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There is a compelling need for innovative approaches to the solution of many
pressing problems involving human relationships in today’s society. Such ap-
proaches are more likely to be successful when they are based on sound research
and applications. This Series in Applied Psychology offers publications that em-
phasize state-of-the-art research and its applications to important issues of hu-
man behavior in a variety of social settings. The objective is to bridge both aca-
demic and applied interests.

The topic of leadership has been a subject of continuing interest to research-
ers in the behavioral and social sciences, as well as practitioners who deal with
such issues as identifying leadership potential, selecting and training individu-
als for leadership positions in organizations, and assessing leadership perfor-
mance. However, the subject of leadership needs to be studied in a broader con-
text, since the leadership of others plays a major role in the fabric of our society
and impacts our daily lives and our future prospects. This book, Pathways to
Outstanding Leadership: A Comparative Analysis of Charismatic, Ideological and
Pragmatic Leaders, focuses on the study of outstanding leadership in this broader
context.

The book describes an intensive developmental study of leaders in a wide vari-
ety of historical contexts. The author, Michael D. Mumford, is particularly quali-
fied to deal with this topic in a comprehensive manner. He is the current Senior
Editor of the journal Leadership Quarterly, was the senior author of the book Pat-
terns of Life History: The Ecology of Human Individuality and of The Biodata Hand-
book, and has directed major research projects on the relations between problem-
solving creativity, cognitive skills, and high-level leader effectiveness.
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Pathways to Outstanding Leadership describes the developmental/historical
study of 120 historically notable leaders, selected by means of a careful sampling
strategy. Unlike previous studies of leader biographies, this work is based on a
careful foundation of empirically derived leadership theory and utilizes well-
developed statistical procedures and controls and psychometric methods,
within a framework called the historiometric method. The latter is a form of
meta-analysis allowing cumulation of data across historic cases or biographies.
The results are compelling and interpreted in terms of expanded and clarified
constructs of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership. The components
of these constructs, their development, and consequences, their distinctions
from one another, and their explanatory value in the study of leadership are
among the many important contributions of the book.

The book is a landmark publication in the study of leadership and will be a
valuable addition to the literature on the nature and understanding of leader-
ship. It will certainly be of interest to researchers and students in this field and
useful for advanced courses in organizational psychology, research methodol-
ogy, and related fields.

xiv SERIES FOREWORD



Like many of my colleagues who study leadership, I have been fascinated with
the impact outstanding, historically notable leaders have had on our lives, yet
when I read the biographies of leaders, a hobby to which I devote much of my
spare time, I have been left with a question: Do our current models of outstand-
ing leadership really account for what we know about the lives and behavior of
these notable leaders?

Clearly, the dominant model of outstanding leadership may be found in
charismatic and transformational theories. Charismatic and transformational
theories do seem to provide a good model for understanding the careers of
Franklin Roosevelt and Lee Iacocca. They had a vision, they had impact, and
they articulated a better and brighter future. By the same token, however, it is
difficult to see in Dwight Eisenhower or John D. Rockefeller a vision and inspi-
ration. Nonetheless, Rockefeller and Eisenhower have shaped our world as
much as Roosevelt and Iacocca.

This rather straightforward observation posed to me the question that un-
derlies this book: Are there other ways of exhibiting outstanding leadership
aside from the charismatic style that has received so much attention as of late?
A few years ago, my graduate students and I began a series of studies intended to
establish the potential existence of two other styles of outstanding leadership—
styles we refer to as pragmatic and ideological leadership. Although our initial
research provides some evidence for the existence of these alternative styles, we
have not conducted the kind of comprehensive comparative study needed to
fully establish the similarities and differences among charismatic, ideological,
and pragmatic leaders. This book represents our attempt to fill this gap.
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We hope, however, that by calling scholars’ attention to the existence of
these alternative styles we will provide a theory of outstanding leadership more
in tune with the realities of the 21st-century world. It is difficult to envision a
charismatic leader directing our forthcoming flight to Mars. In a world where
rejection of globalization has led to the emergence of ideological leaders, such as
Usama bin Laden, we need to understand how ideological leaders think and act.
Hopefully, this book will help readers envision the implications of these differ-
ent types of leadership and reconsider the relative merits of charismatic, ideo-
logical, and pragmatic leadership in the world of the 21st century.

—Michael D. Mumford
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I
EXAMINING DISTINCT

PATHWAYS TO
OUTSTANDING LEADERSHIP





When one mentions the word leadership, images come to mind of historic greats.
We think of Mohandas Gandhi, Franklin Roosevelt, and John Kennedy. We
think of William Paley, Andrew Carnegie, and Henry Ford. We think of George
Patton, Erich Ludendorff, and Dwight Eisenhower. We think of Pope John
Paul, Billy Graham, and the Ayatollah Khomeini. Across domains of human
endeavor, politics, religion, business, and the military, leadership is, in our
minds, linked to those people who have had a disproportionate impact on the
institutions in which they work and the broader world in which we live (H.
Gardner, 1993a). It is those leaders we refer to when we use the term outstand-
ing leadership (Bass, 1985).

Outstanding leaders do not just influence others; although they may be mas-
ters at the exercise of influence, they shape the fabric of our world. Europe as we
know it today would not exist without the efforts of George Marshall. The sub-
urban landscape, which shapes much of our day-to-day existence, is in part the
creation of William Leavitt. The conditions under which we work are, in many
ways, the creation of the Roosevelts, both Theodore and Franklin, who advo-
cated the passage of fair labor laws.

Given their manifest impact on our lives, one might expect that the study of
outstanding leaders would be a major preoccupation of students of leadership. If
one considers leadership studies to include the study of leaders’ lives, it is clear
that substantial effort has been devoted by historians (e.g., Hirshon, 2002),
journalists (e.g., Halberstam, 1986), and political scientists (e.g., Morris, 2001)
to the study of outstanding leaders. Enter any bookstore or library and one will
find hundreds, if not thousands, of carefully wrought, thoroughly researched,
biographies that examine the lives of historically notable leaders.

1
Introduction—Charismatic,
Ideological, and Pragmatic

Leaders: Are They Really Different?

Michael D. Mumford
Jill M. Strange

Katrina E. Bedell
The University of Oklahoma
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From the standpoint of those scholars whose concern is the empirical investi-
gation of leadership, these biographies, however compelling, do little more than
fill space on library shelves. In fact, scholars who study leadership within the tra-
dition of the behavioral sciences have devoted little effort to the study of out-
standing leadership. Three key considerations, considerations that are implicit
assumptions within the positivist tradition of modern social science (Lasch,
1991), have led leadership researchers to discount the value of biographical
work and, more generally, the study of outstanding leaders.

First, behavioral science has been concerned with establishing general
“laws” of human behavior. Because outstanding leadership is a non-normative
event, it is open to question whether an examination of the lives of these leaders
is an appropriate basis for framing scientific investigations. Second, outstanding
leadership is a rare event, and it has been notoriously difficult to apply the statis-
tical methods of the social sciences to the study of rare events (Simonton,
1990). Third, people’s lives, especially the lives of outstanding leaders, are
highly complex. The complexity of people’s lives, however, makes it difficult to
identify the critical factors that operate in shaping leader behavior. Without the
ability to identify these critical causal variables, it is difficult to see how studies
of outstanding leaders can contribute much to the science of leadership.

Although these considerations, taken in total, represent an argument, in-
deed a compelling argument, against the study of outstanding leadership, one is
likely to feel uncomfortable with the conclusion that invariably unfolds. It is a
conclusion that leads us to ignore the most significant manifestations of leader-
ship in social settings, bringing to question the relevance or real-world utility of
our theories and findings. More centrally, however, studies of outstanding lead-
ership may reveal important new facets of leadership—facets that must be in-
corporated in our models if we are to develop a truly comprehensive under-
standing of leadership. One illustration of this point may be found in Mumford,
Zaccaro, Harding, Jacobs, and Fleishman (2000). Their findings indicated that
when one examines upper-level leaders, new skills, skills such as creative think-
ing skills and system thinking skills, come to fore as important influences on
performance.

Apparently, there is good reason to study outstanding leaders. Recognizing
the rarity of outstanding leadership and the difficulty in gaining access to out-
standing leaders (they are busy people who have better things to do than serve
as guinea pigs for leadership theorists) a new question comes to fore. How are
we to go about studying outstanding leadership in a systematic quantitative
fashion—a fashion that allows identification of critical causal variables?

One approach to this question would be to apply an idiographic approach,
following a particular leader and changes in his or her behavior over time (S.
Dionne & K. Jaussi, personal communication, April 15, 2003; Mumford & Van
Doorn, 2001). Another approach would be to conduct in-depth interviews with
a limited number of leaders (McGourty, Tarshis, & Dominick, 1996). Still an-
other approach would involve examination and analysis of public-record docu-

4 CHAPTER 1



ments such as speeches (House, Spangler, & Woycke, 1991; Winter, 1987). Al-
though all of these approaches have value, a more compelling approach may be
found in the historiometric method (Deluga, 2001; O’Connor, Mumford,
Clifton, Gessner, & Connelly, 1995; Simonton, 1990). Historiometric methods
may be viewed as a form of meta-analysis, admittedly a specialized form, where
general conclusions are obtained by cumulating results across studies—specifi-
cally historic cases or biographies. Essentially, the problem of rare events is ad-
dressed by aggregation of cases over time. In the study of outstanding leader-
ship, this approach is attractive because a large body of well-documented
biographical evidence is available.

Moreover, select portions of this biographical material can be abstracted
from the relevant text, focusing on certain behaviors of interest. Judgmental ap-
praisal of these behaviors with respect to a select set of theoretically specified
variables can then be used to describe the leaders under consideration, thereby
providing a systematic structured framework for observation. These judgmen-
tal evaluations, in turn, provide the basis for drawing general conclusions.

In this book, we present a historiometric analysis of outstanding leadership.
We compare and contrast three types of outstanding leaders with respect to
their impact on institutions as well as the behavior they evidence in problem
solving, leader–follower interactions, communication, and politics. Addi-
tionally, the variables that give rise to these three leadership types are discussed.
The three types of leaders that are considered in this historiometric investiga-
tion are charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders.

TYPES OF OUTSTANDING LEADERSHIP

Charismatic Leadership

As noted earlier, studies of leadership have for the most part focused on under-
standing more routine, day-to-day, forms of leadership. One set of studies along
these lines has sought to identify the behaviors required in leadership roles with
behaviors indicative of consideration, initiating structure, participation, and
change management consistently emerging across investigations (Fleishman &
Harris, 1962; Hunt, 2004; Yukl, 2002). Other studies have sought to identify
the conditions that place more emphasis on certain dimensions. Thus, Hersey
and Blanchard (1984) provided evidence indicating that initiating structure is
more important under conditions where followers lack expertise. Participation
and change management are, however, at a premium when followers have sub-
stantial expertise. Still other studies have sought to identify the skills—social
skills, planning skills, and so forth—that make effective expression of these be-
haviors possible (Marta, Leritz, & Mumford, 2005; Zaccaro, Gilbert, Thor, &
Mumford, 1991).

INTRODUCTION 5



We do not wish to dispute the value of this research. Nonetheless, it is diffi-
cult to see how the kind of variables identified in these studies can account for
the powerful impact of outstanding leaders on their followers. In other words,
can variables such as consideration and initiating structure really account for
the impact Franklin Roosevelt and Adolf Hitler had on their followers? The fol-
lowers of outstanding leaders ascribe to the leader heroic, almost mythic, status.
They are willing to take actions outside the bounds of anything they have done
before. They are willing to invest inordinate effort in projects advocated by the
leader.

To account for the remarkable impact outstanding leaders have on follow-
ers, Bass (1985) and House (1977), drawing on the earlier work of Burns (1978)
and Weber (1924), proposed the theories of charismatic and transformational
leadership. Although theories of charismatic and transformational leadership
differ from each other in some notable ways, they are based on a similar proposi-
tion. Both theories hold that the marked impact of outstanding leaders on fol-
lowers can be attributed to the leaders’ effective articulation of a vision—an
emotionally evocative image of an idealized future (Conger & Kanungo, 1988,
1998; Deluga, 2001; House, 1995; Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993). Theories
of charismatic leadership, however, hold that attributes of the leader that serve
to magnify the impact of the vision being articulated, for example, apparent self-
sacrifice, manifest confidence, interpersonal attractiveness, and communica-
tion skills, should also be considered in accounting for the impact of outstand-
ing leaders (Hunt, Boal, & Dodge, 1999; Yorges, Weiss, & Strickland, 1999).
Theories of transformational leadership, in contrast, hold that leaders’ interac-
tion with followers should be considered. Thus transformational theories stress
the importance of intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration, and
inspirational motivation as well as vision (Antonakis & House, 2002; Avolio,
Howell, & Sosik, 1999; Bass, 1997).

Even bearing in mind these differences in charismatic and transformational
theories, the impact of outstanding leaders ultimately lies in the vision being ar-
ticulated. This observation, in turn, broaches the question: Why is vision such a
powerful mechanism for the exercise of influence? In fact, the power of vision
lies in the multiple ways vision articulation affects followers. First, vision ap-
pears to provide followers, and the group as a whole, with a sense of personal
meaning that both explains events and helps establish a sense of identity
(Meindl, 1990; Shamir et al., 1993). Second, visioning involves articulation of
emotionally evocative images that not only motivates followers but also allows
followers to create a shared experience and a shared future (Klein & House,
1998). Third, vision, as a positive image of the future, suggests a path that will
allow resolution of current social problems and tensions (Erikson, 1959).
Fourth, as followers apply a vision they will begin to make decisions in a manner
consistent with the vision, resulting in the institutionalization of the vision
through norms, culture, and standard operating procedures (Jacobsen &
House, 2001).
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Although there is reason to suspect that vision can have powerful effects, the
kind of effects that would explain the impact of outstanding leaders, the ques-
tion remains as to whether vision, in fact, explains these effects in real-world
settings. In one study intended to assess the effects of transformational leader-
ship, Sosik, Kahai, and Avolio (1999) manipulated the statements made by
confederate leaders as business students worked on an electronic brainstorming
task. In accordance with current theory, they found that leaders evidencing
transformational behavior induced higher levels of motivation in followers. In
another experimental study, Kirkpatrick and Locke (1996) used actors to simu-
late behaviors linked to two key aspects of charisma—visioning and an expres-
sive communication style. They found that visioning and expressive communi-
cation had a positive effect on follower performance by leading followers to
evidence higher self-efficacy and set more difficult goals.

Evidence pointing to the impact of charismatic leadership on performance is
not, however, limited to experimental studies, although these studies have
proven useful in demonstrating motivational effects. For example, Dvir, Eden,
Avolio, and Shamir (1999) conducted a workshop intended to provide training
in transformational leadership tactics for noncommissioned officers in the mili-
tary. They found that those noncommissioned officers who participated in
training were better leaders of their squads, as compared to no-training con-
trols, on criterion measures examining motivational effects such as follower
self-efficacy, independent thinking, and extra effort.

Bass and Avolio (1990) designed a behavior description measure intended to
assess followers’ perceptions of transformational behavior on the part of leaders.
This measure is referred to as the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
(MLQ). In a meta-analytic study examining the relationship of scores on this
measure to various indices of group and organizational performance obtained in
39 studies, Lowe, Kroeck, and Sivasubramaniam (1996) found that appraisals
of transformational leadership obtained from the MLQ were related to indices
of leader effectiveness.

However, the Lowe et al. (1996) study also indicated that the magnitude of
these relationships varied as a function of criteria and setting. Specifically,
stronger positive relationships were obtained in government as opposed to
business settings and stronger positive relationships were obtained for motiva-
tional as opposed to performance criteria. Similar findings have been reported
in a more recent study by Yammarino and Tosi (in press). They obtained se-
nior executives’ (e.g., vice presidents) appraisals of chief executive officers’
(CEOs) charisma and correlated these appraisals with indices of organiza-
tional performance. They found that charismatic CEOs received better com-
pensation but that charisma did not necessarily result in better performance
in business organizations.

The findings of Lowe et al. (1996) and Yammarino and Tosi (2004) are note-
worthy in part because they remind us that our identification of the charismatic/
transformational type may not have provided us with one true way for under-
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standing outstanding leadership. Apparently, in some settings charisma does
not work (Hunt et al., 1999; Mumford & Licuanan, 2004). Moreover, charis-
matic leadership, while encouraging motivation, does not necessarily ensure or-
ganizational performance. These observations, in turn, beg the question as to
whether there are other types of outstanding leadership. In fact, Weber (1924),
in his discussion of charisma, reminded us that there exist at least two other
pathways to outstanding leadership, the ideological and the bureaucratic or
pragmatic paths.

Ideological Leadership

A few scholars, notably Gerring (1997), Mills (1967), and Rejai (1991), have
extended Weber’s (1924) observations concerning the nature and significance
of ideological leadership. Nonetheless, studies of ideological leadership have
been few and far between. Perhaps the most thorough recent examination of
ideological leadership may be found in Strange and Mumford (2002).

In Strange and Mumford’s (2002) view, ideological leadership, like charis-
matic leadership, represents a form of vision-based leadership. Ideological lead-
ers, in contrast to charismatic leaders, however, do not articulate a vision of the
future. Ideological leaders instead articulate a vision, again an emotionally evo-
cative vision, that appeals to the virtues of the past rather than the future. For
ideological leaders, this vision is framed in terms of the values and standards
that must be maintained in order to build a just society.

In an initial attempt to provide evidence bearing on the meaningfulness of the
ideological type, Strange and Mumford (2002) conducted a historiometric study.
In this study, a sample of 60 historically notable leaders was obtained and these
leaders were classified as ideological (e.g., Charles de Gaulle, Ronald Reagan),
charismatic (Winston Churchill, J.P. Morgan) or mixed (e.g., Theodore Roose-
velt, Emma Goldman). Academic biographies describing the leaders’ lives were
obtained and the rise-to-power and pinnacle-of-power chapters were identified.
Content coding was conducted using the information presented in each chapter
by applying a behavioral observation approach. In this approach, judges were
asked to review the leader behaviors presented in each chapter and indicate
whether they reflected one of 30 charismatic behaviors (e.g., the leader acted ac-
cording to a vision that specifies a better future) or 29 ideological behaviors (e.g.,
the leader has a limited set of extreme, consistent, strongly held beliefs).

It was found that the charismatic, ideological, and mixed-type leaders could
be distinguished from each other based on the frequency with which they ex-
pressed these behaviors. More specifically, ideological, charismatic, and mixed-
type leaders were distinguished from each other by behaviors indicative of value
commitment and value autonomy. Interestingly, the three leader types did not,
however, differ on markers of performance—a finding suggesting that ideologi-
cal leadership may prove as effective as charismatic leadership under certain
conditions.
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In another study examining this distinction between charismatic and ideo-
logical leadership, Strange and Mumford (2005) examined the process of vision
formation. In this study, undergraduates were asked to form a vision for a new
experimental school under conditions where they were asked to (a) reflect or
not reflect on prior personnel experience, (b) consider good and poor school
models, and (c) analyze goals or causes. The quality and originality of the result-
ing vision statements were evaluated by judges drawn from different “stake-
holder” groups (e.g., parents, teachers, students). In accordance with the char-
acterization of ideological and charismatic leaders, it was found that analysis of
goals resulted in better vision statements when people were presented with poor
models (an ideological strategy for vision formation) whereas analysis of causes
resulted in better vision statements when people were presented with good
models (a charismatic strategy for vision formation).

Pragmatic Leadership

Although ideological leadership apparently represents a form of outstanding
leadership that can be distinguished from charismatic leadership, both these
pathways to outstanding leadership involve articulation of a vision. The exis-
tence of these two pathways to outstanding leadership, and their basis in vi-
sion, however, begs a question: Is it possible to be an outstanding leader lack-
ing vision?

One potential answer to this question may be found in a series of studies by
Mumford and his colleagues (e.g., Connelly et al., 2000; Mumford, Marks,
Connelly, Zaccaro, & Reiter-Palmon, 2000; Mumford, Zaccaro, Harding, et al.,
2000). In these studies, measures of the skills needed to understand and solve
problems in complex social systems were developed to assess judgment skills,
creative processing skills, and system thinking skills. These measures were ad-
ministered to 1,818 army officers at varying levels of seniority. It was found that
high-performing senior officers typically evidenced better social judgment and
system thinking skills along with a complex form of situated creative thought.

These findings, along with similar findings reported by Jacques (1976), led
Mumford and Van Doorn (2001) to suggest that a third path to outstanding
leadership might exist, which they referred to as pragmatic leadership. In
Mumford and Van Doorn’s view, pragmatic leadership does not require vision-
ing although it may call for some related attributes such as communication
skills. Instead, pragmatic leaders exert their influence through an in-depth un-
derstanding of the social system at hand and the causal variables that shape sys-
tem operations. Pragmatic leaders are skilled not only at identifying socially sig-
nificant problems but also at devising actions that allow them to manipulate
current situations in such a way as to bring about efficient practical solutions to
significant system problems.

In an initial study intended to demonstrate the potential existence of this
pragmatic type, Mumford and Van Doorn (2001) conducted a qualitative anal-
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ysis of 10 incidents of outstanding leadership attributed to Benjamin Franklin
(e.g., the founding of subscription libraries, the introduction of paper currency,
and the development of the Albany Plan of Union). They found that Franklin’s
success in leading these ventures depended on an unusual sensitivity to signifi-
cant social problems, exceptional skill at identifying the causes of these prob-
lems, and skill at marshaling the social and fiscal resources needed to leverage
understanding into an effective problem solution. Furthermore, no broader vi-
sion appeared to underlie these efforts. In a study of Smith’s tenure as CEO of
General Motors, Hunt and Ropo (1995) reached a similar conclusion, finding
that his success was largely attributable to skill at identifying and structuring so-
lutions to critical system problems.

Socialized and Personalized Leaders

Outstanding leadership, whether charismatic, ideological, or pragmatic, does
not ensure positive social outcomes. As Conger (1989) pointed out, in the pur-
suit of their vision, charismatic and ideological leaders may at times drive peo-
ple and institutions to pursue dangerous, potentially destructive, actions simply
through undue self-confidence and the narrowness of focus associated with
their vision. A more pervasive, and more dangerous, characteristic of outstand-
ing leadership, however, arises from the fact that outstanding leadership simply
involves the exercise of influence—nothing is said about the direction of influ-
ence. In other words, outstanding leaders are a force—potentially a force for
evil (witness Adolf Hitler) as well as a force for good (Beyer, 1999; Yukl, 1999).

To account for the direction of influence, and the impact of outstanding
leaders on society, House and Howell (1992) drew a distinction between social-
ized and personalized leaders. Socialized leaders seek to enhance others and the
broader social system by building capabilities in others that transcend the
leader. Personalized leaders frame actions in terms of there own self-aggrandize-
ment, seeking to enhance their power and control regardless of the costs to oth-
ers and the broader social system.

In one study intended to assess the meaningfulness, or validity, of the dis-
tinction drawn between socialized leaders (e.g., Franklin Roosevelt) and per-
sonalized leaders (e.g., Adolf Hitler), O’Connor, Mumford, Clifton, Gessner,
and Connelly (1995) obtained biographies for 80 historically notable 20th-
century leaders. The “rise to power” chapters included in these biographies
were content coded to assess the expression of characteristics, such as narcis-
sism, fear, outcome uncertainty, power motives, object beliefs, and negative
life themes, held to distinguish socialized and personalized leaders. An analy-
sis of the “summary” chapters presented in these biographies was used to as-
sess the outcomes of the leader’s exercise of influence. Not only was it found
that socialized and personalized leaders could be distinguished based on the
leader’s differential expression of these characteristics, it was found that lead-
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ers expressing personalized characteristics such as narcissism often had a neg-
ative impact on society.

In an extension of this study, Strange and Mumford (2002) found that the
socialized-versus-personalized distinction could be applied to both ideological
and charismatic leaders with similar negative social outcomes being observed
for both personalized ideologues and personalized charismatics. However, per-
sonalized ideologues were most likely to manifest their destructive tendencies
through behaviors linked to object beliefs whereas personalized charismatics
were most likely to manifest their distinctive tendencies through behaviors
linked to narcissistic manipulation. Though evidence is lacking, based on these
findings, it does seem plausible to argue that this distinction between personal-
ized and socialized leaders can also be applied to pragmatic leaders—a point at-
tested to by comparing the careers of William Paley (socialized) and David
Sarnoff (personalized) as leaders in the broadcasting industry.

