational leadership field
would in essence “translate” these terms into the roles of leadership (transforma-
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tional leadership) and management (transactional leadership). For example, Bennis
and Nanus (1985) commented: “Management typically consists of a set of contrac-
tual exchanges, ‘you do this job for that reward,” ... ‘a bunch of agreements or
contracts.” What gets exchanged is not trivial: jobs, security, money. The result, at
best, is compliance; at worst, you get a spiteful obedience. The end result of the
leadership we have advanced is completely different: it is empowerment. Not just
higher profits and wages ... but an organizational culture that helps employees
generate a sense of meaning in their work and a desire to challenge themselves to
experience success” (p. 218).

In the 1980s, Burns’ ideas would naturally have great appeal to organizational
theorists grappling with issues of organizational change and empowerment—
especially Bass (1995). The “transformational leader” model spoke to both of these
issues. After all, these were leaders concerned about transforming the existing order
of things, as well as directly addressing their followers’ needs for meaning and
personal development. Charisma would simultaneously make its appearance. Cer-
tain researchers postulated that charisma was one of several distinguishing attributes
of leaders who served in transformational roles (Bass, 1985; Weber, 1947; Zaleznik &
Kets de Vries, 1975). For others, it was felt that charismatic leadership was the
most exemplary form that transformational leaders could assume (Conger & Ka-
nungo, 1987, 1998; Conger, 1989a).

The “transformational” model soon took hold and in essence has become a
normative theory for the field. Perhaps in a need to villify the more instrumental side
of management represented by downsizing and motivational approaches employing
more extrinsic rewards and contractual arrangements, the “transactional” term has
at times been applied in a somewhat derogatory way to the activity of managing.
To be transformational was to be a leader. To be purely transactional was to be
the calculating manager. The heroic leader had returned—reminiscent of the days
of “great man” theories—with a humanistic twist given the transformational leader’s
strong orientation towards the development of others.

Transformational leadership had gained such momentum that it would be some-
time before a greater appreciation would develop for the value of transactional
behavior by itself (see Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996; Nadler & Tush-
man, 1990). In addition, and somewhat surprisingly, the contributions of contingency
theorists (e.g. Friedler, 1967; Vroom & Yetton, 1973) to our understanding of
leadership would little impact upon this body of research. Transformational leader-
ship was applicable to most situations. Even along its individual dimensions, there
was little suggestion that the need for these might vary by situation. Transforma-
tional leader’s twin, charisma, on the other hand, did not fully suffer the same coup
de foudre (French for “love at first sight”). While charisma’s advocates saw it as a
remarkable form of leadership, they were also aware that charisma had revealed
a frightening dark side throughout history. Nonetheless, most of us focused our
attention on the positive face of charisma. Contingency notions were simplistic—
conditions of crisis, significant change were best suited for charismatic leadership.

With this as our backdrop, I will turn our attention to the principle streams of
research that have emerged over the past decade. My aim is to provide an overview
of the research contributions to date and from there to identify the areas where
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our knowledge still remains shallow. Interestingly, despite the dozens of research
studies that have been conducted, the vast majority of these investigations examine
just three models (e.g., Bass, 1985; Bass & Avolio, 1993; Conger & Kanungo, 1988,
1998; Conger, 1985, 1989; House, 1977; Shamir et al., 1993). As is often typical with
research in the social sciences, new streams of theory and research are initiated by
a few individuals. Whether a particular stream gains momentum and becomes an
established field of study is largely dependent upon the energy and persistent of
the “founding scholars” in studying their own theories. It is also dependent on their
ability to recruit other scholars and doctoral students to join them in the journey.
The research streams of charismatic and transformational leadership have been
lucky in this regard. Their researchers have not only been persistent and productive,
but they have also been good recruiters.

CONTRIBUTIONS FROM ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR:
WHERE WE HAVE BEEN, WHERE WE NEED TO GO

Here I organize my discussion of the existing research within the field of organiza-
tional behavior around a framework consisting of the following leadership dimen-
sions: (1) leader behaviors and their effects; (2) follower dispositions and depen-
dency dynamics; (3) contextual factors; (4) institutionalization and succession forces;
and (5) liabilities of charismatic and transformational leaders. I then describe how
theory and research have evolved and simultaneously what has been overlooked.

Leader Behaviors and Their Effects

Both the greatest amount of theory development as well as empirical research
on charismatic and transformational leadership has been in the area of leader
behaviors and, to a lesser extent, on follower effects. This is due largely to the
backgrounds of the most active researchers, almost all of whom have a strong
behavioral orientation. While there have been a number of individuals studying
either transformational or charismatic leaders (e.g., Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Kotter,
1990; Kouzes & Posner, 1987; Locke et al., 1991; Sashkin, 1988; Tichy & Devanna,
1986), I will focus on three clusters of researchers and their models in this section.
My aim is not to be “encyclopedic,” but rather to examine the dominant academic
models in some depth.

I have chosen these three research groups based on the fact that they have
undertaken the greatest amount of investigative work. The three clusters include
the work of: (1) Bernard Bass, Bruce Avolio, and their colleagues; (2) Rabindra
Kanungo and me, and recently Sanjay Menon; and (3) Robert House, Boas Shamir,
Jane Howell, Michael Arthur, and their colleagues. I have chosen not to provide
an exhaustive discussion of the individual theories assuming some reader familiarity.
In-depth descriptions and overviews are provided in a number of sources (e.g., Bass
1985; Bass & Avolio 1993; Bryman, 1992; Conger & Kanungo, 1988, 1998; Shamir
etal., 1993; Yukl, 1998). The basic contents of the three theories are first summarized
and then compared to one another:
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Bass and Avolio: transformational leadership

Bass and later his colleague Avolio essentially built upon Burns’ notion of
“transformational leadership” with a similar model for organizational leaders. As
Bryman (1992, pp. 97-98) has pointed out, their model does go further conceptually
than Burns’ original model. Bass conceptualized the transactional and transforma-
tional dimensions as separate, whereas Burns had defined them as two ends of a
spectrum. For Bass, therefore, a leader could be both transformational and transac-
tional. In addition, Bass was determined to more precisely identify the actual
behaviors that these leaders demonstrated along the two dimensions.

At the heart of the model is the notion that transformational leaders motivate
their followers to commit to and to realize performance outcomes that exceed their
expectations. Three principal leadership processes are involved (Bass, 1985) in
achieving such outcomes: (1) these leaders heighten followers’ awareness about the
importance and value of designated goals and the means to achieve them; (2) they
induce followers to transcend their self-interests for the good of the collective and
its goals; and (3) they stimulate and meet their followers’ higher order needs through
the leadership process and the mission.

Bass was the first organizational scholar to operationalize the transformational
leadership model into a measurement instrument. As a result, we see more studies
employing his scale than any of the other models proposed to date. He and his
colleague Bruce Avolio have also been persistent and productive researchers. By
retaining Burn’s original terminology and not employing the term “charismatic
leadership,” I believe they also broadened the appeal of their model in contrast to the
two charismatic leadership models described below. The term “transformational” is
less value-laden than “charismatic leadership,” and the values it does convey are
positive ones—especially around organizational adaptation and human develop-
ment. To the business world, the term “charismatic leadership,” on the other hand,
is often perceived to describe an esoteric and rarer form of leadership. Few managers
and executives would see charisma as a necessary quality to be effective in contrast
to transformational capability.

Though the transformational leadership model’s components have evolved some-
what since Bass’ original 1985 publication, the changes have been relatively limited.
For example, the component of inspiration which was originally treated as a subfac-
tor within the charismatic leadership dimension is today a “stand alone” component
(Bass & Avolio, 1993). As such, today four behavioral components make up the
dimensions of transformational leadership: (1) charisma or idealized influence; (2)
inspiration; (3) intellectual stimulation; and (4) individualized consideration. In
contrast to the other theories, charisma is a separate component and is defined in
terms of both the leader’s behavior (such as role modeling) and the followers’
reactions (such as trust, respect, and admiration for the leader’s ability) (Bass &
Avolio, 1993). Yukl’s article in this issue lays out some of the dilemmas associated
with the model and its measurement so I will not go into great depth here.

