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This chapter reviews and evaluates major leadership Hheories and snmarizes
findings front empirical research on the topic over the last half century. The
review considers Hhe traits, skills, activities, and behavior of leaders, as well as
power and influence, situational approaches, and charismatic and transforma-
tional leadership. We exantine methodological issues, competing paradigms, and
conceptual problems and discuss directions for future research and theory.

Introduction

THE STUDY OF leadership has been an im-
portant and central part of the social science
literature for nearly a century (Mumford,
1906-1907; Van Fleet & Yukl, 1986a). Books,
articles, and papers on leadership number in
the several thousands, and the publication of
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new manuscripts continues at a rapid rate.
Publications on leadership can be found in a
variety of professional and practitioner jour-
nals in several disciplines, including manage-
ment, psychology, sociology, political science,
public administration, and educa tional admin-
istration (Van Fleet, 1975). As the number of
publications on leadership continues to grow,
social scientists have struggled to comprehend
and integrate the diverse theories and often in-
consistent findings (e.g., Bass, 1990; Fiedler
& House, 1988; Hollander & Offermann,
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1990; Van Fleet & Yukl, 1986a; Yukl, 1989,
1989b).

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an
overview of the literature on organizational
leadership, with an emphasis on recent trends
and developments likely to dominate the field
through the turn of the century. The volume
and scope of the literature precludes detailed
descriptions of individual studies or an ex-
haustive bibliographic listing of leadership ref-
erences. Instead, major theories are described
briefly, general findings in descriptive and
hypothesis-testing research are summarized,
and important issues and controversies are
identified. Webegin by examining the continu-
ing controversy over how to define leadership.

Definitions of Leadership

After a comprehensive review of the Jeader-
ship literature, Stogdill (1974) concluded that
“there are almost as many definitions of leader-
ship as there are persons who have attempted
to define the concept” (p. 259). Leadership has
been defined in terms of individual traits, leader
behavior, interaction patterns, role relation-
ships, follower perceptions, influence over
followers, influence on task goals, andinfluence
on organizational culture. Most definitions in-
volve an influence process but appear to have
little else in common. Definitions of leadership
differ in many respects, including important
differencesin who exerts influence, the purpose
of influence attempts, and the manner in which
influenceis exerted. The differencesreflect deep
disagreement about identification of leaders
and the nature of leadership processes. Differ-
ences between researchers in their conception
of leadership affect the choice of phenomena to
investigate and interpretation of the results.
One major controversy involves the locus of
leadership in organizations. Some theorists
believe that leadership is inherent in the social
influence processes occurring among members
f a group or organization, and leadership is a
ollective process shared among the members.

The opposing view is that all groups have role
specialization, including a specialized leader-
shiprole wherein one person hasmoreinfluence
than other members and carries out some
leadership functions that cannot be shared
withoutjeopardizing the success of the group’s
mission. Which assumption is made about the
nature of leadership determines whether re-
search will be focused on the attributes and
actions ofasingle, formalleader, oron reciprocal
influence processesand the leadership functions
performed by a variety of people in the orga-
nization, including informal leaders. Both ap-
proaches appear to provide unique insights,
and both may contribute to a better under-
standing of leadership in large organizations.

Some theorists would limit the definition of
leadership to an exercise of influence resulting
in enthusiastic commitment by followers, as
opposed to indifferent compliance or reluctant
obedience. This definition limits leadership to
specified types of influence processes with
specified outcomes. Proponents of this view
argue that a person who uses authority and
control over rewards, punishments, and infor-
mation to manipulate or coerce followers is not
really “leading” them. On the other hand, a
narrow, restrictive definition discourages ex-
amination of some types of influence processes
that may be important for understanding why
a manager or administrator is effective or in-
effective in a given situation. Many famous
political leaders and business leaders through-
out recorded history resorted occasionally to
the use of coercion or manipulation to accom-
plish their objectives.

A similar controversy continues over the
differences between leadership and manage-
ment. It is obvious that a person can be a leader
without being a manager, and a person can be
amanager withoutleading. Indeed, some man-
agers do not even have subordinates, say, for
instance, a “manager” of financial accounts.
Nobody has proposed that managing and lead-
ing are equivalent, but the degree of overlap is
a point of sharp disagreement. Some writers



contend that the twoare qualitatively different,
even mutually exclusive. For example, Bennis
and Nanus (1985) proposed that “managersare
people who do things right and leaders are
people who do theright thing” (p. 21). Zaleznik
(1977) proposed that managers are concerned
about how things get done, and leaders are
concerned with what things mean to people.
The essential distinction appears to be that
leaders influence commitment, whereas man-
agers merely carry out position responsibilities
and exerciseauthority. A contrary view is taken
by writers who see considerable overlap be-
tween leadership and managementand find no
good purpose served by assuming it is impos-
sible to be both a manager and leader at the
same time.

Definitions are somewhat arbitrary, and
controversies about the best way to define
leadership usually cause confusion and ani-
mosity rather than providing new insights
into the nature of the process. At this point in
the development of the field, it is not neces-
sary to resolve the controversy over the appro-
priate definition of leadership. For the time
being, it is better to use the various conceptions
of leadership as a source of different perspec-
tives on a complex, multifaceted phenomenon.
A definition of leadership should not pre-
determine the answer to the research question
of what makes a leader effective or ineffective.
Whenever feasible, leadership research
should be designed to provide information
relevant to the entire range of definitions, so
that over time it will be possible to compare
the utility of different conceptualizations and
arrive at some consensus on the matter (Yukl,
1989a).

Thus, we define leadership broadly in this
chapter. Leadership is viewed as a process that
includes influencing the task objectives and
strategies of a group or organization, influencing
people in the organization to implement the
strategies and achieve the objectives, influenc-
ing group maintenance and identification,
and influencing the culture of the organization.
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The terms manager and leader will be used in-
terchangeably, without any assumption that a
particular manager necessarily exhibits the
qualities associated with effective leadership.
We believe that research should focus on
leadership as a process, not on leaders as ste-
reotyped individuals. Attempts to classify
people into mutually exclusive stereotypes
such as leader versus manager, autocratic
versus democratic leader, and transforma-
tional versus transactional leader, impede
progress in understanding leadership rather
than facilitate it.

Overview of Leadership
Research and Theory

The field of leadership is presently in a state of
ferment and confusion. Most of the theories are
beset with conceptual weaknesses and lack
strong empirical support. Empirical studies
have been conducted on leadership effective-
ness, but many of the results are contradictory
or inconclusive. The confused state of the field
canbeattributed in large part to the disparity of
approaches, the narrow focus of most re-
scarchers, and the absence of broad theories to
integrate findings from the different ap-
proaches. Most researchers deal only with a
narrow aspect of leadership and ignore the
other aspects. Likewise, most leadership theo-
ries deal only with a limited set of the variables
relevant to leadership (Yukl, 1989a),
Leadership has been studied in different
ways, depending on the researcher’s concep-
tion of leadership and methodological prefer-
ences, Most of the studies divide naturally into
distinct lines of research and can be classified
according to whether the primary focus is on
leader traits, behavior, power and influence, or
situational factors. Transformational and
charismatic leadership, a subject that became
popular in the 1980s, can be viewed as a hybrid
approach that involves elements from each of
the otherapproaches, Major fmdmgq fromeach
line of research are reviewed next in separate
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sections of this chapter. Methodological issues
and controversies that involve more than one
line of research are discussed later.

The Trait Approach

The trait approach emphasizes the personal
attributes of leaders. Early leadership theories
attributed success to possession of extraordi-
nary abilities such as tireless energy, penetrat-
ing intuition, uncanny foresight, and irresist-
able persuasive powers, Hundreds of trait
studies were conducted during the 1930s and
1940s to discover these elusive qualities. Re-
views of this research found the results disap-
pointing (Gibb, 1954; Mann, 1959; Stogdill,
1948). Differences were found between leaders
and nonleaders on some traits, but these find-
ings only tell us something about the type of
people most likely to occupy leadership posi-
tions, not what type of people will be successful
as leaders, Results for the relationship between
traits and leader success were usually weak
and inconsistent. Thus, the early studies failed
tosupport the basic premise of the traitapproach
that a leader must possess a particular set of
uniyersally relevant traits—the “right stuff”—
to be successful.

Although attention shifted in the 1950s
from leader traits to leader behavior, some trait
research continued and progress has been
made in discovering how leader traits relate to
leadership effectiveness and advancement.
Advances in trait research have been due in
part to a change of focus from abstract per-
sonality traits and general intelligence to
specific skills and traits that can be related
directly to behaviors required for effective
leadership in a particular situation. Progress
has been due also to the use of more effective
research methods to supplement the tradi-
tional approaches. Most early trait studies
compared leaders tononleaders with respect to
scores on personality and ability tests, or they
examined correlations between test scores and

effectiveness criteria. Since the 1950s, trait re-
searchers have relied more on other methods.
For example, researchers at AT&T (Bray,
Campbell, & Grant, 1974;Howard & Bray, 1988)
examined how career advancement of AT&T
managers was predicted by a variety of trait
measures taken in assessment centers. Boyatzis
(1982) used behavior event interviews, a variation
of the critical incident method, to infer traits
and skills from incidents reported by managers.
McCall and Lombardo (1983) used interviews
to compare individuals who had successful
management careers to individuals who ad-
vanced into middle or top management but
subsequently “derailed.”

The continuing search for traits related to
effective leadership has revealed a moderately
consistent pattern of results, and many of the
results are stronger and less ambiguous than
those found in the early trait research. The
cumulative findings from more than half a
century of research indicate that some traits
increase the likelihood of success as a leader,
even thoughnoneof the traits guarantee success
(Bass, 1990; Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1991; Lord,
DeVader, & Alliger, 1986; Yukl, 1989a). Con-
sistent with a situational view, the relative
importance of different traits for leader effec-
tiveness appears to depend in part on the lead-
ership situation. Findings for personality traits
will be examined separately from findings for
skills.

Traits Related to Leader Effectiveness

Individual traits that appear to be related to
managerial effectiveness and advancement
include high energy level, stress tolerance, in-
tegrity, emotional maturity, and self-confidence
(see reviews by Bass, 1990; Kirkpatrick &
Locke, 1991; Yukl, 1989a). High energy level
and stress tolerance help people cope with the
hectic pace and unrelenting demands of most
managerial jobs, the frequentrole conflicts, and
the pressure to make important decisions
without adequate information. Leaders with



high emotional maturity and integrity are
more likely to maintain cooperative relation-
ships with subordinates, peers, and superiors,
Emotional maturity means that a leader is less
self-centered (has concern for other people),
has more self-control (less impulsive, able to
delay gratification and resist hedonistic temp-
tations), has more stable emotions (not prone to
extreme mood swings or outbursts of anger),
andislessdefensive (more receptivetocriticism,
more willing to learn from mistakes). Integrity
means that a person’s behavior is consistent
with espoused values and that the person is
honestand trustworthy. Self-confidence makes a
leader more persistent in pursuit of difficult
objectives, despiteinitial problemsand setbacks,
Without strong self-confidence, a person is less
likely to make influence attempts, and any
influence attempts made are less likely to be
successful.

Motivation is another aspect of personality
related to managerial effectiveness and ad-
vancement. In a program of rescarch con-
ducted by McClelland and his colleagues,
leader motives were measured with a projec-
tive test (McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982;
McClelland & Burnham, 1976). The three mo-
tives investigated were need for power, need
for achievement, and need for affiliation.
Someone with a high need for power enjoys
influencing people and events and is more
likely to seek positions of authority. Someone
with a high need for achievement enjoys at-
taining a challenging goal or accomplishing a
difficult task, prefers moderate risks, and is
more ambitious in terms of career success.
Someone witha high need for affiliation enjoys
social activities and seeks close, supportive
relationships with other people. The research
found thateffectiveleaders in large, hierarchical
organizations tend to have a socialized power
orientation (i.e., a strong need for power com-
bined with high emotional maturity), a mod-
erately strong need for achievement, and a
relatively weak need for affiliation. Although
only a few trait studies have included behavior
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measures, the optimal motive pattern can be
understood better by examining the implica-
tions for leadership behavior and use of power.

The research by McClelland and his col-
leagues found that leaders with a socialized
power orientation use their influence to build
subordinate commitment to organizational
goals, and they seek to empower and develop
subordinates by using more consultation, del-
egation, and coaching. In contrast, managers
with a personalized power orientation (i.e.,
strong need for power combined with low
emotionalmaturity) are interested primarily in
personal aggrandizement and domination of
others. These managers are likely to do things
that jeopardize task objectives and interper-
sonal relations, such as trying to manipulate
and coerce people, trying to undermine poten-
tial rivals, taking credit for successful activities
without acknowledging contributions by oth-
ers, covering up mistakes and problems, and
finding scapegoats to blame when failure oc-
curs, Managers with moderately high achieve-
ment motivation seek opportunities involving
challenging objectives, and they take the ini-
tiative to identify problems and assume re-
sponsibility for solving them. However,
achievement motivation contributes to leader-
ship effectiveness only if a manager's efforts
are directed toward building a successful team
rather than toward the manager’s own indi-
vidualachievement. Ifa manager’sachievement
maotivation is too strong relative to power mo-
tivation, the manager will be reluctant to del-
egate, and subordinates are unlikely to develop
astrong sense of shared responsibility and task
commitment (McClelland & Burnham, 1976),

Similar results were found in another pro-
gram of research on managerial motivation
conducted by Miner and his colleagues (Berman
& Miner, 1985; Miner, 1978). More than 33
studies were conducted over a period of 25
years using a projective test called the Miner
Seatence Completion Scale to predict managerial
advancement. The most relevant components
of managerial motivation for advancement
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inlarge bureaucratic organizations were desire
for power, desire to compete with peers (sim-
ilar to achievement motivation), and a pos-
itive attitude toward authority figures. A posi-
tive attitude toward authority figures is im-
portant because a manager who resents au-
thority figures is unlikely to maintain effective
relations with superiors and develop the up-
ward influence hecessary to carry out position
responsibilities.

Skills Related to Leader Effectiveness

Skillsrelevant for carrying outa leader’s duties
and responsibilities are another predictor of
leader effectiveness. Itis not enou ghtohavethe
appropriate personality traits; a person also
needs considerable skill to be effective as a
leader. Unfortunately, the conceptualization of
leadership skills has not received much atten-
tion, and little effort has been made to refine
and validatethe early skill taxonomies proposed
by Katz (1955) and Mann (1965). Nevertheless,
these relatively simple taxonomies provide a
useful scheme for integrating the extensive re-
search on leadership skills. Three basic cat-
egories of skills are technical skills, conceptual
skills, and interpersonal skills. Technical skills
include knowledge of products and services,
knowledge of work operations, procedures,
and equipment, and knowledge of markets,
clients, and competitors. Conceptual skills in-
clude ability to analyze complex events and
perceive trends, recognize changes, and iden-
tify problems and opportunities; ability to
develop creative, Practical solutions to prob-
lems; and ability to conceptualize complex
ideas and use models, theories, and analogies.
Interpersonal skills include understanding of
interpersonal and Broup processes, ability to
understand the motives, feelings, and attitudes
of people from what they say and do (empathy,
social sensitivity), ability to maintain co-
operative relationships with people (tact,
diplomacy, conflict resolution skills), and oral

communicationand persuasive ability. A fourth
category—administrative skills—refers to the
ability to perform relevent managerial func-
tions such as planning, delegating, and super-
vising. This is an ambiguous skill category
because it appears to involve a combination of
specific technical, cognitive, and interpersonal
skills.