Summary

Taken as a whole, it appears that one can plausibly argue that at least six distinct
types of outstanding leaders might exist: (a) socialized charismatics, (b) person-
alized charismatics, (c) socialized ideologues, (d) personalized ideologues, (e)
socialized pragmatics, and (f) personalized pragmatics. By the same token, how-
ever, evidence bearing on the ideological and pragmatic types that serves to
clearly delineate how these leaders differ from charismatics is lacking. Our pri-
mary goal in the present effort was to provide such evidence focusing on key be-
haviors relevant to the behavior of people occupying upper-level leadership
roles.

Before turning to the key behaviors characterizing charismatic, ideological,
and pragmatic leaders, it may be useful to provide some concrete examples. Fig-
ures 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 present biographical material bearing on a critical event
occurring in the careers of a charismatic leader, Henry Ford, an ideological
leader, W.E.B. DuBois, and a pragmatic leader, Thomas Watson Sr. (Note: The
sources for the biographical material used in this and all other chapters are listed
in the Appendix.)

The biographical material presented for Henry Ford examines his behavior
when he took the landmark step of raising the wages of manufacturing workers
to $5 a day—a huge increase in salary given the wages for factory work at the
time. Note that the decision was not phrased in economic terms but rather,
when proposing this vision, Ford referred to the broader conditions of workers’
lives—a theme common in Ford’s thoughts, even in his design of the Model T.
This vision was phrased in emotionally evocative terms (e.g., “a generation of
children undernourished and underdeveloped morally as well as physically”) to
bring about a radical change in employment conditions. As is common with
charismatics, however, the focus is on this future-oriented vision. The prag-
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matic consequences of this vision, a stampede at the gate, were apparently of lit-
tle interest to Ford.

Ford’s behavior stands in stark contrast to the behavior of Thomas Watson
Sr., a pragmatic leader, in dealing with a problem arising in his business. The
problem of poor sales of punch cards is not addressed in emotional terms or with
respect to a broader vision. Instead, Watson discussed the future in terms of
product line and market growth, noting inherent limitations of one business
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line. Rational persuasion is used to build support for this shift in business strat-
egy—arguments build up based on careful analyses of the business, the technol-
ogy, and the market.

Watson’s dispassionate arguments, however, were not in any way similar to
the behavior of W.E.B. DuBois, an ideological leader in founding the Niagara
Movement. In founding this movement, DuBois clearly articulated an emo-
tionally evocative vision. This vision, however, was ultimately rooted in the
wrongs of the past, the pragmatic accommodation of Booker T. Washington,
and the need to restore the sense of Black dignity and equality that had been
lost with the imposition of segregation. Support for this vision, however, was
not built upon the image of a better future but rather upon the shared values
and shared concerns of Black professionals. It was through like-minded Black
professionals that DuBois exercised his influence.

These case examples are noteworthy for two reasons. First, they provide
some tangible support for the distinctions we have drawn among charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders. Second, they indicate that charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders do, in fact, evidence marked differences in
their behavior across a range of domains held to represent critical aspects of
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FIG. 1.1. Illustration of charismatic-leader behavior. From Henry Ford: The Wayward
Capitalist, by C. Gelderman (1981, pp. 52–55). New York: Dial Press.



FIG. 1.2. Illustration of ideological-leader behavior. From W.E.B. DuBois: Negro Leader
in a Time of Crisis, by F. L. Broderick (1959, pp. 75–77). Copyright © 1959 by the Board of
Trustees of the Leland Stanford Jr. University, renewed 1987 by the author. Used with the
permission of Stanford University Press.
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FIG. 1.3. Illustration of pragmatic-leader behavior. From The Maverick and His Machine, by K. Maney
(2003, pp. 98–100). Copyright © 2003 by Wiley. Reprinted with permission of John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
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leader behavior including problem solving, communication, and leader–fol-
lower interactions.

BEHAVIORS

To establish the existence of these types it is necessary to show that they evi-
dence differences, substantially meaningful differences, with respect to the ex-
pression of relevant behaviors. In fact, given the complexity of the information
presented in leader biographies, it becomes essential to examine differences
among types using a priori dimensions derived from theoretical taxonomies ex-
amining behavioral domains critical to outstanding leadership (Fleishman &
Quaintance, 1984; Mumford, Stokes, & Owens, 1990). In this section, we ex-
amine the behavioral domains, and dimensions of behavior within these do-
mains, that might be used to validate the distinctions we have drawn between
charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders.

With regard to the specification of these behavioral domains, however, a
critical methodological point must be considered. Regardless of their orienta-
tion, socialized or personalized, charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders
are successful, in fact unusually successful, leaders. As a result, one would not
necessarily expect these three types of outstanding leaders to differ with respect
to the behaviors commonly used to distinguish leaders and nonleaders. For ex-
ample, intelligence, extraversion, and social skills are attributes of leaders in
general (Bass, 1990; Zaccaro et al., 1991). Therefore, these dimensions are un-
likely to have much value in describing different types of outstanding leaders.

These observations, of course, pose a question—indeed a question critical to
the present study: What types of behaviors, or behavioral domains, are likely to
prove useful in describing the similarities and differences among charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders? One strategy for identifying these domains
is to focus on the kind of behaviors likely to be important to the exercise of out-
standing leadership. In the present effort, we examine the similarities and differ-
ences among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders with respect to
five domains: (a) performance, (b) creative problem solving, (c) leader–fol-
lower interactions, (d) political tactics, and (e) communication strategies.

Performance

Performance is perhaps the most intuitively attractive basis for distinguishing
among different types of outstanding leaders. In this regard, however, it is im-
portant to recognize that outstanding leaders, be they charismatic, ideological,
or pragmatic leaders, will, as outstanding leaders, display good performance on
standard indices of leader effectiveness—indices such as follower motivation,
clarification of paths to goal attainment, and interpersonal reactions to the
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leader (Yukl, 2002). It is possible, however, that charismatic, ideological, and
pragmatic leaders will differ on performance indices tailored to the unique na-
ture of outstanding leadership. Thus, Strange and Mumford (2002), in con-
trasting charismatic and ideological leaders, assessed performance in terms of
social outcomes such as the number of institutions established and the leader’s
long-term contributions to society.

Although these macrolevel impact markers provide a plausible basis for as-
sessing performance differences among outstanding leaders, it is open to ques-
tion whether performance differences will consistently be observed in compar-
ing charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. In their comparison of
charismatic and ideological leaders, Strange and Mumford (2002) did not ob-
serve marked differences in performance on social-impact criteria. Mumford
and Van Doorn (2001), in their study of Benjamin Franklin’s contributions, did
obtain some evidence suggesting that pragmatic, as opposed to charismatic and
ideological leaders, might display better performance on the social-impact
measures. Given the method applied in the Mumford and Van Doorn study,
however, this observation, at best, provides only initial tentative evidence bear-
ing on potential performance differences. Clearly, this finding should be repli-
cated in a larger sample where explicit comparisons of multiple pragmatic, ideo-
logical, and charismatic leaders have been made with respect to multiple
markers of social outcomes.

Attempts to contrast the performance of charismatic, ideological, and prag-
matic leaders are complicated by a broader pattern of findings. Prior studies of
outstanding leadership by O’Connor et al. (1995) and Strange and Mumford
(2002) indicated that most variation in historic-outcome markers of perform-
ance was accounted for by House and Howell’s (1992) distinction between so-
cialized and personalized leadership. These findings are of some importance not
only because they suggest that integrity, as reflected in the socialized-versus-
personalized distinction, is a critical aspect of performance for outstanding lead-
ers, but also because they suggest that attempts to examine cross-type perfor-
mance differences must take this distinction into account.

Creative Problem Solving

All leaders, due to the unique nature of leadership roles, must make decisions—
decisions that require solving problems bearing on task performance and group
maintenance (Hackman & Walton, 1986; Mumford, Zaccaro, Harding, et al.,
2000). As leaders move into the kind of roles where outstanding leadership is
possible, the nature of the problems that are posed changes. One set of changes
involves an extension of the time frame over which problems, and their solu-
tions, unfold (Jacobs & Jaques, 1991; Jacques, 1976). Another set of changes,
however, involves the nature of the problems that leaders must address. In up-
per-level leadership roles, the type of roles where outstanding leadership occurs,
problems become more complex and more ill-defined or poorly structured.
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Moreover, a greater value is placed on the generation of novel, or original, solu-
tions to these problems. These characteristics of the problems encountered in
upper-level leadership roles indicate that outstanding leaders will be con-
fronted with problems calling for creative thought (Lubart, 2001; Mumford &
Gustafson, 1988; Mumford, Strange, Scott, & Gaddis, 2004; Sternberg, Kauf-
man, & Pretz, 2003).

Although creative thought is a complex phenomenon involving both moti-
vation and expertise, studies of creativity stress the importance of information-
processing activities (Runco, 2003). In a review of prior studies intended to de-
scribe the key cognitive processes involved in creative thought (e.g., Amabile,
1988; Finke, Ward, & Smith, 1992; Merrifield, Guilford, Christensen, & Frick,
1962; Sternberg, 1988a), Mumford and his colleagues (Mumford, Mobley,
Uhlman, Reiter-Palmon, & Doares, 1991; Mumford, Peterson, & Childs, 1999)
identified eight core processes commonly used in creative problem solving: (a)
problem identification, (b) information gathering, (c) concept selection, (d)
conceptual combination, (e) idea generation, (f) idea evaluation, (g) imple-
mentation planning, and (h) solution monitoring.

Although these processes are commonly involved, in one way or another, in
most creative problem-solving efforts, different solutions may arise in a number
of ways. People may define the problem differently and they may emphasize dif-
ferent skills, or processes, in their approach to problems. Observations of this
sort led Perkins (1992) to argue that different stylistic approaches may emerge
in creative problem-solving efforts. In fact, there is reason to suspect that out-
standing leaders display kinds of stylistic differences in this regard whereas in-
formation search and idea generation appear to play a critical role in creative
problem solving among pragmatic leaders (Mumford, 2002). For example,
problem identification and idea generation appear to play a critical role in cre-
ative problem solving among charismatic leaders (Jenkins, 2001). Given these
observations, it seems plausible to argue that creative problem-solving proc-
esses represent one set of attributes that might be used to distinguish charis-
matic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders.

Leader–Follower Interactions

All leaders have followers. However, in the case of lower-level leaders, for ex-
ample, a first-line supervisor in a manufacturing facility, followers are assigned
to the leader. These followers, vis-à-vis sharp power differentials and normative
constraints, typically have a rather circumscribed relationship with their leader.
In contrast, in upper-level leadership roles, the leadership roles occupied by
outstanding leaders, leader–follower relationships are far less circumscribed.
The followers of outstanding leaders are, in fact, often notable leaders in their
own right—consider the relationship between Dwight Eisenhower and George
Marshall. Leader–follower relations at this level are not structural givens but
must be actively constructed through the interactions of the parties involved in
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a reciprocal exchange. These observations, in turn, suggest that a form of
leader–member exchange (LMX) might have value in describing the similari-
ties and differences among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders.

A number of scholars have examined how leaders create effective exchange
relationships with followers (Yukl, 2002). The key proposition underlying most
models of LMX is that leaders create a unique exchange relationship with each
individual follower (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen & Uhl-Bien,
1998). Variation in the nature and quality of these relationships (positive vs.
negative grammar relationships) has been shown to be related to both group
and follower performance (Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997; Schreisheim,
Castro, & Cogliser, 1999). Given these performance outcomes, it seems reason-
able to ask what behaviors characterize positive exchange relationships. The
findings obtained in studies examining the quality of exchange relationships in-
dicate that positive exchange relationships depend on mutual respect for capa-
bilities, trust, and shared commitments (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1998). However,
other dimensions such as investment in the relationship may also be required
for positive exchange relationships (Yukl, 2002).

In the case of outstanding leadership, by virtue of the issues at hand, and the
positions of followers, a number of other dimensions might be used to character-
ize the quality of exchange relationships. For example, positive exchange rela-
tionships may be reflected in support for the follower’s organization or the
leader’s willingness to publicly support the follower during periods of conflict
and controversy. Moreover, there is reason to suspect that the dimensions char-
acterizing exchange relationships will differ across the three types of outstand-
ing leaders. For example, in the case of ideological leaders, shared commitment
may be a particularly important influence on the quality of exchange relation-
ships, whereas in the case of pragmatic leaders, respect for capabilities may be a
particularly important influence on the quality of exchange relationships.

Political Tactics

Leadership, of course, is not simply a matter of establishing relationships; it
also involves the exercise of influence. Although the exercise of influence is
required in all leadership roles, the ways in which influence is exercised may
vary across roles. In upper-level leadership roles, the leader is required to in-
teract with groups or institutions external to the organization where the ac-
tion of these groups or institutions might influence organizational perform-
ance (Mintzberg, 1979). Moreover, in upper-level leadership roles, leaders are
confronted with multiple competing groups within the organization where
they somehow must bring about coordinated action on the part of the par-
ties involved. These observations about cross-organizational coordination
and within-organization integration have an important, albeit commonly
overlooked, implication. Outstanding leadership is likely to involve political
behavior.

INTRODUCTION 19



Although in the popular mind political behavior is held to be a part, a critical
part, of outstanding leadership, surprisingly few discussions of political behavior
have appeared in the literature (Ferris, Adams, Kolodinsky, Hochwarter, &
Ammeter, 2002). In recent years, however, we have seen a new interest in polit-
ical behavior in general and leader political behavior in particular (Ammeter,
Douglas, Gardner, Hochwarter, & Ferris, 2002). Some political behavior on the
part of leaders, particularly personalized behaviors such as self-promotion and
“going along to get ahead” (Kacmar & Ferris, 1991), appear to have a negative
impact on leader effectiveness and group performance. Often more socialized
forms of political behavior, such as consensus building and strategy definition,
however, appear not only necessary but potentially beneficial (Yukl, 2002).

Not only can socialized and personalized leaders be expected to differ with
respect to characteristic political behavior, one might expect to see differences
in the political tactics employed by charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic
leaders. For example, in Mumford and Van Doorn’s (2001) study of Benjamin
Franklin it was found that selective presentation of information, structuring of
situations, and demonstration of economic gains were common political tactics
used by one pragmatic leader. Charismatic and ideological leaders, however,
appear to rely on other tactics such as emotional arousal and affective symbols.

Communication Strategies

Political behavior, of course, often involves communication and persuasion. In
fact, all models of outstanding leadership agree on this one basic point. Out-
standing leaders, regardless of type, tend to be unusually skilled at the art of
communication (Bass, 1985, 1990). Outstanding leaders are people who,
through their communications, can change other attitudes, create understand-
ing, and engage others in the projects being advocated by the leader. What is
perhaps most remarkable about outstanding leaders is that their mass commu-
nications, for example, speeches and interviews, can have a marked impact on
people’s behavior. In fact, we may not know much about leaders but we remem-
ber their words. Even a decade later, Ronald Reagan is remembered for his use
of the phrase “evil empire” when describing the Cold War conflict between the
United States and Russia. Martin Luther King, half a century later, is still re-
membered for his “I have a dream” speech.

Though outstanding leaders all tend to be unusually effective communica-
tors, communication is, in its own right, a highly complex phenomenon. Com-
munication may differ along dimension of style (e.g., articulation of positive vs.
negative affect, personalization vs. objectification of issues) and content (e.g.,
economic arguments, social arguments). What should be noted here, however,
is that charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders may differ in the style and
content of their communications. Thus, Mumford and Van Doorn (2001)
found that pragmatic leaders relied on objective information and economic ar-
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guments. Charismatic and ideological leaders, however, typically seem to rely
on a more emotionally evocative style, often emphasizing personal and social
implications of events (Deluga, 2001).

Summary

These observations about behavior are noteworthy because they indicate that
at least five domains exist where one might expect to see noteworthy differ-
ences in the characteristic behavior of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic
leaders. These domains, all domains that appear critical to outstanding leader-
ship given the requirements imposed by upper-level leadership roles, include:
(a) performance, (b) creative problem solving, (c) leader–follower interactions,
(d) political tactics, and (e) communication strategies. In the present effort,
taxonomies describing the key dimensions, or kinds of behavior, falling into
each of these five domains are developed. The dimensions included in these
taxonomies, vis-à-vis assessment of biographical data, are used to conduct a
comparative analysis of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders.

DEVELOPMENT

If the expected differences in behavior emerge in our comparison of charis-
matic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders, then some noteworthy evidence will
have been accrued pointing to the existence of alternative pathways to out-
standing leadership. The existence of these distinct pathways, however,
broaches two more questions: How do the careers of charismatic, ideological,
and pragmatic leaders unfold over time? And, what leads people to pursue one
pathway as opposed to another? Both of these questions, questions critical to
understanding the implications of the distinction we have drawn between char-
ismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders, are, at their core, questions bearing
on the development of outstanding leadership.

Although there is a need to understand how the careers of outstanding lead-
ers unfold over time, development has not been a major focus in studies of out-
standing leadership. A notable exception to this rule of thumb may be found in
Erikson (1959). Erikson examined the development of one outstanding leader:
Martin Luther, the founder of the Protestant movement. In a qualitative analy-
sis of historic material, Erikson found that even early in his life Luther evi-
denced a profound spirituality—a spirituality that served as a vehicle for the
resolution of personal turmoil. Luther’s conflicts, however, were seen, at least in
Erikson’s analysis, as a reflection of the society in which Luther was living, a so-
ciety that was moving from the medieval to the modern period, and his early ex-
periences as the child of a family at the cusp of this change. Luther’s personal
resolution of this conflict provided the basis for his charismatic vision.
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Developmental Change

The role of crisis in shaping the emergence of charismatic leaders has received
some attention in the literature (Hunt et al., 1999; Strange & Mumford, 2002).
Less attention has been given to the kind of changes likely to be observed in
leader behavior as roles change and experience grows over the course of a ca-
reer. In a rare investigation along these lines, Mumford, Marks, et al. (2000)
contrasted army officers in junior, midlevel, and more senior leadership roles to
identify changes in leader skills and the experiences contributing to change in
these skills. They found that as leaders moved into more senior positions,
growth was observed in certain creative problem-solving skills. Specifically,
growth was observed in those creative problem-solving skills that involved con-
textual appraisal of ideas with respect to broader system requirements. The
growth of these skills, moreover, appeared to be linked to exposure to novel
problems, responsibility for complex system problems, and the growth of tacit
knowledge.

The Mumford, Marks, et al. (2000) study illustrates one approach to the
study of leader development—how changes in behavior over time, as a function
of change in roles and experience, are used to draw inferences about develop-
ment. In fact, one might expect to see similar patterns of growth and change as
outstanding leaders move through their careers. Thus Strange and Mumford
(2002) found that ideological and charismatic behaviors shifted as a function of
the career point being examined in biographical material (e.g., “rise to power”
vs. “pinnacle of power”). Value articulation and credentialing proved impor-
tant to outstanding leaders, both ideological and charismatic leaders, early, but
not later, in their careers.

In this regard, however, it is important to bear in mind a final point. Some
patterns of developmental change may characterize outstanding leaders in gen-
eral. Other patterns of developmental change, however, may be specific to the
particular type of leader, charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic, under consid-
eration. For example, charismatic leaders may, as a function of experience,
show more growth and change in communication skills than pragmatics for the
simple reason that effective communication of vision is critical to the success of
charismatic leaders. Some evidence pointing to the potential existence of these
type-specific patterns of change and growth has been provided by Mumford,
Zaccaro, Johnson, et al. (2000).

Developmental Direction

One way to study development is to look for changes in behavior at different
points in leaders’ careers. Another way one might study development is to ex-
amine the early environmental events that start outstanding leaders moving
along a particular developmental path (Mumford, Wesley, & Shaffer, 1987). In
fact, Erikson (1959) in his study of Luther stressed the importance of these for-
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mative, or crystallizing, events—events that shape the path leaders take
through life. A similar point was made by Mumford and Manley (2003), who ar-
gued that leaders understand their world, and act on their world, by reference to
select life events that provide touchstones for appraisal of the self and others.

The life events that people use to understand their world, however, are not
isolated entities. Instead, people appear to organize these events into an auto-
biographical narrative or life story (Habermas, 2001; Habermas & Bluck, 2000;
McAdams, 2001; Oyserman & Markus, 1990; Singer & Bluck, 2001). This au-
tobiographical narrative or life story not only is used to understand prior events
but acts as a plan. The plan embedded in this narrative is used to frame future
actions, forecast the consequences of action in new situations, and guide the se-
lection of alternative actions (Nelson, Plesa, & Henseler, 1998). As a result, the
life stories people create based on their experiences shape the direction of de-
velopment and the paths pursued through life. Presumably, similar phenomena
shape the paths pursued by charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders.

These autobiographical narratives, or life stories, appear to be built around
select types of events that serve to define the content and structure of the narra-
tive (Pillemer, 2001). The keystone events used to define these narratives in-
clude: (a) originating events (events tied to the definition of long-term goals
and action plans), (b) anchoring events (events that illustrate fundamental be-
liefs and values), (c) turning point events (events leading to noteworthy modifi-
cations in goals and plans), (d) analogous events (events used as preferred case
models for behavior in different situations), (e) redemptive events (apparently
negative events with positive downstream consequences), and (f) contaminat-
ing events (apparently positive events with negative consequences).

One intriguing implication of these event types is that charismatic, ideologi-
cal, and pragmatic leaders may build the narratives they apply around different
kinds of events. For example, anchoring events may be particularly important in
shaping the careers of ideological leaders whereas originating events may be
particularly important in shaping the careers of pragmatic leaders. Charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders, however, may not only differ with respect to
the emphasis placed on certain kinds of events in narrative formation, they may
also differ with respect to the typical content of these events. Thus, spiritual and
enculturation experiences may loom large in the anchoring events that shape
the careers of ideological leaders whereas achievement and growth experiences
may loom large in the anchoring events that shape the careers of charismatic
leaders.

Summary

In addition to establishing the differences observed between charismatic, ideo-
logical, and pragmatic leaders in various behavioral domains critical to out-
standing leadership, there is a need to understand the origins of these pathways
to outstanding leadership and how the behaviors of charismatic, ideological,
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and pragmatic leaders change over time. In this book, we examine the develop-
ment of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders through two ap-
proaches. In the first approach, we look at changes observed in leader behavior,
for example, creative problem solving and political tactics, as leaders move
through the “rise to power,” “pinnacle of power,” and “fall from power” career
periods. In the second approach, we examine the kind of early life events that
start leaders moving along a charismatic, ideological, or pragmatic path.

ORGANIZATION

This book, a book examining the nature and development of charismatic, ideo-
logical, and pragmatic leaders, is organized in three parts. In the first part, we de-
scribe the general approach applied in this investigation of outstanding leader-
ship. The first chapter in Part I presents a general theoretical model, a model
based on characteristic mental models and sensemaking activities, that can be
used to account for the behavior and development of charismatic, ideological,
and pragmatic leaders. The second chapter in Part I presents the general
method used to test this model. Not only does this chapter consider the
historiometric method in general, it examines how this method applied in the
present study considering issues such as the selection of leaders, the selection of
biographies, content-coding methods, and control studies.

Part II of this book focuses on the behaviors characterizing charismatic, ideo-
logical, and pragmatic leaders and changes in these behaviors as leaders move
through their careers. This part contains five chapters examining performance,
creative problem solving, leader–follower interactions, political tactics, and
communication strategies. In each of these chapters, we begin with a section
considering “study”-specific methods and development of the behavioral di-
mensions and content-coding scheme that were used to contrast charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders. Subsequently, the results obtained in this
comparison are presented and their implications for studies of outstanding lead-
ership, specifically the charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic pathways, are
discussed.

The third part of this book begins with an examination of the life events
shaping the careers of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. In Part
III, we consider differences across leader types in the nature and content of rele-
vant life events observed during the leader’s early life. The next chapter in Part
III also focuses on development, examining how differences in life events are re-
lated to the leader’s later behavior. The final chapter presents the overall con-
clusions flowing from the present effort. The findings obtained with respect to
the model of outstanding leadership presented and the distinction drawn be-
tween charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders are discussed. We also
consider certain limitations of the present study and potential directions for fu-
ture research.
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Theories of outstanding leadership, and indeed there are many, have typically
been built around one crucial issue. How do outstanding leaders evidence such
large effects on followers? Thus, Shamir et al. (1993) stressed the role of vision
in providing a vehicle of expression of followers’ feelings, values, and self-
concepts. In Bass’ (1997) model, outstanding leaders exercise influence
through a set of behaviors that contribute to motivational and intellectual en-
gagement on a set of tasks.