Once the model was established, Bass and his colleagues directed their efforts
towards the development of their measures (the LBDQ and the MLQ) and their
application in research investigations. As noted above, this is due in large part to
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Bass’ much earlier development of a measurement scale (Bass, 1985) and to his
personal interests in quantitative measurement (Bass, 1995). Paradoxically, as Bry-
man (1992) has noted, while Bass’s model is assumed to have important implications
for business, only a small portion of the studies have been conducted in companies.
From reviews by Bryman (1992) and Yukl (1997), it is clear that both of the
measures have methodological shortcomings.

For example, Bass’s measure of charisma itself may be a bit flawed. Vision is
treated as a component of inspiration, rather than charismatic leadership. Yet the
majority of the literature in the field sees vision as a component of charismatic
leadership. Furthermore, Max Weber believed that the basis for charismatic leader-
ship was a perception by followers that their leader was extraordinary. At best,
only two of Bass’s ten measurement items could be considered to convey this
quality. Since both of the measures are based on subordinate-ratings, there are
potential problems of contamination by implicit leadership theories. Bass and
Avolio themselves 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 respondents’ ratings of their leader’s
behavior are affected by their knowledge of the leader’s effectiveness. In other
words, perceptions of effectiveness may result in heightened attributions of leader-
ship despite reality.

Finally, contextual variables or differences are largely overlooked—a problem
to a varying extent for all three of the dominant theories. This situation reflects
Bass’ (1997) belief in the universality of transformational leadership which stems
from his experiences using the MLQ across differing cultures and presumably
different organizational levels. It is interesting to note, however, that in Bass’s
earliest work (1985) he speculated that the appearance of transformational leader-
ship might be contingent upon certain organizational contexts: “We speculate that
transformational leadership is most likely to appear in organic organizations where
goals and structures are unclear, but where warmth and trust are high, members
are highly educated and are expected to be creative. On the other hand, transactional
leadership is most likely to appear in mechanistic organizations where goals and
structures are clear and/or where members work under formal contracts” (p. 158).

There has also been some confusion as to the essential differences between the
transformational leadership model and the two models of charismatic leadership
described below. As Bryman (1992) points out, the Bass model is built around the
leader who articulates a vision that inspires followers and who engages in behaviors
that build intense loyalty and trust, empowerment, and unconventional perspectives.
As we shall see, these dimensions overlap considerably with those postulated by
charismatic leadership theories. This is especially true given the important role of
charisma in the Bass model. For example, in their empirical studies (e.g., Avolio &
Yammarino, 1990; Bass, 1985; Hater & Bass, 1988; Yammarino & Bass, 1990), the
component of charisma generally has the strongest correlation of any of the model’s
dimensions with subordinates’ ratings of leadership effectiveness and their own
satisfaction. It is clearly the most influential. In the section comparing the theories,
I discuss this particular issue in some depth.
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Conger and Kanungo’s behavioral model

The Conger/Kanungo model builds upon the idea that charismatic leadership is
an attribution based on followers’ perceptions of their leader’s behavior. The leader-
ship role behaviors displayed by an individual make them (in the eyes of followers)
not only a task leader or a social leader but also a charismatic or non-charismatic
leader. The leader’s observed behavior can be interpreted by his or her own follow-
ers as expressions of charismatic qualities which are seen as part of the leader’s
inner disposition or personal style of interacting with followers. These dispositional
attributes are inferred from the leader’s observed behavior in the same way as other
styles of leadership that have been identified previously (Blake & Mouton, 1964;
Fiedler, 1967; Hersey & Blanchard, 1977). In this sense, charisma is considered an
additional inferred dimension of leadership behavior or an additional leadership role.

In contrast to the Bass/Avolio and House/Shamir and associates’ theories, we
choose a stage model of charismatic leadership which involves a process of moving
organizational members from an existing present state toward some future state.
Given space limitations, I include only a brief synopsis of the theory here (for more
details, see Conger & Kanungo, 1998).

In the initial stage, the leader critically evaluates the existing situation or status
quo and the inclinations, abilities, needs and level of satisfaction experienced by
followers. Such assessments, while not a distinguishing feature of charismatic lead-
ers, are nonetheless particularly important for these leaders because they often
assume high risks by advocating radical change. Thus, instead of launching a course
of action as soon as a vision is formulated, a leader’s environmental assessment
may dictate that he or she prepare the ground and wait for an appropriate time
and place, and/or for the availability of resources. It is presumed that many a time
charisma has faded due to a lack of sensitivity for the environment.

In this stage, what distinguishes charismatic from non-charismatic leaders is the
charismatic leaders’ ability to actively search out existing or potential shortcomings
in the status quo. Because of their emphasis on deficiencies or poorly exploited
opportunities in marketplaces or in their organizations, charismatic leaders are
always seen as organizational reformers or entrepreneurs. In other words, they act
as agents of innovative and radical change.

The assessment stage leads to a second one: the actual formulation and convey-
ance of goals. We assert that charismatic leaders can be distinguished from others
by the strategic visions they formulate and by the manner in which they articulate
them. Here the word vision refers to some idealized goal that the leader wants the
organization to achieve in the future. The idealized (and therefore discrepant)
vision makes such leaders admirable persons deserving of respect and worthy of
identification and imitation by the followers. Moreover, the greater the discrepancy
of the vision from the status quo, the more likely is the attribution that the leader
has extraordinary vision, not just an ordinary goal. In addition, by presenting a
very discrepant and idealized goal to followers, a leader provides a sense of challenge
and a motivating force for change.

In contrast to Bass and Avolio (1993), Shamir and associates (1993), and Gardner
and Avolio (1998), Kanungo and Conger (1998) argued along with Locke (1998)
that the vision itself may be formulated largely out of opportunities in the external
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environment—particularly in the case of business leaders. For example, Bill Gates
of Microsoft and Sam Walton of Walmart, did not test out their visions with their
employees nor was their mission framed by first determining valued aspects of their
followers’ self-concepts and needs. Enlisting subordinate commitment by taking
into account their needs and values may instead come after the vision has been
formulated, not necessarily beforehand. Moreover, the leaders themselves may not
be the sole nor original source of the vision (Conger & Kanungo, 1998).

Similar to the other two theories, however, vision by itself in our model is
insufficient. It must also be effectively articulated which involves two separate
processes: articulation of the context and articulation of the leader’s motivation to
lead. The charismatic’s verbal messages construct reality such that only the positive
features of the future vision and only the negative features of the status quo are
emphasized. The vision is therefore presented in clear specific terms as the most
attractive and attainable alternative—the aim is to create among followers a disen-
chantment 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. In articulating their motivation to lead, the leader employs
modes of action, both verbal and non-verbal, to demonstrate their convictions, self-
confidence, and dedication to materialize what they advocate and to show concern
for followers’ needs.

Finally, in stage three, the leader builds trust in the goals and demonstrates how
these goals can be achieved. This is achieved through personal example, risk taking,
and unconventional expertise. These qualities are made to appear extraordinary
by the leader’s demonstrating a total dedication and commitment to the cause and
vision and by engaging in exemplary acts that are perceived by followers as involving
great personal risk, cost, and energy (Friedland, 1964).

Like Bass and Avolio, we have also tested the empirical validity of the hypothe-
sized relationships in our model and operationalized our theoretical constructs
into a measurement instrument. Through a series of empirical studies (Conger &
Kanungo, 1992; Conger & Kanungo, 1994; Conger, Kanungo, Menon, & Mathur
1997; Conger & Kanungo, 1998), we established the reliability and validity of the
model and of a measuring instrument, the Conger-Kanungo scale of charismatic
leadership. These studies essentially found that a five-factor model (scales of strate-
gic vision and articulation, sensitivity to the environment, personal risk, unconven-
tional behavior, and sensitivity to member needs) best fits the theoretical notion
that we had advanced.

House and Shamir: Charismatic leadership

In one of the field’s earliest writings on charismatic leadership in organizations,
Robert House (1977) published a book chapter entitled “A 1976 Theory of Charis-
matic Leadership.” Influenced by Berlew (1974), House outlined not only the leader
behaviors that were possibly associated with charismatic leadership but also certain
personal traits and situational variables. Like most models in the early stages of
theory development, it had several important shortcomings (Yukl, 1998). House’s
description of the influence process was rudimentary especially in light of the
profound influence he argued that these leaders had over their followers. Its dimen-
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sions, some would argue, were also characteristics of other leadership forms (e.g.
high self-confidence, tendency to dominate, a need to influence others) and so was
not highly effective in terms of discriminating between other leadership forms.