Most trait research has looked for skills that
are universally relevant for leadership effec-
tiveness. In general, the research supports the
conclusion that technical skills, conceptual
skills, interpersonal skills, and administrative
skills are necessary in most managerial posi-
tions (Bass, 1990; Boyatzis, 1982; Hosking &
Morley, 1988; Mann, 1965). Some specific skills
within these broad skill categoriesare probably
useful forallleaders, including analytical ability,
persuasiveness, speaking ability, memory for
details, empathy, and tact. However, the rela-
tiveimportance of most specific skills probably
varies greatly depending on the situation. Un-
fortunately, only a limited amount of research
has examined how situational differences
moderate the relationship between skills and
leader effectiveness.

One aspect of the situation that appears to
influenceskillrequirementsisa mana ger'slevel
of authority (Boyatzis, 1982; Jacobs & Jaques,
1987; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Mann, 1965). For
example, executives usually need more con-
ceptual skill than supervisors. Skill require-
ments are also influenced by the type of orga-
nization. The technical expertise needed by a
manager varies greatly from one type of orga-
nization to another (Boyatzis, 1982; Kotter,1982;
Shetty & Peery, 1976). Even for the same type
of organization, the optimal pattern of skills
may vary depending on the prevailing busi-
ness strategy (Gupta & Govindarajan, 1984;
Szilagyi& Schweiger, 1984). More theory-based
research is needed to link skills to the unique
skill requirements of different types of leader-
ship positions and to the social and political
context (Hosking & Morely, 1988).



Trait Patterns and Balance

There has been an increasing trend in the trait
research to take a more holistic view and exam-
ine patterns of leader traits and skills, rather
than continuing the earlier approach of focus-
ing on each trait as a separate predictor of
leadership effectiveness or advancement. One
example of this approach is the research on
managerial motivation described earlier. By
itself, a trait such as need for power or need for
achievement is not strongly correlated with
leader effectiveness, and it is difficult to inter-
pretany correlation that is found. However, the
overall pattern of managerial motivation is
more predictive of managerial effectiveness,
and the results are consistent with our knowl-
edge about the types of behavior required for
effective leadership. Another example is re-
search showing that leadership emergence
depends jointly on the ability to recognize
what followers want in different situations
and the flexibility to respond appropriately to
follower expectations in different situations
(Zaccarro, Foti, & Kenny, 1991).

Another key concept coming out of the
trait approach is the idea of balance. In some
cases, balance means that the optimal amount
of some trait is a moderate amount rather
than either a very low or very high amount
of the trait. For example, leaders need self-
confidence to be effective in influencing others
to believe in them and their proposals, but
excessive self-confidence makes a leader
unresponsive to negative information and
insensitive to dissenting views. Unfortunately,
most trait studies are not guided by theory ex-
plaining how traits are related to effectiveness,
and they test only for simplé, linear relation-
ships. There is a need for more theory-based
studies that include analyses to test whether a
curvilinear relationship is supported by the
data.

Sometimes balance means tempering one
trait with another, such as tempering a high
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need for power with the emotional maturity
required to ensure that subordinates are em-
powered rather than dominated. Leaders often
find themselves in situations involving trade-
offs between competing values (Quinn &
Rohrbaugh, 1983). Concern for the task must be
balanced against concern for people (Blake &
Mouton, 1982). Concern for a leader’s own
needs must be balanced against concern for
organizational needs. Concern for the needs of
subordinates must be balanced against concern
for the needs of superiors, lateral peers, and
clients. Desire for change and innovation must
be balanced against need for continuity and
predictability. More research is needed on the
way in which effective leaders balance com-
peting values.

The concept of balance can be extended to
shared leadership. In some cases, balance in-
volves different leaders in a management team
who have complementary attributes that
compensate for each other’s weaknesses and
enhance each other’s strengths (Bradford &
Cohen, 1984). A better understanding of lead-
ership in an organization may be gained by
examining the pattern of traits for the executive
team rather than focusing on the traits of a
single leader such as the CEO. To date there has
been little rescarch on the trait patterns in ex-
ecutive teams.

The trait approach was dominant in the
early days of leadership rescarch, then fell out
of favor for a long period, and only recently has
regained some credibility with leadership
theorists. Traits offer the potential to explain
why people seek leadership positions and why
they act the way they do when they occupy
these positions. Much progress has been made
in traitresearch, and itis now evident that some
traits and skills increase the likelihood of
Jeadership success, even though they do not
guarantee success and their relative impor-
tance depends on the situation. Despite this
progress, the utility of the trait approach for
understanding leadership effectiveness is
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limited by the abstract nature of traits. The
causal chain from traits to effectiveness criteria
such as group performance is long and tenu-
ous. Traits interact with situational demands
and constraints to influence a leader’s behav-
ior, and this behavior interacts with other situ-
ational varfables to influence group process
variables, which in turn affect group perfor-
mance. The potential contribution of the trait
approach continues to be limited by the lack of
attention to variables mediating the relationship
between leader traits and effectiveness criteria.
It is difficult to understand how leader traits
can affect subordinate motivation or group
performance unless we examine how traits are
expressed in the actual behavior of leaders, We

turn next to a review of research on leadership
behavior.

The Behavioral Approach

The behavioral approach emphasizes what
leaders and managers actually do on the job
and the relationship of this behavior to leader
effectiveness. Major lines of behavior research
include description of typical patterns of
managerial activities, classification of leader-
ship behaviors into taxonomies of behavior
categories, and identification of behaviors re-
lated to criteria of leadership effectiveness.

Managerial Activities

Mostresearch on the nature of managerial work
has involved descriptive methods such as di-
rect observation, diaries, and anecdotes ob-
tained from interviews. One line of research
since the early work by Carlson (1951) seeks to
discover what activities are typical of mana-
gerial work, Reviews of this research have been
published by McCall and Segrist (1980) and
Hales (1986). The typical pattern of managerial
activity reflects the dilemmas faced by most
managers (Kotter, 1982). Relevant information

exists only in the heads of people who are
widely scattered within and outside of the or-
ganization. Managers need to make decisions
based on information that is both incomplete
and overwhelming, and they require coopera-
tion from many people over whom they have
no formal authority. The descriptive research
shows that managerial work is inherently
hectic, varied, fragmented, reactive, and
disorderly (Kanter, 1983; Kaplan, 1986;
Mintzberg, 1973). Many activities involve brief
oral interactions that provide an opportunity
to obtain relevant, up-to-date information, dis-
cover problems, and influence people to imple-
ment plans. Many interactions involve people
besides subordinates, such as lateral peers,
superiors, and outsiders.

Descriptive research on managerial deci-
sion making and problem solving provides
additional insights into the nature of manage-
rial work (Cohen & March, 1986; Gabarro,
1985; McCall & Kaplan, 1985; Mintzberg &
McHugh, 1985; Schweiger, Anderson, &
Locke, 1985; Simon, 1987). Decision processes
are highly political, and most planning is
informal and adaptive to changing conditions.
Effective managers develop a mental agenda
of short- and long-term objectives and strate-
gies (Kotter, 1982). The network of relation-
ships inside and outside of the manager’s unit
is used to implement plans and strategies.
For plans involving significant innovations or
affecting the distribution of power and re-
sources, it is necessary for the manager to
forge a coalition of supporters and Sponsors,
which may involve expanding the network
of contacts and allies (Kanter, 1983; Kaplan,
1984). Effective managers are able to recog-
nize relationships among the streams of prob-
lems, issues, and opportunities they encounter.
By relating problems to each other and to
informal objectives, a manager can find oppor-
tunities to solve more than one problem at

the same time (Isenberg, 1984; McCall &
Kaplan, 1985).



We have made considerable progress in
understanding managerial work, but there is
much yet to be learned (Hales, 1986). More
research is needed to integrate description of
activity patterns with description of the pur-
pose of the activities, description of the func-
tional behaviors used to accomplish the pur-
pose, and description of the skills needed todo
it effectively.

Taxonomies of Behaviors

A major question in behavior research is how
to classify leadership behavior in a way that
facilitates research and theory on leadership
effectiveness. Early research conducted dur-
ing the 1950s at Ohio State University sought
to identify relevant aspects of leadership
behavior and measure these behaviors with
a questionnaire filled out by subordinates of
leaders. Factor analysis of preliminary ques-
tionnaires (Fleishman, 1953; Halpin & Winer,
1957) revealed that subordinates perceived
the behavior of their leader primarily in terms
of two independent categories, one dealing
with task-oriented behaviors (initiating stric-
Hure) and the other dealing with people-oriented
behaviors (consideration). The resulting ques-
tionnaires, called the Leader Behavior Descrip-
tHon Questionnaire (LBDQ) and the Supervisory
Behavior Description (SBD or SBDQ) dom-
inated survey research on leadership behavior
for the next two decades. Even efforts by
Stogdill, one of the Ohio State University Jead-
ership researchers, to develop a more sophis-
ticated taxonomy of leader behavior was not
successful in breaking the fixation of research-
ers and theorists on the simple, two-factor
conceptualization. Stogdill (1963) developed a
revised leadership questionnaire (LBDQ XII)
with twelve categories of behavior, but
most researchers continued to use only the
consideration and initiating structure scales
from the LBDQ-XII or from one of the earlier
Ohio State leadership questionnaires. Even
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now after the shortcomings of the two-factor
model are widely acknowledged, a few re-
searchers are still using the old questionnaires.

The simple two-factor taxonomy of task-
oriented behavior and people-oriented behav-
jor provided a good starting point for
conceptualization of leadership behavior, but
these broadly defined behaviors are too ab-
stract to provide a basis for understanding how
leaders handle the specific role requirements
confronting them. Further progress in the be-
havior research requires a shift in focus tomore
specific aspects of behavior (Yukl, 1981 ). Since
the effort by Stogdill (1963) to develop a better
way to classify leadership behavior, several
other researchers and theorists have proposed
taxonomies with more specific categories of
leadership or managerial behavior. These
taxonomies have been based on a variety of
different research methods, including use
of experts to develop categories to classify ob-
servations of managers (Luthans & Lock-
wood,1984; Mintzberg, 1973}, factor analysis of
Jeader behavior description guestionnaires
(Morse & Wagner, 1978; Yukl & Nemeroff,
1979), and factor analysis of managers’ ratings
of the importance of different job responsibili-
ties (Page & Tornow,1987). Despite differences
in the purpose and level of abstraction for the
various taxonomies, some commonalities are
evident among the behavior categories (Yukl,
1989a).

Yukl proposed an integrating taxonomy
with 14 generic categories of behavior applic-
able to any leader or manager (see Table 1). All
of the behavior categories are relevant for
leadership effectiveness, but their relative im-
portance varies across situations, and they can
be enacted in different ways in different situa-
tions. The behaviors are measured witha ques-
tionnaire called the Managerial Practices Surocy
(Yukl], Wall, & Lepsinger, 1990), but the catego-
ries can be used also to code descriptions ol
leader behavior from observation, diaries, and
critical incidents.
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TABLE 1

Definition of Managerial Practices

Planning and organizing: Determining long-term objectives and strategies,
allocating resources according to priorities, determining how to use person-
nel and resources efficiently to accomplish a task or project, and determining
how to improve coordination, productivity, and effectiveness

Problem solving: Identifying work-related problems, analyzing problems in a
systematic but timely manner to determine causes and find solutions, and
acting decisively to implement solutions and resolve crises

Clarifying: Assigning work, providing direction in how to do the work, and
communicating a clear understanding of job responsibilities, task objectives,
priorities, deadlines, and performance expectations

Informing: Disseminating relevant information about decisions, plans, and
activities to people who need the information to do their work

Monitoring: Gathering information about work activities and external conditions
affecting the work, checking on the progress and quality of the work, and
evaluating the performance of individuals and the effectiveness of the
organizational unit

Motivating: Using influence techniques that appeal to logic or emotion to generate
enthusiasm for the work, commitment to task objectives, and compliance with

requests for cooperation, resources, or assistance; also setting an example of
proper behavior

Consulting: Checking with people before making changes that affect them,

encouraging participation in decision making, and allowing others to influence
decisions

Recognizing: Providing praise and recognition for effective performance, significant
achievements, and special contributions

Supporting: Acting friendly and considerate, being patient and helpful, and
showing sympathy and support when someone is upset or anxious

Managing conflict and team building: Facilitating the constructive resolution of

conflict and encouraging cooperation, teamwork, and identification with the
organizational unit

Networking: Socializing informally, developing contacts with people outside of the
immediate work unit who are a source of information and support, and
maintaining contacts through periodic visits, telephone calls, correspondence,
and attendance at meetings and social events

Delegating: Allowing subordinates to have substantial responsibility and discretion

in carrying out work activities and giving them authority to make important
decisions

Developing and mentoring: Providing coaching and career counseling and doing
things to facilitate a subordinate’s skill acquisition and career advancement

Rewarding: Providing tangible rewards such as a pay increase or promotion for
effective performance and demonstrated competence by a subordinate

Copyright © 1990 by Gary Yukl



The Two-factor Taxonomy
and Leader Effectiveness

A primary objective of behavior research has
been to identify the consequences of different
types of leadership behavior. The typical ap-
proach in this research is to examine differ-
ences in behavior patterns between effective
and ineffective leaders, or to assess the corre-
lation between measures of leader behavior
and criteria of leadership effectiveness.

Most of the behavior studies in the 1950s,
1960s, and 1970s relied on the Ohio State lead-
ership scales. Hundreds of studies examined
the correlation of leader initiating structure
and consideration with subordinate satisfac-
tion and performance. In addition, a few labo-
ratory and field experiments were conducted
to determine the effects of leader task and rela-
tionship behavior on subordinale satisfaction
and performance. Except for the finding that
leader consideration is usually correlated
positively with subordinate satisfaction, the
results from this behavior research have been
contradictory and inconclusive in the United
States (Yukl, 1989a).

In Japan, 30 years of research on perfor-
mance-oriented (task) and maintenance-
oriented (people) behavior by leaders found
more consistent evidence that both types of
behaviorare necessary for leadership effective-
ness (Misumi, 1985; Misumi & Peterson, 1985).
The stronger pattern of results in Japan may be
due in part to selection of behaviors relevant
for the type of work performed by the sample
used in each study. Cultural differences may
also account for the divergent results found in
Japan. Comparative research provides evidence
that different types of leader behavior are
considered appropriate in different cultures
(Smith, Misumi, Tayeb, Peterson, & Bond, 1989).

Overall, the research based on a two-factor
conceptualization of leadership behavior has
added little to our knowledge about effec-
tive leadership. This massive research effort
was unsuccessful for a variety of reasons. An
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underlying assumption in much of the research
was that leader behaviors can be classified into
separate, mutually exclusive sets of task-
oriented and people-oriented behaviors, and
extensive use of both sets of behaviors is neces-
sary for a leader to be effective (Larson, Hunt,
& Osborn, 1976; Nystrom, 1978). This assump-
tion has been criticized by theorists who view
task and people orientation as values rather
thanas distinct types of leader behaviors (Blake
& Mouton, 1982). Any type of leadership be-
havior has implications both for achieving the
task and for maintaining effective relation-
ships with people, and any particular behavior
incident can be located in a two-dimensional
space in relation to the two underlying value
dimensions. For example, when a manager
walks around the work facility and talks to
subordinates to observe how the work is going,
this monitoring behavior may be done in a
way thatreflects concern for interpersonal rela-
tionships as well as concern for the task. In
general, effective leaders show substantial
concern in their behavior both for task objec-
tives and for the people who must carry out
the task (Blake & Mouton, 1982; Sashkin &
Fulmer, 1988). However, effective leaders act
in ways that are qualitatively different from
leaders with high concern only for the task,
high concern only for people, or low concern
about both the task and people. The types of
behavior items that embody both concerns si-
multaneously areseldomincluded intheleader
behavior questionnaires used to test the propo-
sition that a high-high pattern of leadership
behavior is optimal.