We do not wish to dispute these, and the other available models of outstand-
ing leadership, which attempt to understand outstanding leadership in terms of
motivation and influence. Undoubtedly, the mechanisms through which out-
standing leaders exercise influence to induce follower motivation must be con-
sidered in any discussion of outstanding leadership. Indeed, we return to this
topic later on in this chapter. One must, however, recognize that influence and
motivation provide only one framework that might be used to understand out-
standing leadership. For example, one might attempt to understand it in terms
of follower attributions and the willingness of followers to respond to influence
attempts (Den Hartog, House, & Hanges, 1999). Alternatively, one might seek
to understand it in terms of the effects leaders have on follower beliefs about
themselves and their world (Shamir & Howell, 1999). Still another approach
involves understanding the conditions that give rise to a need for outstanding
leadership (Hunt et al., 1999).
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Though all of these models have value, substantial value, in understanding
the nature and origins of outstanding leadership, they do not directly address
two critical questions—questions fundamental to the present effort: Why are
there multiple alternative pathways to outstanding leadership? And, why do
charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership represent frequently trav-
eled paths to outstanding leadership?

In this chapter, we argue that the origins of the charismatic, ideological, and
pragmatic leadership result from the conceptual system people apply to make
sense of the crisis commonly associated with the emergence of outstanding
leaders. We argue, furthermore, that these conceptual systems display a com-
plex pattern of differences—differences in time frame, assumptions about cau-
sation, and reference models, which give rise to the pathways we have labeled
charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership. After presenting this theory
of leader types, we consider how these conceptual frameworks shape the exer-
cise of influence and set boundary conditions on the emergence and likely effec-
tiveness of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. Additionally, the
implications of this model for understanding the origins of charismatic, ideolog-
ical, and pragmatic leaders are considered along with its implications for the dif-
ferences likely to be observed between charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic
leaders with respect to performance, creative problem solving, leader–follower
relationships, political tactics, and communication strategies.

MODEL

Crises

Although leadership scholars differ in the theories they use to understand out-
standing leadership, there are certain facts about outstanding leadership that
are not contested. One of these core observations holds that outstanding lead-
ers emerge when social systems are experiencing a crisis (Rivera, 1994). In one
study along these lines, Strange and Mumford (2002), in a historiometric study
of 60 notable 20th-century leaders, contrasted the behaviors and experiences
characterizing outstanding leaders early in their careers, during their “rise to
power,” and later in their careers, when they were at their “pinnacle of power.”
They found that crises played an important role in the emergence of outstand-
ing leaders—both charismatic and ideological leaders.

Evidence pointing to the importance of crisis in the emergence of outstand-
ing leaders is not limited to historiometric studies. For example, Hunt et al.
(1999) had groups of students work on a task involving the actions to be taken
to improve a university’s ranking. Crises were created as the groups worked on
this task under conditions where confederate leaders executed scripts involving
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the expression of charismatic, visionary, exchange, and expressive leadership
behavior. It was found that visionary and charismatic leaders were perceived
more favorably in crisis as opposed to the no-crisis condition.

Although there seems good reason to believe that outstanding leaders
emerge under crisis conditions, these findings broach a critical substantive
question: Why are crises associated with the emergence of an outstanding
leader? To begin answering this question, one must consider exactly what is
meant by the term crisis.

We tend to think of a crisis as a single precipitating event, typically an event
associated with extreme outcomes (Jick & Murray, 1982). Whereas our com-
mon use of the term crisis stresses episodic high-risk events, in studies of leader-
ship, the term crisis often carries a broader connotation. It refers not just to a
single precipitating event, but instead to a set of events creating turbulence in
organizations, institutions, or social systems where this turbulence places the
organization at risk due to suboptimal performance and the loss of stakeholder
support. In other words, crises are events, typically negative change events, that
threaten the existence and effective functioning of certain social institutions.
Thus we speak of the crisis of the Civil War—a crisis associated with the unre-
solved conflict over slavery in the United States, or the crisis of the Great De-
pression—a crisis involving reexamination of the social contract in the age of
capitalism.

When one considers this definition of the term crisis, it becomes apparent
why outstanding leaders emerge in times of crisis. Turbulence and change dis-
rupt the ways in which people understand their world, making it unclear how
people should act. Not only is it unclear what should be done, confusion will
surround crises based on the differing positions of different stakeholders. More-
over, in this confusion and conflict, the stakes are high for individuals, groups,
and institutions. Under these conditions, there is a need for an individual, a
leader, who can define, and gain acceptance for, a strategy for dealing with the
crisis event. The subsequent successful execution of this strategy, in turn, gives
rise to attributions of outstanding leadership.

Though it seems reasonably clear why outstanding leaders emerge during
times of crisis, it is less clear exactly what leaders do in resolving crises. This am-
biguity about requisite leadership activities is underscored by the point that
leaders may not always have a “hands-on” role in solving the problems posed by
a crisis—at times, in fact, the leader may be a rather distant figure (Mumford &
Van Doorn, 2001). Some important clues about what leaders must do in guid-
ing responses to crises may be found in a series of studies by Drazin, Glynn, and
Kazanjian (1999) and Kazanjian, Drazin, and Glynn (2000). In an in-depth
qualitative study of a large-scale, long-term, technical development effort the
design of a new aircraft, they found that crises emerged frequently and that reso-
lution of these crises was a critical aspect of leader performance. The role of the
leader in crises resolution, however, involved sensemaking activities. These
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sensemaking activities involved anticipating the origins of the crisis, identifica-
tion of the causes of the crisis, and analysis of the actions to be taken vis-à-vis
these causes to resolve the crisis. In others words, leader sensemaking provides
followers with a framework, or strategy, for crisis resolution.

What should be recognized here, however, is that the kinds of crises con-
fronting outstanding leaders are highly complex. Under conditions of change, it
may not be clear exactly what the problem is or what the origins of the crisis
were. Moreover, with multiple causes multiple parties will in one way or another
be involved. This uncertainty is noteworthy because it suggests that crises are
highly ambiguous events. This ambiguity in crisis definition allows for multiple
alternative ways of making sense of the situation at hand. In other words, crises
may be interpreted or construed in different ways—a phenomenon giving rise
to the potential for multiple different types of outstanding leadership if leaders
differ in the conceptual frameworks they apply in sensemaking.

More centrally, however, there is a reason to suspect that sensemaking is a
critical aspect of outstanding leadership regardless of the type of outstanding
leader under consideration (Keller, 2003). For example, earlier we noted that
vision appears to be a key attribute of charismatic and ideological leadership.
Vision formation, however, appears to involve sensemaking activities on the
part of the leaders. One illustration of this point may be found in Ellis’ (2001)
examination of one archetypical vision statement. Specifically, he examined
the vision statement articulated by George Washington in his “farewell ad-
dress.” In this letter Washington articulated two key principles, principles he
believed to be integral to the success of the young republic: (a) unity at home
and (b) independence abroad. What is notable in Ellis’ analysis is that these two
principles emerged from Washington’s reflection on the causes of success in the
American War of Independence where unity, holding the continental army to-
gether, was more important than battlefield success and realism was more im-
portant than the ideological enthusiasms that captivated other countries.

Sensemaking activities, however, are not the exclusive provenance of char-
ismatic and ideological leaders. For example, in their study of Benjamin Frank-
lin, a pragmatic leader, Mumford and Van Doorn (2001) found that
sensemaking was an important feature of virtually all the notable incidents of
outstanding leadership in which he was involved. One illustration of this point
may be found in Franklin’s efforts to introduce paper currency. Arguing for the
introduction of paper currency as a response to the economic crisis resulting
from a lack of coinage, he carefully evaluated the reasons for prior failure in at-
tempts to introduce paper currency, enumerating key causes such as counter-
feiting, confidence, and so on, but noting that the key cause appeared to be a
failure to tie paper currency to a tangible asset. This insight allowed Franklin to
propose a unique solution to the crisis at hand by tying paper currency to land
values. Along similar lines, in the establishment of volunteer fire departments,
Franklin based his approach on careful analysis of the causes of fires, the dis-
tance between houses, unclean chimneys, and so forth, building his approach
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around a few key controllable causes—a want of organization in responding to
fires and a lack of knowledge.

Examples of such sensemaking activities are not, however, limited to the
founders of the United States. In the case of J.P. Morgan his efforts in founding
modern corporations such as General Electric, U.S. Steel, and Southern Rail
were guided by a belief that disruptive economic cycles and limitations on
growth were attributable to ruinous and wasteful competition (Strouse, 1999).
Similarly, George Patton’s success in World War II is in part attributable to his
careful analysis of the role of mobility in modern warfare.

Although there is apparently ample reason to suspect that sensemaking is a
key to understanding outstanding leadership, it seems reasonable to ask why
sensemaking would prove such a powerful mechanism of influence. Crises, of
course, are threatening, anxiety-producing, events. Leader sensemaking takes
on unique importance in this context because it provides a framework for un-
derstanding the threat, thereby reducing anxiety and permitting effective ac-
tion. Sensemaking activities on the part of leaders, moreover, serve to articulate
goals and potential paths to goal attainment at a time when followers are ac-
tively seeking such direction (House, 1971). Finally, sensemaking provides peo-
ple with a sense of control or empowerment, allowing an effective response to
the crisis while at the same time motivating followers by increasing their feelings
of efficacy (Tierney & Farmer, 2002).

Mental Models

If it is granted that sensemaking is a critical component of outstanding leader-
ship, then a new question comes to fore: How do leaders go about making sense
of crisis situations? As noted earlier, crisis situations are complex, ambiguous,
evolving situations where multiple causes, causes of varying significance, will be
operating. Leaders, as a result, like people in general (Hogarth, 1980), cannot
work with all of these causal variables. Instead, they must simplify the situation,
boiling things down to the causes that influence valued aspects of system per-
formance. This observation, in turn, suggests that in their sensemaking activi-
ties leaders are applying some kind of mental model.

The term mental models refers to a particular type of cognitive representa-
tional system (Johnson-Laird, 1983). Within this cognitive framework, a men-
tal model is held to involve a conceptual representation of interactions among
the entities involved in a system that is used to both understand the operations
of a system and guide action in response to change (Sein & Bostrom, 1989).
These conceptual representations identify key causal events that engender ac-
tion and bring about goal attainment within a system articulating associations,
or causal linkages, among causal concepts along with variables that influence
the status and operation of these causes (Holyoak & Thagard, 1997; Largan-
Fox & Code, 2000). These mental models, as abstractions of past experience,
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develop over time as a function of a person’s exposure to system operations
(Mumford, Feldman, Heir, & Nago, 2001; Zaccaro, Gualatieri, & Minionis,
1995) and are used in both identifying salient events and guiding adaptive re-
sponses to these events (Rouse, Cannon-Bowers, & Salas, 1992; Volpe, Can-
non-Bowers, Salas, & Spector, 1996).

Mental models provide a description, or representation, of the system as it is.
Leaders, however, in responding to crises must be able to move beyond a de-
scription of current system operations to describe the system as it might be. This
observation led Mumford and Strange (2002) to argue that ultimately leaders’
sensemaking activities are based not on descriptive mental models but rather
on a prescriptive mental model constructed through the analysis of descriptive
mental models. Figure 2.1 illustrates Mumford and Strange’s theory of how
leaders construct the prescriptive mental models applied in sensemaking.

Essentially, Mumford and Strange’s (2002) theory holds that prescriptive
mental models arise from reflection on, and analysis of, extant descriptive men-
tal models in relation to (a) the goals that should be pursued by the organiza-
tion, (b) the causes of goal attainment, and (c) other alternative models that
might be used to understand the system under consideration. This analysis, an
analysis often initiated by perceived deficiencies in current system operations
(Zhou & George, 2001), gives rise to conceptual combination and reorganiza-
tion activities intended to build a crisis-responsive model. In conceptual combi-
nation and reorganization, key causes and key goals are identified and the rela-
tionships among these causes and goals are restructured (Baughman &
Mumford, 1995; Mumford, Connelly, & Gaddis, 2003) to create a model de-
scribing how the system should operate to resolve the crisis at hand. The result-
ing prescriptive mental model provides the leader with the conceptual frame-
work needed to guide sensemaking. These prescriptive mental models with
refinement, follower feedback, and the articulation of personal and interper-
sonal meaning, in turn, provide the foundation for formation of the visions held
to be involved in some forms of outstanding leadership.

In an initial attempt to test this model, and the proposition that prescriptive
mental models underlie the visions articulated by charismatic and ideological
leaders, Strange and Mumford (2005) conducted an experimental study in-
tended to asses whether three key elements held to be involved in inducing
movement from descriptive mental models to prescriptive mental models influ-
enced the production of higher quality vision statements by the occupants of
leadership roles. In their study, 212 undergraduates were asked to assume the
role of a principal taking responsibility for a new experimental school. After
reading through background information, reading a consultant’s report, and
working through a set of exercises, the undergraduates were asked to prepare a
speech to be given to students, parents, and teachers describing their vision for
the school. One manipulation was made through the consultant’s report, where
either good or poor models for alternative curriculum were presented. The sec-
ond manipulation, a search activation manipulation, occurred through the
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worksheet exercises, where participants were asked to identify key goals in the
models, key causes of performance, both, or neither. The third manipulation,
an instructional manipulation, asked some but not other participants to reflect
on their own secondary-school experiences. The resulting vision statements
were evaluated by panels of students, teachers, and parents with respect to af-
fective reactions and motivation.
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It was found that reflection per se contributed little to the production of vi-
sion statements. However, when reflection occurred in the context of abstrac-
tion of goals and causes better, more evocative, vision statements were ob-
tained. More specifically, reflection on goals when poor models were presented
led to the production of particularly compelling vision statements whereas re-
flection on causes when good models were presented led to the production of
particularly compelling vision statements. Not only do these findings provide
some support for Mumford and Strange’s (2002) model, they suggest that goals
can be abducted from poor models (a characteristic of ideological leaders) but
that identification of causes and their use in vision formation requires exposure
to sound models (a characteristic of charismatic leaders).

In another study intended to test this model, Scott, Lonergan, and
Mumford (2005) sought to determine whether the combination and reorgani-
zation of available models or cases were, in fact, related to vision formation. In
this study, 192 undergraduates were asked to work on the curriculum-
generation task described earlier. In this study, however, the number and sim-
ilarity of the model curriculum presented were varied. In addition, in combin-
ing these models to create a new curriculum, half the participants were pre-
sented with principles and asked to apply the analogical reasoning heuristics
(e.g., feature search and mapping) and half the participants were presented
with case summaries and asked to apply case-based reasoning heuristics (e.g.,
strengths and weaknesses analysis, forecasting, etc.). It was found that both
these strategies could be used in conceptual combination but that a case-
based, or model, approach led to better performance when only a limited
amount of material was available with which to work. Thus there is some rea-
son to suspect that conceptual combination plays a role in the formation of
prescriptive mental models and that these combination and reorganization ef-
forts can be based on experiential case models.

Summary

Taken as a whole, it appears that some evidence is available that outstanding
leadership, the kind of leadership evidenced by charismatic, ideological, and
pragmatic leaders, involves sensemaking activities. These sensemaking activi-
ties allow outstanding leaders to help groups and organizations respond to sys-
tem crises. The basis of this sensemaking activity, however, is a prescriptive
mental model constructed by the leaders based on experience, reflection, and
analysis of relevant goals and causes applying to the crisis situation at hand.
Given the basis of outstanding leadership in the development and application of
prescriptive mental models, it seems reasonable to argue that differences in the
prescriptive mental models applied will provide a cornerstone for understand-
ing the similarities and differences among charismatic, ideological, and prag-
matic leaders.
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LEADER TYPES

Model Differences

The prescriptive mental models that provide the basis for sensemaking on the
part of outstanding leaders take on particular significance within the context of
the present effort because they provide a framework for understanding the
emergence of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders as well as the so-
cialized and personalized variants on these three basic types. More specifically,
it appears that charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders differ in the na-
ture, content, and structure of the prescriptive mental models applied in
sensemaking. These differences cause charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic
leaders to construe and respond to crises in qualitatively different ways, evi-
dence different behaviors, and emerge under different conditions. In this sec-
tion, we examine the key features of these differences in prescriptive mental
models that serve to differentiate charismatic, ideological and pragmatic lead-
ers.

Broadly speaking, there appear to be seven basic features of prescriptive
mental models that can be used to distinguish charismatic, ideological, and
pragmatic leaders. These seven features include (a) time frame, (b) type of ex-
perience available, (c) nature of outcomes sought, (d) type of outcomes sought,
(e) focus in model construction, (f) locus of causation, and (g) controllability of
causation. Table 2.1 summarizes these attributes of prescriptive mental models
with respect to the differences likely to be observed among charismatic, ideolog-
ical, and pragmatic leaders.

One way that charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders differ is in the
time frame that provides a reference point for construction of a prescriptive
mental model. In other words, the key causes and goals used in model construc-
tion might be selected and organized to reflect the future, the present, or the
past. Typically, it is held that the vision being articulated by charismatic leaders
is oriented toward the future (Conger & Kanungo, 1988, 1998). Ideological
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TABLE 2.1
Differences Among Charismatic, Ideological,

and Pragmatic Leaders in Prescriptive Mental Models

Charismatic Ideological Pragmatic

Time Frame Future Past Present
Type of Experience Used Positive Negative Both
Nature of Outcomes Sought Positive Transcendent Malleable
Number of Outcomes Sought Multiple Few Variable
Focus in Model Construction External Internal External
Locus of Causation People Situations Interactive
Controllability of Causation High Low Selective



leaders, in contrast, appear to organize the elements of their prescriptive mental
models around an idealized past (Strange & Mumford, 2002). Pragmatic lead-
ers, however, seem to ground their sensemaking activities in the known features
of the present situation (Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001).

These differences in temporal orientation have some potentially noteworthy
implications for understanding the similarities and differences observed among
charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders (Bluedorn, 2002; Halbesleben,
Novicevic, Harvey, & Buckley, 2003; Mainemelis, 2002). Clearly, construal of
prescriptive models in terms of a past system will limit flexibility, and indeed, ri-
gidity often seems to characterize ideological leaders. The orientation of charis-
matic and pragmatics toward the future or present will induce greater flexibility
but a flexibility that requires ongoing environmental scanning. By this same to-
ken, however, a strong future orientation will result in charismatics creating
prescriptive mental models that are fuzzy—models that will lack the clarity of
those articulated by ideologues and pragmatics.

Though ideologues reference their prescriptive mental models to an ideal-
ized past, the cases available for construction of a prescriptive mental model are,
more often than not, negative. One implication of this statement is that com-
parison of the present and past will play a pivotal role in the thought of ideologi-
cal leaders. Another implication of this statement is that failures in the current
system will shape ideological thought. Charismatic leaders, in contrast, will
tend to seek positive models, particularly models that can be readily adapted to
change (Keane, 1996). This use of positive case models allows charismatic lead-
ers to apply causes rather than goals in formulating their prescriptive mental
models (Strange & Mumford, 2002). Use of key causes in model construction
allows charismatics to operate as change agents. Pragmatics, by virtue of their
use of both positive and negative models, escape the error of overconfidence en-
demic to charismatic leaders (Conger, 1989). More centrally, however, by vir-
tue of the ability to compare positive and negative models, pragmatics will have
the ability to cut to the heart of an issue.

These observations about the kind of experience used in constructing pre-
scriptive models, of course, also have implications for the goals or outcomes
likely to be emphasized by charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders.
Charismatic leaders can be expected to frame prescriptive mental models in
terms of multiple positive goals. Ideological leaders, however, must frame pre-
scriptive models in terms of a limited number of transcendent goals—goals that
obviate the mistakes and failure evident in current available case models. Un-
like charismatic and ideological leaders, pragmatic leaders will see goals as mal-
leable with the number and nature of the goals to be pursued being dictated by
the exigencies of the situation at hand.

Of course, the malleability and flexibility of pragmatic leaders with respect to
goals permits an opportunistic implementation of plans but may lead to the per-
ception of a lack of consistency or direction. Ideological leaders, in contrast, will
evidence a consistency, and an apparent integrity, that allows little deviation
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with regard to their select set of transcendent goals. By the same token, how-
ever, other potentially viable goals may be ignored, leading to a kind of tunnel
vision. The pursuit of multiple positive goals on the part of charismatic leaders
offers the option of shifting goals and proposing goals likely to be appealing to
different stakeholders. This pursuit of positive goals at times, however, may
prove detrimental if charismatic leaders fail to come to grips with potential neg-
ative outcomes associated with the pursuit of certain goals.

The tendency of ideological leaders to focus on a limited number of tran-
scendent goals has an important, albeit often overlooked, implication. More
specifically, because goal definition requires evaluation, one can expect that
the focus in model construction will, among ideological leaders, tend to be in-
ternally oriented (Sternberg et al., 2003). This inward focus may make it diffi-
cult for ideological leaders to construct prescriptive mental models that have
broad appeal. Yet for those who find this model appealing, it may prove unusu-
ally powerful because it provides a unique, distinctive, highly personal vehicle
for imposing meaning on events—potentially providing people with a sense of
identity. The linkage of prescriptive mental models to personal identity, more-
over, will make possible truly exceptional sacrifice. Charismatic and pragmatic
leaders, leaders who will construct prescriptive models based on external de-
mands, may not be able to call for similar levels of sacrifice. However, the pre-
scriptive mental models constructed by these two types may be better suited for
dealing with crises emerging from the operation of broader social forces.

In considering the internal focus of ideological leaders, it is easy to extend
this argument to the idea that ideological leaders see people as the locus of cau-
sation. In this regard, however, it is important to bear in mind a point made ear-
lier—ideological leaders focus on transcendent goals derived from negative
models. As a result, ideological leaders are more likely to see situations as op-
posed to individuals, as the key causal forces that must be considered in the con-
struction of prescriptive mental models. Charismatic leaders will, in part, due to
the use of more positive models, tend to stress the importance of people, and
their efforts, as central causal variables. One obvious implication of these state-
ments is that charismatic leaders will be more concerned with motivating fol-
lowers whereas ideological leaders will be more concerned with changing the
system. Pragmatic leaders, by virtue of their use of an interactional approach,
will focus on how the situation effects people and their behavior (Mumford &
Van Doorn, 2001).

These differences across leader types in beliefs about the locus of causation
are also associated with differences in beliefs about the controllability of causa-
tion. As one might expect based on our foregoing observations, charismatics
will tend to see causes as being under the leader’s control whereas ideologues
will tend to see them as under the control of external forces. Pragmatics on the
other hand will tend to see causes as differing with regard to the potential for
control. The tendency of pragmatics to construct prescriptive mental models
around a limited number of key controllable causes may provide them with a
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powerful lever for inducing change (Isenberg, 1986; Mumford & Van Doorn,
2001; Thomas & McDaniel, 1990) despite certain disadvantages with regard to
motivation.

The differences between charismatics and pragmatics with regard to locus of
causation are of interest in part because they help explain an anomaly—an
anomaly commonly noted in studies of outstanding leadership. More specifi-
cally, it may be inwardly oriented people, people such as Lenin or Thatcher,
who understand and act on crises based on system considerations. More out-
wardly focused leaders, for example, Kennedy, may be more likely to under-
stand and act on crises based on the people involved.

Influence Mechanisms

Our foregoing observations with respect to the nature of the prescriptive men-
tal models used by charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders are of interest
for a number of reasons. These differences in prescriptive models tell us some-
thing about the characteristic behavior of charismatic, ideological, and prag-
matic leaders. These differences, moreover, have some noteworthy implica-
tions about the boundary conditions shaping the emergence of a given leader
type. In this section, however, we examine the implications of these prescriptive
mental models with respect to a key attribute of outstanding leaders—the exer-
cise of influence.

Charismatic leaders, like all outstanding leaders, exercise influence through
sensemaking activities. These sensemaking activities, as noted earlier, will be
based on the prescriptive mental model being applied. In the case of charismatic
leaders, however, the application of this prescriptive mental model will typically
occur through the vision of the future being articulated by the leader. Because
the prescriptive mental model being applied by charismatics involves multiple,
positive, future outcomes, charismatic leaders have the ability to formulate a vi-
sion likely to prove attractive to multiple groups that differ in terms of operative
goals. In other words, some goals will appeal to one group and other goals to
other groups. Thus the ability of charismatic leaders to articulate multiple fu-
ture goals allows them to build consensus among stakeholders as to how to cope
with a crisis. With the emergence of consensus and adoption of the vision, this
appeal to multiple groups will create powerful normative pressures—normative
pressures that will serve to reinforce acceptance of the vision being articulated
(Klein & House, 1998).