Similar to early versions of the Bass (1985) and Conger and Kanungo (1987)
models, his theory was based largely around dyads—the leader and “the follower”—
rather than collectives which are the basis of organizations. Finally, absent from
his theory were certain components 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 & Kanungo, 1988). It was, nonetheless,
very important in two regards. First, he provided a framework for many later
scholars to build upon. Second, his model was multi-dimensional incorporating
leader behaviors and dispositional attributes, follower effects, and situational vari-
ables.

Since that time, House along with a series of colleagues (House & Howell, 1992;
House & Shamir, 1993; House, Spangler, & Woycke, 1991; Shamir, House, &
Arthur, 1993) have made revisions to his earlier theory. The most important revision
was by Shamir, House, and Arthur (1993) in an article entitled “The Motivational
Effects of Charismatic Leadership: A Self-Concept Based Theory.” Focused on
explaining the profound levels of motivation typically associated with charismatic
leadership, they postulated that these motivational effects could best be explained
by focusing on the self-concept of the followers. Citing supporting research (e.g.,
Csikszentmihalyi & Rochberg-Halton, 1981; Kinder & Sears, 1985; Snyder & Ickes,
1985; Prentice, 1987), they pointed out that as human beings we behave in ways
that seek to establish and affirm a sense of identity for ourselves (known as the
self-concept). What charismatic leaders do is to tie these self-concepts of followers
to the goals and collective experiences associated with their missions so that they
become valued aspects of the followers’ self-concept.

Their theory hypothesizes that charismatic leadership transforms follower self-
concepts and achieves its motivational outcomes through at least four mechanisms:
(1) changing follower perceptions of the nature of work itself; (2) offering an
appealing future vision; (3) developing a deep collective identity among followers;
and (4) heightening both individual and collective self-efficacy.

Under the first mechanism, charismatic leaders transform the nature of work (in
this case, work meant to achieve the organization’s vision) by making it appear
more heroic, morally correct, and meaningful. They in essence de-emphasize the
extrinsic rewards of work and focus instead on the intrinsic side. Work becomes
an opportunity for self- and collective-expression. The reward for individual follow-
ers as they accomplish mission tasks is one of enhanced self-expression, self-efficacy,
self-worth, and self-consistency. The idea is that eventually followers will come to
see their organizational tasks as inseparable from their own self-concepts. As readers
can discern, there are strong parallels here with Bass & Avolio’s charisma and
inspirational dimensions and Conger & Kanungo’s idealized vision, its formulation,
and empowerment dimensions.

One of the important contributions of the theory has been the attempt to explain
in greater detail the role of a strong collective identity in the leadership process.
While the other two theories (Bass 1985; Conger 1989) recognized the importance
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of a collective identity, Shamir and associates (1993) took the process a step further.
Specifically, the authors cite research (Meindl & Lerner, 1983) indicating that a
shared identity among individuals increases the “heroic motive” and the probability
that individual self-interests will be abandoned voluntarily for collective and altruis-
tic undertakings. The group identification therefore strengthens the shared behav-
ioral norms, values, and beliefs among the members and ensures a concerted and
unified effort on the part of followers to achieve the mission’s goals.

In the Shamir and associates’ revised theory, what we see then 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. Similarly, we also see Bass
and us (Conger & Kanungo, 1998) moving increasingly away from a simple dyadic
formulation to one recognizing both group and organizational levels. As Yukl (1994)
has noted, the Shamir and associates’ theory also places more emphasis on the
reciprocal nature of the influence process where the leader chooses a vision that
is congruent with the followers’ own values and identities. Likewise, followers are
more likely to select as their leader an individual who espouses their core values,
beliefs, and aspirations.

It is important to note, however, that in a recent empirical investigation of the
model examining company leaders in Israeli field military units Shamir, Zakay,
Breinin, and Popper (1998) found that the self-concept theory did not receive
substantial support. At the individual level of analysis, only the leader’s emphasis
on the unit’s collective identity was related to subordinates’ trust in the leader,
levels of identification with the leader, heightened motivation, willingness to sacrifice
for the unit, identity with the unit, and attachment to the unit. The two other
categories—behaviors that reflect an ideological emphasis and exemplary behav-
iors—were either unrelated or negatively related to subordinate perceptions of and
attitudes towards the leader and the unit. Similar results emerged from the unit-
level analysis. A reverse pattern, however, emerged from the superiors’ appraisals
of leaders’ performance. The leader’s emphasis on collective identity was not related
to the superior’s performance appraisal while the leader’s ideological emphasis and
displays of exemplary behavior were positively related to the superior’s appraisal.

In their interpretations of the results, Shamir and associates’ (1998) concluded
that since military service is mandatory in Israel and involves daily hardships, the
soldiers had become somewhat alienated from the larger military system. They, in
turn, may have perceived their leaders’ behaviors of an ideological approach, high
devotion, high motivation, and high role involvement as evidence that the leader
represented the interests of the larger system rather than their own interests, and
the leader’s behaviors were interpreted instead as pressure for them to perform.

Comparing the Theories

If we look across the three dominant models, we see that there is considerable
and growing overlap in terms of leader behaviors and activities. In many ways, they
are converging towards one another. For example, the following components are
shared across theories: (1) vision, (2) inspiration, (3) role modeling, (4) intellectual
stimulation, (5) meaning-making, (6) appeals to higher-order needs, (7) empow-
erment, (8) setting of high expectations, and (9) fostering collective identity.
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For example, all three models basically share similar beliefs about the role of
vision in providing direction and meaning—though the Shamir and associates’ model
is unique in believing that the vision’s content is driven by follower self-concepts.
All the models describe the communication of high expectations as a central activity
of the leader which aims both to empower and to produce high task accomplishment.
Bass’s intellectual stimulation dimension concerns itself with the leader’s provision
of a flow of new ideas and perspectives which challenge followers’ thinking concern-
ing organizational tasks. Under the Conger-Kanungo model, the charismatic leader
similarly engages in intellectually stimulating articulation. For instance, when such
leaders challenge the status quo and formulate their visions in a discrepant and
idealized manner, their followers are intellectually challenged to examine their
status quo supporting behavior and approaches.

All three models describe empowerment processes. For instance, the transforma-
tional leadership component of individualized consideration involves providing
encouragement and support to followers, assisting their development by promoting
growth opportunities, and showing trust and respect for them as individuals. Its
role is to build follower self-confidence and to heighten personal development.
These activities and their outcomes in essence describe empowerment processes
that are also found in both the Conger and Kanungo and House and Shamir models.

Besides the overlap of specific behavior components, there is also an overlap
with respect to the nature of the leadership influence process across the three
models. For example, as noted above, all the models suggest that these leaders use
empowerment rather than control strategies in order to achieve transformational
influence over their followers. They in essence advocate the transformational influ-
ence of leaders where the main goal is to change followers’ core attitudes, beliefs,
and values rather than to induce only compliance behavior in them. Again, they
all agree that these forms of leadership lead to attitude changes among followers
characterized by identification with the leader and internalization of values embed-
ded in leader’s vision and ideology.

At the same time, there are important differences between the three theories in
terms of the influence process. The most striking is between Conger and Kanungo
and the other two theories. It is clear that the Conger and Kanungo model (1998)
comes closest to Weber’s original assertion (1947) that followers are influenced
largely by perceptions of the leader’s extraordinary qualities. The focal point of
influence is therefore the leader and their character. Recent theory proposed by
Gardner and Avolio (1998) shares this perspective even to the point of arguing
that many charismatic leaders knowingly exaggerate their talents to ensure percep-
tions of an extraordinary identity. As a result, our model emphasizes personal
identification with the leader as the primary source of influence followed thereafter
by internalization of the values and vision professed by the leader.

In contrast, the Bass and Avolio (1993) model focuses more on the leader’s
ability to make task and mission outcomes highly appealing to followers. In the
process, transformational leaders are stimulating and meeting subordinates’ higher-
order needs (Maslow, 1968), which in turn generates commitment, effort, and
ultimately greater performance. While the leader plays a crucial role in articulating
and generating excitement about the mission, the goals can be as influential as the
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leader. As a matter of fact, if the leader were to become too much the centerpiece,
it is implicitly assumed that this would undermine their ability to develop leaders
below and to effectively empower followers.