A second reason for failure of the two-factor
approach was lack of attention to the situat-
ional relevance of leader behaviors, Some task-
oriented and people-oriented behavior is nec-
essary forany leader, but therelativeimportance
of specific forms of this behavior varies from
situation to situation (Yukl, 1989a). It is not
enough for a leader to show high concern both
for task objectives and relationships with sub-
ordinates; the specific behaviors selected by
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the leader to express these concerns must be
relevant for the task, the organizational con-
text, and the subordinates who will perform
the task. Effective leaders select behaviors that
are appropriate for their situation (Blake &
Mouton, 1982; House & Mitchell, 1974; Yuk!,
1981). For example, some clarifying of subor-
dinate work roles is necessary by all leaders,
but the appropriate amount, form, and timing
of the behavior depends on the complexity and
uniqueness of the task and the competence and
experience of the leader’s subordinates. Inef-
fective leaders may be unable to determine
what behaviors are appropriate for the situa-
tion, or they may recognize what behavior
is appropriate but lack the skills or motivation
needed to carry it out. Later in this chapter
we will examine situational theories that
attempt to explain why some behaviors are
more relevant in particular situations.

Participative Leadership
and Leader Effectiveness

The decades from 1950 to 1980 also witnessed
considerable research in another, more nar-
rowly defined aspect of leadership behavior,
namely participative leadership (e.g., consuit-
ing with subordinates individually or making
joint decisions with them as a group). This
aspect of behavior involves power sharing and
can be viewed as part of the power-influence
approach as well as part of the behavior ap-
proach., Since the pioneering studies by Lewin,
Lippitt, and White (1939) and Coch and French
(1948), social scientists have been interested in
studying the consequences of participative
leadership. The research has employed a vari-
ety of methods, including laboratory experi-
ments, field experiments, correlational field
studies, and qualitative case studies involving
interviews with effective leaders and their
subordinates.

Several recent reviews have attempted to
summarize theempirical, quantitativeresearch

(Cotton, Vollrath, Froggatt, Lengnick-Hall, &
Jennings, 1988; Miller & Monge, 1986; Schweiger
& Leana, 1985; Wagner & Gooding, 1987), but
the various reviewers did not agree in their
interpretation of the findings (e.g., see Cotton,
Vollrath, Lengnick-Hall, & Froggatt, 1990;
Leana, Locke, & Schweiger, 1990). Overall, the
research evidence from the quantitative stud-
ies is not sufficiently strong and consistent to
draw any firm conclusions. In contrast, the
findings from descriptive case studies of ef-
fective managers have been more consistently
supportive of the benefits of participative
leadership (Bradford & Cohen, 1984; Kanter,
1983; Kouzes & Posner, 1987; Peters & Austin,
1985; Peters & Waterman, 1982), This research
found that effective managers used a substan-
tial amount of consultation and delegation to
empower subordinates and give them a sense
of ownership for activities and decisions. The
effectiveness of power sharing and delegation
tends to be supported also by research on self-
managed groups (Manz & Sims, 1987, 1989).

In summary, after 40 years of research,
we are left with no definitive conclusion about
the general consequences of participative lead-
ership except thatitsometimesresultsin higher
satisfaction and performance, and other times
does not. Lack of progress in this research may
be due to the fact that most studies focus on
the general question of whether participative
leadership is better than autocratic leadership,
rather than identifying the conditions neces-
sary for participative procedures to be effective
(Yukl, 1981). A contingency approach empha-
sizing limiting conditions for participative
leadership is incorporated in the Vroom and
Yetton (1973) theory discussed later in the
chapter.

Specific Leader Behaviors and Effectiveness
In the past decade, an increasing amount

of research has examined how specific types
of leadership behavior are related to leader



effectiveness. This empirical research suggests
that managerial effectiveness is predicted bet-
ter by specific behaviors (e.g., positive reward
behavior, clarifying, monitoring, problem
solving) relevant to the leadership situation
than by broad measures such as initiating
structure and consideration.

A number of studies examined positive re-
ward behavior by theleaders. Podsakoff, Todor,
Grover, and Huber (1984) reviewed this lit-
erature and found that praise and contingent
rewards usually increase subordinate satisfac-
tion and performance. The importance of rec-
ognition and appropriate rewards has been
noted also in descriptive studies of leadership
in effective organizations (Peters & Austin,
1985; Peters & Waterman, 1982).

Clarifying is the primary component of
initiating structure, and a number of studies
have been conducted on the use of clarifying
behavior by leaders (e.g., explaining responsi-
bilities, assigning work, giving instructions,
setting priorities, setting deadlines, setting
standards). For example, in questionnaire re-
search reported by Yukl, Wall, and Lepsinger
(1990), clarifying was related to managerial
effectiveness in four out of six samples of
leaders. Setting specific, challenging, but
realistic goals is an important component of
clarifying behavior, and in the motivation
literature there is ample evidence from field
experiments that goal setting by a manager
results in better subordinate performance than
no goals or “do your best” instructions (e.g.,
Locke & Latham, 1990).

Evidence for the importance of other lead-
ership and managerial behaviors is provided
by descriptive research and by some question-
naire studies with an independent criterion of
managerial effectiveness. Severalstudies found
relationships between planning and manage-
rial effectiveness, although effective planning
was usually informal and flexible rather than
formal and rigid (Carroll & Gillen, 1987;
Kotter, 1982; Yukl, Wall, & Lepsinger,1990).
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Problem solving behavior was also related to
managerial effectiveness in some of these same
studies. In observational research, Komaki
(1986) found that monitoring was related to
the effectiveness of supervisors, and a similar
result was found in some research using
questionnaires (Yukl, Wall, & Lepsinger,1990).
Motivating behaviors (e.g., emphasizing the
importance of the work, inspiring task commit-
ment, role modeling) were related to leader-
ship effectiveness in research using question-
naires (Yukl, Wall, & Lepsinger,1990), in re-
search involving content analysis of bio-
graphies for famous military leaders (VanFleet
& Yukl, 1986b), in research with criticalincidents
aboutair force officers (Yukl & Van Fleet,1982),
and in research on charismatic and transfor-
mational leaders (see a later section in this
chapter). Evidence that networking behavior
is related to advancement comes from an ob-
servation study of managers (Luthans, Rosen-
crantz, & Hennessey, 1985), and networking
behavior was found to be important for
managerial effectiveness in research involv-
ing interviews with managers (Kaplan, 1986;
Kotter, 1982). Finally, descriptive research in-
volving effective managers suggests that be-
haviors such as coaching, mentoring, and team
building areimportant for developing subordi-
nate skills and confidence and strengthening
their identification with the organization and
its mission (Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Bradford &
Cohen, 1984; Peters & Austin, 1985; Tichy &
Devanna, 1986).

Evaluation of the Behavioral Approach

The long fixation on consideration and initiat-
ing structure appears to have come to an end,
and most researchers now realize that it is
necessary to examine more specific types of
behaviors to understand leadership effective-
ness. However, in comparison to the hundreds
of studies on task-oriented and people-oriented
behavior, the number of studies on specific



160 Yukl and Van Fleet

behaviors (other than participative leadership)
is still quite small. More research on specific
aspects of behavior is needed to identify the
situations where each type of behavior is rel-
evant. Whenever possible, this research should
include a careful analysis of the situation to
identify in advance the behaviors likely to be
the most relevant for the type of leaders in the
sample. When analyzing relationships between
a large set of behavior variables and criterion
variables, it is desirable to make specific hy-
potheses about expected relationships, rather
than conducting a “fishing expedition” that
exploits chance results. If possible, intervening
variables mediating the effects of leader be-
havior should be included in the research to
allow analysis of causal linkages.

As we found in the trait research, the be-
havior research suffers from a tendency to
look for simple answers to complex questions.
Most research on leadership effectiveness has
focused on behaviors individually rather than
examining how effective leaders use patterns

of specific behaviors to accomplish their agen- -

das. Itis likely that specificbehaviors interactin
complex ways and that leadership effective-
nesscannotbe understood unless these interac-
tions are studied. For example, monitoring is
useful for discovering problems, but unless
something is done to solve problems when they
are discovered it will not contibute to the effec-
tiveness of the leader. Planning is likely to be
ineffective unless it is based on timely, accurate
information gathered from monitoring, con-
sulting, and networking, and thereis little point
in developing plans unless the leader also in-
fluences people tosupportand implement them.
Delegating is unlikely to be effective unless the
leader clarifies the subordinate’s new responsi-
bilities, ensures that the subordinate accepts
them, monitors progress in anappropriate way,
and provides necessary support, resources, and
assistance,

Descriptive studies of managerial work
suggest that complementary behaviors are
woven together into a complex tapestry such

that the whole is greater than the sum of the
parts (Kaplan, 1986). A leader’s skill in select-
ing and enacting appropriate behaviors is re-
lated to the success of the outcome, but
different patterns of behavior may be used to
accomplish the same outcome—such as in the
idea of equifinality. In future research it is
essential to pay more attention to the overall
pattern of leadership behavior rather than be-
coming too preoccupied with any particular
component of it.

Behavior taxonomies are descriptive aids
that may help us analyze complex events and
provide better understanding about them.
However, it is important to remember that all
behavior taxonomies arearbitrary and that they
have no validity in any absolute sense. Unfor-
tunately, there has been too much preoccupa-
tion with finding and using the correct set of
behavior categories. In many of the field stud-
iesonmanagerial behavior, only a few “correct”
behaviors were measured, resulting in nu-
merous missed opportunities to collect rich,
descriptive information about the behavior of
leaders in organizations. In both questionnaire
and observational research, it is essential to be
flexible about the behavior constructs used in
analyzing patterns of leadership behavior,
rather than assuming that we already know in
advance what constructs will be most useful.

Power and Influence Approach

The power possessed by a leader is important
not only for influencing subordinates, but also
for influencing peers, superiors, and people
outside the organization, such as clients and
suppliers. Major questions in research on
power include identification of different types
of power, an understanding of how leaders
gain or lose power, an understanding of how
different amounts and types of leader power
are related to leadership effectiveness, and an
understanding of how influence behavior is
related to effective leadership.



Types of Power

Efforts to understand power usually involve
distinctions among various forms of power.
The power taxonomy proposed by French and
Raven (1959) differentiates five types of power:
legitimate, reward, coercive, expert, and refer-
ent. This taxonomy has dominated the
conceptualization of power sources and re-
search on leader power for three decades.
However, the French and Raven taxonomy does
not include all of the different types of power
now recognized by researchers, For example,
Yukl and Falbe (1991) found evidence for two
additional power sources, namely agent per-
suasiveness and control over information.
Another conceptualization of power that
continues to be widely accepted is the di-
chotomy between personal power stemming
fromattributes of the person, and position power
stemming from attributes of the situation (Bass,
1960). Empirical support for this two-factor
conceptualization was found in the study by
Yukl and Falbe (1991). The research indicated
that the two types of power are relatively in-
dependent, and each type of power has several
distinct but partially overlapping components.
Position power includes legitimate authority,
reward and coercive power, and control over
information. Personal power includes expert
power, referent power, and persuasivencss.
However, even between position and personal
power there are some interconnections. For
example, control over information is a source
of position power, and expertise is a source of
personal power, but control over information
may enhance a person’s relative expertise in
comparison to others wholack this information.
McCall (1978) proposed that power depends
onbeing in the right place at the right time with
the right resources. It is not enough for a person
to have expertise or information, there must
also be the opportunity to use expertise tosolve
problems for others dependent on the person,
or to use exclusive information to influence
decisions. An interaction model (i.e., person x
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position) may be more useful than an additive
model (i.e., person + position) for explaining
why some people have more power than oth-
ers. More research is needed to identify how
positionand personal power jointly determine
a leader’s influence over subordinates, peers,
and superiors.

How Leaders Acquire and Lose Power

One major question addressed by power re-
search is the way leaders acquire or lose power
during their interaction with subordinates and
others in their organization. The study of re-
ciprocal influence processes between leader
and followers has been an important line of
research for learning aboutemergentleadership
and the acquisition of power by leaders. Social
exchange theory (Hollander, 1978) describes the
process by which greater status and expert
powerareaccorded someone who demonstrates
loyalty to the group and competence in solving
problems and making decisions. Innovative
proposalsare a source of increased expert power
whensuccessful, butleaderslose powerif failure
oceurs and it is attributed to poor judgment,
irresponsibility, or pursuit of self-interest at the
expenscofthe group. Research testing exchange
theory is very limited, but generally supportive.
Research on charismatic leadership provides
additional evidence that leaders gain influence
after proposing innovative strategies that
prove to be successful (Conger, 1989; Conger &
Kanungo, 1990).

The manner in which characteristics of the
person and position combine to determine rela-
tive power is described by sfrafegic contingen-
cies theory (Flickson, Hinings, Lee, Schneck, &
Pennings, 1971; House, 1988Db; Salancik &
Pfeffer, 1977a). How much power is gained by
demonstrating competence in solving prob-
lems depends on the importance of the prob-
lems for the operations of other organizational
units and for the overall performance of the
organization. The acquisitionand maintenance
of power also depends on the extent to which
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the person has unique skills and resources that
aredifficult to replace. Once power is obtained,
leaders often use it in ways designed to pro-
tect their dominant position in an organization
(Pfeffer, 1981). Strategic contingencies theory
explains acquisition of power by organiza-
tional subunits and coalitions as well as by
individual leaders. Evidence for the theory
is limited but mostly supportive (e.g., Brass,
1984, 1985).

Reciprocal Influence
in Leader-Subordinate Dyads

One variation of exchange theory, called leader-
member exchange theory (LMX), describes how
leaders develop different exchange relation-
ships over time with different subordinates
(Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen &
Cashman, 1975), LMX theory was formerly
called vertical dyad linkage theory because of
its focus on dyads rather than leader-to-group
relationships. The theory examines both
downward and upward dyadic links formed
by aleader, and itconsiders the implications for
leader effectiveness and advancement in the
organization.

According to LMX theory, leaders typically
establish a special relationship with a small
number of subordinates (the in-group) who
function as assistants, advisors, and lieuten-
ants. These subordinates are given greater
influence, autonomy, and tangible benefits in
return for greater loyalty, commitment, and
assistancein performing administrative duties.
The exchange relationship with the remaining
subordinates (the out-group) is substantially
different. The leader’s influence is based pri-
marily on position power, and there is less
mutual influence. To satisfy the terms of the
exchange relationship and receive the standard
benefits (compensation and continued mem-
bership in the organization), out-group subor-
dinates need only comply with formal role

requirements and legitimate directions from
the leader.

The theory has been extended to include a
manager’s upward dyadic relationships. A
leader who has a favorable exchange relation-
ship with his or her own boss has more potential
for establishing aspecial exchange relationship
with subordinates (Cashman, Dansereau,
Graen, & Haga, 1976). Moreover, longitudinal
research in Japan found that a favorable up-
ward exchange relationship is predictive of a
person’s advancement rate in the organization
(Wakabayashi & Graen, 1984).