The creation of a new consensus, particularly when groups have been experi-
encing the anomie that accompanies turbulence in the social environment and
change in social systems, will prove to be a particularly powerful influence mecha-
nism because it provides direction—a shared sense of direction that reduces anxi-
ety about the future. More centrally, however, under conditions of turbulence
and change, people, and groups, will lose their old sense of identity. The vision be-
ing articulated by a charismatic leader, given their ability to build consensus
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around this vision, will provide followers with a new sense of identity (Shamir et
al., 1993). Moreover, the sense of identity provided by charismatics’ vision will
prove particularly powerful because it is shared by multiple stakeholders.

Charismatic influence, however, is not simply a matter of creating shared so-
cial identity. As noted earlier, charismatic leaders frame their understanding of
causation in terms of people and people’s ability to affect their world. This point
is of some importance because it suggests that the vision being articulated by
charismatic leaders will prove empowering for people and relevant stakeholder
groups (Conger & Kanungo, 1988, 1998). When this empowerment is accom-
panied by the initiation of projects, successful projects, that in one way or an-
other symbolize the ability to cope with change through the vision being articu-
lated, it will serve to build feelings of efficacy and commitment and thus
follower motivation. In fact, in the careers of charismatic leaders, Franklin Roo-
sevelt, John Kennedy, Adolf Hitler, and Joseph Stalin, one sees symbolic proj-
ects being used as a motivational mechanism. These successful projects, along
with the sense of efficacy and commitment they develop, will help charismatics
weather setbacks and the disappointments that occur when the future turns out
to be more complicated than one might expect based on the leader’s vision.

Ideological leaders, in contrast to charismatic leaders, will not generally be
able to build a broad new consensus. The inability of ideological leaders to build
consensus may be traced to the nature of the prescriptive mental models used in
vision formation. Because ideological leaders construct the models around a
few transcendent goals, it becomes difficult for ideological leaders to articulate a
vision that will appeal to a broad range of people and multiple stakeholder
groups. The difficulty ideological leaders have in appealing to a range of people
and groups will be compounded by two other characteristics of the prescriptive
mental models applied in vision formation: (a) their tendency to frame models
and visions in terms of negative events because negative events will typically
prove less attractive than positive events, and (b) their tendency to frame mod-
els and visions in terms of transcendent goals because the use of transcendent
goals will lead to the discounting of others’ views.

Taken at face value, these characteristics of ideological leaders might lead
one to conclude that it is difficult for ideological leaders to exercise much influ-
ence. What one must remember here, however, is that ideological leaders frame
their vision in terms of beliefs and values already held by certain groups, stress-
ing the transcendent goals evident in an idealized past. As a result, ideological
leaders can exercise substantial influence if they appeal to fundamental tradi-
tional values (Lalonde, 2003). This appeal will prove to be a particularly effec-
tive basis for the exercise of influence when the crisis at hand threatens these
values and when these values are integral to the identity of a relatively large
number of people.

When it proves possible to apply this approach, an approach most likely to
prove effective when a leader is working in a society or institution characterized
by a strong, as opposed to a weak, culture, then ideological leaders may articu-
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late an unusually compelling vision. One reason ideological leaders can exert
such a powerful influence is that their analysis of the crisis, an analysis arising
from the prescriptive mental model being applied, will vis-à-vis cultural/histori-
cal familiarity, prove intuitively appealing. Another reason ideological leaders
can exercise unusual influence is that the core identity of followers is reflected
in the vision being articulated. As a result, ideological leaders may provide fol-
lowers, admittedly at times often a relatively small band of followers, with a
stronger sense of identity than charismatic leaders (Barreto, Spears, &
Ellemers, 2003). This strongly shared identity will allow ideological leaders to
create highly cohesive groups that serve to reinforce and maintain the vision be-
ing articulated by the leader (Post, Ruby, & Shaw, 2002).

The impact of ideological leaders will be amplified by two other characteris-
tics of the prescriptive mental models applied in vision formation. First, when
crises have been prolonged it will be difficult for people to see how positive, fu-
ture-oriented change is possible. As a result, the use of situational explanations
and a focus on the personal internal will prove particularly compelling. Second,
when people or groups are in conflict, and conflict often accompanies social
change, victimization may occur. Ideological leaders can capitalize on the nega-
tive models provided by the victimization to reinforce the vision being articu-
lated. Thus, ideological leaders can, and often do, appeal to injustice despite the
fact that this appeal may result in ideological leaders proving to be a divisive
force in society (Post et al., 2002).

When compared to charismatic and ideological leaders, pragmatic leaders
seem to have few tools available for the effective exercise of influence. What
should be recognized here, however, is that the prescriptive mental model ap-
plied by pragmatics will often provide a balanced view of the crisis at hand. In
sensemaking, pragmatic leaders will provide a framework for understanding the
crisis where a more complex set of crises is considered, both positive and nega-
tive outcomes of actions are taken into account, and goals are adjusted to take
into account changes in the situation. As a result, one would expect that prag-
matic leaders will form more effective strategies for addressing crises with their
performance in handling crises providing a basis for the exercise of influence
(Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001).

The ability of pragmatic leaders to exercise influence by providing superior
models for sensemaking, problem solving, and crisis resolution is, of course,
contingent on there being a reasonable level of agreement about what the
problem is in the first place. When this condition is met, three other charac-
teristics of the prescriptive mental models applied by pragmatics will contrib-
ute to the effective exercise of influence. First, the malleability of pragmatic
leaders and their more sophisticated view of causation permits the negotia-
tion and persuasions needed to bring multiple groups “to the table.” Second,
negotiation and persuasion allow pragmatics to work with multiple diverse
groups in crisis resolution. Third, because pragmatic leaders can more readily
identify key causes, it becomes possible for them to identify the leverage points
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that must be manipulated to induce effective change (Isenberg, 1986; Thomas
& McDaniel, 1990).

Along related lines, one must also remember that the focus of pragmatic
leaders on sensemaking rather than vision articulation may not always prove to
be a disadvantage. The arousal of affect through vision articulation can, at
times, cloud analysis of the origins and implications of a crisis. Moreover, by al-
lowing followers the autonomy to construct their own image of the situation,
pragmatic leaders provide followers with the capability to make unique contri-
butions to crisis resolution (Mumford & Licuanan, 2004; Mumford, Scott,
Gaddis, & Strange, 2002). In other words, pragmatic leadership will promote
the creative thought needed for solving complex social problems.

Boundary Conditions

One implication of our observations about the exercise of influence is that the
effectiveness of the influence that is applied by charismatic, ideological, and
pragmatic leaders will vary as a function of certain conditions. Accordingly, one
might expect to see differences in the conditions giving rise to the emergence of
charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. For example, due to their basis
in tradition, ideological leaders can be expected to emerge from religious insti-
tutions. Due to the need for consensus building, charismatic leaders will often
emerge from political institutions. The conditions that shape leader emergence
and performance, however, are not solely a matter of institutional type. Instead,
these institutional effects are a manifestation of a broader phenomenon. Here,
of course, we refer to boundary conditions (Eisenhardt, 1989), specifically those
boundary conditions that represent situational constraints on the effective use
of different influence tactics.

One of the boundary conditions that shape the likely emergence and ac-
ceptance of pragmatic leadership was mentioned earlier. More specifically,
pragmatic leadership is contingent on broader agreement about the nature
and significance of the crisis at hand. Although it is possible that a broad social
consensus will at times allow for the operation of pragmatic leadership, more
often than not pragmatic leadership will emerge when a discrete problem is at
hand that can be defined and understood primarily in terms of objective con-
siderations.

Another boundary condition that shapes the potential impact, and likely
emergence, of pragmatic leaders involves the feasibility of control. One strength
of pragmatic leaders is that they have the ability to identify and manipulate the
key leverage points needed to induce change in complex social systems. This
ability, however, is unlikely to prove of much value if pragmatic leaders cannot
exert influence over the actions occurring at these leverage points. This obser-
vation is of some importance both because it suggests that pragmatic leadership
requires substantial experience working in the social system at hand and be-
cause it suggests that pragmatic leaders will need the authority to influence sys-
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tem operations. These requirements, of course, in accordance with the earlier
observations of Weber (1924), indicate that pragmatic leadership will often be
the preferred from of leadership in bureaucracies and business organizations.

Still another boundary condition that shapes the emergence and perform-
ance of pragmatic leaders is people’s affective investment in the issue under
consideration. When affective investment in an issue is high, valued, personally
valued, outcomes become salient. The activation of affective outcomes under-
mines causal analysis, thereby limiting the impact of pragmatic leadership. As a
result, the effectiveness, and thus likely emergence, of pragmatic leaders will de-
pend on whether the crisis at hand can be framed in objective terms. Indeed,
pragmatic leaders will go to unusual lengths to frame crises objectively in an at-
tempt to create conditions where the effective exercise of influence is possible.

When strong affect is attached to a crisis the visionary forms of outstanding
leadership, charismatic and ideological leadership, will prove more effective.
Charismatic leadership, however, depends on the existence, or the leader’s cre-
ation of, shared beliefs among relevant stakeholders about the desirability of
outcomes. Thus the emergence and performance of charismatic leaders will de-
pend on a shared sense of the “collective good.” This contingency, moreover,
suggests that charismatic leadership will prove most effective when the crisis at
hand places most people in a similar position—conditions that make it possible
for charismatic leaders to appeal to the “common good.”

Earlier, we noted that charismatic leadership is a leadership of empowerment
in that charismatic leaders exercise influence through people and their ability to
act on the situation. The need for effective action by people implies that charis-
matic leadership will prove less effective when the conditions at hand are such
that people prove difficult to communicate with and/or are not easily mobilized
through persuasive communication. As a result, charismatic leadership will de-
pend on image building and the creation of an aura of credibility (Yorges et al.,
1999) as well as access to and control over mass-communication channels—
witness Franklin Roosevelt’s “fireside chats.” This emphasis on image and com-
munication, moreover, may, in part, explain why charismatic leadership often
emerges in political forums (Weber, 1924).

The fact that charismatic leaders exercise influence through people and
their ability to act on the situation gives rise to another boundary condition
shaping leader emergence and performance. More specifically, the impact of
charismatic leaders depends on whether followers will accept the proposition
that a better future is possible through collective action. As a result, charismatic
leaders are unlikely to emerge when prolonged demoralization and endemic on-
going conflict have made it impossible for people to believe that collective ac-
tion will result in positive outcomes for themselves and society (Mumford &
Marcy, 2004).

The effects of demoralization and conflict, though militating against the
emergence of charismatic leaders, may contribute to the emergence of ideologi-
cal leaders (Blank, 2003; Post et al., 2002). Prolonged demoralization and en-
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demic uncompromising conflict will lead people to find the transcendent goals
articulated by ideological leaders attractive and create conditions where an em-
phasis on external in prescriptive models is seen as plausible and realistic.
Whereas demoralization and conflict represent boundary conditions needed for
the emergence of ideological leaders, the likely success of ideological leaders
will be determined by two other conditions.

First, as noted earlier, the vision being articulated by ideological leaders en-
tails an appeal to an idealized past. Accordingly, ideological leadership requires
a strong collective culture in the society or institutions of concern. This require-
ment, in turn, suggests that ideological leaders will be unlikely to emerge in set-
tings where individual autonomy and cultural diversity are evident. Moreover,
because ideological leadership is a leadership of tradition (Weber, 1924), when
tradition has proven ineffective in handling relevant crises, ideological leader-
ship will be undermined.

Second, to exert influence with respect to tradition, the ideological leader
must understand and be engaged in this tradition. This point is of some impor-
tance because it suggests that ideological leaders are unlikely to emerge from
the fringes of a culture. Thus, ideological leadership may be the province of the
middle and upper-middle class (e.g., Ronald Reagan, Osama bin Laden). More
centrally, however, ideological leadership will require an intense personal en-
gagement in the tradition of relevant groups. In fact, given the inward-focus
characteristic of ideological leaders, it seems unlikely that a viable, attractive vi-
sion can be formulated without this kind of personal cultural engagement.

Summary

In this section we have presented a theory of outstanding leadership that holds
that the differences observed among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic
leaders can be traced to the nature and structure of the prescriptive mental mod-
els leaders use to make sense of crises. These differences in the nature and struc-
ture of the prescriptive mental models applied in sensemaking result in qualita-
tive differences among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders in both
how influence is exercised and the conditions that permit the effective exercise of
influence. These conditions shaping the effective exercise of influence, in turn,
condition the emergence of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders.

BEHAVIOR AND EXPERIENCES

Behavior

Our observations about influence and boundary conditions are of interest in
part because they suggest that the prescriptive mental models being applied by
charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders will be associated with differ-

THEORY 41



ences across types with respect to behavior. In fact, it can be argued that one
reason boundary conditions are observed, conditions influencing the emer-
gence of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders, is that the behaviors
required under certain conditions cannot be effectively executed by people pur-
suing a given pathway to outstanding leadership. Accordingly, in this section
we examine the behaviors, key behaviors commonly required of people holding
the upper-level positions where outstanding leadership is possible, that charac-
terize charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership.

Performance. The emergence of charismatic, ideological, and prag-
matic leaders under certain select conditions provides one explanation for why
prior studies have failed to reveal marked differences among charismatic, ideo-
logical, and pragmatic leaders with respect to performance. With regard to this
statement, however, two provisions should be borne in mind. First, prior studies
contrasting outstanding leaders with respect to general social criteria (e.g., how
many institutions were established by the leader, how many positive contribu-
tions were made by the leader, and how long these contributions lasted) com-
pared only charismatic and ideological leaders (Strange & Mumford, 2002).
Thus, as noted earlier, the possibility remains that performance differences
might emerge in comparing pragmatic leaders to ideological and charismatic
leaders. Given the fact that the prescriptive mental models applied by prag-
matics often provide a more complex and sophisticated framework for under-
standing crises, there is reason to suspect that performance differences, per-
formance differences favoring pragmatics, might be observed.

The differences observed among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic
leadership with respect to boundary conditions and influence tactics, however,
suggest that a more complex pattern of performance effects might also be ob-
served. More specifically, charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders might
emphasize different forms of performance—performances appropriate to the
conditions associated with leader emergence and the kind of influence tactics
being applied. In other words, one might expect to see differences among leader
types on more specific dimensions of performance.

For example, charismatic and ideological leaders by virtue of the use of vision
as an influence mechanism might start more mass movements than pragmatic
leaders. Pragmatic leaders, however, may differ from ideological and charis-
matic leaders by providing more efficient and “lower cost” crisis resolution strat-
egies. Ideological leaders, due to the importance of group identity as an influ-
ence mechanism, can be expected to maintain closer relationships with
followers than either charismatic or pragmatic leaders, with their followers dis-
playing a greater willingness to make sacrifices for the leader. Although other
examples of this sort might be provided, the foregoing examples are sufficient to
make our basic point that there is a need to examine performance differences
among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders on discrete criteria as
well as overall social-impact criteria.
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In this discussion of performance, however, one must consider a point made
earlier. More specifically, the available evidence indicates that the performance
differences observed among outstanding leaders are closely tied to leader orien-
tation—socialized versus personalized (House & Howell, 1992; O’Connor et
al., 1995; Strange & Mumford, 2002). The theory of leader types sketched out
previously suggests why orientation exerts such strong effects on performance.
Leaders use prescriptive mental models to guide action. When leaders build
these models around negative assumptions about others and their interactions,
leaders will exercise influence and take actions, especially during times of crisis
where threat is high, that serve to protect both the group and their own position
within the group. These self-protective actions will, in turn, give rise to socially
destructive behavior (Mumford, Connelly, & Leritz, 2005). This point is nicely
illustrated by considering the impact two ideological leaders, Joseph McCarthy
and Vladimir Lenin, have had on the world.

What should be recognized here, however, is that the way these self-
protective tendencies are expressed will be contingent on the influence tactics
being applied and the boundary conditions shaping leader emergence and per-
formance. In keeping with this proposition, Strange and Mumford (2002), in
their comparison of charismatic and ideological leaders, found that charismatic
and ideological leaders differed in their behavioral expression of a personalized
orientation. Personalized charismatics tended to evidence narcissistic behavior
whereas personalized ideologues tended to evidence behaviors associated with
object beliefs or the belief that others can be used as “tools” (O’Connor et al.,
1995). The self-aggrandizement associated with narcissism is, of course, consis-
tent with the expansive, future-oriented perspective mental models used by
charismatics. Similarly, the tendency to view others as “tools” is consistent with
the ideological focus on transcendent goals. These observations, of course, sug-
gest that charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders will evidence personal-
ized and socialized behaviors in different ways, and for different reasons, with
these differences, at least potentially, being associated with performance differ-
ences on certain discrete criteria.

Creative Problem Solving. Not only will the prescriptive mental mod-
els being applied by charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders result in dif-
ferential expressions of personalized and specialized behaviors, it seems likely
that application of these models will result in differences in the other key behav-
iors required for those occupying positions where outstanding leadership is pos-
sible. Earlier, we noted that the prescriptive mental models applied by
charismatics stress multiple future-oriented goals. Thus future-goal framing
suggests that problem construction or problem identification skills will prove
crucial to effective charismatic leadership (Mumford, Reiter-Palmon, & Red-
mond, 1994; Okuda, Runco, & Berger, 1991). The use of a prescriptive mental
model where multiple positive goals are being articulated will, moreover, en-
courage the application of generative or divergent thinking skills. Thus in char-
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ismatic leaders it is not uncommon to find exceptional conceptual combination
and idea-generation skills (Mumford, Strange, Scott, & Gaddis, 2004).

More centrally, it can be expected that ideological leaders will differ from
charismatics with respect to the problem-solving skills used. Ideological leaders
do not try to create a new future, a generative activity, but instead argue for a re-
turn, admittedly with modification, to an idealized past. This tendency, along
with the tendency of ideologues to stress current differences in formation of
their prescriptive mental models, suggests that the evaluative aspects of prob-
lem solving, for example, information gathering and idea evaluation, will be em-
phasized in the thought and actions of ideologues.

In contrast to ideological and charismatic leadership, problem solving is a
particularly important influence on the emergence and performance of prag-
matic leaders. One implication of this statement is that more, and more effec-
tive, problem-solving behavior should be observed in comparing pragmatic
leaders with charismatic and ideological leaders (Mumford & Van Doorn,
2001). Another implication of this statement derives from the prescriptive
mental models applied by pragmatics. Because pragmatics’ prescriptive mental
models entail a balanced view of causation that takes into account both positive
and negative outcomes, one would expected to see more balance between gen-
erative and evaluative problem-solving activities as well as a greater emphasis
on the use of problem-solving skills, such as idea evaluation and planning, con-
tributing to idea implementation.

Leader–Follower Relations. Just as the application of different pre-
scriptive models gives rise to differences in problem-solving strategies, the dif-
ferences in the prescriptive mental models applied by charismatic, ideological,
and pragmatic leaders are associated with differences in characteristic patterns
of leader–follower interactions. In the case of charismatic leaders, where issues
are framed in terms of people and their empowerment, one would expect to see
relationships characterized by trust, mutual influence, participation, and high
levels of contact and collaboration (Dansereau et al., 1975; Graen & Cashman,
1975). Our stereotypic view of ideological leaders is that they are cold, distant,
rather aloof people. What should be recognized here, however, is that ideologi-
cal leaders rely on a group that shares and reinforces the transcendent goals be-
ing articulated. As a result, ideological leaders will maintain close relationships
with followers. However, tight group boundaries and the oppositional character
of ideologues’ prescriptive mental models suggests that trust, loyalty, and attitu-
dinal similarity will prove particularly important to ideological leaders.

As might be expected based on our foregoing observations, pragmatic lead-
ers, in comparison with ideological leaders, can be expected to place a greater
emphasis on performance in interactions with followers while allowing follow-
ers greater autonomy in how the work gets done. In keeping with this pattern of
leader–follower exchange, and the key characteristics of the prescriptive men-
tal models applied by pragmatics, leader–follower relationships will typically be
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characterized by a greater emphasis on negotiation, an emphasis of shared out-
comes, and respect for followers’ unique concerns.

Political Tactics. Given the effects of prescriptive mental models on the
ways in which charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders exercise influ-
ence, one would expect differences to emerge in examining the political tactics
and power bases employed by leaders following these three pathways. In the
case of pragmatic leaders, where expertise and performance in crisis resolution
are at a premium, political tactics stressing control through expertise, informa-
tion, and resources will be emphasized. Pragmatic leaders, however, by virtue of
the malleability of goals, will also tend to rely on negotiation as a vehicle for the
exercise of influence (Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001). Finally, because prag-
matic leaders apply a balanced view of causation, they may, vis-à-vis charis-
matic and ideological leaders, be better able to exercise control through the ma-
nipulation of situational contingencies.

On the other hand, charismatic and ideological leaders tend to exercise con-
trol though vision. The arousal attached to effective articulation of a vision,
along with the role of vision in relational definition, suggests that charismatic
and ideological leaders will differ from pragmatic leaders in that social relation-
ships and affective arousal will often provide a basis for the effective exercise of
influence (Deluga, 2001). Because, however, the visions articulated by charis-
matic and ideological leaders are derived from different types of prescriptive
mental models, charismatic and ideological leaders will evidence differences
with respect to their preferred influence tactics. For example, as a result of the
use of multiple future goals, charismatic leaders are better able and more likely
to apply coalition tactics. The construction of prescriptive mental models based
on negative events and transcendent goals will cause ideological leaders to ex-
ercise control through both personal commitment and aggression.

Communication Strategies. The existence of differences in political
tactics, moreover, suggests that differences will also be observed among charis-
matic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders in persuasion or the strategies used in
mass communication (C. Fitzgerald & Kirby, 1997; Yrle, Hartman, & Galle,
2002; Yukl, 2001). One obvious difference likely involves comparison of the
communication strategies used by charismatic and ideological leaders with
those used by pragmatic leaders. More specifically, charismatic and ideological
leaders are likely to stress emotion and imagery in their communications
whereas pragmatic leaders are likely to place a greater emphasis on rational per-
suasion, position clarification, and description of paths to goal attainment
(Baum, Locke, & Kirkpatrick, 1998; Fiol, Harris, & House, 1999).

In this regard, however, it should be recognized that charismatic and ideo-
logical leaders may display some noteworthy differences with regard to the con-
tent and style of their communications. The tendency of ideologues to focus on
negative events and situational forces in construing prescriptive mental models

THEORY 45



suggests that their communications will be characterized by negative affect, au-
dience confrontation, and skilled use of propaganda. Charismatic leaders’ com-
munications, in contrast, are more likely to be characterized by positive affect
and humor (Avolio et al., 1999) as well as an attempt to build consensus
through the articulation of multiple positive goals that might be attained
through collective action.

Experiences

Events. The prescriptive mental models applied by charismatic, ideologi-
cal, and pragmatic leaders arise, in part, from reflection on system performance,
institutional or organizational, in relation to personal experience. The role of
reflection and personal experience on the construction of prescriptive mental
models has an important, albeit often overlooked, implication for understand-
ing outstanding leadership. Outstanding leadership, and the individual’s ten-
dency to apply a charismatic, ideological, or pragmatic strategy, will be influ-
enced by both the narratives people use to understand events in their lives
(Habermas, 2001) and the events that provide a basis for the formation of these
narratives (Pillemer, 2001).

In fact, salient life events, the events used to construct life narratives, may
influence the prescriptive mental models applied by charismatic, ideological,
and pragmatic leaders in three ways. First, in reflection, crises will be framed and
understood in terms of their personal consequences for the leader involved.
Thus, a crisis is not a purely objective event. Instead, crises represent events
that are interpreted and appraised in terms of the individual’s life narrative.
This point is of some importance because it suggests that the events used to de-
fine a life narrative will influence how crises are appraised. These appraisals will,
in turn, influence construction of a prescriptive mental models (Popper, 2000;
Popper & Mayseless, 2002).

Second, reflection, particularly reflection on personal experience, will acti-
vate central, salient life events used in construction of a life narrative. Activa-
tion of these powerful personal experiences is noteworthy because new events,
particularly the kind of novel, complex, and ill-defined events reflected in lead-
ership crises, will tend to be understood and interpreted by reference to, or com-
parison with, these salient life events (Keller, 2003). As a result, these life
events will provide key content used in combination and reorganization activi-
ties to help people construct a new prescriptive mental model for understanding
the crisis at hand (Mumford et al., 2003).