In the Shamir and associates’ (1993) model, the influence process is somewhat
akin to that in Bass/Avolio. The theory essentially highlights the leader behaviors
that increase the salience of certain values and collective identities in followers’
self-concepts. The leader then frames a mission and followers’ roles in terms of
those values and identities. Similar to the Bass/Avolio model, it is in the framing
of appealing goals and roles that the attraction and influence occurs not in the
leader’s extraordinary character. The leader’s character serves to build confidence
in the goals and in the followers’ self-efficacy. As a result, value internalization,
the leader’s influence on follower self-efficacy, and social identification are the
principal forces behind the influence process rather than personal identification
(Yukl, 1998).

Beyond the influence process, there are additional differences. One of the most
apparent differences between the theories is that both the Bass/Avolio and House/
Shamir models do not recognize the importance of an environmental assessment
stage (i.e., evaluation of status quo). House and Shamir (1993, p. 101) assert:
“While these behaviors have pragmatic value in such circumstances, we see no self-
implicating or motive-arousing effects on followers. ... Thus we do not believe
these attributes to be unique to charismatic leaders.”

This difference between Conger/Kanungo and the other two (House/Shamir and
Bass) models stems from two sources. First, the Conger/Kanungo approach is the
only one to propose a stage-model analyses of charismatic leadership. In this case,
stage one behaviors (status quo evaluation) are necessary for the emergence of
stage two behaviors (visioning and articulation). Perhaps this is the reason why
House and Shamir consider stage one behaviors to have only pragmatic value.
Secondly, House and Shamir suggest that stage one behavior may not have direct
motive-arousing effects on followers. But in a stage model of analyses, status quo
evaluation forms the basis of vision formulation and articulation. Hence stage one
behaviors affect followers in an indirect manner.

Beyond this, the articulation of status quo deficiencies which results from the
status quo evaluation does indeed affect followers’ attitudes and values towards
change in a direct fashion. It may be noted that only through an evaluation of the
status quo can the leader present the current situation as either a crisis to overcome
or as an opportunity to avail if the vision is pursued.

There are three other areas of difference. First, House (1977) and ourselves
(Conger & Kanungo, 1989, 1998) have emphasized to a far greater degree the
leader’s use of impression management and image building than Bass and Shamir
and associates (1993). For example, in our theory, such activities are employed to
manifest the leader’s conviction, self-confidence, and dedication to materialize what
they advocate. More recently, Gardner and Avolio (1998) have taken the role of
these activities to an even more extreme position where they explain most of the
important dynamics of identification with the leader and the garnering of follower
commitment as determined by the impression management techniques of the leader.
In their theory, the leader essentially seeks to construct a charismatic identity that
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he or she believes will be valued by those they target as followers. This identity
powerfully shapes the content of their articulated vision and the personal images
they wish to convey (e.g., that they are trustworthy, credible, morally worthy,
innovative, esteemed, and powerful). The leader then uses impression management
behaviors to secure and retain these images. In contrast to House (1977) and us,
who essentially see the leader’s IM behavior as more uni-directional (from the
leader to the followers), the Gardner and Avolio model suggests a far more recipro-
cal process where the followers to a large extent shape the leader.

The next area of difference between the models concerns the fact that the Bass
model is more descriptive of the nature of the leadership effects on followers. This
is due largely to the fact that the transformational theories to date have concerned
themselves equally with follower outcomes whereas the charismatic theories and
research have measured leadership from the standpoint of perceived leader behavior.
In the case of the transformational forms, this was the natural outcome of Burn’s
(1978) original conceptualization focusing on elevating follower needs and motives
to the forefront of the leadership experience. As a result, Bass’s component of
charisma includes both leader behaviors and follower effects.

Finally, in its most recent version, the Conger/Kanungo theory (1998) emphasizes
to a far greater degree the strategic side of leadership than the other theories. For
example, the theory now lays out some of the processes by which charismatic leaders
sense marketplace opportunities within their larger environment.

Stepping back from a discussion of the differences between the theories and
looking historically across them, we could say that the three theories are becoming
more sophisticated. For example, there is a growing awareness of the need to study
these leadership forms beyond dyads. There is a greater sensitivity to contextual
dimensions such as social distance and levels of analysis. Shamir (1995) and Shamir
and associates (1998) have shown that proximity to the leader may influence the
importance of certain behavioral components in attributions of charisma. For exam-
ple, the components that influence follower attributions of charisma among a close
circle of followers with direct contact to the leader may differ from those that
influence attributions among a larger group of followers who have no direct contact
with the leader. Similarly, there may be multiple collective identities within organiza-
tions, representing different, and perhaps competing values, sources of identifica-
tion, and preferences (Shamir et al., 1998). As such, it is clear that these leadership
forms need to be studied within a multiple constituencies framework (Tsui, 1994).

We could also say that there is continuing convergence between the theories. In
other words, we are influencing each other. We (Conger & Kanungo, 1998), for
example, have now more formally incorporated more of the process dimensions
behind the collective identity component which were proposed by Shamir and
associates (1993). Similarly, Shamir and associates (1993) now include the leadership
dimensions of engaging in self-sacrifice behaviors and the use of verbal messages
describing only the negative features of the status quo—dimensions that we had
proposed in our earliest theory (1988).

As well, the three models have now formed a stable “paradigm” for the field in
that there is fairly universal agreement concerning the importance of the behavioral
dimensions they propose. As a result, I believe that our greatest challenge in the
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future will be whether we can significantly expand upon our own theories especially
in terms of exploring overlooked dimensions and deepening our understanding of
the known individual components. For example, we have barely scratched the
surface of the complex processes behind a leader’s vision.

Studies that identify mental representations and processes underlying the vi-
sioning activity of the leader are clearly needed. The structure and content of
leadership vision are also only partially understood. As House and Aditya (1997)
have pointed out, we have little understanding of the related activity of strategy
formulation. Further attention needs to be directed towards examining how leaders
use language to shape their visions and how they communicate their goals in general.

As Yukl argues in this issue, our conceptualizations of the influence processes
are still simplistic. With few exceptions (e.g., Gardner & Avolio, 1998; House &
Howell, 1992; House, Spangler, & Woycke, 1991), our insights into the self-systems
and motives of these leaders are extremely limited and largely speculative. While
much work remains to be done, I suspect that we may be entering a period where
basic theory formulation is behind us. What we could see ahead are rather refine-
ments on the existing theory—for example, the notion that social distance influences
which behaviors will lead to attributions of charisma. As the dominant models
operationalize themselves into validated measurement instruments, the models
themselves will go increasingly unquestioned. Standarized measures direct research-
ers’ attention away from reinventing and challenging their own models since such
a process involves laborious revisions of measures and potential challenges to past
research. Likewise, other researchers often find it easier to use the existing published
measures rather than invent new models and measures.

Beyond the behavioral dimensions, an area that still provides important opportu-
nities for both research and theory is the topic of follower and organizational
outcomes. To date, attention has been directly largely at the individual follower
and more recently at the group level. Most of the existing empirical research has
focused on enhanced follower satisfaction and performance (Lowe, Kroeck, &
Sivasubramaniam, 1996) generally showing positive correlations. But there are a
host of other possible effects and outcomes under both leadership forms that have
received very limited attention. For example, Smith (1982) found that followers
of charismatic leaders had more self-assurance and experienced work as more
meaningful. Howell and Frost (1989) found that subordinates of charismatic leaders
had less role conflict. Kirkpatrick and Locke (1996) and Conger, Kanungo and
Menon (1998) have taken the analysis further to examine some of the complex
casual effects of different types of leader behavior on follower effects.

For example, Kirkpatrick and Locke found that visioning had a positive effect
on the quality of follower performance. Conger, Kanungo, and Menon (1998)
discovered that follower feelings of reverence for their leader were derived from
the leader’s sensitivity to the environment, their strategic vision and its articulation,
their sensitivity to member needs, and their demonstration of personal risk. In
general, however, there has been little basic research which attempts to test the
many networks of linkages between leader behavior and follower effects proposed
to explain how transformational and charismatic leadership work (e.g., Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Morrman, & Fetter, 1990). As Yukl (1998) points out, there may
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be a number of different influence processes occurring under transformational
leadership, all of which remain poorly understood. Research in mapping these
casual links between leader behavior and follower outcomes is potentially one of
the most exciting areas for future research.