Inanotherrecent revision of the LMX theory,
the development of relationships in a leader-
subordinate dyad was described in terms of a
life cycle model with three possible stages (Graen
& Scandura,1987: Graen & Uhl-Bien, in press).
The relationship begins with an initial testing
phase in which the leader and subordinate
evaluate each other’s motives, attitudes, and
potential resources to be exchanged; changesin
the role of the subordinate are negotiated
through a series of mutually reinforcing be-
havior cycles. If the relationship proceeds to
the second stage, the exchange arrangement is
refined, and mutual trust, loyalty, and respect
are developed. Some exchange relationships
advance to a third (mature) stage, wherein
exchange based on self-interest is transformed
into mutual commitment to the mission and
objectives of the work unit. According to Graen
and Uhl-Bien, this final stage corresponds to
Burn’s (1978) conception of transformational
leadership, and the initial stage corresponds to
transactional leadership.

At the present time, LMX theory is more
descriptive than prescriptive. It describes a
typical process of role making by leaders, but it
doesn’t specify what pattern of downward
exchange relationships with different subordi-
nates is optimal for leadership effectiveness.
Some of the more recent studies have found
thata special downward exchangerelationship
with a subordinate results in greater loyalty
and performance by the subordinate (Graen,
Novak, & Summerkamp, 1982; Graen, Scandura
& Graen, 1986; Scandura & Graen, 1984; Vecchio



& Gobdel, 1984). However, the theory has
never been clear about the desirability of hav-
ing sharply differentiated in-groups and out-
groups. A sharply differentiated in-group is
likely to create feelings of resentment and un-
dermine team identification among subordi-
nates who are excluded from the in-group
(McClane 1991; Yukl, 1989a). It is likely that
effective leaders establish a special exchange
relationship withall subordinates, not just with
a few favorites. A leader can use some aspects
of a special exchange relationship, such as
greater delegation of responsibility and shar-
ing of administrative functions with a few
subordinates, while also developing a rela-
tionship of mutual trust, supportiveness, re-
spect, and loyalty with the other subordinates.
It is not necessary to treat all subordinates ex-
actly the same, but each should perceive that he
orsheisanimportantand respected member of
the team rather than a “second-class citizen.”

Even as a descriptive theory, LMX theory
has a number of conceptual weaknesses.
Some important issues, such as the process of
role making, did not receive enough attention
in the initial versions of the theory (Dienesh &
Liden, 1986; Vecchio, 1983; Vecchio & Gobdel,
1984), although the recent revisions attempt to
remedy this deficiency. Actual research on the
process of role making is still very limited
(Duchon, Green, & Taber, 1986; Kim & Organ,
1982). The measures of LMX need further
refinement, and itis important tomakeaclearer
separation between measures of the quality of
relationship (e.g., perceptions of mutual
trust, loyalty, and respect), measures of
specific types of leader behavior (e.g., delegat-
ing, consulting, and mentoring), and measures
of outcomes (e.g., effort, commitment, and
performance).

Power and Leader Effectiveness
Much of the research coming under the power-

influence approach attempts to explain leader-
ship effectiveness in terms of the amount and
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type of power possessed by a leader and the
way power is exercised. Most research on the
consequences of power for leader effectiveness
has relied on questionnaires measuring the
target person’s perceptionsof theagent’s power,
The questionnaires used in most of the early
research on leader power had several deficien-
cies (see Podsakoff & Schriesheim, 1985), in-
cluding reliance on single-item scales (prone to
low content validity and weak measurement),
use of rankings rather than ratings of power
(ipsative scoring distorts correlations with cri-
terion variables), and measurement of power
in terms of importance as a reason for compli-
ance rather than as potential influence derived
from position and person characteristics (im-
portance scores may be more biased). Recent
research has made progress in developing bet-
ter power measures (Hinkin & Schriesheim,
1989: Rahim, 1988; Yukl & Falbe, 1991).

In general, the research with power ques-
tionnaires indicates that effective leaders rely
primarily on personal power to motivate sub-
ordinate commitment to task objectives and
leader strategies. However, the results from
research with power questionnaires may be
biased by attributions and social desirability.
For example, subordinates may attribute more
personal power to leaders known to be effective
than to leaders known to be ineffective. There
is evidence from other types of research that
position power is relevant for leader effective-
ness. Research on legitimate power indicates
that it is a major source of daily influence on
routine matters for managers in formal organi-
zations (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Thambain &
Gemmill, 1974; Yukl & Falbe, 1991). Research
on positive reward behavior, which is based
on reward power, finds that it has beneficial
effects on subordinate satisfaction and perfor-
mance when rewards are made contingent on
subordinate performance and are perceived
to be legitimate and equitable (Podsakoff,
Todor, & Skov, 1982; Sims & Szilagyi, 1975).
Even punishment, which is based on coercive
power, can be used to influence behavior by
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subordinates in some situations (Arvey &
Ivancevich, 1980; Podsakoff, Todor, & Skov,
1982). For example, coercive power is essential
for dealing with rebels or criminals who jeopar-
dize the mission of the organization or threaten
to undermine theleader’s legitimate authority.
Thus, although position power may be less
Important than personal power, it is not irrel-
evant. A more tenable proposition is that effec-
tive leaders rely on a combination of power
sources (Kotter, 1985; Yukl, 1989a; Yukl & Taber,
1983). Referent and expert power are needed to
supplement position power, and they are used
to make nonroutine requests and motivate
commitment to tasks that require high effort,
initiative, and persistence.,

Empirical research on how much power is
needed for leadership effectiveness is still very
limited. The amount of position power needed
by a leader probably depends on the nature of
the organization, task, and subordinates, In
general, a moderate amount of position power
Is probably optimal, Leaders who lack suffi-
cient position powertomake necessary changes,
facilitate the work of subordinates, reward
competent subordinates, and punish or expel
chronic troublemakers will find it difficult to
develop a high performing organization. On
the other hand, too much position power
entails the risk that the leader will be tempted
to rely on it exclusively and neglect alternative
forms of influence, such as rational Persuasion,
consultation, and inspirational appeals. It is a
common theme in literature that great power
can corrupt a leader to misuse it, leading to
resentmentand possiblerebellion (McClelland,
1975; Zaleznik, 1970), Some evidence on this
question is provided in laboratory research by
Kipnis (1972), who found that leaders with
greater reward power used it more to influence
subordinates, devalued the worth of subordi-
Nates, maintained more social distance from
subordinates, and attributed subordinate ef-
fortto leader use of power rather than to subor-
dinate motivation, In situations where leaders
have substantial position power, it appears to

be desirable to have some organizational con-
straints on the use of this power. Examples of
constraints include regulations prohibiting
particular forms of power abuse by managers,
appeals procedures and independent review
boards to protect subordinates, and formal
decision procedures to ensure that poweris not
centralized too strongly in a few individuals
(Yukl, 1981).

Some theorists have proposed that the
manner in which power is exercised largely
determines whether it results in enthusiastic
commitment, passive compliance, or stubborn
resistance (McCall, 1978; Sayles, 1979; Yukl],
1981;Yukl & Taber, 1983). Effective leadersexert
both position power and personal power in a
subtle, easy fashion that minimizes status dif-
ferentials and avoids threats to the self-esteem
of subordinates. In contrast, leaders who exer-
cise power in an arrogant, manipulative,
domineering manner are likely to engender
resistance. As yet, evidence on the way power
is exercised is very limited, and more research
on this topic is clearly needed. The exercise of
power involves the influence behavior of
leaders, and research on influence tactics is
discussed next.

Influence Tactics

Anew bridge between the power and behavior
approaches is research on influence tactics.
Research with critical incidents and question-
naires has found that a variety of different
tactics are used by managers in influence at-
tempts with subordinates, peers, and superiors
(Kipnis, Schmidt, & Wilkinson, 1980; Mowday,
1978; Schilit & Locke, 1982; Schriesheim &
Hinkin, 1990; Yukl & Falbe, 1990, Yukl, Falbe,
Youn, & Tracey, 1991). The most common tac-
tics are listed and defined in Table 2.

The choice of tactics for a particular influ-
ence attempt depends somewhat on the status
of the target person and the objective of the
influence attempt (Erez & Rim, 1982; Erez,
Rim, & Keider, 198¢; Kipnis, Schmidt, &



TABLE 2

Definition of Influence Tactics
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Legitimating tactics: The person seeks to establish the legitimacy of a request
by claiming the authority or right to make it, or by verifying that it is
consistent with organizational policies, rules, practices, or traditions.

Rational persuasion: The person uses logical arguments and factual evidence to
persuade you that a proposal or request is practical and likely to result in the

attainment of task objectives.

Inspirational appeals: The person makes a request or proposal that arouses
enthusiasm by appealing to your values, ideas, and aspirations, or by in-

creasing your confidence that you can do it.

Consultation: The person seeks your participation in planning a strategy, activity,
or change for which your support is desired or is willing to modify a proposal

to deal with your concerns and suggestions.

Exchange: The person offers an exchange of favors, indicates willingness to
reciprocate at a later time, or promises you a share of the benefits if you help

accomplish a task.

Pressure: The person uses demands, threats, frequent checking, or persistent
reminders to influence you to do what he or she wants.

Ingratiation: The person seeks to get you in a good mood or to think favorably

of him or her asking you to do something.

Personal appeals: The person appeals to your feelings of loyalty and friendship
toward him or her when asking you to do something.

Coalition tactics: The person seeks the aid of others to persuade you to do
something or uses the support of others as a reason for you to agree.

Upwards appeals: The person gets assistance from higher management to influence

you to do something.

Cuopyright © 1991 by Gary Yukl

Wilkinson, 1980; Yukl & Falbe, 1990). For ex-
ample, pressure is used more in downward
influence attempts than in lateral or upward
influence attempts, consistent with the greater
amount of position power leaders have over
subordinates than over peers or superiors. Some
tacticssuch asingratiation, rational persuasion,
and personal appeals tend to be used more in
initial influence attempts, whereas other tactics
such as pressure, exchange, coalitions, and
upward appeals (a special form of coalition)

tend to be used more often in follow-up influ-
ence attempts after the agent has met initial
resistance by the target (Yukl, Falbe, Youn, &
Tracey, 1991).

Some tactics are more effective than others
in gaining commitment, although the outcome
of any influence attempt will likely depend in
part on the specific situation, including the
direction of influence, the relationship be-
tween agentand target, the agent’s power over
the target, and the perceived legitimacy and
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relevance of the agent’s request. Harly re-
search on the consequences of using different
influence tactics found only weak and in-
consistent results (Mowday, 1978; Schilit &
Locke, 1982). Subsequent research by Yukl
et al. (1991) with questionnaires and critical
incidents found strong, convergent results
across research methods. The most effective
tactics for obtaining target commitment were
rational persuasion, consultation, and inspira-
tional appeals; the least effective tactics were
pressure, coalition tactics (including upward
appeals), and legitimating tactics. Ingratia-
tion, exchange, and personal appeals were
intermediate in effectiveness. However, influ-
ence tactics that rarely resulted in target com-
mitment (e.g., pressure, legitimating tactics)
were sometimes effective for obtaining
compliance.

Influence attempts often involve the use
of multiple tactics at the same time. Prelim-
inary research with critical incidents suggests
that rational persuasion is the tactic used
most often in combination with another tactic
(Yukl et al., 1991). The research with critical
incidents found that use of tactic combina-
tions sometimes increased the success of the in-
fluence attempt. For example, rational persua-
sion was more effective when combined with
consultation, inspirational appeals, orexchange
than when used alone as a single tactic.

In addition to overt influence attempts,
leaders may use political tactics such as gain-
ing control over organizational processes for
making key decisions and using power to fil]
key executive positions with coalition mem-
bers (Pfeffer, 1981 ;Porter, Allen, & Angle,1981).
As yet there has not been enough research to
reach any firm conclusions about the conse-
quences of using influence tactics and political
tactics, and more research is clearly desirable.
However, the initial results appear consistent
with the proposition that effective leaders usea
variety of tactics and select tactics that are ap-
propriate for the situation (Howell & Higgins,
1990; Kotter, 1985; Yukl, 1989a),

Evaluation of the Power
and Influence Approach

Influence is a fundamental concept in leader-
ship, and the power-influence approach ap-
pears to provide unique insights about leader-
ship emergence and effective leadership.
Nevertheless, this line of research has suffered
from a lack of attention. The amount of re-
search on power and influence has been mea-
ger in comparison to research on traits and
behavior. Theory development has been slow,
and not enough effort has been made to refine
and test the few promising theories that have
been proposed.

However, a recent surge of studies on
power and influence over the past few years
may signal a growing interest in this important
topic. There is much to be done. Concept-
ualization of power remains fuzzy, and there
are many conceptual problems to be re-
solved. There is much confusion about the best
way to define and measure leader power
(Yukl, 1989a). Power may be defined as poten-
tial influence or as enacted influence. Power
may be viewed as influence over the attitudes
and behavior of people or as influence over
events. Power may be measured in terms of
target perceptions orin terms of objective char-
acteristics of an agentand the agent’s position.
There may be important differences in the
meaning of power at dyadic, group, and orga-
nizational levels of analysis,

In addition to the research questions men-
tioned earlier in thig section, a number of other
issues need more attention, We need to learn
more about the way power changes over time
as a result of the leader's use, misuse, and
disuse of it. We need more longitudinal re-
search on reciprocal influence processes
within dyads and groups. We need to develop
a better understanding of the relationship
between leader powerand influence behavior,
Finally, more effort is needed to integrate
the diverse but related literatures on power,
influence tactics, organizational politics,
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conflict resolution, participation, charisma, and
empowerment.

The Situational Approach

The situational approach emphasizes the im-
portance of contextual factors such as the
leader’s authority and discretion, the nature of
the work performed by the leader’s unit, the
attributes of subordinates, and the nature of
the external environment. Situational research
and theory falls into two major subcategories.
One line of research treats leader behavior
as a dependent variable; researchers seck to
discover how the situation influences behavior
and how much variation occurs in managerial
behavior across different types of managerial
positions. The other line of research (con-
tingency theories) seeks to discover how situ-
ational variables moderate the relationship
between leaderattributes (e.g., traits, behavior)
and measures of leader effectiveness. There
has been much more research on the latter
approach than on the former, perhaps because
it is compatible with the common bias to per-
ceive leaders as causal agents who shape
events rather than being shaped by them.

Situational Determinants
of Leader Behavior

Leaders adapt their behavior to the role re-
quirements, constraints, and demands of the
leadership situation, One theory for describing
how the situation influences managerial be-
havior is role theory (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, &
Snoelk, 1964 ). The role expectations from su-
periors, peers, subordinates, and outsiders are
amajor influence on a leader’s behavior. Other
theories have identified key aspects of the
situation that create demands and constraints
On a manager.

Stewart (1976, 1982) conducted extensive
research using observation, interviews, and
diaries to describe managerial jobs and
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improve our understanding of managerial be-
havior, Based on this research, she formulated
demands-constraints-choices theory. According to
the theory, a manager’s pattern of interactions
and theamount of time spent with subordinates,
peers, superiors, and outsiders depends on the
nature of the work and whether it is self-gen-
erating or reactive, repetitive or variable, un-
certain or predictable, fragmented or sustained,
hurried or unhurried. Stewart concluded that
the core demands of managerial jobs have im-
portant implications for selection and promo-
tion decisions, since different job situations
require somewhat different patterns of traits
and skills.