Third, the events used to construct life narratives provide people with what
might be viewed as a set of reference cases for understanding events in their
lives. The use of life events as a set of reference cases is noteworthy because it
suggests that case-based reasoning will be used in formation of prescriptive
mental models. Cases, including life event cases, represent a highly complex
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form of knowledge (Scott et al., 2005) incorporating information about re-
sources, applicable restrictions, relevant contingencies, and key actions
(Hammond, 1990; Hershey, Walsh, Read & Chulef, 1990; Kolodner, 1993;
Xiao, Milgram, & Doyle, 1997). The content of the material contained in life
events therefore provides a basis for identifying relevant goals and causes for use
in formation of the prescriptive mental models applied by charismatic, ideologi-
cal, and pragmatic leaders in making sense of social crises.

Event Types. Although there is reason to suspect that life events shape
the nature and structure of the prescriptive mental models constructed by char-
ismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders, the question at hand in this chapter
is more specific: How can differences in the events used in constructing life nar-
ratives be used to describe the similarities and differences among charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders? One way leaders and their prescriptive men-
tal models might differ is attributable to differences in the kind of events used to
construct life narratives. McAdams (2001) and Pillemer (2001) argued that a
number of different kinds of life events may be used in the construction of life
narratives: (a) orientating events, (b) anchoring events, (c) turning point
events, (d) analogical events, (e) contaminating events, and (f) redemptive
events. Mumford and Manley (2003) argued that differences among leaders in
the kind of events used to construct life narratives may, in turn, lead to differ-
ences in the prescriptive mental models constructed, and thus differences in the
behaviors arising from application of these prescriptive mental models.

For example, ideological leaders stress the importance of certain transcen-
dent goals. Because anchoring events define long-term goals, one might expect
to see anchoring events predominantly in the life narratives applied by ideologi-
cal leaders. Along similar lines, contaminating events (apparently positive
events with negative downstream consequences) can be expected to emerge
with some frequency in the life narratives of ideological leaders, perhaps causing
ideologues to stress negative events in the formation of prescriptive mental
models. In contrast, given their tendency to construct prescriptive mental mod-
els around multiple positive future goals, it seems plausible to argue that re-
demptive events (apparently negative events with positive downstream conse-
quences) will frequently be observed in the lives of charismatic leaders.
Moreover, the future orientation of charismatics suggests that originating
events may be viewed as a salient experience shaping their later lives. Pragmatic
leaders, given their focus on the present, seem more likely to emphasize analo-
gous and turning point events (both case models involving adaptation to
change).

Event Content. In addition to differences in the kind of events that shape
the prescriptive mental models applied by charismatic, ideological, and prag-
matic leaders, differences may arise in the content of these events. For example,
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the events defining the life narratives and prescriptive mental models of
charismatics may stress the importance of achievement, the need for persis-
tence in the pursuit of goals, and the feasibility of managing crises through posi-
tive role modeling (Conger, 1999; House & Howell, 1992; Hunt et al., 1999).
The focus of ideological leaders on transcendent goals, however, suggests that
life events stressing the importance of spirituality, moralism, justice, and a com-
mitment to traditional values will prove influential in both definition of a life
story and the construction of prescriptive mental models (Beeghley, Bock, &
Cochran, 1990; Hogan & Dickstein, 1972). Events illustrating the value of spir-
ituality and tradition, however, seem unlikely to be evident in the lives of prag-
matic leaders. Instead, the events shaping the lives and the prescriptive mental
models applied by pragmatics seem more likely to emphasize the value of obser-
vation, analysis, and joint problem-solving efforts.

The content of life events may prove useful not only in distinguishing charis-
matic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders, but also in distinguishing socialized
and personalized leaders. When key life events involve loss, fear, distrust, and
uncertainty with respect to others’ actions, the tendency to apply these events
in the construction of prescriptive mental models can be expected to result in a
personalized orientation due to the threat to self implied by others’ actions in
these events (Gessner, O’Connor, Clifton, Connelly, & Mumford, 1993;
O’Connor et al., 1995). Moreover, when these events illustrate the value of
self-protection, self-promotion, and power as a means for coping with threat,
then the kind of prescriptive mental models that characterize personalized lead-
ers seem especially likely to emerge. Conversely, when salient life events stress
the value of trust, concern, commitment, and sacrifice, one can expect a more
socialized model to emerge and leadership behavior indicative of a socialized
orientation.

Summary

In this section, we have examined the implications of the differences in struc-
ture and content held to characterize the prescriptive mental models applied by
charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders in sensemaking with respect to
resultant behavior. In fact, it appears that the differences observed among char-
ismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders in prescriptive mental models are as-
sociated with differences in problem-solving processes, leader–follower rela-
tions, political tactics, and communication strategies. These differences,
moreover, may be linked to different performance emphases as well as the ten-
dency of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders to emerge from, and
perform well in, different settings. The emergence, or development of, charis-
matic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders, in turn, appears to depend on the na-
ture of the content of the life events shaping people’s images of their lives and
the impact of these events on the kind of prescriptive mental models leaders
create in their attempts to make sense of relevant crises.
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CONCLUSIONS

Before turning to the broader conclusions emerging from this chapter, certain
limitations should be noted. To begin, we have in our examination of the devel-
opment of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders focused on the life
events influencing construction of prescriptive mental models. As a result, little
attention has been given to other potential influences on the development of
outstanding leadership such as personality and general cognitive ability (Bass,
1990; Mumford, Zaccarro, Harding, et al., 2000). Along similar lines, our exam-
ination of the events influencing development stressed how the prescriptive
mental models held to characterize a particular type of outstanding leader
emergence. As a result, little attention was given to changes in prescriptive
mental models and the transformation of leader types (e.g., the emergence of
charisma in pragmatic leaders), although at least some evidence is available in-
dicating that, though rare, these transformations may occur from time to time
(Mumford & Marcy, 2004).

Second, with regard to theory development, it should be recognized that the
theory formulated in the present chapter is most directly relevant to under-
standing socialized and personalized charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic
leaders. This point is of some importance because other pathways to outstand-
ing leadership might exist (Dansereau, Kim, & Kim, 2002). In this regard, how-
ever, it seems likely that if other forms of outstanding leadership are eventually
identified, they may be accounted for by relatively simple extensions of the gen-
eral theory presented in the present chapter.

In the present chapter, we have argued that outstanding leadership is a form
of leadership that emerges in response to crisis where crises are seen as complex
unfolding events involving suboptimal performance in social systems. Under
these conditions, the leader’s job does not require that he or she resolve the cri-
sis at hand. Instead, we have argued that the leader’s role under crisis conditions
is to provide followers with a structure that will help them make sense of events.
These leader sensemaking activities both direct and motivate followers, permit-
ting a collective response to the crisis.

Within the theoretical model, leaders’ sensemaking activities are held to be
contingent on an in-depth understanding of and tangible experience with the
social system at hand. Without this kind of expertise, leaders cannot formulate
viable mental models reflecting current operations of the social system under
consideration. Understanding of current system operations, however, was not
held to be sufficient for outstanding leadership. Instead, extant descriptive
models must be reconfigured through a conceptual combination and reorgani-
zation process to create a prescriptive mental model reflecting requirements for
optimal performance given the crisis at hand. The construction of these pre-
scriptive mental model was held to depend on reflection on experience, includ-
ing the leader’s personal experience, to identify the key goals and key causes op-
erating in the situation that might be used to direct action. In some, but not all
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cases, the construction of viable prescriptive mental models will provide a basis
for vision formation.

The differences observed among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic
leaders were held to be a result of the nature and structure of the prescriptive
mental model being applied by leaders in their various sensemaking activities.
More specifically, we argued that the nature and structure of the prescriptive
mental models created by charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders will
differ with respect to seven major attributes: (a) time frame, (b) type of experi-
ence used, (c) nature of outcomes sought, (d) number of outcomes sought, (e)
focus in model construction (internal vs. external), (f) locus of control, and (g)
controllability of causation.

These differences in the nature and structure of prescriptive mental models
were held to be associated with the use of different strategies for the exercise of
influence and differences in the conditions giving rise to, and successful perfor-
mance by, charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. More centrally,
these differences in the nature and structure of the prescriptive mental models
applied by charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders were held to lead to
differences in five major domains of behavior associated with outstanding lead-
ership: (a) performance and integrity, (b) problem-solving processes, (c)
leader–follower relationships, (d) political tactics, and (e) strategies. In the
later sections of this book, we use a historiometric approach to examine
whether these behavioral differences are, in fact, observed in contrasting char-
ismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders.

Another noteworthy implication of the theory we have developed in the
present chapter is that reflection on prior life events, specifically the types of
events people use to construct life narratives, will also influence the kind of pre-
scriptive mental models constructed and thus the pathways people pursue to
outstanding leadership. These life events provide reference cases used in inter-
preting crises, thereby influencing the kind of prescriptive mental models con-
structed by charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. Accordingly, after
examining behavioral differences, we apply a historiometric approach to exam-
ine the type and content of the life events related to the emergence of both so-
cialized and personalized charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders.
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In the preceding chapter, we presented a theory describing the nature and ori-
gins of outstanding leadership. This theory holds that outstanding leadership
emerges from sensemaking during times of crisis. The basis for these sense-
making activities is a prescriptive mental model constructed by the leader based
on his or her understanding of the social system under consideration. Differ-
ences in the content and structure of these prescriptive mental models are held
to give rise to different pathways to outstanding leadership—pathways we have
labeled charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership.

Not only does this theory provide an explanation of the emergence of alter-
native pathways to outstanding leadership, it leads to a series of propositions, re-
ally hypotheses, about the kind of behavioral differences likely to be observed
among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. These behavioral differ-
ences, moreover, were held to be evident in key domains, domains critical to
performance in upper-level leadership roles such as problem solving, follower
interactions, communication strategies, and political tactics. In addition, these
behavioral differences, and differences in the prescriptive mental models held
to underlie these behaviors, were held to be influenced, or shaped, by the life
narratives used by leaders to understand themselves and their world. As a re-
sult, it was held that charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders would dif-
fer with respect to the nature and content of the events around which they con-
structed their life narratives.

Our intent in the present effort is, broadly speaking, to accrue some evidence
for the validity, or meaningfulness, of the distinction we have drawn between
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charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders by showing that leaders evi-
dencing these types, in fact, evidence the expected behavioral and develop-
mental differences. To determine whether these behavioral and developmental
differences are observed, we apply a historiometric approach. The historio-
metric approach applied herein involves a series of content analytic investiga-
tions, investigations based on available biographical evidence, intended to
examine the behavioral and developmental differences characterizing charis-
matic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. Before turning to the specific meth-
ods applied in the present set of investigations, however, it would seem germane
to briefly consider the various methodological strategies commonly applied in
studies of outstanding leadership.

METHODOLOGICAL STRATEGIES

Major Methodological Approaches

Any study of outstanding leadership must confront two problems. First, out-
standing leadership is a rare event. Because we cannot bring leaders such as
Abraham Lincoln, Theodore Roosevelt, and John Kennedy together to com-
plete a battery of psychological measures, it is difficult to apply the methods
commonly used in other areas of the social sciences. Second, outstanding lead-
ership is an unusually complex phenomenon unfolding over time in relation to a
multifaceted and dynamic social setting. The complex conditions that surround
outstanding leadership make it difficult to draw strong inferences, or unambigu-
ous conclusions, about the causes of leader emergence and performance—a
point attested to in the opinion-editorial pages of our newspapers. Students of
outstanding leadership attempt to deal with the problems posed by rarity and
complexity through one of four alternative methods: (a) dimensional approxi-
mation, (b) experimental simulation, (c) qualitative case analysis, and (d)
quantitative case analysis.

Perhaps the most widely applied approach in studies of outstanding leader-
ship is dimensional approximation. In dimensional approximation theory, qual-
itative observations are used to identify a set of attributes, constructs or dimen-
sions, that seem to pull outstanding leaders apart from more “run of the mill”
leaders. Thus, Bass and Avolio (1990), in their theory of transformational lead-
ership, argued that the impact of outstanding leaders is attributable to their ex-
pression of attributes such as idealized influence (vision), intellectual stimula-
tion, and inspirational communication. To test these models, measures are
developed intended to capture differences across people in their expression of
these attributes—typically behavior description measures (e.g., my leader sets
challenging goals, my leader is concerned with my personal development).
Leaders, and/or followers, are then asked to complete these measures under the
assumption that leaders who are more likely to manifest behaviors held to char-

52 CHAPTER 3



acterize outstanding leadership will have followers who evidence greater moti-
vation, performance, cohesion, creativity, and so on (e.g., Jung, Cho, & Ul,
2003; Lowe et al., 1996).

Although few scholars would dispute the value of the dimensional approxi-
mation approach, it does suffer from certain problems. First, the behavioral re-
port measures commonly applied in dimensional approximation studies are sub-
ject to multiple potential biases (e.g., method bias, attraction/attribution biases,
social-desirability bias, etc.). Second, in the dimensional approximation ap-
proach, outstanding leadership is studied in samples that may not, and often do
not, contain outstanding leaders—under the assumption that similar behaviors
will produce similar results. The problem with this approach, of course, is that
certain unique aspects of outstanding leadership may be lost and that expres-
sion of relevant dimensions may differ in studies of outstanding leaders. Third,
this approach will tend to ignore, or discount, distinctions among different
types of outstanding leaders by virtue of its focus on distinguishing outstanding
leaders from more run-of-the-mill leaders.

The experimental simulation approach is, in principle, similar to the behav-
ioral-approximation approach in that it relies on a priori theoretical specifica-
tion of the dimensions, and their associated behaviors, that can be used to dis-
tinguish outstanding leaders from their more run-of-the-mill counterparts. In a
typical experimental simulation study (e.g., Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1995; Sosik
et al., 1999), confederates, people acting out leadership scripts, are asked to act
out different scripts where variation in script content is used to simulate behav-
ioral differences on select dimensions. For example, Sosik et al. (1999) asked
confederate leaders to follow scripts where different levels of transformational
attributes were varied through behaviors evident in communications sent by
the “leader” of a group working on an electronic brainstorming task. They
found that transformational behaviors resulted in higher follower motivation.

The experimental approach is attractive both because it allows for tight con-
trol with respect to measures and potential confounds (extraneous influences
on outcomes), and because it allows for the systematic examination of situa-
tional influences, interpersonal processes, and individual processes (Hunt et al.,
1999; Strange & Mumford, 2005). By the same token, however, the experimen-
tal-simulation approach is plagued by the assumptions that similar behaviors
produce similar results. Moreover, experimental simulations, though providing
control, also result in a loss of real-world complexity, thereby limiting the gener-
ality of conclusions.

The qualitative case analysis approach is intended to address the generality
problem noted earlier. In the qualitative case analysis approach, a wide variety
of descriptive material is collected for a single outstanding leader or a small set
of outstanding leaders. This descriptive material, often quite extensive, may in-
clude interview transcripts, setting or event descriptions, historic records, and
the like. Expert analysis of this material, typically analyses guided by theory in
relation to the setting at hand (Eisenhardt, 1989), is used to draw conclusions
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about the nature and origins of outstanding leadership (H. Gardner, 1993a).
One example of the application of this approach may be found in the Mumford
and Van Doorn (2001) study cited earlier. Here a qualitative analysis of Frank-
lin’s leadership activities was used to demonstrate the existence of a pragmatic
leadership type and articulate some key aspects of this type.

This kind of in-depth qualitative analysis of a limited number of cases is typi-
cally feasible due to the voluminous material available for many outstanding
leaders. Moreover, the qualitative case analysis approach apparently leads to
conclusions that evidence real-world relevance. Nonetheless, application of
this approach suffers from two noteworthy problems. First, the kind of qualita-
tive data applied in these studies is highly complex. Thus, a certain amount of
subjectivity creeps into both the selection and interpretation of relevant mate-
rial. Second, by virtue of the limited number of cases under consideration, it be-
comes difficult to provide the kind of evidence needed to warrant general con-
clusions, demonstrate repeatability, and establish the relative importance of
different variables in shaping the nature of outstanding leadership.

The quantitative case analysis approach, as broadly construed, can be under-
stood as an attempt to overcome the generality problem evident in the qualita-
tive analysis of a single case (Kazdin, 1980; Simonton, 1990). In this approach,
qualitative data is obtained for multiple cases. This qualitative data is then con-
tent analyzed by judges who evaluate each case on a standard set of metrics or
rating scales (e.g., Deluga, 2001; House et al., 1991). The relationships ob-
served between those metrics and relevant performance indices are used to
draw general conclusions about the variables influencing the behavior of out-
standing leaders (Strange & Mumford, 2002).

Although the quantitative case approach permits the formation of general
conclusions about the nature of outstanding leadership in real-world settings,
including notably comparative statements about different types of outstanding
leaders, this approach, like the other approaches described previously, has its
limitations. First and foremost, this approach, by focusing on outstanding lead-
ers, does not allow strong statements about how outstanding leaders differ from
more run-of-the-mill leaders. Second, the complexity of the qualitative data
used in these studies implies that the results obtained will depend on the qual-
ity, the reliability and validity, of the coding procedures being applied. Third,
due to the difficult, time-consuming nature of coding, there will be some signifi-
cant limitations in practice on the size of the sample that can be examined.

Historiometric Methods

The historiometric method represents a specific instantiation of the quantita-
tive analysis of multiple cases (Mumford & Threlfall, 1992). In historiometric
studies, however, the data applied in the analysis of multiple cases are obtained
through available historic records (Simonton, 1990). Historic record data, of
course, come in many forms. For example, one might examine the time an event
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occurred, the nature of a certain event, or the outcomes of an event. This kind
of hard, or objective, data is often preferred in historiometric studies because its
objectivity lends credence to the reliability of measures and the validity of re-
sulting inferences (Tyler, 1964). In fact, early historiometric studies (e.g., Cox,
1926) were commonly criticized because they drew inferences about underlying
psychological variables, for example, intelligence and defense mechanisms,
which were not warranted based solely on objective events.

One can argue on the other hand, however, that underlying psychological
variables are of interest precisely because they are associated with some form of
overt behavior. In fact, most psychological variables are defined in terms of a set
of overt behavioral markers. Thus, the historiometric approach can be, and in-
deed has been, extended to capture unobservable variables, such as motives
(Winter, 1987) and personality characteristics (Deluga, 2001), by framing the
content analysis of historic records in terms of observable behaviors, making the
underlying variables of concern.

Though application of a behavioral marker strategy allows historiometric
studies to address a wider range of phenomena, successful application of this ap-
proach requires that at least four other issues be taken into account. First,
historiometric studies are clearly contingent on the accuracy of the behavioral
observations provided by the historic documents used as a basis for coding. This
point is of some importance because historic documents vary in quality and are
subject to certain interpretive and reporting biases. As a result, historiometric
studies of outstanding leadership are likely to prove most successful when (a)
based on high-quality verified material stressing behavioral markers and (b)
content analysis focuses on behavior per se rather than broader contextual in-
terpretations and subjective evaluations.

Second, historic records, like most qualitative material, provide a rich, albeit
unusually complex, dataset. The complexity of historic record data is, in fact,
clearly evident when outstanding leaders are under consideration because mul-
tiple observations, by multiple people, extending over the entire course of a
leader’s career are commonly available. The complexity of this material, in turn,
implies that historiometric studies of outstanding leadership are most likely to
prove successful when the career time frames used in drawing inferences are
clearly specified and sound operational definitions are developed concerning
the kind of behaviors that will, and will not be, considered in coding.

Third, it should be remembered that the historic record, however rich, is
rarely complete. Moreover, historic data tend to vary with respect to the kind of
behaviors for which accurate, reasonably complete, data are available. For ex-
ample, “private behavior,” such as family relationships and spousal relation-
ships, is not typically described with a high degree of accuracy or consistency.
Other behaviors, however, typically behaviors occurring as part of the leader’s
public role, are more accurately and consistently recorded. Similarly, life
events, including early life events, tend to be accurately and consistently de-
scribed. These observations are of some importance because they suggest that
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historiometric studies of outstanding leadership should focus on either life
events or behaviors occurring as part of public leadership roles.

Fourth, although outstanding leadership is a relatively rare event, over the
course of history there have been tens of thousands of outstanding leaders. Of
course, given the demands imposed by systematic content analyses, this obser-
vation indicates that historiometric studies of outstanding leadership will re-
quire construction of a viable sampling plan—a plan appropriate for the infer-
ences to be drawn. One consideration that will influence the development of a
viable sampling plan involves the desired generality of the inferences to be
drawn. For example, are inferences to be drawn about men, women, or both
men and women as the occupants of leadership roles? Another consideration,
one unique to historiometric studies, is the accuracy of available data because
there is little point in sampling data for leaders where the historic record is
weak.

METHOD

Sample

The present set of studies was based on a sample of 120 historically notable
leaders. Given the broad intent of the present set of studies, specifically to dis-
tinguish charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders, the leaders included
in this sample were expressly selected because they were held to manifest, un-
ambiguously manifest, a charismatic, ideological, or pragmatic type. Addi-
tionally, to control for orientation, socialized versus personalized (House &
Howell, 1992), half of the leaders selected within each type were chosen be-
cause they were held to display a socialized orientation whereas the remaining
half of the leaders selected within each type were chosen because they were
held to display a personalized orientation. Thus, 20 leaders were selected for
examination in each of the following categories: (a) socialized charismatics,
(b) personalized charismatics, (c) socialized ideologues, (d) personalized
ideologues, (e) socialized pragmatics, and (f) personalized pragmatics. Table
3.1 provides a list of leaders included in the present set of studies listed by cate-
gory assignment.

With regard to this sample, three points should be noted. First, 120 was not
an arbitrary number. Instead, the size of this sample was specified to provide suf-
ficient power to detect differences among charismatic, ideological, and prag-
matic leaders taking into account the demands made by content coding. Sec-
ond, the sample applied herein was restricted to 20th-century leaders due to the
need for objective, verifiable biographical material—typically, biographies writ-
ten prior to this period were subject to less rigorous evaluation. Third, use of
20th-century leaders was attractive because, although time was available to
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TABLE 3.1
Leaders, Types, and Orientations

Type

Orientation Ideological Charismatic Pragmatic

Socialized 1. Jane Addams
2. Susan B. Anthony
3. Dietrich Bonhoeffer
4. Michael Collins
5. Eugene V. Debs
6. John Dewey
7. W.E.B. DuBois
8. Betty Friedan
9. Indira Gandhi

10. Mohandas Gandhi
11. Charles de Gaulle
12. Emma Goldman
13. Dag Hammarskjöld
14. John L. Lewis
15. Kwame Nkrumah
16. Ronald W. Reagan
17. Eleanor A. Roosevelt
18. Theodore Roosevelt
19. Lech Walesa
20. Woodrow T. Wilson

1. Mustafa K. Atatürk
2. David Ben-Gurion
3. Cesar Chavez
4. Winston Churchill
5. Henry Ford
6. Samual Gompers
7. Lee Iacocca
8. John F. Kennedy
9. Jomo Kenyatta

10. Martin Luther King, Jr.
11. Fiorello H. La Guardia
12. Douglas MacArthur
13. Louis B. Mayer
14. J.P. Morgan
15. Edward R. Murrow
16. Gamal Abdel Nasser
17. Sam Rayburn
18. Franklin D. Roosevelt
19. Anwar Sadat
20. Margaret Thatcher

1. Warren Buffett
2. Richard Daley
3. Walt Disney
4. John Foster Dulles
5. Alfred Dupont
6. Dwight D. Eisenhower
7. Felix Frankfurter
8. Berry Gordy
9. Katharine Graham

10. Oliver W. Holmes
11. George Marshall
12. Mikhail Gorbachev
13. Thomas Watson
14. George H. Rickover
15. Erwin Rommel
16. George Soros
17. Josip B. Tito
18. Harry S. Truman
19. Sam Walton
20. Booker T. Washington

Personalized 1. Lavrenti Beria
2. Fidel Castro
3. Georges Clemenceau
4. Ferdinand Foch
5. Francisco Franco
6. Marcus Garvey
7. Warren Harding
8. Rudolf Hess
9. Heinrich Himmler

10. Ho Chi Minh
11. Vladimir Lenin
12. Joe McCarthy
13. Pol Pot
14. John D. Rockefeller
15. Josef Stalin
16. Leon Trotsky
17. Kaiser Wilhelm II
18. Deng Xiaoping
19. Emiliano Zapata
20. Mao Ze-dong

1. Idi Amin
2. Neville Chamberlain
3. John De Lorean
4. Porfirio Diaz
5. François Duvalier
6. Hermann Göring
7. Assad Hafaz
8. Adolf Hitler
9. Jimmy Hoffa

10. Herbert R. Hoover
11. J. Edgar Hoover
12. Huey P. Long
13. Ferdinand Marcos
14. Benito Mussolini
15. Manuel Noriega
16. Eva Perón
17. Juan Perón
18. Rafael Trujillo
19. W. C. Westmoreland
20. Malcolm X

1. Al Capone
2. Andrew Carnegie
3. Otis Chandler
4. Lyndon B. Johnson
5. Al Dunlap
6. Henry Ford II
7. Carlo Gambino
8. Leslie Groves
9. Leona Helmsley

10. Reinhard Heydrich
11. Horatio Kitchener
12. Alfred Krupp
13. Robert Moses
14. Rupert Murdoch
15. George Patton
16. Jackie Presser
17. Richard M. Nixon
18. David Sarnoff
19. Martha Stewart
20. Lew Wasserman
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fully assess the outcomes of the leaders’ efforts, leadership could still be exam-
ined in the context of modern institutional settings. Fourth, an attempt was
made to include in this sample leaders working in different fields (e.g., business,
politics, nonprofit organizations, and the military). No attempt was made, how-
ever, to ensure equal representation of leaders drawn from different domains in
the six categories under consideration due to the tendency of charismatic, ideo-
logical, and pragmatic leaders to gravitate to different fields. Nonetheless, an
attempt was made to ensure that each category under consideration included
leaders drawn from multiple fields.