In addition, there are quite a number of specific follower effects—especially at
group and organizational levels that need further study. At the aggregate level, it
has been hypothesized that charismatic and transformational leadership behaviors
will result in followers at the group levels being characterized by high internal
cohesion, high value congruence, high morale, high consensus and groupthink, and
low internal conflict. Similarly, it has also been hypothesized that there will be a
greater degree of sharing of the vision and a greater degree of agreement with
respect to the means for achieving the vision. Meindl (1990) has also proposed that
followers will influence one another in the very process of attributing charisma to
their leader through a model of social contagion. With respect to the followers’
relations with the task, it is hypothesized that followers will show a high degree of
cohesion with the work group and a high level of feeling empowered within the
organization to accomplish tasks. Recently, Klein and House (1995) have raised
the possibility that group outcomes may even differ depending upon the extent to
which the leader shares a charismatic relationship with a limited number of his or
her subordinates versus all of them. With high homogeneity of charismatic relations
across a group, it is assumed that we could expect to see high performance, high
morale, and high group-think as outcomes.

In contrast, with varying levels of charismatic relations within a group of subordi-
nates there may instead be divisive relations if subordinates perform tasks in close
interactions. Such notions require further investigation. In addition, we have made
few attempts to understand these forms of leadership at the larger organizational
level. My feeling is that research in the areas described above will prove to be some
of the most fertile areas for future investigations.

FOLLOWER DISPOSITIONS AND THE DYNAMICS OF DEPENDENCY

Issues surrounding the dispositional character of the followers of both transforma-
tional and charismatic leaders have been poorly explored. Outside of a few refer-
ences, we have few studies in this area—especially in business contexts. What has
been proposed is largely speculative theory. For example, recent work by Weierter
(1997) proposes that the type of charismatic relationship is shaped by the clarity
and stability of followers’ self-concepts and their overall self-monitoring. High self
monitors (Snyder, 1979) are proposed to have a greater potential for a social
contagion style of charismatic relationship. In contrast, low self monitors who
possess high self-concept clarity are more likely to have a socialized relationship
with the charismatic leader. While low self monitors who have low self-concept
clarity are more likely to have a personalized charismatic relationship. This type
of theory-building followed by empirical investigations is essential at this stage of
our knowledge.

Earlier research on charismatic leaders by political scientists and psychoanalysts
(e.g., Downton, 1973; Kets de Vries, 1988) had proposed that the followers of



162 LEADERSHIP QUARTERLY Vol. 10 No. 2 1999

charismatic leaders were more likely to be those who were easily molded and
persuaded by such dynamic leaders because of an essentially dependent character
in their subordinates. Followers were drawn to the charismatic leader because he
or she exuded what they lacked: self-confidence and conviction. From the psychoan-
alytic view point, followers were attempting to resolve a conflict between who they
were as followers and what they wished to become by substituting their leader as
their ego ideal.

Some psychoanalysts (e.g., Erikson, 1968; 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 confusion. 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 formed
by followers. Wishing to garner the leader’s attention and affection, followers
enthusiastically comply with his or her wishes. Followers are, in essence, fulfilling
a pathological need rather than a healthy desire for role models from whom to
learn and grow. There has been support for these dynamics in research on cults and
certain political movements. For example, studies (e.g. Davies, 1954; Freemesser &
Kaplan, 1976; Galanter, 1982; Lodahl, 1982) have found followers of charismatic
political and religious leaders to have lower self-esteem, a higher intolerance for
indecision and crisis, greater feelings of helplessness, and more experiences of
psychological distress than others.

But these studies were almost entirely conducted on populations of individuals
who voluntarily joined movements and were often disaffected by society or else-
where in contexts of crisis where individuals are often needy by definition. In the
corporate world, the situation can be quite different. For example, in a corporation,
the subordinate of a charismatic or transformational leader may not have voluntarily
chosen to belong to that leader’s unit. More commonly, bosses are hired or promoted
into positions, and the subordinates are already in place. So for subordinates, there
may be little freedom to select who will lead them. Likewise, leaders may find
themselves inheriting a staff of confident, assertive employees.

In the case of entrepreneurial companies founded by charismatic leaders, follow-
ers may be drawn to such contexts as much because of the challenge and opportunity
as by the leader him or herself. Followers in these cases may be seekers of the risk,
uncertainty, and the potential for great wealth associated with a new venture. Their
dispositional character may be in sharp contrast to followers who are the dependent
seekers of certainty associated with cults (Conger, 1993).

As such, there is a second school of thought which theorizes that followers are
attracted to the charismatic or transformational leader because of a more construc-
tive identification with the leader’s abilities, a desire to learn from them, a quest
for personal challenge and growth, and the attractiveness and rewards of the mission.
With Bass (1985), for example, it is the opportunity to fulfill higher order needs.
In the Shamir and associates’ theory (1993), it is an opportunity to have one’s
self-esteem, self-worth, and self-efficacy constructively enhanced. Followers may
therefore possess high self-confidence and self esteem (Conger 1989; Gardner &
Avolio, 1998; Sidani, 1993).
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Confirming these theoretical speculations, Conger (1989) found in field studies
of charismatic business leaders that subordinates often described their strong at-
traction to the leader’s qualities of self-confidence, a strong conviction in the mission,
a willingness to undertake personal risks, and their history of prior accomplishments.
As a result, subordinates could experience a sense of fulfilling their own potential
as they met their leader’s high expectations. In addition, as others have found (e.g.,
Avolio and Bass, 1987; Bass, 1985), the leader’s vision offers attractive outcomes
that are motivating in and of themselves. But simple identification and an attractive
vision do not fully explain the commitment and motivation that followers demon-
strate for their charismatic or transformational leaders. In the case of charismatic
leaders, the personal approval of the leader becomes a principal measure of a
subordinate’s self-worth (Conger, 1989). A dependency then develops to the point
that the leader increasingly defines the followers’ level of performance and ability.

As Conger (1989) and Shamir and associates (1993) have also noted, the leader’s
expression of high expectations set standards of performance and approval while
a continual sense of urgency and the capacity to make subordinates feel unique
further heighten motivation. Taken together, these actions promote a sense of
obligation in followers to continually live up to their leader’s expectations. As the
relationship deepens, this sense of obligation grows. The leader’s expression of
confidence in subordinates’ abilities creates a sense of duty and responsibility.
Subordinates can only validate the leader’s trust in them through exceptional accom-
plishments.

Under such a scenario, a dilemma naturally occurs for many followers over the
long term. As the subordinates’ self-worth is increasingly defined in their relation-
ship to the leader, a precarious dependence is built. Without the leader’s affirmation,
subordinates can feel that they are under-performing and even failing. In addition,
there are fears of being ostracized. As one subordinate explained to Conger (1989):
“There’s a love/hate element [in our relationship]. You love him when you’re
focused on the same issues. You hate him when the contract falls apart. Either
you’re part of the team or not—there’s a low tolerance for spectators. And over a
career, you're in and out. A lot depends upon your effectiveness on the team. You
have to build up a lot of credibility to regain any ground that you’ve lost.”

Charismatic leadership may depend in part on the dynamics of exclusion to
ensure both follower commitment and high performance outcomes. In essence, the
leader may use exclusion from an “inner circle” to stimulate followers to greater
task-efforts and in turn higher performance levels. The followers’ identification
with the leader so defines the follower’s own self-concept that they remain in
the relationship and strive to regain inclusion and the leader’s approval through
heightened task efforts and value congruence. These issues will be further explored
under the section discussing the liabilities of these leadership forms.