The multiple influence model (Hunt &
Osborn, 1982; Osborn & Hunt, 1975) empha-
sizes the influence of macro-level situational
determinants on a manager’s behavior. These
situational variables include level of autho-
rity in the organization, size of work unit,
function of work unit, technology, centraliza-
tion of authority, lateral interdependence, and
forces in the external environment. A leader’s
behavior is also influenced by micro-level
situational variables such as task complexity,
task interdependence among subordi-
nates, subordinate goal orientation, and group
cohesiveness.

Mostresearchinvestigating how leaders are
influenced by the situation uses a comparative
approachto examinesimilarities and differences
in leader behavior across situations. This re-
search is still very limited, and results are dif-
ficult to interpret due to confounding among
different aspects of the situation. Nevertheless,
it is evident that the behavior of a leader is
influenced by the situation. Comparative re-
search on situational determinants of leader
activities and behavior is reviewed by Bass
(1990) and Yukl (1989a).

Only a few researchers have considered
how a leader interprets information about the
situation and selects an appropriate response.
Attribution theory has been used to explain
how leaders interpret information about the
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performance of individual subordinates, espe-
cially evidence of substandard performance.
Green and Mitchell (1979) described the reac-
tion of a manager to poor performance by a
subordinate as a two-stage process, which in-
cludes attribution of causality and selection of
a response. First, managers try to determine
whether poor performance is due to something,
internal to the subordinate (e.g., lack of effort,
lack of ability) or to external problems beyond
the subordinate’s control (e.g., obstacles and
constraints, inadequate resources or support,
insufficient information, bad luck). The theory
specifies the types of information considered
by managers and the way it is interpreted. The
type of attribution made by a manager influ-
ences the manager’s response. When an exter-
nal attribution is made, the manager will try to
change the situation, for example, by provid-
ing more resources, providing assistance in
removing obstacles, providing better informa-
tion, or changing the task to reduce inherent
difficulties. For an internal attribution of
insufficient ability, the manager’s likely
response is to provide detajled instruction or
coaching, monitor the subordinate more
closely, set easier goals and deadlines, or
switch the subordinate to an easier task, Foran
internal attribution of insufficient subordinate
effort, the manager’s likely response is to give
directive or nondirective counseling, monitor
the subordinate more closely, find new incen-
tives and inducements, or give a warning, rep-
rimand, or punishment. Several studies have
provided evidence supporting the major
propositions of the model (e.g., Mitchell, Green,
& Wood, 1981).

The theory and research on situational de-
mands is concerned primarily with explaining
variations in behavior across situations, not
with explaining why a particular type of be-
havior is more effective in a particular situa-
tion. Nevertheless, thisresearch providessome
insights into the reasons for managerial effec-
tiveness. Despite the situational demands and
pressures, managers have choices in what

aspects of the job to emphasize, how to allocate
time, and with whom to interact (Kotter, 1982;
Stewart, 1982). Managerial effectiveness de-
pends in part on how well a manager under-
stands demands and constraints, copes with
demands, overcomes constraints, and recog-
nizes opportunities. Effective leaders are able
to reconcile the role conflicts caused by in-
compatible role expectations from different
role senders, and they take advantage of
role ambiguity as an opportunity for discre-
tionary action. They seek to expand their
range of choices, exploit opportunities, and
shape the impressions formed by others about
their competence and expertise (Kieser, 1984;
Pfeffer & Salancik, 1975; Stewart, 1982; Tsui,
1984). Over the long run, effective leaders act
to modify the situation to make it more
favorable (Yukl, 1981). Making a link back
to the section on leader traits, cognitive and
technical skills determine how well a leader
is able to process information about the situa-
tion, and a leader’s motives and personality
determine how the leader will respond to
problems and opportunities.

Contingency Theories
of Leader Effectiveness

Situational theories are based on the assump-
tion that different behavior patterns (or trait
patterns) will be effective in different situa-
tions, and that the same behavior pattern is not
optimalinallsituations. A variety of sitnational
theories describe how aspects of the situation
moderate the relationship between leader be-
havior (or traits) and outcomes. In the remain-
der of this section, we will briefly describe and
evaluate eight situational theories of leader
effectiveness. Theories concerned with charjs-
matic and transformational leadership also in-
volve situational elements, but these theories
will be reviewed later in the chapter.

Path-Goal Theory. According to path-goal
fheory (Evans, 1970; House, 1971), leaders



motivate higher performance in subordinates
by acting in ways that influence them to believe
valued outcomes can be attained by making
a serious effort. Aspects of the situation such
as the nature of the task, the work environ-
ment, and subordinate attributes determine
the optimal amount of each type of leader
behavior forimproving subordinate satisfaction
and performance. Initial propositions involved
only supportive and instrumental leadership,
which are similar respectively to consideration
and initiating structure. A later revision of the
theory by House and Mitchell (1974) added
two other leader behaviors—participative and
achievement-oriented leadership. Reviews of
research on path-goal theory (Evans, 1986;
Indvik, 1986) found that some studies sup-
port some aspects of the theory. However,
methodological limitations of the validation
research, such as overreliance on question-
naire data from the same respondents and dif-
ficulties in measuring intervening motivational
processes, suggest that the theory has yet to be
adequately tested.

Path-goal theory has a number of concep-
tuallimitations (Schriesheim & Kerr, 1977; Yukl,
1989a). The theory focuses on subordinate
motivation as the exp anatory process for the
effects of leadership, and it ignores other ex-
planatory processes, such as a leader’s influ-
ence on organization of the work, resource
levels, and skilllevels. Some of the propositions
are based on questionable assumptions, such
as theassumption thatrole ambiguity is always
unpleasant, and the assumption that expectan-
cies will be increased by leader clarification of
role requirements (Stinson & Johnson, 1975).
Finally, like most leader behavior theories de-
veloped during the 1970s, the propositions of
path-goal theory (House, 1971) were formulated
initially in terms of broad behavioral cate-
gories. It is likely that stronger support would
be found for the theory if some key propositions
were restated in terms of more narrowly
defined behaviors such as clarifying work roles
and giving contingent rewards (Yukl, 1981).
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Situational Leadership Theory. Hersey and
Blanchard’s situational leadership theory (1969,
1988) proposes that the optimal amount of task-
oriented and relations-oriented behavior by a
leader depends on subordinate maturity. The
theory prescribes different amounts of the two
behaviors dependmg7 on a subordinate’s con-
fidence and skill in relation to the task. The
theory has been popular at management de-
velopment workshops but not with leader-
ship scholars. Only a few studies have tested
the theory (Blank, Weitzel, & Green, 1990;
Hambleton & Gumpert, 1982; Vecchio, 1987),
and they find only partial, weak support for
it. A number of writers have pointed out
conceptual weaknesses in the theory, includ-
ing ambiguous constructs, oversimplification,
and lack of intervening explanatory processes
(e.g., Blake & Mouton, 1982; Graeff, 1983;
Yukl, 1989a). For example, the conceptualiza-
tion of maturity is ambiguous, many relevant
situational variables are ignored, and the
theory fails to provide a coherent, explicit ratio-
nale for the hypothesized relationship between
leader behavior and effectiveness in different
situations,

Leadership Substitutes Theory. Leadership
substitutes theory (Flowell, Bowen, Dorfman,
Kerr, & Podsakoff, 1990; Kerr & Jermier, 1978)
describes aspects of the situation—called
substitutes and nentralizers—that reduce the
importance of formal leaders in organizations.
According to the theory, supportive and in-
strumental behavior by a formal leader is re-
dundant or irrelevant in some situations. Vari-
ous characteristics of the subordinates, task,
and organization serve as substitutes for these
leadership behaviors. For example, extensive
prior experience by subordinates in doing a
task serves as a substitute for instrumental
leadership behavior (the leader does not need
to provide much instruction in how to do the
work). Neutralizers are aspects of the situation
that preventa leader fromacting in a particular
way or negate the effects of a particular type of
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leader behavior. For example, lack of leader
authority over rewards constrains or neutral-
izes attempts to motivate subordinates by
promising to reward them for effective per-
formance. Only a few studies have been con-
ducted to test propositions about specific sub-
stitutesand neutralizers (Freeston, 1987; Howell
& Dorfman, 1981,1986; jermier & Berkes, 1979;
Kerr & Jermier, 1978; Podsakoff et al., 1984).
Thisresearch wasreviewed by McIntosh (1988).
Some support was found for some hypotheses,
but it is still too early to assess the validity and
utility of the theory. ’

Yukl (1989a) has pointed out a number of
conceptual limitations of the theory. A detailed
rationale for each substitute and neutralizer is
lacking, and there are no intervening variables
to explain underlying causal relationships. A
sharper focus on explanatory processes would
help to differentiate between substitutes that
reduce the importance of a leadership be-
havior and substitutes that involve the same
leadership behavior by persons other than the
designated leader. For example, theimportance
of directing subordinates may be reduced by
conditions that make the work simple and re-
petitive(e.g., automation, formalized standard
procedures) or by the existence of alternative
sources of necessary guidance (e.g., prior pro-
fessional training, coaching by experienced
co-workers, job aids). Another limitation of the
theory is reliance on categories of leader be-
havior that are defined too broadly to be
linked closely to situational conditions. A
couple of studies have attempted to address
these limitations (Howell & Dorfman, 1986;
Jermier & Berkes, 1979), but further refinement
of the theory is desirable together with more
empirical research.

Normative Decision Theory. Normative deci-
sion theory (Vroom & Yetton, 1973) specifies the
decision procedures most likely to result in
effective decisions in a particularsituation. The
model identifies five decision procedures (e.g.,
autocratic decision by the leader, autocratic

decision after seeking additional information,
consultation withindividuals, consultation with
the group, a group decision). Seven situational
variables determine how a particular decision
procedure will affect decision outcomes. The
situational variables, expressed indichotomous
terms, are as follows: (a) whether decision qual-
ity isimportant, (b) whether the decision prob-
lem is structured, (¢) whether the leader al-
ready has sufficient information to make a
good decision, (d) whether subordinate accep-
tance is important for effective implementa-
tion, (e) whether subordinate acceptanceislikely
with an autocratic decision, (f) whether subor-
dinates share the organizational objectives
sought by the leader, and (g) whether conflicts
exist among subordinates. The model includes
several decision rules based on assumptions
about the likely effects of using each decision
procedure under a particular set of conditions.
For example, one rule states that a group deci-
sion should be avoided if subordinates do not
share the leader’s task objectives, because it is
unlikely to result in a high-quality decision.

Normative decision theory deals only
with a small part of leadership, but positive
features of the model include the use of specific
aspects of behavior rather than broad be-
haviors, inclusion of meaningful intervening
variables (i.e., decision quality and acceptance),
and identification of important situational
variables. Vroom and Jago (1988) reviewed
research on the model and concluded that the
results are mostly supportive, although some
decision rules were supported better than
others (Crouch & Yetton, 1987; Ettling & Jago,
1988; Field, 1982; Field & House, 1990; Field,
Read, & Louviere, 1990; Heilman, Hornstein,
Cage, & Herschlag, 1984; Tjosvold, Wedley, &
Field, 1986).

Vroom and Jago (1988) proposed a revised
version of the model designed to correct some
of the weaknesses in the earlier version. The
revised model (a) incorporates additional
situational variables (amount of subordinate
information, time constraints, proximity of



subordinates), (b) includes additional criteria
(decision time, subordinate development), (c)
allows a manager to determine the relative
priority of the various criteria, and (d) reduces
the feasible set to a single best procedure
based on these priorities. Itis too early to evalu-
ate the validity and utility of the revised model.
Vroom and Jago (1988) report that it was more
effective than the original model in initia] tests.

Both the original and revised model share
some conceptual weaknesses (Yukl, 1989a).
Decision processes are treated as single, dis-
crete episodes, even though many important
decisions in organizations involve reciprocal
influence processes with multiple parties inter-
acting repeatedly over an extended time pe-
riod. An implicit assumption is made that
managers have the skills to use each decision
procedure, which is often not the case (Crouch
& Yetton, 1987; Field, 1979). Finally, the model
fails to acknowledge the possibility that effec-
tive leaders are able to influence the situation
and thereby avoid constraints on the range of
feasible decision procedures.

LPC Contingency Theory. Fiedler's (1967,
1978) contingency theory deals with the moder-
ating influence of three situational variables
(position power, task structure, and leader-
member relations) on the relationship between
aleader traitand leader effectiveness. The leader
trait, called the least preferred co-worker (LPC)
score, is the sum of the leader’s ratings (on a
set of bipolar adjective scales) of the person
with whom the leader could work least well.
The interpretation of LPC scores has changed
several times over the years, and the meaning
is still not clear. Fiedler regards LPC as an
indicator of a leader’s motive hierarchy,
with affiliation needs dominant for high LPC
leaders and task achievement needs dominant
for low LPC leaders. Rice (1978) proposed that
research on LPC favors a value-attitude inter-
pretation such that low LPC leaders value task
success whereas high LPC Jeaders value inter-
personal success.
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The model specifies that high LPC leaders
are more effective in some situations and low
LPC leaders are more effective in others.
Many studies have been conducted to test the
model. Reviews by Strube and Garcia (1981)
and Peters, Hartke, and Pohlmann (1985)
conclude that the research tends to support
the model, although not for every situation
and not as strongly in field studies as in labo-
ratory studies. However, several writers have
pointed out methodological problems in the
validation research such as weak measures,
possible confounding of variables, and ques-
tionable analyses (see reviews by Vecchio,
1983; Yukl, 1989a). Moreover, the model has
serious conceptual deficiencies that limit its
utility for explaining leadership effective-
ness, such asits narrow focus on a single leader
trait, ambiguity about what the LPC scale
really measures, and absence of explanatory
processes,

Cognitive Resources Theory. The cognitive
theory examines the conditions under which a
leader’s cognitive resources, such as intelli-
gence, experience, and technical expertise, are
related to group performance (Fiedler, 1986;
Fiedler & Garcia, 1987). Situational variables
such as interpersonal stress, group support,
and task complexity determine whether a
leader’s intelligence and experience enhance
group performance. The theory proposes that
a leader’s cognitive resources affect group
performance only when the leader is directive
and the task unstructured. According to the
theory, leader intelligence is related to group
performance only when stress is low, because
high stress interferes with the use of intel-
ligence to solve problems and make decisions.
Leader experience will be related to group
performance under high stress but not under
low stress, presumably because experienced
leaders rely mostly on experience for solving
problems when under high stress, whereas
they rely mostly on intelligence under low
stress.
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Cognitive resource theory is new, and not
much research has been conducted yet to
evaluate it. The available evidence is reviewed
by Fiedler and Garcia (1987). Most of the vali-
dation studies to date have methodological
deficiencies, including reliance on surrogate
measures of experience such as time in job,
which may be contaminated by extraneous
variables (see Bettin & Kennedy, 1990), and
failure to measure important intervening
processes such as leader behavior, decision
processes, and decision quality. The theory
also has some conceptual weaknesses, For
example, the intervening processes used to ex-
plain moderated relationships are still very
sketchy and incomplete, and likely differences
between leaders in their reactions to stress are
not recognized.

Multiple Linkage Model. The multiple linkage
model (Yukl, 1981, 1989a) was developed to
guide research on effective managerial behav-
ior in different situations. The current version
of the model begins with the assumption that
the performance by a work unit depends pri-
marily on six explanatory variables: subordi-
nate effort, subordinate ability, organization of
the work, teamwork and cooperation, avail-
ability of essential resources, and external co-
ordination of work unit operations with
other parts of the organization. Some situa-
tional variables directly influence the interven-
ing variables, and other situational variables
determine the relative importance of each in-
tervening variable in a particular situation.
Leaders can influence these intervening vari-
ables in a number of ways, although the effects
of leader behavior depend in part on the situ-
ation. In the short term, most leader actions are
intended to correct deficiencies in the interven-
ing variables, whereasinthe longer term, leaders
seek to make the situation more favorable by
actions such as influencing subordinates to in-
ternalize values and beliefs relevant to the
unit's mission, developing subordinate skills
through improved selection and training,

implementing programs to improve the unit’s
equipment and facilities, initiating new prod-
ucts or activities, forming coalitions to gain
more control over resources, and modifying
the formal structure of the unit.