The procedures used to identify the leaders included in this sample involved
a number of steps. Initially, a list of candidate leaders, leaders who were candi-
dates for inclusion in the sample, was developed. Development of this candi-
date list began with a review of general history texts and biographical Web sites
to identify historically notable 20th-century leaders for whom at least one “aca-
demic” biography was available. Thus, leaders who had only been immortalized
by the “popular” press were not considered for inclusion in this study. In initial
formation of the candidate list, an attempt was made to draw leaders from mul-
tiple fields. Preference was given to leaders for whom multiple biographies were
available because (a) the availability of multiple biographies provided addi-
tional evidence of the impact of the leader and (b) the availability of multiple bi-
ographies allowed for the selection of biographies providing material appropri-
ate for the present set of investigations. Application of these procedures
resulted in the identification of 221 twentieth-century leaders who were plausi-
ble candidates for inclusion in the sample.

Once the pool of 221 candidates had been identified, it was necessary to
screen this pool in an attempt to reduce the list of leaders to be studied to 120.
This screening began with the assignment of leaders to the categories under
consideration. To classify leaders with respect to orientation, socialized versus
personalized, the criteria suggested by O’Connor et al. (1995) were applied.
More specifically, three psychologists were asked to review the summary mate-
rial obtained from the text and Web site searches. Based on this material,
judges, all doctoral candidates in industrial and organizational psychology, were
to classify a leader as socialized if they initiated action for the betterment of peo-
ple, society, or institutions regardless of personal consequences (e.g., Gerald
Ford), or as personalized if they initiated action to acquire, maintain, and en-
hance power (e.g., Joseph McCarthy).

These judges were also asked to classify leaders, based on this behavioral ma-
terial, as charismatic, ideological, or pragmatic. In accordance with the obser-
vations of Strange and Mumford (2002), a leader was classified as charismatic if
they articulated a vision based on perceived social needs and the requirements
for effective, future-oriented change (e.g., J.P. Morgan). A leader was classified
as ideological when they articulated a vision based on strongly held personal be-
liefs (e.g., Ronald Reagan). Mumford and Van Doorn’s (2001) study was used
as a basis for identifying pragmatic leaders with leaders being classified as such if
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their efforts were focused on the solution of immediate social problems (e.g.,
Benjamin Franklin).

Application of these criteria resulted in the three judges agreeing on more
than 70% of their assignments of a leader to one of the six categories. In cases
where the judges disagreed in their assignments to a category, the leader was
dropped from the candidate list. This point is of some importance for two rea-
sons. First, by dropping cases where there was disagreement, the sampling plan
applied herein efficiently prohibited examination of mixed-type leaders (e.g.,
leaders evidencing both charismatic and ideological behavior). Second, by
dropping cases where there was disagreement, it became impossible for the pres-
ent effort to say much about alternative pathways to outstanding leadership
outside the charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic pathways of concern
herein.

To further reduce this candidate list, the three judges were asked to review
the available descriptive material pertaining to the leaders falling into the six
categories under consideration (e.g., socialized and personalized charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders). The final set of leaders to be examined was
determined vis-à-vis application of the following criteria: (a) the volume of bio-
graphical material available for the leader, (b) representation of multiple fields
(e.g., business, politics, nonprofit organizations, the military) in each category,
(c) representation of non-Western leaders, and (d) representation of women.

Application of these criteria led to the final list of leaders to be examined—
the list presented in Table 3.1. Given the conditions influencing access to lead-
ership roles throughout most of the 20th century, it is not surprising that the
majority of the leaders included in this sample were men. Nonetheless, a few
women were identified who could be included in the sample. In examining the
leaders assigned to the charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic categories, an-
other noteworthy trend comes to fore. More specifically, political and nonprofit
leaders tend to be found in the ideological category, and business leaders tend to
be found in the pragmatic category, whereas a rather diverse group of leaders,
with respect to field of endeavor, tend to be found in the charismatic category.
Given our earlier observations, this pattern of assignments is not surprising and
provides some evidence pointing to the validity of this sampling procedure.

Some further evidence bearing on the meaningfulness of the sampling proce-
dures applied, and assignment of leaders to the categories under consideration,
may be obtained by comparing the leader assignments made in the present study
with those made in earlier studies by O’Connor et al. (1995) and Strange and
Mumford (2002). Bearing in mind the point that these earlier studies did not
consider pragmatic leaders, it is evident that a fairly high degree of overlap
emerged with respect to leader assignment to either the socialized or personal-
ized charismatic categories or the socialized or personalized ideological catego-
ries. This convergence in assignments of leaders to categories provides some ev-
idence pointing to the validity, or meaningfulness, of the selection and
assignment process applied in the present set of studies.
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Biography Selection

The historic data that provided the basis for the present set of studies were
drawn from biographies describing the careers of the selected leaders. Because
these biographies provided the data used as a basis for content coding, some at-
tention was given to the selection of appropriate biographies. Identification of
the biographies used in the various content analyses was carried out through ap-
plication of the following procedures.

Initially, a reference search was conducted to identify biographies published
describing the careers of each of the selected leaders. Although in a few cases
(less than 10% of the total sample) only one biography was available, in most
cases a number (three or more) biographies were available describing the ca-
reers of the selected leaders. When multiple biographies were available, a Web
search and a library search were conducted to obtain reviews of the available bi-
ographies. Any biography that received unfavorable scholarly reviews, particu-
larly with respect to the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the material pre-
sented, was eliminated.

The reviews available for the remaining biographies were then examined to
identify the two or three biographies that appeared to provide the best available
descriptions of the leader’s career. These more-promising biographies were ob-
tained and reviewed by three psychologists with respect to the following five cri-
teria:

1. Did the biography stress accurate and detailed reporting of the leader’s
behavior and key events he or she encountered over the course of his or
her career?

2. Did the biography expressly focus on behaviors of concern with respect to
the present set of investigations (e.g., leader–follower interactions, com-
munication strategies, etc.)?

3. Did the biography provide a reasonably detailed account of the leader’s
early life?

4. Did the biography provide a clear and reasonably objective summary of
the leader’s accomplishments?

5. Was there evidence of adequate scholarly work as indicated by citations
provided and sources examined?

Of the available biographies, the biography that best satisfied these five criteria
was retained for use in the various content analysis studies.

With regard to the general procedure just sketched out, two further points
are worthy of note. First, if only one biography was available for a leader and this
biography did not satisfy the aforementioned criteria, then this leader was
dropped and replaced by a comparable leader with respect to type (e.g., charis-
matic) and orientation (e.g., socialized) drawn from the candidate list. Second,
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if none of the biographies selected for review, in cases where multiple biogra-
phies were available, satisfied these criteria then a search for an alternative bi-
ography was initiated. If an adequate alternative biography could not be ob-
tained, then this leader was also dropped from the sample and replaced by a
comparable leader with respect to type and orientation for whom adequate bio-
graphical material was available. In all cases, adequate biographies were ob-
tained following these substitutions.

The Appendix presents the reference list for the biographies applied in the
present set of investigations. The majority of the biographies (more than 75%)
had been published within the last 25 years. A typical biography was over 500
print pages with many biographies presenting more than 600 pages of text. Most
biographies presented this material in 15 to 20 chapter segments with these
chapters averaging 30 to 40 pages in length.

To help guide subsequent content analyses, these chapters were classified
into the following categories: (a) early-career chapters describing the leader’s
life before they began to assume the kind of leadership roles for which they
would eventually become noted, (b) rise-to-power chapters examining the pe-
riod in which the leader began moving into the leadership roles for which they
would eventually become noted, (c) pinnacle-of-power chapters examining the
leader’s career in the roles where he or she exercised the greatest influence, (d)
fall-from-power chapters examining the leader’s behavior and experiences as
they lost position and influence, and (e) “summary” chapters, commonly pro-
logue or epilogue chapters, where the biographer summarized the leader’s ac-
complishments.

All biographies under consideration had chapters falling into all of these cat-
egories. Assignment of a chapter to one of these categories was based on a psy-
chologist’s review of chapter content in relation to the classification scheme
just provided. Because a pilot study indicated that there was virtually no dis-
agreement among judges when assigning chapters to these categories, a single
psychologist made the assignment of chapters to categories. Although biogra-
phies differed with respect to the number of chapters falling into a category,
most biographies devoted more chapters to the early-career, rise-to-power, and
pinnacle-of-power periods than the fall-from-power period or summarizations
of accomplishments.

Summary

In this section we have described the sample of leaders applied in the present set
of investigations and the procedures used to identify the biographies to be ap-
plied in describing the careers of these leaders. The present set of investigations
is based on a sample of 120 twentieth-century leaders where these leaders were
expressly selected to include both socialized and personalized charismatic, ideo-
logical, and pragmatic leaders. Academic biographies were obtained describing
the careers of these leaders. These biographies were expressly selected based on
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the accuracy and comprehensiveness of the material presented. The material
presented in these biographies provided the basis for the content analyses to be
conducted in the various studies under consideration herein.

CONTENT CODING

Materials

As noted earlier, biographies, like other forms of historic records, provide a rich,
albeit complex, source of descriptive data. As a result, the successful use of this
material in various content analyses depends, at least in part, on the procedures
used to draw career events from this large, complex body of material. Selection
of material to be applied in content coding proceeded in two distinct steps. First,
the chapters from which relevant behaviors or events were to be drawn were
identified. Second, procedures were developed for identifying and sampling rel-
evant behaviors, or events, within these chapters.

Chapter Selection. Identification of the chapters (e.g., “rise to power,”
“pinnacle of power”) to be applied in a given content analytic study was based
on two considerations: (a) the substantive questions to be addressed in a partic-
ular content analysis study and (b) the typical presentation of relevant material
in biographies.

In the study of the communication strategies used by charismatic, ideological,
and pragmatic leaders, the primary concern at hand was how these three different
types of leaders exercised influence through mass communication. Accordingly,
comparison of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders in this regard
seemed to require a focus on the communication strategies applied when they ex-
ercised their greatest influence. As a result, pinnacle-of-power chapters were to
be applied in the study of differences among charismatic, ideological, and prag-
matic leaders with respect to communication strategies. Along similar lines, the
study of LMX requires examination of how leaders interacted with followers
when they were in a position of power. In keeping with this observation, it was
concluded that the study of leader–follower relationships should examine how
leaders interacted with followers when they were at their ultimate position of in-
fluence. Hence in the study of leader–follower relationships, the pinnacle-of-
power chapters were to provide the material applied in content coding.

Problem-solving activities and political tactics, in contrast to communica-
tion strategies and leader–follower relationships, are not manifest in a proto-
typic form at a particular point in leaders’ careers. Instead, differences in prob-
lem-solving activities and political tactics can be appropriately assessed at
different points in the careers of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic lead-
ers. In this regard, furthermore, it should be recognized that both problem-
solving strategies and political tactics change as leaders move through their ca-
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reer due to individual development and shifts in role demands (Mumford,
Zaccaro, Harding, et al., 2000). As a result of these considerations, chapters ex-
amining the leader’s “rise to power” and “fall from power” as well as their behav-
ior at the “pinnacle of power” were examined in the content analyses contrast-
ing charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders with respect to problem-
solving strategies and political tactics.

The developmental study was concerned with identifying the kind of early
experiences shaping the life narratives, and thus presumably the prescriptive
mental models applied by, outstanding leaders. Because the available evidence
indicates that people begin constructing life narratives in late childhood or
early adolescence (Habermas & Bluck, 2000), it seemed clear that the early-
career chapters, the chapters examining the leader’s early life before they began
their rise to power, should be applied in this study. However, early-career chap-
ters focusing on family and family context were not considered in this analysis
because chapters examining this background material typically had little to say
about the leader’s early experiences.

The final set of comparisons to be made among charismatic, ideological, and
pragmatic leaders concerned their performance. Although performance-relevant
information may be gleaned from many of the chapters included in biographies,
this information is typically presented in summary form in the prologue or epi-
logue chapters. Application of the prologue, or epilogue, chapters, the “summary”
chapters, moreover, avoided the problems posed by drawing predictor informa-
tion (e.g., communication strategies, political tactics) and criterion information
(e.g., number of institutions established) from the same chapters. Accordingly,
only the information presented in the summary chapters was used to contrast
charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders with respect to performance.

Identifying and Sampling Material. Having specified the chapters to
be applied in the various content analyses, it was then possible to abstract from
these chapters the material to be applied in a given content analysis study. The
systematic abstraction of select material from relevant chapters was necessary
for three reasons. First, by abstracting select portions of the material presented
in a chapter, judges were not presented with evaluative and contextual infor-
mation about the leader that might color, or bias, appraisals in the content anal-
ysis. Second, prior abstraction of relevant material allowed systematic proce-
dures to be applied in sampling behaviors, or events, to be appraised in the con-
tent analysis. Third, prior abstraction of select material served to reduce the
complexity of the material presented and thus the burden placed on judges dur-
ing content coding.

For the study of communication strategies, the approach used to draw mate-
rial from the relevant pinnacle-of-power chapters was quite straightforward.
Initially, a psychologist reviewed the material presented in the pinnacle-of-
power chapters to identify speeches, testimony, public letters, and other forms
of mass communications that were described in the text, and described in some
detail (half a page or more), under the assumption that these detailed descrip-
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tions are provided only for noteworthy communications. Subsequently, this
material, along with accompanying material describing the development, deliv-
ery, and outcomes of the communication, were abstracted from the relevant
chapters. It is of note that all communications meeting this extended substan-
tive analysis criteria were applied in the content analysis. Typically, 6 to 10
communications met this extended analysis criteria with most relevant text ab-
stracts averaging three to four pages in length. Table 3.2 presents a typical text
abstract for a communication used in content coding.

To examine leader–follower relationships, it was necessary to apply a differ-
ent strategy in identifying and sampling relevant behaviors. Initially, three
judges, all doctoral candidates in industrial and organizational psychology, re-
viewed the pinnacle-of-power chapters. They were asked to reach a consensus
decision concerning who were the leader’s three closest followers. A “close” fol-
lower was defined as a person holding a high official, or unofficial, role in the or-
ganization the leader was responsible for and with whom the leader frequently
interacted. The index of the biography was then used to identify the places in
the pinnacle-of-power chapters where noteworthy interactions occurred, and
meaningful interactions were abstracted for use in content coding. A “mean-
ingful interaction” was defined as an exchange between the leader and follower
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TABLE 3.2
Incident of Leader Communication

Andrew Carnegie

Carnegie took his mother to Cresson in hopes the fresh air would revive her. In June, he came
down from the mountains to preach at Pittsburgh’s Curry Commercial College. The title of his
sermon was “The Road to Business Success.” From his experiences, he delivered unto them
some of his most oft-quoted axioms:

The rising man must do something exceptional, and beyond the range of his special department.
HE MUST ATTRACT ATTENTION . . . Always break orders to save owners. There never was
a great character who did not sometimes smash the routine regulations and make new ones for
himself. . . . Boss your boss just as soon as you can; try it on early. There is nothing he will like so
well if he is the right kind of boss; if he is not, he is not the man for you to remain with—leave him
whenever you can, even at a present sacrifice, and find one capable of discerning genius. . . .
“Don’t put all your eggs in one basket” is all wrong. I tell you “put all your eggs in one basket, and
then watch that basket.” . . . Look out for the boy how has to plunge into work direct from the
common school and who begins by sweeping out the office. He is the probable dark horse that you
had better watch.

That dark horse was Carnegie, of course. To soothe any painful memories from his struggle
to escape poverty, he’d become sentimental about those early years. From his lofty pedestal,
however, he failed to explain to the students that it took him a good ten years to put all the
eggs in one basket and that he still owned a wide variety of railroad and insurance stocks,
among others, as well as land and properties. (He owned stock and bonds in some twenty com-
panies that were not directly related to his iron, steel, and bridge manufacturing, or to his news-
paper syndicate.)

Note. From Carnegie, by P. Krass (2002, pp. 197–198). Copyright © 2002 by John Wiley &
Sons, Inc. Reprinted with permission of John Wiley & Sons, Inc.



where the interaction was described in some detail and entailed significant out-
comes for both the leader and the follower. It is of note that a reliability check
conducted using three judges working with 12 biographies resulted in 85%
agreement in the meaningful incidents of leader–follower interactions identi-
fied using these procedures. The material describing these interactions was half
a page to a page and a half long with 8 to 10 such interactions being abstracted
from a leader biography for use in content coding. Table 3.3 presents a sample of
the material identified using these procedures.

In the studies of problem-solving behavior and political tactics, the number
of chapters under consideration, and the rather complex nature of the incidents
providing illustrations of problem-solving behavior and political tactics, dic-
tated application of a different set of procedures for abstracting the material to
be applied in content coding. Here abstraction of the relevant material began
with an explicit definition of the kind of biographical incidents held to reflect
problem-solving behavior and political tactics. Problem-solving behavior was
held to be reflected in incidents where the leader had to address a complex,
novel issue where a number of alternative courses of action were possible given
the situation at hand and the success of the actions taken had significant impli-
cations for organizational outcomes (Mumford, Zaccaro, Harding, et al., 2000).
Political behavior was held to be reflected in incidents where the leader exer-
cised influence to induce changes in others’ behavior or obtain the support and
compliance needed to carry out some activity associated with significant orga-
nizational or personal outcomes (Ammeter et al., 2002).
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TABLE 3.3
Incidents of Leader–Follower Relationships

Rudolf Hess

Hess’s chief of staff was a thirty-three-year-old man, heavyset and somewhat bull-like, who had
been a party member since 1927. He proved to be a good bookkeeper, rude in handling subordi-
nates but completely honest in money matters and a veritable workhorse with an astonishingly
precise memory. He was assigned to the deputy’s staff in July 1933 and Hess was happy to have
him as his chief of staff, the “deputy’s deputy.” Hess trusted him because he never forced his
way into the limelight, and gradually he gave the man more power.

Margaret Thatcher

Whitelaw and Parkinson, however, had something else in common: a particularly personal rela-
tionship with their leader. During both the preparations and the war itself, they could offer her
a special kind of solace. They felt a desire to protect her. . . . Whitelaw, with his Military Cross
as proof of sometime gallantry in the Scots Guards, saw it as part of his job to remind this inex-
perienced lady, who had no first-hand knowledge of gunfire, that she must steel herself for casu-
alties, prepare for bloodiness, not imagine that it could be a painless victory.

Note. Hess is from Rudolf Hess: The Last Nazi, by W. Schwarzwaller (1988, p. 138). Copyright
© 1988 by National Press, Inc. Thatcher is from One of Us: A Biography of Margaret Thatcher, by H.
Young (1989, p. 269). Copyright © 1989 by Macmillan UK. Reprinted by permission.



Once these definitions had been formulated, definitions appropriate for
identifying manifestations of problem-solving and political behavior among
outstanding leaders, three psychologists were presented with two leader biogra-
phies and were asked to apply these definitions to identify incidents involving
problem-solving and political behavior in the pinnacle-of-power chapters.
They then compared their selections, discussed any discrepancies in incident
selection, and repeated this process on a new set of biographies until a 90%
agreement criterion was reached with respect to the incidents of problem-
solving and political behavior identified.

After they had met this criterion for incident identification, these psycholo-
gists were asked to review one rise-to-power chapter, one pinnacle-of-power
chapter, and one fall-from-power chapter in each biography. They were to se-
lect three to five incidents of problem-solving behavior and three to five inci-
dents of political behavior with these incidents being spread throughout the
chapters under consideration. The material describing this incident along with
material describing the content of the incident and the outcome of the leader’s
behavior were to be abstracted from the text and used as a basis for content cod-
ing. These incidents were generally two to four text pages in length. Table 3.4 il-
lustrates an incident of problem-solving behavior whereas Table 3.5 illustrates
an incident of political behavior.

Identification of the life events to be used in the developmental studies re-
quired application of a rather elaborate set of procedures in event identification
to permit subsequent comparison of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic
leaders with respect to the kind of events involved in the formation of life narra-
tives. Here four undergraduates, unfamiliar with the intent of the present study,
received a 16-hour training program, extended over 2 weeks, where they were
taught how to identify and abstract key life events. This training program began
by familiarizing these undergraduates with the definitions of the six types of life
events under consideration: (a) originating events, (b) anchoring events, (c)
analogous events, (d) turning point events, (e) redemptive events, and (f) con-
taminating events (Pillemer, 2001). Subsequently, they practiced identifying
these events using the early-career chapters drawn from five biographies. Feed-
back was provided concerning identification of events, classification of events,
and discrimination of event types. This practice continued until these under-
graduates reached an 80% agreement criterion with respect to both event iden-
tification and event classification.

Following training, these undergraduates were asked to review the early-
career chapters applying to the 120 leaders under consideration in the present
set of studies. They were asked to identify and abstract any events falling into
the six event categories under consideration and classify the event into one of
these six categories. An examination of the reliability of these classifications,
using a kappa index, indicated that adequate interrater agreement coefficients
were obtained; originating events (r = .89), anchoring events (r = .75), analo-
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TABLE 3.4
Incident of Leader Problem-Solving Behavior

Woodrow Wilson

Wilson had one more task before making the electoral appeal that was to lift the campaign of 1912 to the level
of a great national debate: had to clarify in his mind and come to terms with the nature of the economic prob-
lem confronting the United States. On August 28 he was visited in Trenton by the progressive Boston lawyer
Louis D. Brandeis, long a champion of the small businessman and a foe of monopolistic restrictions in all
forms. The two men conferred for several hours. Brandeis was well impressed by Wilson. “It seems to me,” he
wrote a friend, “that he has all the qualities for an ideal President—strong, simple, and truthful, able, open-
minded, eager to learn and deliberate.” As for Wilson, he had come in those few illuminating hours to revise
his own approach to the problem of the trusts.

Brandeis defined with sharp contrast the difference between the Democratic and Progressive parties in re-
gard to monopoly. The Democrats insisted that competition be maintained, and if necessary created and en-
forced, in all branches of private industry. The Progressive Party, on the other hand, accepted private monop-
oly as inevitable in some branches of industry; it maintained that in such cases existing trusts should not be
broken up or dismembered, but should be regulated so as to moralize them and prevent them from doing evil.
“This difference in the economic policy of the two parties,” Brandeis wrote in a subsequent memorandum to
Wilson, “is fundamental and irreconcilable.” The approach of Roosevelt and his Progressive Party meant
constant regulation and control by big government; the approach of the Democrats meant a regime of liberty,
once the conditions of a free market had been established and enforced.