In conclusion, we do have some insights into follower dispositions and the dynam-
ics of dependency, but generally, our knowledge here is extremely limited in the
sense that it is based only on selected case studies and theoretical speculation. This
is particularly true about settings in the business world which are largely absent
from the existing research. There are great opportunities in this domain for future
research contributions.
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THE ROLE OF CONTEXT

Up until very recently, investigations concerning the role of context and situational
factors have been few. This is due largely to the backgrounds of those researching
charismatic and transformational leadership. There have been few researchers with a
“macro-organizational” or sociological perspective who have been active in studying
charismatic and transformational leadership (e.g., Roberts & Bradley 1988; Trice &
Beyer, 1986). In addition, I believe that the dominance of survey/quantitative meth-
ods in the research to date may be hindering our ability to discern contextual
variables as well as differences between contexts. As a result, our knowledge in
this area remains poor, and what does exist is largely speculative. At the same time,
it is clear that contexts do vary widely. Therefore the nature and form of follower
needs, for example, should vary by context. The resources and nature of opportuni-
ties available to a leader should vary widely by context. As well, there may be
certain stages in organizational life cycles when charismatic and transformational
leadership may be more appropriate or, for that matter, more dysfunctional.

For example, Baliga and Hunt (1988) have proposed that transformational leader-
ship is most important during the birth, growth, and revitalization stages of an
organization. Shamir and Howell pose further life cycle arguments in this issue as
well as expand theory relating to other contextual variables. Beyer in her article
will argue similarly. Finally, cultural variables are a crucial dimension of context.
Because different cultures have different beliefs, values, modes of articulation, and
so on, leadership effectiveness and attributions of charismatic and transformational
leadership should vary across cultural contexts (in contrast, the findings presented
by Den Hartog and associates in this issue will reinforce notions that certain aspects
of charismatic and transformational leadership are universally endorsed across
cultures).

The most common position to date concerning context argues that periods of
stress and turbulence are the most conducive for charismatic leadership (this argu-
ment is derived originally from the work of political scientists looking at charismatic
leadership in political and religious contexts: see Cell, 1974; Toth, 1981). Max
Weber (1968), for example, specifically focused on times of “crisis” as facilitating
environments. The basic assumption is that times of stressful change either encour-
age a longing among individuals for a leader who offers attractive solutions and
visions of the future, or that charismatic leaders have an easier time of promoting
and having accepted a transformational vision during times of uncertainty when
the status quo appears to no longer function effectively (Bryman, 1992).

To date, the most important empirical study to examine situational factors in
organizational contexts has been conducted by Roberts and Bradley (1988). Using
a field study, they looked at a school superintendent who was perceived by her
organization as a charismatic leader, yet in a latter appointment (as state commis-
sioner of education) that perception failed to be transmitted. In Roberts and Brad-
ley’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 organizational environment, the individual’s first context, a school
district, was one in crisis—confirming the hypothesis that crisis may indeed facilitate
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the emergence of charismatic leadership. In contrast, the leader’s second context
at the state government level was not in a similar state of distress. The public’s
perception was that its state schools were basically sound and simply in need of
incremental improvements. The leader’s authority also differed between the two
situations. As a superintendent, she had much more control and autonomy. At the
state level as commissioner, her number one priority was political loyalty to the
governor. She no longer possessed the freedom to undertake actions she deemed
necessary. Instead, her actions had to be cleared through the governor’s office. Her
relationships were also different between the two contexts.

Whereas the district organization had been small with limited stakeholders and
localized geographically, the situation at the state level was at the opposite end of
the spectrum. The agency was significantly greater in size, complexity, and bureau-
cracy. As a result, she had little time to build the deep, personal bonds that she
had established at the district level. 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 leadership in at least two ways. One, an environment in crisis is indeed
more receptive to leadership in general and is therefore more likely to be open to
proposals common to charismatic and transformational leaders for radical change.
Second, there are characteristics of organizations which influence an individual’s
latitude to take initiative and to build personal relationships which in turn shape
perceptions of their leadership. More latitude for initiative on the job may result in
simply more opportunities to demonstrate leadership. The superintendent’s position
allowed the leader far more autonomy to act than the commissioner’s position.
Closer proximity to followers may permit greater relationship building. The superin-
tendent’s responsibilities were more geographically concentrated and involved a
more limited number of stakeholders which resulted in deeper working relationships
at the district level and also inspired affection and trust in her leadership. These
in turn heightened perceptions of her charisma.

With Roberts’ and Bradley’s study in mind, we can think of contributing contex-
tual variables along the dimensions of an outer and an inner organizational context
(Pettigrew, 1987)—the outer being the environment beyond the organization and
the inner including the organization’s culture, structure, power distribution, and so
on. Using this frame-work, it is useful to divide our discussion from this point
around these two contextual dimensions.

On the issue of whether crisis is the critical external condition, Conger (1993)
hypothesized that there could actually be much more variability in terms of condu-
cive environmental conditions. Charismatic and transformational leadership might
not only be found under conditions of crisis and distress but may also in entrepre-
neurial environments. For example, in field research, charismatic leaders were
identified who were entrepreneurs operating in environments not so much of crisis
but of great opportunity, munificence, and optimism (Conger, 1989).

As such, there may instead be several types of conducive environments—for
example, one demanding a major reorientation of the existing order because of a
perceived state of distress and the other involving the emergence or creation of a
new order based on a “munificence entrepreneurial” context. Both environments
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do, however, share conditions of high uncertainty. Moreover, there may be sub-
categories within these environments that are more conducive. For example, crisis
comes in many forms. There are internal forms such as an exodus of talent or highly
dysfunctional inter-group relationships and external forms due to excessive industry
competition or economic downturns. The severity, duration, and possibility of a
recovery vary widely across different crisis situations. Qur current models employ
a very coarse-grained definition of crisis. More fine-grained ones are needed to
permit us to see that under the heading of “crisis” there are certain forms or sub-
contexts that are more conducive to charismatic and transformational leadership
while others may not be at all.

In addition, I have argued that more of an interplay exists between the leader
and the context (Conger, 1993). In other words, context is not the key determinant,
but rather the leader and the context influence one another—the relative weight
of each influence varying from situation to situation. For example, Willner (1984)
found that while examining charismatic leaders in the political arena some were able
to induce or create through their own actions the necessary contextual conditions of
a crisis. Similarly, we might be able to find charismatic and transformational leaders
who are able to foster perceptions of crisis or of munificence and great entrepreneur-
ial opportunity.

The more conducive the existing contextual conditions, the less the magnitude
or the fewer the number of charismatic attributes perhaps required for a leader to
be perceived as charismatic. Likewise, the greater the intensity or the number of
“charismatic attributes” present in a leader may lessen the need for the existing
context to be characterized by extreme crisis or enormous entrepreneurial opportu-
nities. Given a wealth of charismatic attributes, the leader may be able to create
such interpretations of the environment through their own actions. But such hypoth-
eses are speculative and in need of research attention. In summary, we need a great
deal more attention directed towards research and theory-building around external
environments and charismatic/transformational leadership.

In terms of influential contextual conditions internal to organizations, there has
been only one major theoretical work focusing to a large extent on these (though
Shamir and Howell build further the theory in this issue). Pawar and Eastman
(1997) proposed four factors of organizations that might affect receptivity to charis-
matic and transformational leadership: (1) the organization’s emphasis on efficiency
versus adaptation; (2) the relative dominance of the organization’s technical core
versus its boundary-spanning units; (3) organizational structures; and (4) modes of
governance. Using these dimensions in a series of ideal types, Pawar and Eastman
differentiate between organizations that are more conducive to change and therefore
to charismatic and transformational leadership and those that are not.

On the first dimension (which blends both internal and external dimensions),
they hypothesize that an efficiency orientation requires goal stability and necessarily
administrative management or transactional leadership to achieve its goals. During
adaptation periods, on the other hand, the leader’s role is to overcome resistance
to change and to align the organization to a new environment through a dynamic
vision, new goals and values. Therefore, they argue that organizations with adaptive
goals are far more open to transformational leadership.
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The authors caution, however, that while adaptive periods are more receptive
to leadership there must be a felt need by organizational members for transformation
otherwise they may accept more administrative management. Today’s reality, of
course, is that most business organizations are attempting to do both simultaneously,
and this highlights one of the dilemmas with this dimension of Pawar and Eastman’s
theory. It is built around idealized polarities which provide a certain elegance in
terms of theory building but may not reflect the complexities of reality.