The multiple linkage model was based on
findings in prior research, and as yet, little
new research has been conducted to directly
test and refine the model. The major concept-
ual weakness of the model is the lack of
specific propositions about which leader be-
haviors influence which intervening variables
in which situations. The model is a general
framework that identifies relevant variables
and some of the likely causal linkages among
them, rather than a formal theory with pre-
cise propositions.

Leader-Environment-Follower-Interaction
Theory. Wofford (1982) proposed a situational
leadership theory called leader-environment-
follower-interaction (LEFI) theory that is some-
what similar to the multiple linkage model.
According to LEFI Theory, the effects of leader
behavior on subordinate performance are me-
diated by four intervening variables: ability to
do the work, task motivation, clear and appro-
priate role perceptions, and the presence or
absence of environmental constraints. A leader
can influence subordinate performance by in-
fluencing the intervening variables, but leader
effectiveness depends onselection of behaviors
that are appropriate for the situation. Wofford
differentiated between diagnostic behaviors
used to assess the intervening variables and
corrective behaviors used to deal with any de-
ficiencies that are found. Leader behavior is
influenced in turn by leader traits, situational
variables, and feedback from the intervening
and outcome variables.

The following leadership behaviors may
be used when appropriate to achieve optimal
levels of subordinate ability: use appropriate
selection procedures to identify qualified
subordinates, provide necessary training, and
redesign the job to match subordinate skills
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better. The following behaviors may be used
when appropriate to achieve optimal levels
of subordinate motivation: select subordinates
with a high need for achievement, set spec-
ific but challenging goals for them, provide
feedback and encouragement, use monetary
incentives, and use participation, competition,
and job redesign to increase intrinsic motiva-
tion. The following behaviors may be used
when appropriate to achieve role accuracy and
clarity: provide instruction and guidance, set
specific goals and provide feedback, increase
formalization, or redesign the job. The follow-
ing behaviors may be used when appro-
priate to deal with constraints in the work
environment: reorganize the work, modify
technology, provide resources, and remove
physical constraints.

The complexity of Wofford’s theory makes
itdifficult to test. Wofford and Srinivasan (1984)
report supportive results for some of the hy-
potheses from laboratory experiments with
students in which leader behavior was ma-
nipulated. However, more research is needed
to test the theory adequately.

Evaluation of the Contingency Theories

The contingency theories provide some in-
sights into the nature of effective leadership,
but they share a number of weaknesses that
limit their utility. Most of the theories are stated
in a very general way, and it is difficult to
derive specific testable hypotheses for them.
Moreover, the key variables are usually defined
so broadly that they are difficult to opera-
tionalize and measure. As a consequence, most
of the empirical research provides only an
indirect or partial test of the theories.
Another limitation of the contingency
theories is inadequate development of inter-
vening explanatory processes. Four of the
theories—namely, situational leadership
theory, leadership substitites, LPC contingency
theory, and cognitive resource theory—are
especially weak with regard to identification
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of intervening variables. Path-goal theory has
intervening variables for motivational pro-
cesses but not for other processes affected by
leaders. The two theories with an extensive set
of intervening variables—multiple linkage
theory and LEFI theory—do not specify how
the variables interact with each other to affect
end result variables such as group performance.

All of the contingency theories contain
situationalmoderator variables, butonce again,
these are often ambiguous and difficult to
operationalize. For example, task structure and
task complexity have been defined and mea-
sured in many different ways. It is common in
the research to use surrogates for situational
variables (e.g., job type for task structure), and
the surrogates are sometimes of doubtful rel-
evance orare confounded with other variables,
making it difficult to interpret any positive
findings.

Practicing managers are likely to find the
contingency theories difficult to apply to their
jobs. The complex theories do not translate
readily into specific behavioral guidelines for
managers. Moreover, most managers are so
busy dealing with immediate problems that
they do not have time to stop and analyze the
situation with a complicated model (McCall,
1977). Managers faced with dynamic and un-
certain situations would need exceptional di-
agnosticskillsinorder to apply the contingency
theories.

Transformational and
Charismatic Leadership

Max Weber theorized about charismatic lead-
ership back in the 1920s, and after his writings
were translated into English (Weber, 1947),
they stimulated interest in charisma by soci-
ologists and political scientists. However, it
was not until the 1980s that researchers in
psychology and management showed much
interest in charismatic leadership. The trans-
formation and revitalization of organizations
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became anespecially relevant topicin the 1980s,
aftermanyexecutivesin the United States finally
acknowledged theneed to make major changes
in the way things are done in order to survive
the increasing economic competition from
foreign companies. The distinction between
charismatic and transformational leadership
remains unclear, and we have only begun to
identify the similarities and differences (e.g.,
Avolio & Bass, 1988; Yukl, 1989a).
Transformational leadership refers to the
process of influencing major changes in the
attitudes and assumptions of organization
members (organization culture) and building
commitment for major changes in the orga-
nization’s objectives and strategies. Transfor-
mational leadership involves influence by a
leader on subordinates, but the effect of the
influence is to empower subordinates who be-
come leaders and change agents also in the
process of transforming the organization, Thus,
transformational leadership is usually viewed
as a shared process, involving the actions of
leaders at different levels and in different
subunits of an organization, not just those of
the chief executive (Burns, 1978), Theoretical
analyses of transformational leadership can be
found in several books (e.g., Bass, 1985; Bennis
& Nanus, 1985; Kouzes & Posner, 1987; Schein,
1985; Tichy & Devanna,1986) and articles
(Harrison, 1987: Kuhnert & Lewis, 1987;
Sashkin, 1988; Trice & Beyer, 1991),
Charismatic leadership is defined more
narrowly and refers to follower perception that
a leader possesses a divinely inspired gift and
issomehow unique and larger than life (Weber,
1947). Followers not only trust and respect the
leader, as they would with a transformational
leader, but they also idolize or worship the
leader as a superhuman hero or spiritual figure
(Bass, 1985). According to House (1977), the
indicators of charismatic leadership include a
follower’s trust in the correctness of the leader’s
beliefs, unquestioning acceptance of the leader,
affection for the leader, and willing obedience.
Thus, with charismatic leadership the focus

is on an individual leader rather than on a
leadership process that may be shared among
multiple leaders.

Most of the theories on charismatic and
transformational leadership consider leader
traits, power, behavior, and situational vari-
ables, thereby taking a broader perspective than
earlier leadership theories. In addition, the
newer theories have some unique aspects that
set this line of research apart from therest of the
leadership literature. The best known theories
of charismaticand transformational leadership
and findingsin empirical researchare reviewed
in the remainder of this section.

House’s Theory of Charismatic Leadership

House (1977) proposed a theory that identifies
how charismaticleaders behave, how they differ
from other people, and the conditions under
which they are most likely to flourish. As noted
carlier, the theory specifies indicators of char-
ismatic leadership that involve attitudes and
perceptions of followers about the leader. The
theory also specifies leader traits that increase
thelikelihood of being perceived as charismatic,
including a strong need for power, high self-
confidence, and strong convictions. Behaviors
typical of charismatic leaders include (a) im-
pression management to maintain follower
confidence in the leader, (b) articulation of an
appealing vision that defines the task in terms
of ideological goals in order to build follower
commitment, (¢) communication of high ex-
pectations for followers to clarify expectations,
and (d) expression of confidence in followers’
ability tobuild their self-confidence. In addition,
charismaticleaders setan examplein their own
behavior for followers, called behavior model ing,
and if necessary they act to arouse follower
motives appropriate for the task.

As yet there has not been much empirical
research to test the theory. House, Woycke,
and Fodor (1988) content analyzed inaugural
addresses by U. S. presidents and biographies
of cabinet members serving under each
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president; supporting evidence was found
for most of the propositions about the
motive pattern and behavior of charismatic
leaders. Howell and Frost (1989) conducted a
Jaboratory experiment in which leader be-
haviors were manipulated and found that
charismatic behaviors resulted in higher
subordinate satisfaction and performance.
Research on the pygmalion effect, wherein fol-
lowers perform better when a leader shows
confidence in them, also supports some as-
pects of the theory (Eden, 1984, 1990; Sutton &
Woodman, 1989).

Bass (1985) noted some conceptual limita-
tions and recommended extending the theory
to include additional traits, behaviors, indica-
tors of charisma, and facilitating conditions.
For example, he proposed that charismatic
leaders are more likely to appear where
formal authority has failed to deal withasevere
crisis and traditional values and beliefs are
questioned.

Conger and Kanungo’s Theory
of Charismatic Leadership

The version of charismatic theory proposed
by Conger and Kanungo (1987) is based on
the assumption that charisma is an attribu-
tional phenomenon. Followers attribute char-
ismatic qualities to a leader based on their
observations of the leader’s behavior and out-
comes associated with it The behaviors arenot
assumed to be present in every charismatic
leader to the same extent, and the relative im-
portance of each behavior for attribution of
charisma varies somewhat with the situation.
The behaviors include the following: (a) en-
thusiastically advocating an appealing vision
that is highly discrepant from the status quo,
yet still within the lattitude of follower accep-
tance, (b) making self-sacrifices and risking
personal loss of status, money, or membership
in the organization in the pursuit of the es-
poused vision, and (¢) acting inunconventional
ways to achieve the espoused vision. Traits
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enhancingattributions of charisma include: {a)
self-confidence, (b) impression management
skills, (c) the cognitive ability needed to assess
the situation and identify opportunities and
constraints for implementing strategies, and
(d) the social sensitivity and empathy required
to understand the needs and values of follow-
ers. With respect to power, attributed charisma
is more likely for a leader who relies mostly on
expertandreferent power toinfluence followers
rather than authority or participation. As for
situational variables, charismatic leaders are
more likely to emerge when there is a crisis
requiring major change or followers are other-
wise dissatisfied with the status quo. However,
evenin the absence of a genuine crisis, a leader
may be able to create dissatisfaction in order to
demonstrate superior expertise in dealing
with the problem in unconventional ways.
The theory was based in part on results
from earlier research on charismatic leaders
andinpartonresearch by Congerand Kanungo
(1987) comparing charismatic to noncharis-
matic executives. Follow-up research to evalu-
ate the theory is still very limited. In survey
research with new scales measuring charis-
matic behaviors from their theory, Conger and
Kanungo (1990) found that the behaviors were
related to attributed charisma. Support was
found also in resecarch using interviews and
observation to study the behavior of managers
identified as charismatic (Conger, 1989).

Burns’ Theory of
Transformational Leadership

This early theory of transformational leader-
ship was developed mostly from descriptive
research on political leaders, Burns (1978) de-
scribed leadership as a process of evolving
interrelationships in which leaders influence
followers, and leaders are influenced in turn to
modify their behavior as they meet responsive-
ness orresistance. Transformational lendership
is viewed as both a micro-level influence pro-
cess between individuals, and as a macro-level




176 Yukl and Van Fleet

process of mobilizing power to change social
systems and reform institutions. According to
Burns, transformational leaders seek to raise
the consciousness of followers by appealing to
higher ideals and moral values such as liberty,
justice, equality, peace, and humanitarianism,
not to baser emotions such as fear, greed, jeal-
ousy, or hatred. Followers are elevated from
their “everyday selves” to their “better selves.”
For Burns, transformational leadership may be
exhibited by anyone in the organization in any
type of position. It may involve people influ-
encing peers or superiors as well as subordi-
nates. Burns contrasted transformational lead-
ership with transactional leadership, in which
followers are motivated by appealing to their
self-interest. He also differentiated transforma-
tional leadership from influence based on bu-
reaucratic authority, which emphasizes legiti-
mmate power and respect for rules and tradition.

Bass’ Theory of
Transformational Leadership

Building on the earlier theory by Burns, Bass
(1985) proposed a more detailed theory to de-
scribe transformational processes in organiza-
tions and to differentiate between transforma-
tional, charismatic, and transactional leader-
ship. Bass defined transformational leadership
in terms of the leader’s effect on followers.
Leaders transform followers by making them
moreaware of the importance and value of task
outcomes, by activating their higher-order
needs, and by inducing them to transcend self-
interest for the sake of the organization. As a
result of this influence, followers feel trust and
respect toward the leader, and they are moti-
vated to do more than they originally expected
to do.

Bass views transformational leadership as
more than just another term for charisma.
Charisma 1is defined as a process wherein a
leader influences followers by arousing
strong emotions and identification with the
leader. Bass considers some charisma to be a

necessary but not sufficient condition for
transformational leadership. Two other com-
ponents of transformational leadership be-
sides charisma are intellectual stimulation and
individualized consideration. Intellectual stim-
ulation is a process wherein leaders increase
follower awareness of problems and influence
followers to view problems from a new per-
spective. Individualized consideration is a
subset of behaviors from the broader category
of consideration, and it includes providing
support, encouragement, and developmental
experiences to followers. Charisma, intellectual
stimulation, and individualized consideration
interact to influence changes in followers, and
the combined effects distinguish between
transformational and charismatic leadership.
Transformational leaders seek to empower
and elevate followers, whereas in charismatic
leadership, the opposite sometimes occurs.
That is, many charismatic leaders seek to keep
followers weak and dependent and to instill
personal loyalty rather than commitment to
ideals.

Bass defined transactional leadership in
broader terms than Burns, and it includes not
only the use of incentives to influence effort,
but also clarification of the work needed to
obtain rewards. Bass views transformational
and transactional leadership as distinct but
not mutually exclusive processes, and ke rec-
ognizes that the same leader may use both
types of processes at different times in different
situations.

Research to test this new theory is still in the
early stages. Most of the research to date has
involved the Multifactor Leadership Question-
naire (Bass, 1985). This research usually finds a
correlation between transformational leader-
ship and various criteria of leader effectiveness
(Bass, Avolio, & Goodheim, 1987; Hater & Bass,
1988; Seltzer & Bass, 1990; Waldman, Bass, &
Einstein, 1987; Waldman, Bass, & Yammarino,
1990). However, the limitations of the ques-
tionnaire and the likelihood of attributional
errors even in studies with an independent




criterion make it difficult to draw any firm
conclusions. The early versions of this ques-
tionnaire had serious methodological problems.
For example, the questionnaire asked respon-
dents if they had greater enthusiasm, effort,
and new ways of thinking as a result of some-
thing the leader did, but specific, observable
behaviors causing these outcomes were not
identified. Bass and his colleagues have revised
the questionnaire, but it is too early yet to
determine whether the deficiencies have been
corrected.

Descriptive Research

Much of the research on charismatic and trans-
formational leadership has been descriptive
and qualitative. Several researchers used in-
terviews, sometimes supplemented by obser-
vation, to describe the actions of leaders pre-
viously identified as transformational (Bennis
& Nanus, 1985; Conger, 1989; Kouzes & Posner,
1987; Peters & Austin, 1985; Tichy & Devanna,
1986). The descriptions of effective transfor-
mational leaders were analyzed to identify
characteristic behaviors, traits, and influence
processes. Another typeof descriptive research
on charismatic leaders consists of intensive
case studies of individual leaders (e.g., Roberts,
1985; Roberts & Bradley, 1988; Trice & Beyer,
1986). Other researchers content analyzed the
behavior of famous leaders described in bio-
graphical accounts, or content analyzed the
leader’s speeches and writings (e.g., Burns,
1978; House, Woycke, & Fodor, 1988; Van Fleet
& Yukl, 1986a; Westley & Mintzberg, 1988;
Willner, 1984). In still another approach, Yukl
and Van Fleet (1982) content analyzed critical
incidents describing effective behavior by
military officers to identify characteristic ex-
amples of inspirational behavior.