The idea of establishing a free market by deliberate government action was far from new to Wilson. The clas-
sical economist had not denied that some degree of human intervention was necessary before their “invisible
hand” could bring about the benefits of unhampered competition. Indeed, Wilson’s economics professor during
his undergraduate years, the highly conservative Lyman H. Atwater, had recognized a free market to be a pur-
poseful creation of law, needing to be constantly and subtly regulated. Wilson was clear on the principle, now
that Brandeis had argued it forcibly and applied it to the trust. But he was still uncertain in regard to its applica-
tion, and later in the campaign telegraphed Brandeis somewhat frantically asking him “please [to] set forth as
explicitly as possible the actual measures by which competition can be effectively regulated.” Brandeis’s reply
seemed too detailed and technical for use in speeches. But Wilson did not really need details. He had gotten
hold of a central idea which he could develop in his own way. The idea liberated him once and for all from think-
ing that the only alternative to concentrated economic power was restored to the power of big government.

His capacity to absorb advice, to grasp its implications, and to fit it into his own philosophy never was
better proven than in the days following the encounter with Brandeis. Busy as he was with the practical details
of the campaign, besieged by callers and driven by speaking engagements, he managed to recast overnight his
approach to industrial problems, and in doing so to give his argument a new precision and depth. In Buffalo,
four days after the talks at Trenton, he got his campaign under way with an effective Labor Day address in
which for the first time he defined the existence of the trusts as the result of deficient competition within an
unregulated market. Lack of competition, he asserted, “has permitted . . . men to do anything that they chose
to do to squeeze their rival’s out and to crush their rivals to the earth.” And he forcefully described the kind of
massive and pervasive control that, under his rival’s approach, would be necessary to keep the existing mo-
nopolies in line.

In later speeches Wilson’s imagination was fired by these concepts; he saw the full establishment of a free
market as underlying his belief in the capacities and the opportunities of the common man. He had felt in-
creasingly during the Princeton battles that it was the “man on the make,” the man fighting against the tide,
the man rising by his skills and ardor from the mass, who gave democracy its special character. In Lincoln he
had found his ideal. Basing his campaign upon the elimination of monopoly in all forms, he rose to the kind of
popular eloquence first exemplified in the Pittsburgh speech in 1910. More than that, he came to see the ma-
jor reforms of banking and the tariff as means to eliminate the privileges, the nooks of entrenched interest and
advantages, which distorted visionary zeal in even the most workaday policies of the state.

Note. From Woodrow Wilson: A Biography, by A. Heckscher (1991, pp. 256–257). Copyright © 1991 by
August Heckscher. Reprinted with the permission of Scribner, an imprint of Simon & Schuster Adult Pub-
lishing Group.
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gous events (r = .98), turning point events (r = .92), redemptive events (r =
.64), and contaminating events (r = .78). Typically, these events were a half to
one page in length with 20 to 30 events across categories being identified for
each leader. The material abstracted describing these events is presented in Ta-
ble 3.6, which presents events lying in each of the six categories under consider-
ation. These event abstracts provided the material used in content coding.

Content Coding

Once the material describing relevant behavior or events had been abstracted
from relevant portions of the biographies, it provided a basis for the various con-
tent analysis studies. A similar set of general procedures was applied in the vari-
ous content analysis efforts. Initially, four to six judges were recruited—judges
who had not participated in selection of the material to be used in coding. These
judges were a mix of undergraduates and graduate students pursuing degrees in
psychology. A total of 24 judges participated in at least one of the various con-
tent analyses. The judges, eight in all, participating in multiple analyses were, of
course, rotated to minimize the potential for spurious overlap.
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TABLE 3.5
Incident of Political Behavior

Sam Walton

When Sam bought 12½ acres—with a railroad siding—about a mile from downtown Bentonville
on which to erect his new headquarters, he was far more interested in creating a distribution center
through which those thousands of cardboard cartons containing appliances, hardware, shoes and
dresses, and the like could move out expeditiously and efficiently on his own trucks to his stores.

So Ferold Arend and Jim Henry cut the office space down to 12,000 square feet and put the
other 60,000 into warehouse space.

It also is axiomatic that to create the eventual Wal-Mart miracle, Sam went at distribution
backward. Traditionally retailers build warehouses to serve existing outlets, but Walton built the
warehouses first, then the stores were spotted around it. Initially Sam only opened stores within a
radius of 300 miles from Bentonville headquarters. That meant that his trucks could deliver fresh
inventory to any Wal-Mart within five or six hours. And if he knew anything about running a store,
he didn’t show sales growth when what the customer wants to buy is not on his shelves. Grudgingly,
Sam later extended the radius to 350 miles, perhaps 400. But when the stores began to spread out
all across the Sunbelt, he insisted on building a flock of new distribution centers to keep the truck
travel within the five- to six-hour drive time.

Arend and Jim Henry proved to be pretty good designers in the first place; within three years
Sam was forced to double the initial office space at his Bentonville complex. Naturally, at the same
time he had to add 64,000 more square feet to the original warehouse, which would now cover an
area as large as three football fields. The Wal-Mart distribution operation was already unloading
two to three railroad cars a week, and four or five full trailers a day.

Note. From Sam Walton, by V. Trimble (1990, pp. 119–120). Copyright © 1990 by Vance H.
Trimble. Used by permission of Dutton, a division of Penguin Group (USA) Inc.



Prior to the start of a content analysis study, the judges participating in this
effort were required to complete a 2-week training program involving 8 to 12
hours of instruction. In this training, the judges were familiarized with the na-
ture of the stimulus material—the material abstracted from the biographies
that would be used in coding. Subsequently, they were presented with defini-
tions of the dimensions on which this material would be evaluated. These defi-
nitions, for example, definitions of problem construction and idea generation in
the problem-solving study, were cast in concrete operational terms and the sim-
ilarities and differences between the various dimensions under consideration in
a given study were discussed. After clarifying the nature of the dimensions to be
applied, they were presented with behavioral illustrations of varying levels of
expression of the attributes, or dimensions, of interest.

Once the judges had been familiarized with the dimensions and their behav-
ioral manifestations, they were presented with the rating scales to be applied in
the content analysis. This rater training described not only how the rating scales
were to be applied, but also common errors to be avoided in making ratings gen-
erally (e.g., halo, leniency errors) and specific errors that must be avoided in the
analysis of biographical material (e.g., a focus on evaluative statements rather
than on behaviors or events, overinterpretation of context, imposition of per-
sonal assumptions on text). Following rater training, the judges were provided
with instruction for applying the relevant rating scales. Broadly speaking, these
instructions boiled down to the requirement to read through the material ab-
stracted to describe an incident of leader behavior or experience. And, after
reading through this material, evaluate the material provided considering only
the material presented in the incident under consideration.

Following rater training, the judges participating in a particular study were
presented with a sample of biographical material abstracted from the pertinent
chapters. They were asked to evaluate this material using the rating scales pro-
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TABLE 3.6
Incident of Leader Development

Fidel Castro

In what Fidel calls, “a decisive moment in my life,” Angel Castro decided during the boys’ summer
holiday after the fourth grade that they would not go back to school. . . . But Fidel [Castro] was de-
termined to return to school. As he tells the story, “I remember going to mother and explaining to
her that I wanted to go on studying; it wasn’t fair not to let me go to school. I appealed to her and
told her I would set fire to the house if I wasn’t sent back . . . so they decided to send me back. I’m
not sure if they were afraid or just sorry for me, but my mother pleaded my case.”

Fidel was learning quickly that absolute and uncompromising stubbornness was a powerful
weapon. This may have been the most important lesson he had drawn from his young years at the
finca and at the Santiago schools, and he never forgot it.

Note. From Fidel: A Critical Portrait, by T. Szulc (1986, p. 112), New York: William Morrow
and Company, Inc.



vided. After making their own independent ratings, the judges reconvened as a
panel to compare their ratings and discuss any observed discrepancies. At this
time, feedback was provided to clarify dimensional definitions and application
of the relevant rating scales. These practice sessions continued until the judges
evidenced adequate agreement—an average interrater agreement coefficient
above .70.

In making ratings, judges were presented with a binder containing a subset of
the relevant stimulus materials abstracted from the biographies. The stimulus
material contained in a binder was structured in such a way that it contained
material drawn from multiple biographies where the leader involved in the inci-
dent was not expressly identified. Moreover, material applying to a given leader
was distributed across binders. These steps were taken to minimize potential set
and evaluative biases. These binders were rotated across judges so that different
judges evaluated different material at different levels of practice.

The ratings applied in the various content analysis studies differed depend-
ing on the nature of the material being evaluated. For the leader–follower rela-
tionships and communication strategies studies, 5-point Likert rating scales
were applied in evaluating the relevant material. In the studies examining
leader problem-solving activities and political tactics, evaluation of the stimu-
lus material was based on the frequency with which various behaviors were evi-
dent in the incident under consideration. These frequency evaluations were
based on a modified checklist approach. A modified Q-sort approach was ap-
plied to assess the content of the developmental events. Greater detail concern-
ing the nature of these rating scales, along with evidence bearing on their reli-
ability and validity, is provided in the chapters examining the results obtained
in the various content analysis studies.

Summary

In this section, we have examined the basic procedures applied in the content
analysis of the biographies describing the careers of charismatic, ideological,
and pragmatic leaders. The methods applied in these content analyses involved
two distinct operations. First, select material was abstracted from relevant por-
tions of the biographies to sample relevant behaviors or events. This abstraction
process was used both to focus the content analysis on material directly relevant
to the inferential questions at hand and to reduce rater burden. Second, multi-
ple judges, all of whom had received extensive training, were asked to review
the material abstracted from the biographies, only abstracted material and not
full chapters, and evaluate this material using a set of rating scales intended to
allow appraisal of the dimensions being assessed in the content analysis. These
ratings were to be used in comparing the behaviors and developmental experi-
ences characteristic of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders.
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CRITERIA AND CONTROLS

Criteria

Earlier, we noted that charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders might dif-
fer in terms of performance. Prior studies, furthermore, have indicated that
marked differences in performance are commonly observed in studies contrast-
ing socialized and personalized leaders (O’Connor et al., 1995). To examine
cross-type differences in performance, and examine how various aspects of
leader behavior being assessed in the content analyses were related to perform-
ance, a set of criterion, or outcome, measures were drawn from the summary
chapters presented in the various biographies under consideration.

Based on the earlier findings of Strange and Mumford (2002), 12 general cri-
terion measures were drawn from these summary chapters intended to provide
an overall appraisal of performance with respect to social impact. The first five
criterion measures, all based on the biographers’ observations, were counts ex-
amining: (a) the number of positive contributions made by the leader, (b) the
number of negative contributions made by the leader, (c) the number of differ-
ent types of positive contributions made by the leader, (d) the number of differ-
ent types of negative contributions made by the leader, and (e) the number of
institutions established by the leader. In addition to these counts of points men-
tioned, a psychologist was asked to rate seven additional criteria based on the
material presented in the summary chapters. These ratings, made on a 5-point
scale, examined:

1. How much did the leader contribute to society?
2. How long did these contributions last?
3. How many people did the leader affect?
4. Did the leader initiate mass movements?
5. Was the leader’s agenda maintained when they left power?
6. Were institutions established by the leader still in existence?
7. What was the biographer’s evaluation of the leader?

The reliability of these outcome assessments was established in a small-scale
study. In this study, three judges, all doctoral candidates in industrial and orga-
nizational psychology, were asked to evaluate the performance of 18 leaders us-
ing the aforementioned scales and the information presented in the relevant
summary chapters. Using the procedures suggested by Shrout and Fleiss (1979),
an average interrater agreement coefficient of .83 was obtained across the 12
rating scales under consideration. In a second study, intended to provide some
evidence for the validity, or meaningfulness, of these evaluations, a second,
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high-quality biography was obtained for five leaders. The outcome evaluations
derived from the summary chapter presented in this second biography were
contrasted with the outcome evaluations derived from the summary chapters
presented in the first biography. The agreement coefficient obtained in this
comparative analysis was 84%. Thus, some evidence is available for the conver-
gent validity of these evaluations across biographical sources.

In addition to these general criteria, a separate set of criteria was drawn from
the summary chapters expressly intended to focus on outcomes directly linked
to the behavioral domain under consideration in a given study. In the case of
the study of leader–follower relationships, two domain-specific outcomes were
assessed using the information presented in the summary chapter:

1. To what extent did the leader remain in contact with followers after they
left power?

2. To what extent did the leader maintain a positive relationship with fol-
lowers after they left power?

The specific criteria applied in the communications study included:

1. To what extent do people continue to quote the leader’s communications
or speeches?

2. Are the leader’s speeches considered landmark events?
3. Do the leader’s communications continue to influence others?
4. To what extent are the ideas presented in these communications still

considered relevant?
5. Did the leader’s communications lead to institutional change?
6. Are the leader’s communications or speeches still read today on special

occasions?
7. Do people still discuss the ideas presented in the leader’s communica-

tions?

In contrast to communications, the summary chapters typically contained
relatively little information bearing on leader performance in problem solving.
It did, however, prove possible to evaluate performance using the material pre-
sented in the chapter describing significant incidents of problem-solving activ-
ity. More specifically, it proved possible to develop context appropriate meas-
ures of solution quality and originality. More was said in the summary chapters
bearing on the effects of the leader’s political activities. Accordingly, ratings
were obtained on a 5-point scale examining: (a) the degree of divisiveness aris-
ing from the leader’s actions, (b) maintenance over time of arrangements
brought about by the leader’s political behavior, (c) institutionalization of the
leader’s base of influence, and (d) establishment of positive relations with other
groups. Examination of the interrater agreement coefficients obtained for these
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domain-specific criteria resulted in an average interrater agreement coefficient
of .80 using the procedures suggested by Shrout and Fleiss (1979).

Controls

A number of additional measures were also obtained as part of the biographical
analyses. These measures were intended to provide requisite controls with re-
spect to the inferences being drawn. Again, a set of general controls was ob-
tained applicable to all the studies under consideration. The first set of
covariate control measures was intended to take into account temporal, cul-
tural, and historic effects. Thus, the following control measures were obtained
through judgmental evaluations:

1. Was the leader a pre– or post–World War II leader?
2. Was the leader from a Western or non-Western country?
3. Was the leader’s country industrialized or nonindustrialized?
4. Was the leader’s biography translated into English?

The second set of control measures examined attributes of the leader and their
role: (a) type of leadership role (e.g., business, political, nonprofit organization,
military), (b) political conflict in the leader’s organization, (c) years in power,
and (d) elected or appointed versus leadership positions seized by force.

In addition to these general controls, a select set of control measures was for-
mulated bearing on the inferences to be made in a particular content analysis
study. The control measures obtained for the developmental studies included:
(a) presence of theoretical assumptions about the nature of developmental in-
fluences (Freudian, educational, etc.), (b) amount of information available
about developmental events, (c) number of developmental events abstracted,
(d) age at rise to power, (e) amount of documentation provided for develop-
mental events, (f) source of external information about developmental events
(teachers, siblings, friends, etc.), and (g) number of leader recollections used as
a basis for describing developmental events.

For the study of leader–follower relationships, three study-specific control
measures were obtained based on information presented in the leader’s biogra-
phy. These study-specific controls examined: (a) the number of close followers
identified, (b) demographic similarity of the leader with close followers, and (c)
demographic similarity of the leader to more distant followers. The study-
specific controls developed for the communications strategy study focused on
the amount and quality of the material available for coding: (a) total number of
identified communications, (b) frequency of major communications during the
period when the leader was in power, (c) amount of material quoted in the biog-
raphy, (d) need for translation of speeches, (e) amount of input others had into
preparation of the communications, and (f) size of the leader’s audience.
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For the problem-solving study, a total of 10 study-specific control measures
were obtained. These measures examined social-situational factors that might
affect the leader’s problem-solving behaviors, including: (a) whether the prob-
lem was social or nonsocial in nature, (b) public or private problem solving, (c)
the number of people affected by the problem, (d) the number of people in-
volved in problem solving, (e) the number of institutions affected by the prob-
lem, (f) individual versus group problem solving, (g) the amount of time re-
quired to solve the problem, (h) the length of problem descriptions, (i) the
amount of time spent solving the problem, and (j) the effectiveness of the prob-
lem solution apart from the leader’s efforts.

For the political study, a total of eight study-specific control measures were
obtained. Typically, these control measures examined situational variables that
might act to condition the application of certain political tactics, including: (a)
the number of actors involved, (b) the amount of risk for the leader apparent in
the incident, (c) implications of the issue at hand for the institutions under con-
sideration, (d) the amount of trust the parties involved had in the leader, (e) the
amount of conflict surrounding the event, (f) public or private political behav-
ior, (g) the number of targets of the political behavior, (h) length of the descrip-
tions of political behavior, and (i) biographer’s reactions to political tactics.

The rating scales and counts applied in evaluating the biographies with re-
spect to these control variables necessarily varied as a function of the question
under consideration. Some ratings and counts, moreover, reflected overall
evaluations drawn from the summary chapters. Other ratings and counts,
however, were obtained as part and parcel of the content coding of relevant
descriptive material. Because these covariate control measures, regardless of
the measurement scales applied, tended to focus on relatively objective
events, it was not surprising that they proved to be reasonably reliable. The
average interrater agreement coefficient, obtained using the procedures sug-
gested by Shrout and Fleiss (1979), was .94. Again, examination of the corre-
lations among these control measures using the data applied in the present set
of studies indicated that these measures displayed adequate convergent and
discriminant validity.

Summary

In this section, we have examined the criteria and controls to be applied in the
various content analysis studies examined in the remaining portions of this
book. Broadly speaking, the criteria and controls applied in these studies were
formulated using a two-fold strategy. Some criteria and controls represented
general measures—measures to be applied across all of the various content
analysis studies. Other criteria and controls represented specific measures—
measures of concern only with respect to the inferences to be drawn in a specific
content analysis study.

The criteria and controls applied in these studies, however, display two
other noteworthy characteristics. First, because a range of criteria or out-
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come measures were drawn from the summary chapters, it was possible to ob-
tain a reasonably comprehensive assessment of the performance of charis-
matic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. Second, the range of control
measures available not only allowed competing explanations for the observed
differences among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders to be ruled
out, it allowed relevant methodological issues to be taken into account in
drawing conclusions about the similarities and differences among charis-
matic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders.

ANALYSES

General Approach

The analyses conducted using the data derived from the various content-
coding efforts were relatively straightforward. These analyses flow directly from
the structure of the sample under consideration and key questions of concern in
the present set of investigations. More specifically, the question underlying all
these studies was, “How did the three hypothesized types of outstanding lead-
ers, charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic, differ with respect to the various
behavior and experiences being examined in the content analyses?”

Accordingly, the first set of analyses conducted were a series of multivariate
analyses of covariance. In these analyses, leader type (charismatic, ideological,
and pragmatic) and leader orientation (socialized vs. personalized) were treated
as independent variables whereas the dimensions being examined in a given
content analysis study were treated as dependent variables. The covariates ap-
plied in these analyses included both the general, cross-study set of covariate
controls along with the covariate controls applicable to the study at hand. It is of
note in this regard that only those covariates that proved significant (p < .05)
with the dependent variables of concern were applied in a given set of analyses
assuming they met the sphercity assumption. Thus, inferences about behavioral
or developmental differences across leader types were made only after taking
into account requisite controls.

The second set of analyses was intended to provide a summary description of
how charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders differed from each other in
terms of the various dimensions being examined in a given study. Thus, when
significant differences (p < .05) or marginally significant differences (p < .10)
were obtained for type, orientation, or the type-by-orientation interaction in
the multivariate analyses of covariance, a discriminant-function analysis was
conducted to identify the underlying variable, or variables, best able to account
for these differences.

The discriminant-function scores obtained in this second set of analyses pro-
vided the basis for the third set of analyses. In this third set of analyses, leaders’
scores on the applicable discriminant functions were obtained. Subsequently,
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scores on the various criterion measures applying in a given study, the general
criteria and the appropriate set of study-specific criteria, were correlated with
and regressed on the scores on the discriminant-function variables intended to
summarize the differences observed in the dimensions being examined in a
given content analysis study. In conducting these regressions, however, it
should be noted that the significant (p < .05) covariates identified in the
multivariate analyses of covariance were entered as the first block of predictors
to ensure that statements made about the implications of observed differences
took into account requisite controls.

Supplemental Analyses

In addition to the general analyses sketched out in the preceding subsection, a
number of study-specific analyses were conducted. These study-specific analy-
ses typically occurred because the nature of the data being collected in a given
study, or the inferential issues at hand, required extending the general analytic
framework. For example, in the study of developmental events, there was a
need to examine cross-type differences in the frequency of event exposure
through a chi-square analysis. Similarly, in the performance study, the correla-
tions among criteria were obtained to provide some additional content and con-
struct validity evidence for the criteria being applied.

Not only were certain supplemental analyses necessary, at times it was neces-
sary to modify this basic analytic paradigm given the issues to be addressed in a
particular study. Thus, in the case of the problem-solving and political-tactics
studies, where a time variable was examined (“rise to power,” “pinnacle of
power,” and “fall from power”), the multivariate analyses of covariance was ex-
tended to include a temporal grouping variable. In the case of the study examin-
ing the influence of developmental events on leader behavior (problem solving,
communication strategies, leader–follower relationships, and political tactics),
a correlational approach was necessarily applied.

The nature of these supplemental analyses is examined in greater detail in
the relevant chapters describing the results obtained in each of the specific
studies. Additionally, in the study-specific analyses sections presented in these
chapters, more information is provided on scoring as well as the reliability and
validity of the rating scales applied in the various content analysis studies.

CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter, we have examined the general method applied in contrasting
charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders, both socialized and personal-
ized leaders, with respect to behavior and developmental experiences. We be-
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gan this chapter by noting that outstanding leadership can be, and indeed has
been, studied using a number of methodological approaches—the most com-
mon approaches being dimensional approximation, experimental simulation,
qualitative case studies, and quantitative case studies. Although each of these
approaches evidences certain strengths and limitations, we argued that the
quantitative analyses of multiple case studies provides a particularly attractive
vehicle for studies of outstanding leadership concerned with identifying alter-
native pathways to outstanding leadership.

In the course of this discussion, we noted that one way to implement the
quantitative case study method is to apply historic data—a historiometric ap-
proach. In the case of studies of outstanding leadership, this approach is attrac-
tive for two reasons. First, a rich, well-established body of historic data is avail-
able describing the careers of outstanding leaders. Second, these historic data
are available in the form of leader biographies. Although the application of bio-
graphical analyses provides an attractive strategy for the study of outstanding
leadership, at least under certain conditions, the success of efforts along these
lines requires that studies be designed with five conditions in mind.

First, the leaders to be examined in the study must be selected based on a
well-defined sampling strategy—a strategy that considers both statistical and
inferential issues. Second, the behavior and experiences to be examined must
be appropriate with respect to the material commonly presented in biographies.
Third, biographies must be carefully selected to ensure the accuracy and com-
prehensiveness of the information to be examined in the content analyses.
Fourth, content analyses should not be based on overall subjective appraisals,
but rather on select sets of stimulus material abstracted from the biography that
expressly focuses on description of relevant behavior or events. Fifth, system-
atic procedures for conducting the content analysis must be developed.

In this chapter, we have examined how each of these issues was addressed
within the context of the present investigation—a set of studies intended to
elucidate the behavioral and developmental differences evidenced by charis-
matic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. More specifically, these studies were
to be based on a sample of 120 historically notable 20th-century leaders where
this sample was structured to include both socialized and personalized charis-
matic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. Not only were the behavioral and ex-
periential domains under consideration those commonly examined in biogra-
phies (e.g., political tactics, significant life events), but also substantial effort
was devoted to identification of high-quality biographies. The procedures used
to abstract material from these biographies were, moreover, designed to ensure
that only “relevant” material, material expressly focused on describing the
leader’s behavior and experiences, was applied in the content analysis. Finally,
the content analysis of this material was conducted by trained judges who were
asked to apply a carefully designed set of rating scales when evaluating the rele-
vant material.
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One attractive feature of this approach is that the content analysis does not
rely on subjective impressions derived from a highly complex set of material. In-
stead, the content analysis is focused on a well-defined set of behavioral samples
where a priori dimensions could be applied in the content analysis. Another at-
tractive feature of this approach, however, is that it permits control measures to
be applied, both general and study-specific controls, that permit stronger infer-
ences to be drawn concerning the similarities and differences observed in con-
trasting charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders.