The second of Pawar and Eastman’s factors—the relative dominance of the
technical core versus boundary-spanning units—refers to the fact that an organiza-
tion’s task systems are either more inwardly oriented or more externally oriented.
Isolated from an ever-changing external world, the technical core develops routines
and stability in how it approaches its tasks whereas the boundary-spanning functions
are forced to adapt continually to environmental constraints and contingencies and
can never develop highly standardized or routine approaches (Thompson, 1967).
Therefore organizations where boundary-spanning units dominate over the techni-
cal core will be more open to transformational and charismatic leadership since
they are more receptive to change.

Drawing upon Mintzberg’s (1979) typology of organizational structures, two
of his ideal types are hypothesized by Pawar and Eastman to be conducive to
transformational leadership. They are the simple structure and the adhocracy, since
they are felt to be more receptive to organizational change through the development
and promotion of a vision. In the simple structure, the leader or entrepreneur-
leader is the source of the organization’s vision, and in an adhocracy structure, the
vision is developed through professionals who possess the power, knowledge, and
willingness to work collectively (Mintzberg 1979). It is argued that the three other
forms have internal forces which mitigate against an openness to innovative leader-
ship. For example, the machine bureaucracy is dominated by standardized tasks
and work processes. Senior managers are obsessed by a control mindset, and lower
level managers are intent only on implementing operational directives from above.
As such, there is little concern with innovation and change that are potentially
threatening to a tightly orchestrated status quo.

In the professional bureaucracy, professionals dominate to such an extent that
management is simply a support function and marginalized to the role of facilitation.
The divisional structure is also not conducive. Built around two layers in which
a headquarters’ operation governs quasi-autonomous divisions, the focus of the
corporate headquarters is to specify operational goals and to monitor the divisions’
accomplishment of them. While theoretically this latter argument might appear
appealing, there have been instances of leaders of divisional structures who have
been perceived as transformational or charismatic. Jack Welch of General Electric
is certainly one of the more visible examples (Tichy & Sherman, 1993).

Pawar and Eastman’s final factor concerns the mode of internal governance.
They start with the assumption that membership in organizations is built around
furthering individual members’ self-interests (Burns & Stalker, 1961; Thompson,
1967). Yet the aim of transformational and charismatic forms of leadership is for
followers to transcend their own self-interests for collective goals. Under Wilkins
and Ouchi’s (1983) three modes of governance (the market, the bureaucratic, and
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the clan), the nature of transactions between an organization and its members will
differ. They argue that only under the clan mode are organizational members
socialized in such a way that their own interests and the organization’s are aligned
as one. While employees still hold their self-interests, they believe they can fulfill
them through achieving the collective’s interests. The clan mode is therefore the
most receptive to transformational leadership since it allows for a merging of
individual self-interests with the collective’s goals.

Pawar and Eastman have provided us with a good start in terms of theory-
building. What remains to be done are field investigations and the further identifica-
tion of additional contextual variables. Beyer’s article highlights additional issues
to be addressed.

In concluding this discussion on context, we can say that its role in charismatic
and transformational leadership holds enormous potential as an area of future
investigation. It is clear from the limited research to date that the leader and their
context are intertwined in a complex and intimate fashion. Beyond simple insights
and some theoretical speculation, however, we remain largely in the dark about
this dimension. I believe that qualitative research will play a crucial role in helping
us to discern more effectively contextual dimensions that influence both charismatic
and transformational leadership and in turn to build more fine-grained theory.

ROUTINIZATION AND SUCCESSION

To date, there has been little discussion of succession issues with transformational
leadership presumably because these leaders are hypothesized to develop leaders
of equal ability. Rather than accept this belief blindly, it seems imperative that
researchers begin to examine how effective these leaders actually are in developing
successors. Moreover, it would be interesting to explore whether certain rituals
and routines develop around these leaders which allow their value systems and
worldviews to pass on to future generations. Succession under charismatic leader-
ship, in contrast, is thought to be more problematic and therefore has sparked some
inquiry. It is assumed that charismatic leaders often have difficulty in developing
others to replace them because of their strong ego needs. The rest of this section
will focus on these leaders.

Max Weber was deeply intrigued about the manner in which a leader’s charisma
could be transformed into routines and other institutional vehicles that in essence
“lived on” beyond the leader. In this way, the vitality and positive consequences
of the leader’s influence might be retained long after his or her departure. Weber
believed, however, that charisma was essentially an unstable force. It either faded
or else was institutionalized (or, as Weber termed the process, routinized) as the
charismatic leader’s mission was accomplished (Weber, 1947). He argued there
were strong incentives on the part of charismatic leaders and their followers to
transform their movements into more permanent institutions (Weber, 1947). With
success, the followers began to achieve positions of authority and material advan-
tage. The desire naturally arose to institutionalize these, and so traditions and rules
grew up to protect the gains of the mission.

Institutionalization is an area where little research has been conducted in the
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organizational behavior literature. We know almost nothing about the routinization
of charismatic leadership. The only major study was conducted by Trice and Beyer
in 1986. In their study, Trice and Beyer examined two charismatic leaders where
in one case charisma had routinized and in another it had not. The case of successful
routinization was the charismatic founder of Alcoholics Anonymous. Early in the
organization’s life, the leader and his initial group of followers established (1) an
effective administrative apparatus independent of the founder, (2) rites that diffused
charisma among the members, and (3) written and oral traditions that sustained
the leader’s message over time. For example, the founder’s message of how he
overcame alcoholism was codified into a publication entitled the Twelve Steps and
Twelve Traditions (Alcoholics Anonymous World Services, 1953).

In contrast, the charismatic founder of the National Council on Alcoholism left
behind no important oral or written traditions. No in-depth biographies of her were
produced. Her philosophy was never codified into a personal testament. As a result,
mention of herself and her ideas is today rare. Her charisma failed to routinize.

Trice and Beyer (1986) concluded that five key factors were largely responsible
for the successful institutionalization of charisma in the one case. They were: (1)
the development of an administrative apparatus separate from the charismatic
leader that put into practice the leader’s mission; (2) the incorporation of the
leader’s mission into oral and written traditions; (3) the transfer of charisma through
rites and ceremonies to other members of the organization; (4) a continued identifi-
cation by organizational members with the original mission; and (5) the selection of
a successor who resembles the charismatic leader and is committed to the founder’s
mission. In the other case where charisma did not routinize, these factors were
largely missing. It is important to note that both organizations had entrepreneurial
founders and were non-profits so the findings may be difficult to generalize to
business settings and to leaders who are not founders of organizations.

From the standpoint of the business world, it does appear that charisma is a
relatively fragile phenomenon in terms of institutionalization. There are several
examples from the management literature where succession dilemmas prevented
the routinization of charismatic leadership (e.g., Bryman, 1992, 1993; Conger, 1989;
Rose, 1989). The charismatic leaders in my 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 follow-up observation, it is clear that there
is little indication of any significant routinization of their charisma in their various
organizations (Conger & Kanungo, 1998). I did (Conger 1993) note that one of the
group—an entrepreneur—was able to institutionalize some elements of his original
mission, values, and operating procedures. But that individual has since left his
organization, and a few years ago it was acquired by a much larger firm which has
superimposed its own mission, values, and procedures. Today there is little evidence
of the initial routinization of the leader’s charisma. The leaders who were acting
as change agents in large, bureaucratic organizations had practically no long term
impact in terms of institutionalizing their charisma (Conger, 1993).

As Bryman (1993) argues, succession is one of the most crucial issues in routiniza-
tion. When an organization has a charismatic leader, it creates what Wilson (1975)
has called as “charismatic demand.” The dilemma, of course, is that it is highly
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unlikely that a charismatic leader will be found to replace the original one. Though
Bryman (1993) has found one example in a study of a transportation company,
such situations appear extremely rare. Instead what often happens is that a charis-
matic leader is replaced by a more managerially-oriented individual. Examples of
this would be Steven Jobs at Apple who was succeeded by John Sculley and Michael
Spindler, the succession of Lee lacocca at Chrysler by Robert Eaton (Bryman,
1993; Taylor, 1991), and Walt Disney’s replacement by Roy Disney (Bryman, 1993;
Thomas 1976). Given the enormous demands for continual adaptation due to com-
petition and strong needs to develop rational and formalized structures, many
business organizations may simply not be conducive to the long-term institutional-
ization of a leader’s charisma.