The descriptive research tends to be too
imprecise for reaching firm conclusions about
the nature of transformational and charismatic
leadership behavior, but it provides some in-
sights into the types of behavior typical of
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theseleaders. The studies find thatitisimportant
for the leader to articulate a clear and appeal-
ing vision relevant to the needs and values of
followers. Communication of this vision is fa-
cilitated by the leader’s actions, by what the
leader attends to, and by the use of emotional
appeals, symbols, metaphors, rituals, and
dramatic staged events. The intellectual com-
ponents of the vision appear important for
influencing how followers interpret events
and for persuading followers that the leader’s
strategy for attaining the vision is feasible.

Although charismaticand transformational
leaders use many of the same behaviors, the
descriptive research suggests that there are
also some important differences. Transforma-
tional leaders appear more likely to take actions
to empower followers and change the organi-
zation in ways that will institutionalize new
values. The leader behaviors involved in this
process are many of the same ones found in
earlier behavior research to be important for
leadership effectiveness. Transformational
leaders delegate significant responsibility and
authority, eliminate unnecessary bureaucratic
constraints, provide coaching and training in
skills followers need to take initiative and solve
problems, encourage participation in making
important decisions, encourage open sharing
of ideas, concerns, and relevant information,
promote cooperation and teamwork, and en-
courage constructive problem solving to re-
solve conflicts. Transformational leaders also
modify the organization’s structure and man-
agement systems (e.g., budgeling and resource
allocation procedures, appraisal and reward
systems, selection and promotion criteria,
training and socialization programs, design of
physical facilities) to emphasize and institu-
tionalize key values and objectives.

Some social scientists have highlighted the
negative aspects or “dark side” of charisma
(Conger, 1989; Hogan, Raskin, & Fazzini, 1990;
Yukl, 1989a). Musser (1987) described the dif-
ferences between positive and negative
charismatics in terms of whether they seek to
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instill devotion to ideological goals or to them-
selves. Howell (1988) interpreted the difference
intermsofsocialized versus personalized power
orientation and emphasis on internalization
versus identification. Kets de Vries and Miller
(1985) described the origins and consequences
of charismatic leaders who are extremely nar-
cissistic. The descriptive research suggests the
following problems are likely to occur with
negative charismatics (Conger, 1989):

« They have difficulty maintaining
effective relationships due to their
lack of genuine concern for the needs
and welfare of other people and their
use of persuasive skills to manipulate
and exploit people.

= They start grandiose projects to glorify
themselves, and the projects are often
unrealistic due to the leader’s inflated
self-assessment and unwillingness to
seek and accept advice from others,
They tend to ignore or reject evidence
that a plan or strategy is encountering
serious difficulties, thereby reducing
the chance of correcting problems in
time to avert a disaster.

= These leaders are willing to spend time
in high visibility activities to promote
a vision, but are unwilling to spend the
time necessary to guide and facilitate
the implementation of a vision, They
tend to vascillate between extremes of
loose delegation when things are going
well and overcontrolling behavior when
trouble occurs with a project,

» These leaders seek to manage impres-
sions about their unique importance
to the organization by taking credit for
any successes and failing to acknowl-
edge important contributions made by
other people. They are defensive about
mistakes, deny responsibility for failure,
and seek scapegoats to blame for failures.

» The same type of impulsive, unconven-

tional behavior that helps the leader to
be perceived as charismatic by some
people is likely to alienate other people,
including powerful members of the
organization who are needed as
supporters rather than enemies.

» They fail to develop competent succes-

sors. These leaders try to keep subordi-
nates weak and dependent, and they
may seek to undermine or remove
people with the leadership qualities of
a potential successor. Thus, a leadership
crisis is likely to occur when the leader
dies or departs.

Evaluation of Transformational
and Charismatic Leadership Theories

The theories discussed in this section are still
quite new, and there is insufficient evidence to
evaluate each individual theory. Nevertheless,
collectively they appear to make an important
contribution to our understanding about lead-
ership processes, It is interesting to note that
some of the “new” wisdom found in the litera-
ture on transformational leadership repeats
themes of the 1960s, although the prescriptions
are often clothed in different jargon. The need
to empower subordinates and develop a sense
of ownership for what goes on in the organi-
zation echoes the emphasis on power sharing,
mutual trust, participative decision making,
quality of work life, and supportive relation-
ships by writers such as Argyris (1964),
McGregor (1960), and Likert (1967). More
unique contributions include the following;
(a) recognition of the importance of emotional
reactions by followers to leaders, (b) recogni-
tion that symbolic processes and management
of meaning are as important as management
of things, (c) recognition of cognitive pro-
cesses involved in theattribution of charisma to
leaders by followers, and (d) recognition that



leadership processes are embedded within the
culture of the organization, shaping it and be-
ing shaped by it.

Although charismatic and transforma-
tional theories make an important contribution
to our understanding of leadership processes,
we still have much to learn about these sub-
jects. The similarities and differences between
charismatic and transformational leaders
need greater clarification. For example, is it
possible to be transformational and highly
charismatic at the same time? Bass (1985) pro-
posed that charisma is a necessary compo-
nent of transformational leadership, but the
descriptive research on transformational
leaders suggests that many of them are not
perceived as charismatic by followers. Perhaps
the attribution of charisma is weakened when
a leader reduces the dependence of followers
on the leader by empowering them, building
their commitment to new values and organ-
izational objectives, and institutionalizing
changes in the organization, Other interesting
questions that require additional research in-
clude the following:

«» What conditions are necessary for the
emergence of charismatic leaders?

« How do leaders develop a vision that
will appeal to followers?

« How do leaders obtain the commitment
of followers to a new vision, especially
in a large organization where there are
competing visions?

» How do leaders empower followers,
and what aspects of the process are
most important?

« How do leaders influence and enhance
the self-efficacy and self-image of
followers?

» How do leaders change the culture and
institutionalize new values and strategies
in the organization?
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« How is charismatic leadership related to
the long-term effectiveness of an organi-
zation, and what are the tradeoffs be-
tween benefits and costs of charismatic
leaders?

« How can we identify and ensure the
selection of people who will be positive
charismatics or transformational leaders
rather than negative charismatics?

« How can we develop the positive attri-
butes of charismatic and transforma-
tional leadership in managers, while at
the same time avoiding the negative
aspects?

Current Issues About
Research Methods and Paradigms

Progress in increasing our knowledge about
leadership depends on the adequacy and ap-
propriateness of the research methods used to
study leadership. There are a number of con-
troversies about research methods used to
study leadership (see Bass, 1990; Yukl, 1989a).
We will consider the following issues: (a) the
choice of relevant criteria of leadership effec-
tiveness, (b) the extent of attributional biases
about leadership importance, (c) the choice of
appropriate data collection methods, (d) the
appropriate level of dataanalysis, () the utility
of studying shared leadership processes, and
(f) the relevance of training studies for evalu-
ating leadership theories.

Criteria of Leadership Effectiveness

One important methodological issue is the
choice of relevant criteria to evaluate leadership
effectiveness. Like definitions of leadership,
conceptions of leader effectiveness differ from
writer to writer, The choice of an effectiveness
criterion can bias the findings of research
toward a particular conception of effectivelead-
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ership, The criteria used to evaluate leadership
effectiveness have been very diverse, and diffi-
culty in integrating the results from research
using widely divergent criteria is yet another
obstacle to the development of a general theory
of effective leadership.

One commonly used measure of leader ef-
fectiveness is the extent to which the leader's
group or organization performs its task suc-
cessfully and attains its goals. In some cases,
objective measures of performance or goal at-
tainment are available, such as profit growth,
profit margin, sales increase, market share,
salesrelative to targeted sales, return on invest-
ment, productivity, cost per unit of output,
costs inrelation to budgeted expenditures, and
soon. Inother cases, subjective ratings of leader
effectiveness are obtained from the leader's
superiors, peers, or subordinates. The relative
advantage of subjective versus objective mea-
sures and of a composite criterion versus sepa-
rate criteria continues to be debated in leader-
ship as it is in personnel psychology.

Much of the research on leadership effec-
tiveness has examined only aleader’s influence
on end-result variables such as subordinate
performance. Long ago Likert (1967) recog-
nized that the influence of leaders on end-result
variables is mediated by intervening variables
(e.g., subordinate attitudes and behavior,
group processes and properties) that reflect
the influence of leader actions much sooner
than end-result variables. It is easier to assess
leader influence on intervening variables than
on end-result variables, which are affected by
many things besides the actions of a single
leader. Few studies have been designed to sys-
tematically track the causal paths of leader
effects onintervening and end-result variables,

Questionnaire measures ofsubordinate sat-
isfaction with the leader have been used in
many studies to evaluate leadership effective-
ness (Bass, 1990). A smaller number of studies
have used objective measures that reflect fol-
lower dissatisfaction and hostility toward the
leader (e. g.,subordinate absenteeism, voluntary

turnover, grievances, complaints to higher
management, requests for transfer, slowdowns,
and deliberate sabotage of equipment and fa-
cilities). In recent years, researchers have
measured otherattitudes and behavior relevant
to leader effectiveness, such as subordinate
commitment to the leader’s proposals and
strategies, commitmentto the organization, self-
efficacy, and organizational citizenship be-
havior. In addition, leadership effectiveness is
Occasionally measured in terms of leader con-
tribution to the quality and efficiency of group
processes, as perceived by followers or outside
observers. Examples of these intermediate cri-
teria include the level of cooperation and
teamwork, the effectiveness of group problem
solving and decision making, the efficiency of
role specialization and organization of work
activities, and the readiness of the group todeal
with change and crisis.

Some of the criteria of leadership effective-
ness may be negatively correlated. For ex-
ample, growth in sales or output is sometimes
achieved at the cost of reduced efficiency and
lower profits. Likewise, as noted earlier, some
charismaticleaders havea very strong influence
over the attitudes and behavior of followers,
butlead them downa path of eventual disaster
for the organization. Tradeoffs can occur even
within the same criterion at different points of
time. For example, profits may be increased in
the short run by neglecting activities that have
adelayed effecton profits, such as maintenance
of equipment, research and development, in-
vestment innew technology, and development
of employee skills and loyalty. In the long run,
the net effect of cutting these essential activities
is likely to be lower profits.

The selection of effectiveness criteria in
leadership research is usually very subjective
and arbitrary. It is influenced by the objectives
and values of the person making the evaluation,
as well as by opportunities and difficulties of
data collection in a particular research setting,
To avoid excessive bias and to cope with the
problems of partially incompatible criteria, it is



usually best to include a variety of different
criteria and to examine the influence of the
leader on each criterion and the causal paths
among criteria over an extended time period.
Multiple conceptions of effectiveness, like
multiple conceptions of leadership, serve to
broaden our perspective and enlarge the scope
of inquiry (Yukl, 1989a).

Research on leadership succession illus-
trates some of the criterion problems encoun-
tered in evaluating the magnitude of leader-
shipinfluence on theeffectiveness of an organi-
zation. Succession studies examine changes in
performance occurring after changes in lead-
ership. It is assumed that, if leadership is im-
portant, changes in top leadership should be
associated with changes in the performance of
the organization. Results from studies by
Salancik and Pfeffer (1977b) and Lieberson and
O’Connor (1972) were interpreted by some
writers (e.g., Brown, 1982; Pfeffer, 1977) as
evidence that organizational effectiveness de-
pends primarily on factors beyond the leader’s
control, such as the economic conditions, mar-
ket conditions, governmental policies, and
technological change. However, Day and Lord
(1989) found that results from the two succes-
sion studies were understated due to method-
ological problems such as failure to correct for
the effects of organization size, failure to cor-
rect dollar-denominated criteria for effects of
inflation, use of criteria not influenced directly
by leaders (e.g., stock prices), and failure to
allow enough time for new leaders to influence
quantitative performance outcomes. Method-
ological problems in succession research are
also discussed by Thomas (1988).

Attributional Biases
About Importance of Leadership

A number of writers have argued that the im-
portance of leadership is exaggerated by the
need for people to explain events in a way that
fits their assumptions and implicit theories
(Calder, 1977; Meindl, Ehtlich, & Dukerich,
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1985; Pfeffer, 1977). Organizations are complex
social systems of patterned interactions among
people. In their effort to understand the causes,
dynamics, and outcomes of organizational pro-
cesses, people interpret events in simple, hu-
man terms. Stereotypes, implicit theories, and
simplified assumptions about causality help
people make sense of events that other-wise
would be incomprehensible. One especially
prevalent explanation of organizational events
is to attribute causality to the influence of lead-
ers. Leaders are pictured as heroic figures who
are capable of determining the fate of their
organizations.

The emphasis on leadership as a cause of
organizational events reflects a common cul-
tural bias toward explaining experience prima-
rily in terms of the rational actions of people, as
opposed to uncontrollable natural forces, ac-
tions by supernatural beings, or randomevents
not susceptible to human comprehension. A
related cause is the widespread faith in human
organizations as rational, goal-oriented sys-
tems that fulfill the needs of members and
contributeto the general welfare of society. The
people who occupy positions of top leadership
in organizations symbolize the promise of or-
ganizations in modern civilization (Meindl,
Ehrlich, & Dukerich, 1985).

The attributional biases about leaders are
exploited and magnified by political leaders
and top executives who seek to create the im-
pression that they are in control of events.
Symbols and rituals, such as elaborate inaugu-
ral ceremonies, reinforce the perceived impor-
tance of leaders (Pfeffer, 1977). Successes are
announced and celebrated; failures are sup-
pressed ordownplayed. Symbolicactionis most
likely when situational constraints and unpre-
dictable events make it impossible for manage-
ment to exert much influence over organiza-
tional performance. In this situation it is all the
more important to maintain the impression
that organizational leaders know what they are
doing and are making good progress toward
attaining organizational objectives (Bettman &
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Weitz, 1983; Salancik and Meindl, 1984; Staw,
McKechnie, & Puffer,1983).

Research on attributional biases indicates
that people tend to exaggerate the importance
of leadership as a cause of organizational per-
formance. However, the attribution research
doesnotdemonstrate that leaders are unable to
influence events and outcomes in their orga-
nizations, Taken together, the attribution re-
search, the research on leadership importance
(e.g., Day & Lord, 1989; Pfeffer & Davis-Blake,
1986; Smith, Carson, & Alexander,1984;
Thomas, 1988; Weiner & Mahoney,1981),
and the research on charismatic and transfor-
mational leaders supports the conclusion that
top executives are able to exert a moderate
influence on the performance of their organi-
zations. Thus, an accurate conception of lead-
ership importance appears to lie between the
two extremes of heroic leader and impotent
figurehead.