So perhaps it is time that we consider “releasing” ourselves from the constraints
of Weber’s original framework concerning institutionalization. His notions may
have been appropriate for more stable times which were infrequently interrupted
by dramatic change. In today’s world of business, for example, the rapid pace of
technological change and global competitive forces suggest that we are in a period
of constant change characterized by an ongoing, if not permanent, need for adapta-
tion to change. The need to institutionalize the values, beliefs, strategies, and
ideology of a single leader may actually be dysfunctional given environmental
demands to constantly reinvent the organization. As such, Weber’s notion that
charisma must ultimately institutionalize itself may no longer be accurate.

Even if routinization were to be successful, it is no guarantee of continued
performance success. Part of the dilemma is that successors may not possess the
strategic skills nor other abilities crucial to ensure the firm’s future leadership
(Conger, 1993). For example, while the retailer Walmart has apparently institution-
alized Sam Walton’s values and operating beliefs, a critical issue is whether it can
institutionalize his visionary insights into the world of retailing. Just as importantly,
Walton’s vision was most likely time-bound. It was built around an era of retailing
where the internet did not exist. So even if his strategic competence were to be
institutionalized, it is the product of a specific era in retailing and therefore may
be unsuitable for anticipating the industry’s next paradigm shift. The original mission
of a charismatic leader is highly unlikely to be forever adaptive.

Institutionalization of the leader’s charisma in rites and routines may also not
necessarily produce positive outcomes (Conger, 1993). Elements as simple as institu-
tionalized rituals of the charismatic leader may themselves become counterproduc-
tive over time. Even simple traditions could lose their original meaning and trans-
form themselves into bureaucratic norms. For example, IBM’s traditional corporate
dress code of dark suits and white shirts is illustrative. This requirement was intended
by Watson to make salespeople feel like executives: “If you dressed like an executive,
you would feel like one,” was Watson’s belief. Indeed the dress code did build
pride in the early days of IBM. Many decades later, however, this norm would
transform into a symbol of rigidity and conformity. It bureaucratized itself as Weber
would have guessed.

In conclusion, we need to challenge our thinking about this crucial area. A
limited number of case studies have offered us at best tantalizing tidbits of insight.
There is a strong need for systematic longitudinal and qualitative research to answer
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questions about the potential problems of institutionalization and whether positive
aspects of charisma may routinize to the point they become meaningless or simply
bureaucratic procedures.

LIABILITIES

Liabilities of the transformational leader have been largely overlooked. Because
these leaders are seen as such positive forces, the liabilities they might possess or
cause have gone unnoticed. Yet it would seem that they might not be appropriate
in all contexts and therefore could possess certain liabilities.

In contrast, there has been interest in the negative outcomes associated with
charismatic leadership. Jane Howell has proposed a dichotomous model of social-
ized and personalized charisma which attempts to address this issue. In conjunction
with Robert House (Howell, 1988; House & Howell, 1992; Howell & House, 1993),
the theory has been refined to propose a set of personality characteristics, behaviors,
and effects that distinguished two forms of charismatic leadership. There has been
some support for the theory in a recent analysis using assessments of historical
profiles of charismatic leaders (O’Connor, Mumford, Clifton, Gessner, & Connelly,
1995).

Specifically, socialized charismatics are described as articulating visions that serve
the interests of the collective. They govern in an egalitarian, non self-aggrandizing
manner, and actively empower and develop their followers. They also work through
legitimate, established channels of authority to accomplish their goals. On the other
hand, personalized charismatic leaders 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. At the same time, they demand unquestioning obedi-
ence and dependence in their followers.

While portraying these two forms as dichotomous, Howell and House do ac-
knowledge that a charismatic leader might in reality exhibit some aspects of both
the socialized and the personalized characteristics. This latter view is probably
closer to reality than their ideal model. As such, two parallel scales (of varying
degrees of intensity) of each might be more accurate. A leader might therefore
embody degrees of both.

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

In terms of impression management, charismatic leaders appear prone to exagger-
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ated self-descriptions and claims for their visions which can mislead their followers
(Conger, 1990; Gardner & Avolio, 1998). For example, they may present informa-
tion that makes their visions appear more feasible or appealing than they are in
reality. They may screen out looming problems or else foster an illusion of control
when things are actually out of control. Gardner and Avolio’s (1998) recent model
takes these dimensions to a further extreme where charismatic leaders are essentially
portrayed as actors who are extremely clever in manipulating images of themselves
to secure perceptions of their leadership and commitment to their goals: “they use
their superior acting abilities to orchestrate nonverbal and expressive behaviors
that followers see as highly fluid, outwardly directed, and animated. . . . Whereas
many such behaviors involve spontaneous displays of genuine emotions, others are
scripted in advance, or through improvisation to maximize their impact” (p. 43).

If Gardner and Avolio are correct, the liabilities of such leaders are that they
are so atuned to crafting images of themselves based on perceptions of their follow-
ers that the leader’s own personal identity and convictions may in turn be lost. In
the quest for an attribution of charismatic leadership, their own internal sense of
identity is undermined. They become actors seeking the next round of applause.

From the standpoint of management practices that become liabilities, there are
examples of overly self-confident and unconventional charismatic leaders who create
antagonistic relations with peers and superiors. Some such as Steven Jobs of Apple
Computer are known to create “in” and “out” groups within their organizations
that promote dysfunctional rivalries. Others create excessive dependence on them-
selves and then alternate between idealizing and devaluing dependent subordinates.
Many are ineffective adminstrators preferring “big picture” activities to routine
work. Finally, charismatic leaders often have a difficult time developing successors.
They enjoy the “center stage” too much to share it. To find a replacement who is
a peer may be too threatening for leaders who tend to be so narcissistic.

Daniel Sankowsky (1994) has written about the dilemmas of charismatic leaders
who are prone to a pathology of narcissism. Specifically, he has proposed a stage
model showing how pathological charismatics implicate their followers into a cycle of
exploitation. First, these leaders offer a grandiose vision and confidently encourage
followers to accomplish it. Followers, however, soon find themselves in an untenable
position. Because of their leader’s optimism, they have underestimated the con-
straints facing the mission as well as the resources they need but currently lack. As
aresult, performance inevitably falls short of the leader’s high expectations. Wishing
to comply with their leader’s wishes, however, followers continue to strive. Soon their
performance appears substandard to themselves and the leader as they fall behind.

While initially the leader will blame the outside world for undermining the
mission, his or her attention will eventually turn towards 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.

In general, the liabilities of charismatic and transformational leadership remain
a seriously neglected area of study. There is a great need for longitudinal studies
and in-depth case analysis to better understand whether some of the manipulative
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dynamics found in political and cult settings can also occur in business contexts.
As we noted earlier, “followers” in corporations are often not in a position to freely
chose or self-select their leader. Their leader may be appointed by the organization
or else employees themselves may be promoted or moved into the leader’s work
unit - not necessarily by choice. As such, we cannot be certain that the degree or
intensity of psychological dependence on the leader is the same as in political or
cult movements. It is most likely to be different. Finally, transformational leadership
remains largely untouched by the debate about leadership liabilities. Given that
such leaders may not be appropriate for all contexts (Baliga & Hunt, 1988), and
that it is rare to find a single leader who possesses a balanced complement of
leadership capabilities, it seems timely to challenge our assumptions and to more
closely look at the issue of the liabilities with transformational leaders.

CONCLUSIONS

In this article, I have taken a broad sweep through the fields of charismatic and
transformational leadership as they stand today. Both fields have undergone dra-
matic growth in terms of research over the last ten years. We have identified a
number of areas where explorations have truly deepened our understanding of very
complex phenomena. This is particularly true in the domain of leader behaviors.
At the same time, the field in this arena appears to have settled into a dominant
paradigm where the leading theories are increasingly converging and stabilizing
as standardized measures are developed and interest turns to investigations with
measures. In other words, we are moving away from theory-building. My personal
belief is that this is a mistake. Our knowledge is still formative in terms of leader
behavior and follower effects. Both theory-building and continued exploratory
research are necessary. At same time, there are numerous domains of knowledge
about the phenomena where we remain largely in the dark. For example, we have
only scratched the surface in our understanding of contextual issues, liabilities, and
succession. In many ways, one might say we are in the Iron Age in terms of our
understanding of both charismatic and transformational leadership. The Informa-
tion Age is still a long ways off. In conclusion, our work has only begun. From my
vantage point, the opportunities are boundless.
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