Data Collection Methods

A 'major controversy about research method-
ology concerns the relative advantage of quan-
titative, hypothesis-testing research and de-
scriptive, qualitative research (Morgan &
Smircich, 1980; Strong, 1984). There is dis-
agreement about what research methods
(e.g., questionnaires and observation) are ap-
propriate for studying leadership and what
type of empirical data are needed to advance
dur understanding of leadership processes.
As we saw earlier, some critics of quantita-
tive, hypothesis-testing research contend that
it has an inherent bias toward exaggerating
the importance of individual leaders. Most
quantitative research on leadership behavior
uses questionnaires filled out by subordinates
orpeers. Therespondentsare given the difficult
task of retrospectively rating how often or
how much a leader exhibited some behavior
overa period of several months or years. There
is growing evidence that these leader behavior
"ascriptionsare biased by attributionsand other

cognitive processes. One source of bias is re-
spondent attributions based on information
about leader effectiveness and other social cues
(Cronshaw & Lord, 1987). For example, sub-
ordinates will likely attribute more desirable
behaviors toleaders of high-performing groups
than toleaders of low-performing groups, even
though the actual behavior of the leaders was
the same (Lord, Bining, Rush, & Thomas, 1978;
Mitchell, Larson, & Green, 1977). It is likely that
leader behavior ratings on questionnaires are
also influenced by stereotypes and implicit
assumptions about the nature of leadership
(Phillips & Lord, 1986).

The amount of bias in behavior description
questionnaires depends in part on the type of
items used. A study by Gioia and Sims (1985)
found that ratings of leader behavior were less
accurate when the behaviors were ambiguous
rather than concrete and easily observable. Bias
may be affected also by the response format of
the items. Most leader behavior description
questionnaires ask how often each behavior is
used rather than asking whether it is used in a
skillful manner at an appropriate time. A fre-
quency format may reduce the relevance of the
measures, especially if a scale has many be-
haviors that are ineffective when overused or
when used at inappropriate times (Shipper,
1991; Yukl, 1981).

Although evidence of rater bias raises
doubts about measurement accuracy in be-
havior research involving questionnaires, the
extentof the problem remains to be determined.
Most research on the limitations of question-
naires consists of laboratory studies in which
subjects had limited opportunity to observe
leaders directly. The question of rater bias needs
to be examined further with research in field
settings.

Critics of questionnaire-correlational re-
search advocate greater use of descriptive
methods such as observation, interviews, and
intensive case studies (e.g., Bennis & Nanus,
1985; Bryman, Bresnen, Beardworth, & Keil,
1988; Kotter, 1982; Luthans, Rosenkrantz, &
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Hennessey, 1985). However, these descriptive
research methods also have limitations, re-
gardless of whether the form of data analysis
is qualitative or quantitative (House, 1988a;
Martinko & Gardner, 1985). Standards for the
application and evaluation of qualitative
methods are not as explicit as those for tradi-
tional quantitative methods, and interpreta-
tions based on qualitative methods are some-
times very subjective. The data collection
methods in descriptive research are also sus-
ceptible to biases and distortions. Informa-
tion obtained from critical incidents and
interviews may be biased by selective memory
for aspects of behavior consistent with the
respondent’s stereotypes and implicit theories
about effective leadership. Direct observation
is susceptible to selective attention and biased
interpretation of events by the observer due to
stereotypes and implicit theories. Attribution
errors may occur if an observer or interviewer
has information about unit performance.
Descriptive research methods do not auto-
matically provide rich, detailed information
about leadership processes; they are some-
times used in very superficial ways. For
example, in some observation studies the ob-
server merely checks off predetermined cat-
egories to classify events rather than writing
narrative descriptions to be coded at a later
time. This highly structured observation may
focus attention away from the most interesting
aspects of the events being observed, and un-
like narrative description, it precludes other
researchers from verifying the coding or re-
classifying events in terms of different category
systems. Itis rare to find observational studies
in leadership that include supplementary
methods, such as interviews with key figures,
to discover the context and meaning of events.
Some exceptions are the study by Morris,
Crowson, Hurwitz, and Porter-Gehrie (1981)
and the study by Brown and Hosking (1986).
However, there are risks as well as benefits
fromsupplementary interviews; observers who
ask leaders about their behavior increase the
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likelihood of becoming involved in the very
processes under observation, thereby risking
objectivity.

Thelimitations of each type of methodology
make it desirable to use multiple methods in
research on leadership (Jick, 1979; Yukl & Van
Fleet, 1982). It is important to select methods
that are appropriate for the type of knowledge
sought rather than merely using whatever
methods seem most convenient. The purpose
of the research should dictate the methodology
and choice of samples, not the other way around.
Unfortunately, much of the research literature
in leadership appears to be the result of
uninspired researchers seeking yet another
use fora questionnaire or test laying around on
the shelf.

Leadership researchers are not limited to
questionnaire-correlational studies and de-
scriptive field studies. Controlled experiments
in laboratory and field settings are appropriate
for some types of leadership research and
should be used more often. Field experiments
can be conducted over a fairly long time inter-
val with a combination of descriptive methods
(e.g., interviews, observation, diaries) and
repeated application of questionniares.
Some other research methods that may
have promise for studying particular aspects
of leadership include protocol analysis
(Schweiger, 1983), stimulated recall (Burgoyne
& Hodgson,1984) and SYMLOG (Bales, Cohen,
& Williamson, 1979), detailed ethnographic
analysis (Strong, 1984), and realistic simula-
tions (Kaplan, Lombardo, & Mazique, 1985).

Group Versus Individual Level of Analysis

Issues involving level of analysis have compli-
cated interpretation of research results from
questionnaires and raised questions about
comparison of findings across studies. One is-
sue is the appropriate level of analysis for re-
search on the relationship of leadership be-
havior, power, or traits to effectiveness criteria.
Analysis of consequences can be macle at the
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individual level (e.g., correlate subordinate
perception of leader power or behavior with a
criterion of subordinate performance or satis-
faction) or at the group level (e.g., aggregate
subordinate ratings of each type of leader be-
havior or power and correlate the mean scale
scores with a criterion of leader effectiveness).
There are both advantages and disadvantages
for each level of analysis. On the negative side,
group-level analysis obscures differences in a
leader’sbehavior toward different subordinates
(Dansereau & Dumas, 1977). However, on the
positive side, averaging ratings from several
subordinates tends to reduce the effects of
perceptual biases and rating errors (e.g.,
leniency, attributions, differential opportunity
to observe leader) in behavior ratings made
by individual subordinates.

There is continuing controversy about the
appropriate level of analysis. Some theorists
contend that it depends on the level of mea-
surement for the predictor and criterion vari-
ables. Other theorists argue for multiple levels
of analysis. For example, Dansereau, Alutto,
and Yammarino (1984) proposed a method
(within and between analysis, or WABA) for
analyzing results at both levels simultan-
eously and separating the effects of average
leader behavior from differential behavior
toward individual subordinates. The method
has been applied in several studies, and the
results indicate that different conclusions
about leadership effects are likely to be
drawn depending on the level of analysis
(Avolio & Yammarino, 1990; Yammarino, 1990;
Yammarino & Bass, 1990). However, WABA is
notappropriate when only a group-level crite-
rion is available.

The WABA method provides some unique
insights. However, there is so much ambiguity
in data from most leader description ques-
tionnaires that interpretation of the results is
still difficult even when WABA is used. To
reduce the ambiguity of results, researchers
should attempt to improve the accuracy of
leadership questionnaires, and questionnaire

data should be supplemented with informa-
tion obtained from other methods such as in-
terviews, diaries, and observations.

Interpretation of Leadership
Training Experiments

Field experiments in organizations are rare,
and training studies are probably the most
common form of field experiment on leader-
ship. Most of the training experiments have
been used to test leadership theories (see re-
views by Bass, 1990; Latham, 1988). The typical
approach is to compare the performance of
managers trained in a particular leadership
theory to the performance of managers in an
untrained control group. Performance is usu-
ally measured with ratings made by the
manager’s immediate superior. If the trained
managers perform better after training and
they perform better than the control group,
then the results are interpreted as supporting
the theory.

Unfortunately, it is difficult to interpret
positive results from this type of study because
a number of rival hypotheses exist. For ex-
ample, performance of the managers may
haveimproved because of criterion contamina-
tion (superiors knew which managers were
trained and were biased in rating them),
differential treatment (superiors knew which
managers were trained and provided more
encouragement and assistance to facilitate
training success), residual learning (trainees
gained insights about effective practices from
other managers in the training or acted differ-
ently after becoming aware of problems pre-
viously ignored), and networking during
training (managers improved their working
relationships with peers who participated in
the training, thereby increasing cooperation
and mutual problem solving after training),
These rival hypotheses are not mutually ex-
clusive, and each may explain higher perfor-
mance ratings after training, even though
trainees did not learn the leadership theory



showcased in the training or did not apply
it back on the job.

Some special problems occur for tests of
contingency theories. A training study should
not be interpreted as supporting a contin-
gency theory in which leader behavior is the
focal independent variable unless the re-
searcher demonstrates that performance im-
proved only after behavior changed in a way
consistent with the leadership theory. Mea-
sures of behavior over a period of several
months before and after training are necessary
to evaluate changes in behavior. A training
study cannot be interpreted as supporting only
the showcased theory if the behavior change is
consistent also with other leadership theories.

In some tests of leadership theories the focal
independent variable is a trait or skill rather
than leader behavior. An example is an inter-
vention to increase managerial motivation or
interpersonal skills. In this type of study, it is
not enough to demonstrate that training re-
sulted in an increase in managerial effective-
ness. The study should confirm that training
increased the focal trait or skill and did not
increase other traits or skills that could
account for the improvement in effectiveness.
Furthermore, it is much easier to interpret the
results if measures of intervening processes are
included (e.g., leader behavior, influence pro-
cesses). In summary, more attention needs to
be paid to the design of future training studies
intended to test theories of leadership.

Individual Versus Shared Leadership

Most research and theory on leadership has
favored a definition of leadership that empha-
sizes the primary importance of unilateral in-
fluence by a single, “heroic” leader, As noted
earlier, the prevalence of this perspective is due
in part to our attributional biases. An alterna-
tive perspective isin terms of shared leadership
processes and systems dynamics. According
to this perspective, leadership in large organi-
zations involves reciprocal influence processes
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among multiple individuals at different
levels, in different subunits, and within exe-
cutive teams. Leadership processes cannot be
understood apart from the dynamics of the
social system in which they are embedded
(Dachler, 1988). The importance of a systems
perspective is supported by research on power
struggles and political processes in organiza-
tions (Mintzberg, 1983; Pfeffer, 1981).

Bradford and Cohen (1984) contend that
the stereotype of the “heroic leader” under-
mines effective leadership by a chief execu-
tive. The heroic leader is expected to be wiser
and more courageous than anyone else in the
organization and to know everything that is
happening in it. However, these expectations
are unrealistic, and leaders are seldom able to
live up to them. Shared responsibility for lead-
ership functions and empowerment of subor-
dinates is more effective than heroicleadership,
but it is unlikely to occur as long as people
expect the leader to take full responsibility for
the fate of the organization.

The extent to which leadership can be
shared, the conditions facilitating success of
shared leadership, and the implications for
design of organizations are all important and
interesting questions that deserve more re-
search. As yet, we have only begun to examine
these rescarch questions. A few sacial scientists
have examined shared leadership in executive
teams or at different levels in the organization
(Barnes & Kriger, 1986; Eisenstat & Cohen,
1990; Krantz, 1990; Vanderslice, 1988). Research
onself-managed autonomous work groups has
explored theconsequences of sharing leadership
functions formerly performed by a first-level
supervisor (Hackman, 1986, 1990; Kerr, Hill, &
Broedling,1986; Manz & Sims, 1987,1989). Other
researchers have examined leadership as a
shared process embedded within social systems
(Brown & Hosking, 1986; Crouch & Yetton, 1988;
Dachler, 1984; Jacobs & Jaques, 1987). Lawler
(1984) examined the implications of a systems
approach for understanding the effectiveness
of participative leadership. Viewing leadership
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in terms of reciprocal, recursive influence pro-
cesses among multiple parties in a systems
context is a very different research paradigm
from the study of unidirectional effects of a
single leader on subordinates. New methods
may be needed to describe and analyze the
complex nature of leadership processes in so-
cial systems.

Conclusion

Our review of different lines of leadership re-
search conducted during the past 50 years
clearly shows a prevailing pattern of seg-
mentation and narrow focus in most of the
theories and empirical studies. In trait research
there has been little concern for direct mea-
surement of leadership behavior or influence,
even though it is evident that the effects of
leader traits are mediated by leadership behav-
lor and influence. In behavior research, leader
traits are seldom considered, even though they
influence a leader’s behavior; likewise, power
is seldom considered, even though some be-
havior is an attempt to exercise power. In re-
search on power, leadership behavior is
rarely examined except in studies that deal
explicitly with influence tactics, and there has
been little concern for traits exceptonesthatare
a source of leader power. The situational theo-
ries examine how the situation enhances or
nullifies the effects of a few selected leader
behaviors or traits, rather than taking a broader
view of the way traits, power, behavior, and
situation all interact to determine leadership
effectiveness. Some theories of transforma-
tional and charismatic leadership incorporate
a broader variety of variables (e.g., leader
traits, behavior, power, and situation), but
these theories focus only on particular aspects
of leadership and ignore other aspects (Yukl,
1989a).

Despite the prevailing pattern of segmenta-
tion in leadership research, the number of
studies that straddle more than one approach

is slowly increasing, and the different lines of
research are gradually converging. When the
sets of variables from different approaches are
viewed as part of a larger network of interact-
ing variables, they appear to be interrelated in
a meaningful way (Yukl, 1989a). We have
made considerable progress in unraveling the
mysteries surrounding the subject of leader-
ship, and the rate of progress appears to be
accelerating (House, 1988a; Yukl, 1989a). A
broader perspective on leadership processes
in future research would facilitate develop-
ment of an integrated, general theory of
leadership.

The last decade has seen a significant in-
crease in the scope of inquiry and variety of
methodology. Some interesting trends are be-
ginning to emerge in leadership theory and
research. The pendulum appears to be swing-
ing back from extreme situationalism to a
more balanced theoretical perspective that
acknowledges the possible coexistence of both
universal and situational elements of leader-
ship. For example, the universal proposition
that the behavior of effective leaders demon-
strates high concern for both the task and
people is not inconsistent with the situational
proposition that leaders act in different ways
depending on the situation. Another trend is
increased use of cognitive theories to describe
how leaders and followers perceive each
other, instead of relying entirely on mechanis-
tic behavior theories to explain leadership
processes. Cognitive approaches were found
in a number of the theories reviewed in this
chapter. Still another emerging trend is the
growing interest in examining leadership as
a shared process embedded within social sys-
tems. Most of the prevailing leadership theo-
ries have been simple, unidirectional mod-
els of causality that focus on what a leader
does to subordinates, but there is growing
recognition that new theories and methods
are needed to describe interactive leader-

ship processes that unfold over time in social
systems.
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A final issue that is relevant to further de-
velopment of knowledge about leadership
processes is the growing awareness that lead-
ership concepts and theories are subjective ef-
forts by social scientists to interpret ambig-
uous events in a meaningful way, not precise
descriptions of real events and immutable
natural laws (Astley, 1985; Dachler, 1988). So-
cial scientists interpret events for each other
and for practitioners, just as leaders interpret
events for followers, and this interpretation is
itself a reflection of the prevailing culture and
values (Calas & Smircich, 1988). Some social
scientists, like some leaders, are more skilled at
selling their ideas, and once a theory becomes
widely known, it takes considerable time
and negative evidence to lay it to rest. Perhaps
the growing awareness of the extent to which
our field is subjective and arbitrary rather
than objective and systematic will help to
make leadership researchers a little more
humble about their theories and measures,
and practitioners a little less preoccupied with
finding the latest secret remedy for leader-
ship success.
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