In the following chapters of this book, we examine the results obtained in the
various studies contrasting charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. We
contrast charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders with respect to differ-
ences in their early development and their later behavior in the areas of problem
solving, leader–follower relationships, communication strategies, and political
tactics—all areas of critical interest in studies of outstanding leadership. Before
turning to the findings obtained in these studies, however, we examine the dif-
ferences observed among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders with
respect to the various performance indices drawn from the summary chapters
presented in the relevant biographies.
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II
BEHAVIORALLY DISTINCT

PATHWAYS TO
OUTSTANDING LEADERSHIP





We study leadership not only to understand the nature of leadership as a social
phenomenon; we also hope that our understanding of leadership will lead to in-
terventions that will enhance leader performance. The focus of leadership re-
search on practical performance issues is illustrated in the various techniques
that have been proposed to facilitate leader development (Day, 2000) and the
widespread use of assessment center techniques (Campbell & Bray, 1993). In
fact, given the apparent impact of leaders’ actions on the institutions they are
responsible for (Zaccaro & Klimoski, 2001), there would seem to be ample justi-
fication for studies of leader performance.

When one turns to studies of outstanding leadership, the exercise of excep-
tional influence, the issue of performance becomes an especially important con-
cern. Outstanding leaders, by virtue of their ability to exercise influence, have
unusually profound effects on both institutions and society (Bass, 1985). Con-
sider just a few examples. Franklin Roosevelt reshaped the social compact
between employers and American workers, making possible a “middle class” so-
ciety. Mikhail Gorbachev made possible the transition of Russia from a totali-
tarian to an open society. John Kennedy provided the impetus not only for the
American space program but also for our continued involvement in Vietnam.

Our observations with regard to John Kennedy point to a broader issue—an
issue that warrants attention in any study of outstanding leadership. Outstand-
ing leaders exercise influence but the exercise of influence may be for good or
may be for ill. In the case of outstanding leaders, these ill effects may be devas-
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tating—consider the cases of Vladimir Lenin and Adolf Hitler. Accordingly,
our intent in the present chapter is to examine the differences among charis-
matic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders with respect to their manifest per-
formance, taking into account House and Howell’s (1992) distinction between
socialized and personalized leaders.

PERFORMANCE

Conceptions of Performance

When one attempts to study the performance of outstanding leaders, some
unique problems, problems not necessarily apparent in other studies of leader-
ship, come to fore. To begin, in studies of outstanding leadership, one is examin-
ing performance, and presumably performance differences, in a restricted sam-
ple—a sample where all the leaders under consideration have proven unusually
effective in the exercise of influence. As a result, the motivational criteria com-
monly applied in studies of leadership are unlikely to prove of much value (Yukl,
2001).

To complicate matters further, outstanding leaders tend to arouse intense
affect on the part of others—both followers and nonfollowers (Conger &
Kanungo, 1998; Shamir et al., 1993). Though affective arousal may be an im-
portant component of outstanding leadership, especially in differentiating out-
standing leadership from more routine forms of leadership, it causes a further
problem in the appraisal of leader performance. More specifically, people’s eval-
uations of leaders will be colored by these intense affective reactions, making it
difficult to apply the kind of judgmental performance appraisal criteria com-
monly applied in other studies of leader performance.

To complicate matters even further, the settings in which outstanding lead-
ers operate make it difficult to obtain viable evaluations of performance. As
noted earlier, outstanding leaders emerge in response to typically highly com-
plex institutional crises where change is required. These conditions are note-
worthy because they suggest that the ambiguity and complexity of the issues in-
volved will make it difficult to assess performance over the short run. Rather,
performance can be assessed only after the effects of leaders’ actions have had
the time needed to become apparent. These effects of ambiguity and complexity
are compounded by the fact that outstanding leaders are often, although not al-
ways, responsible for large, complex organizations. And, in organizational set-
tings, it is often difficult to separate the effects of the leaders’ actions from the
broader social influences.

Taken at face value, our foregoing observations would seem to suggest that it
is impossible to adequately appraise the performance of outstanding leaders.
Implicit in our foregoing observations, however, are a number of suggestions
about how one might go about appraising performance in studies where the fo-
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cus is on outstanding leadership as opposed to contrasting outstanding leaders
with more run-of-the-mill leaders. First, and perhaps foremost, the criteria ap-
plied to appraise performance must focus not on influence, but rather on suc-
cess in resolving the crises that give rise to leader emergence. In other words,
the criteria applied must examine how the leader affected their world and the
people and institutions that make up this world.

Second, it must be recognized that the effects of leaders’ actions on people
and institutions will not necessarily be immediately apparent. This observation,
in turn, suggests that attempts to appraise the performance of outstanding lead-
ers will require the passage of time—passage of sufficient time to allow the con-
sequences of the leader’s exercise of influence in a complex system to become
apparent. These attempts to appraise the performance of outstanding leaders
will, in one fashion or another, require a historic approach.

Third, in appraising performance, one must remember that people have
opinions, often strong, emotional opinions, about outstanding leaders. This
point is of some importance because it suggests that preference should be given
to more objective, at least potentially verifiable, criteria in attempts to assess the
performance of outstanding leaders. For example, how many institutions did
the leader establish? And, are these institutions still in existence? Application
of these more objective outcome measures serves to minimize the impact of
opinion and cultural stereotypes in appraisals of leader performance.

In fact, these conclusions have led students of outstanding leadership to
stress historic-outcome criteria in attempts to appraise the performance of out-
standing leaders. In one study along these lines, a study focusing on charismatic
leaders in business settings, Yammarino and Tosi (2004) used indices of corpo-
rate financial performance. In another study along these lines, Strange and
Mumford (2002), using leaders drawn from a variety of domains, domains
where financial criteria were not necessarily applicable, applied an alternate
strategy. They assessed leader performance using social-impact measures exam-
ining the number of institutions established, the maintenance of these institu-
tions, and the number of positive and negative social contributions. Thus, there
appears some reason to suspect that historic organizational performance crite-
ria can be effectively applied in studies of outstanding leadership.

Leader Performance

If it is granted that it is possible to assess the performance of outstanding lead-
ers using a historic-outcome approach, then a new question comes to fore: Is
there reason to suspect that performance differences will be observed among
outstanding leaders? With regard to the distinction drawn between socialized
and personalized leaders by House and Howell (1992), there is, in fact, sub-
stantial reason to expect that performance differences, marked performance
differences, will be observed among outstanding leaders (O’Connor et al.,
1995).
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The distinction drawn between socialized and personalized leaders, along
with the related distinction drawn by Bass and Steidelmier (1999) with respect
to authentic and inauthentic transformational leaders, is based on the assump-
tion that all outstanding leaders exercise influence. Differences in performance
are held to arise from the intent underlying the exercise of influence as manifest
in the goals being pursued by the leader. Thus, in the case of socialized leaders,
influence is exercised for the enhancement of others or social institutions. In
the case of personalized leaders, influence is exercised to increase the leader’s
power and control.

Some critical support for this argument may be found in O’Connor et al.
(1995). Using a historiometric approach, they content coded the “rise to
power” chapters found in the biographies of some 80 outstanding, historically
notable, leaders for behaviors indicative of personality attributes commonly
linked to the pursuit of personal power including narcissism, fear, negative life
themes, and power motives. They found not only that expression of these per-
sonality characteristics would distinguish socialized and personalized leaders
but that expression of these characteristics was related to objective historic in-
dices of performance producing multiple correlations in the .50s.

If it is granted that the distinction drawn between socialized and personal-
ized leaders is indeed meaningful and is related to observed performance, then
another question comes to fore: Why does a socialized versus personalized ori-
entation exert effects, apparently rather strong effects, on the performance of
outstanding leaders? One explanation for these effects is quite straightforward.
Solutions to the crises associated with the emergence of outstanding leadership
are likely to prove effective in a societal sense only when the goal is institutional
enhancement rather than personal positioning. However, it should be recog-
nized that a socialized versus personalized orientation may exert a number of
other effects on performance. First, the performance of outstanding leaders has
been linked to the time frame applied in crisis resolution with application of lon-
ger time frames leading to better performances (Jacques, 1976). As a result, the
ability of socialized leaders to apply a longer time frame may contribute to their
performance vis-à-vis personalized leaders. Second, due to their focus on per-
sonal concerns, personalized leaders may fail to adequately define causes and
the requirements for effective crisis resolution. Third, because personalized
leaders fail to look beyond their own concerns, they may have difficulty identify-
ing the events or actions most likely to allow the leader to induce effective
change in a complex social system.

Though both theory and findings would lead one to expect performance dif-
ferences among socialized and personalized leaders, it is less clear whether per-
formance differences will be observed among charismatic, ideological, and
pragmatic leaders. In one of the few studies, perhaps the only study contrasting
leader types with respect to objective historic markers of performance, Strange
and Mumford (2002) found that charismatic and ideological leaders displayed
similar performance. As noted earlier, however, the question remains as to
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whether pragmatic leaders display similar performance with respect to charis-
matic and ideological leaders.

Although one might argue that charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic lead-
ers will differ with respect to performance, there is also reason to expect that
such differences might not emerge, at least when the distinction between so-
cialized and personalized leaders is taken into account. Where charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders understand crises in different ways and apply
different strategies in their attempts to resolve these crises, it is possible that
these alternative strategies may prove equally effective. Thus, it is possible that
one might resolve crises by motivating people to work toward a better future (a
charismatic strategy) or alternately by working with elites to resolve this crisis as
an objective problem (a pragmatic strategy). What differs as a result is not over-
all performance but rather the conditions giving rise to a charismatic, ideologi-
cal, or pragmatic leader (Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001).

These differences in strategy are noteworthy in part, however, because they
suggest that charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders might differ on
more specific criteria—criteria bearing on the differences among charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders with respect to the strategy or approach be-
ing applied. For example, one might expect charismatic and ideological leaders
to produce more evocative communications than pragmatic leaders. Along
similar lines, one might expect pragmatic leaders to employ less divisive politi-
cal tactics than ideological leaders.

Summary

Our intent in the present chapter is to examine the performance characteristics
of different types of outstanding leaders in terms of objective historical markers
of performance. In the course of this chapter, we consider both differences be-
tween socialized and personalized leaders and differences between charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders. We begin by considering the similarities and
differences among these various types of outstanding leaders with respect to
general performance criteria. Subsequently, we go on to consider the similari-
ties and differences observed among these leaders with respect to criteria bear-
ing on leader–follower relationships, communication strategies, political tac-
tics, and problem-solving strategies.

GENERAL CRITERIA

Measures

The general performances measures applied were drawn from the relevant pro-
logue or epilogue chapters of the biographies describing the careers of the 120
leaders under consideration. A total of 12 general performance measures were
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drawn from these chapters. Of these measures, five reflected counts of the ma-
terial presented in the prologue or epilogue chapters: (a) the number of positive
contributions made by the leader, (b) the number of negative contributions
made by the leader, (c) the number of different types of positive contribu-
tions made by the leader, (d) the number of different types of negative contribu-
tions made by the leader, and (e) the number of institutions established by the
leader. The remaining seven measures were derived from ratings, on a 5-point
scale, made by psychologists after reviewing the material presented in the pro-
logue or epilogue chapter:

1. How much did the leader contribute to society?
2. How long did these contributions last?
3. How many people did the leader affect?
4. Did the leader initiate mass movements?
5. Was the leader’s agenda maintained after they left power?
6. Were institutions established by the leader still in existence?
7. What was the biographer’s evaluation of the leader?

These evaluations of performance outcomes not only displayed adequate agree-
ment across judges, but adequate agreement was obtained when different biog-
raphies were used as a basis for evaluating the leader with respect to these per-
formance measures. More detail concerning these reliability and validity
studies may be obtained by consulting chapter 3.

Table 4.1 presents the mean and standard deviation of scores on the meas-
ures within the sample of 120 outstanding leaders under consideration in the
present investigation. More centrally, Table 4.1 presents the correlations
among scores on these 12 general indices of leader performance. Perhaps the
most clear-cut pattern of findings to emerge from this analysis was that correla-
tions of uniformly high magnitude (r � .50) were not obtained. Thus, it seems
reasonable to conclude that a general method bias factor was unlikely to have
exerted much influence on these evaluations of leader performance. Some fur-
ther support for this conclusion may be found in contrasting the correlations of
the count and rating measures, which were found to yield comparable correla-
tions despite differences in scoring format.

More centrally, the pattern of the relationships observed among these
measures of leader performance provides some rather compelling evidence for
their construct validity. As might be expected, the number of positive contri-
butions was positively related to the number of different types of positive
contributions (r = .76) whereas the number of negative contributions was
positively related to the number of different types of negative contributions (r
= .81). However, the number and type of positive contributions were nega-
tively related to the number and type of negative contributions (r = �.12). It
is of note that this weak negative correlation reflects the fact that as leaders

86 CHAPTER 4



T
A

B
LE

4.
1

M
ea

ns
,S

ta
nd

ar
d

D
ev

ia
tio

ns
,a

nd
C

or
re

la
tio

ns
fo

r
G

en
er

al
M

ea
su

re
s

of
Le

ad
er

P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

X
SD

1
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9
10

11
12

1.
N

um
be

ro
fp

os
iti

ve
co

nt
rib

ut
io

ns
5.

30
5.

07
1.

00
−.

12
.7

6
−.

14
.2

8
.4

5
.4

2
.2

3
.1

3
.3

1
.3

9
.5

2.
N

um
be

ro
fn

eg
at

iv
e

co
nt

rib
ut

io
ns

3.
68

4.
64

1.
00

.1
3

.8
1

.0
5

.0
2

.2
5

.1
5

.1
1

−.
38

−.
26

−.
49

3.
N

um
be

ro
fd

iff
er

en
tt

yp
es

of
po

sit
iv

e
co

nt
rib

ut
io

ns
2.

88
2.

81
1.

00
−.

05
.3

1
.3

7
.2

5
.1

9
.0

5
.2

0
.2

8
.3

8
4.

N
um

be
ro

fd
iff

er
en

tt
yp

es
of

ne
ga

tiv
e

co
nt

rib
ut

io
ns

2.
22

2.
52

1.
00

−.
04

.0
6

−.
26

.1
8

.1
3

−.
33

−.
34

−.
42

5.
N

um
be

ro
fi

ns
tit

ut
io

ns
es

ta
bl

ish
ed

by
th

e
le

ad
er

2.
46

2.
54

1.
00

.1
5

.2
1

.0
7

.0
9

.4
3

.2
6

.1
2

6.
A

m
ou

nt
of

le
ad

er
co

nt
rib

ut
io

n
to

so
ci

et
y

2.
84

1.
35

1.
00

.5
6

.6
2

.4
3

.5
1

.3
6

.3
6

7.
Le

ng
th

of
tim

e
co

nt
rib

ut
io

n
la

st
ed

3.
34

1.
50

1.
00

.3
9

.1
9

.6
8

.6
9

.5
1

8.
N

um
be

ro
fp

eo
pl

e
af

fe
ct

ed
by

le
ad

er
3.

10
1.

25
1.

00
.2

4
.3

0
.2

2
.3

0
9.

M
as

s-
m

ov
em

en
ti

ni
tia

tio
n

2.
14

1.
41

1.
00

.3
7

.0
1

.1
0

10
.L

on
g-

te
rm

ag
en

da
m

ai
nt

en
an

ce
3.

01
1.

53
1.

00
.5

0
.5

2
11

.D
eg

re
e

in
st

itu
tio

ns
es

ta
bl

ish
ed

st
ill

in
ex

ist
en

ce
2.

98
1.

72
1.

00
.4

2
12

.B
io

gr
ap

he
r’s

ev
al

ua
tio

n
of

le
ad

er
3.

57
1.

35
1.

00

N
ot

e.
r≥

.1
8

sig
ni

fic
an

tb
ey

on
d

.0
5

le
ve

l.

87



engage in more activity, a greater chance occurs of both positive and negative
contributions.

Along similar lines, it was found that evaluations of how long a leader’s con-
tribution lasted was, as expected, strongly positively related to the number of in-
stitutions established and whether these institutions were still in existence (r =
.49). Apparently, outstanding leaders, in accordance with the observations of
Jacobsen and House (2001), exert ongoing influence by establishing viable in-
stitutions. Moreover, the ongoing influence through the creation of viable insti-
tutions apparently influences biographers’ evaluations of the leader (r = .39),
along with the number of positive contributions and the number of different
types of positive contributions (r = .44).

Differences in Performance

If it is granted that a valid, substantively meaningful, set of performance meas-
ures were obtained from the prologue and epilogue chapters, it is now appropri-
ate to consider the similarities and differences observed among the various
leader types on these measures. To address this issue, a multivariate analysis of
covariance was conducted where leader orientation (socialized vs. personal-
ized) and leader type (charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic) were treated as
independent variables that might be used to account for differences among
leaders on these performance measures. The covariate control measures (e.g.,
Western/non-Western leader, type of organization, elected vs. appointed
leader, etc.) included in this analysis, all general covariate controls, were those
that were significant beyond the .05 level. Table 4.2 summarizes the results ob-
tained in this analysis.
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TABLE 4.2
Multivariate Analysis of Covariance Results Contrasting

Leaders With Respect to Performance

F df p η2

Covariates
Elected and appointed versus force 3.22 12, 98 0.001 0.283
Type of position 2.53 12, 98 0.006 0.237
Organizational size 2.61 12, 98 0.005 0.242
Pre– versus post–World War II 3.80 12, 98 0.001 0.317
Time in power 2.43 12, 98 0.008 0.229

Main Effects
Orientation (socialized or personalized) 6.23 12, 98 0.001 0.433
Type (charismatic, ideological, pragmatic) 1.74 12, 99 0.070 0.174

Interactions
Orientation * Type 1.80 12, 99 0.058 0.179

Note. F = F-ratio; df = degrees of freedom; p = significance level using Roy’s Largest Root; η2

= effect size.



Before turning to the effects of orientation (socialized vs. personalized) and
the effects of the leader type (charismatic, ideological, pragmatic), the effects of
the various covariate control variables should be briefly summarized. Typically,
the longer leaders were in power, the longer their contributions lasted, and the
more likely it was that institutions they established were still in existence. If the
leader was responsible for a large institution, they contributed more to society,
affected more people, and were more likely to make a greater number of positive
and negative contributions. Post–World War II leaders were more likely to
have established institutions that were still in existence, a relationship simply
reflective of recency effects. Business and military leaders, as opposed to politi-
cal and nonprofit leaders, tended to produce both fewer positive and fewer neg-
ative contributions while having less effect on society as a whole. These rela-
tionships, of course, reflect the more circumscribed domain of operations that
characterizes military and business leadership as opposed to political and non-
profit leadership. Finally, as might be expected, leaders who attained their posi-
tion through force rather than election or appointment evidenced more nega-
tive contributions.

Although none of these finding is especially surprising, they do provide some
further evidence bearing on the validity of the performance measures. More-
over, it should be remembered that by virtue of their failure to produce signifi-
cant effects, it can be assumed that the conclusions drawn herein generalize
over culture (Western vs. non-Western), types of economy (industrialized vs.
nonindustrialized), and source language of the biography (written in English vs.
translated into English).

When the requisite relevant covariate controls were taken into account,
consistent with earlier studies by O’Connor et al. (1995) and Strange and
Mumford (2002), leader orientation (socialized vs. personalized) had a signifi-
cant effect [F(12, 98) = 6.23; p � .001]. As might be expected, the significant
effects (p � .05) obtained in the univariate analyses indicated that socialized
leaders, in comparison to personalized leaders, made more positive contribu-
tions (X = 7.36, SE = .60 vs. X = 3.29, SE = .60) (note: SE means standard er-
ror), more different types of positive contributions (X = 4.03, SE = .32 vs. X =
1.74, SE = .32), established more institutions (X = 2.43, SE = .32 vs. X = 1.98,
SE = .32), established institutions that were more likely to still be in existence
(X = 3.67, SE = .17 vs. X = 2.28, SE = .17), contributed more to society (X =
3.24, SE = .14 vs. X = 2.43, SE = .14), made more lasting contributions (X =
3.97, SE = .16 vs. X = 2.70, SE = .16), made contributions that were more
likely to be maintained over time (X = 3.60, SE = .17 vs. X = 2.41, SE = .17),
and finally were likely to be more positively viewed by the author of the biogra-
phy (X = 4.3, SE = .15 vs. X = 2.85, SE = .15). Taken as a whole, it appears
that socialized leaders evidence substantially better performance than do per-
sonalized leaders.

In keeping with this pattern of findings, the significant effects obtained in the
univariate analyses indicated that personalized leaders, in comparison to social-
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ized leaders, obtained higher scores on only two measures. Personalized leaders
made more negative contributions (X = 5.55, SE = .52 vs. X = 1.79, SE = .52)
and more different types of negative contributions (X = 3.07, SE = .27 vs. X =
1.36, SE = .27). In fact, only on criteria examining influence, how many people
did the leader effect and did the leader start mass movements, did significant
differences fail to emerge in contrasting socialized and personalized leaders.

As might be expected based on our foregoing observations, when the per-
formance measures were used to discriminate socialized and personalized lead-
ers, the resulting discriminant function was significant (�2(13) = 92.04, p �

.001). The canonical correlation was .75. Thus, socialized and personalized
leader appear to differ markedly in their performance. The performance mea-
sure yielding the largest loadings on this function was the number of positive
contributions (� = .51) and the number of different types of positive contribu-
tions (� = .50).

Whereas orientation exerted strong effects on leader performance, leader
type exerted weaker effects. In the overall multivariate analysis of covariance,
the type variable (charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic) produced a margin-
ally significant [F(12, 93) = 1.71; p � .10] main effect. A marginally significant
[F(12, 93) = 1.61; p � .10] interaction was also obtained between the type and
orientation variables. Examination of the univariate effects, however, indicated
that only one measure produced significant differences across the types. More
specifically, significant differences [F(2, 93) = 5.63, p � .005] were observed on
the item examining whether the leader types differed with respect to initiation
of mass movements. As might be expected based on the mental models and in-
fluence tactics being applied, ideological (X = 2.64, SE = .27) and charismatic
(X = 2.24, SE = .25) leaders were more likely to initiate mass movements than
pragmatic (X = 1.62, SE = .27) leaders with personalized pragmatics being
somewhat less likely to initiate mass movements than socialized pragmatics (X
= 1.70, SE = .27 vs. X = 1.46, SE = .28).

Summary

Taken as a whole, it does appear that objective historic-outcome measures may
be used as a basis for assessing leader performance. The differences observed
among outstanding leaders with respect to performance, however, appeared
most closely linked to House and Howell’s (1992) distinction between social-
ized and personalized leaders. Although the distinction drawn between social-
ized and personalized leaders, or alternatively authentic and inauthentic trans-
formational leaders, is most commonly linked to integrity, in the case of
leadership it appears that integrity and prosocial behavior are integral to leader
performance as evident in the historic outcomes of leaders’ actions.

When people who are capable of exercising unusual influence act, and in-
deed all the leaders under consideration herein appear capable of exercising ex-
ceptional influence, the effects of their actions will be pronounced. When ac-
tions are taken for the enhancement of others or the social institutions that
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outstanding leaders build, leaders are able to make the sustained long-term con-
tributions for which they are eventually recognized. When, however, leaders
act to protect their position and power, they apparently forgo building institu-
tions and instead destroy extant institutions, resulting in the kind of negative
contributions observed in the present study.

What should be recognized here, however, is that the effect of this orientation
is apparently quite complex. In the present study socialized leaders did some
harm, although they did more good for society. Personalized leaders did some
good, although they did more harm. This ambiguity in outcomes can be expected
whenever people are asked to deal with complex emerging crises. However, appli-
cation of a personalized orientation apparently makes it more likely that negative
outcomes will emerge from the exercise of influence. These negative outcomes
may result, in part, from intent but also potentially more subtle influences, such as
difficulty in working through problems objectively or application of short time
frames, associated with a personalized orientation. This intimate linkage of integ-
rity and performance among outstanding leaders is aptly illustrated by consider-
ing the case information summarized in Table 4.3, which examines the career ac-
complishments of a socialized and a personalized leader.
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TABLE 4.3
Examples of Socialized and Personalized Leader Performance Outcomes

Mohandas Gandhi—Socialized Leader

On 21 January 1914, a provisional agreement was arrived at between General Smuts and Gandhi,
and Satyagraha was suspended. Satyagrahis were gradually released from jail. In the meantime the
commission set to work, but only a few witnesses on behalf of Indians appeared before it. This vir-
tual boycott of the commission shortened its work and the report was published at once. It recom-
mended that the main Indian demands should be accepted.

Meetings were held at various places and Gandhi was able to persuade the Indians to approve
the terms of the agreement. Smuts, for his part, pleaded with the Members of Parliament to ap-
proach the problem “in a non-controversial spirit.” On 30 June, Gandhi and Smuts finally ex-
changed letters confirming the terms of a complete agreement. This document was then incorpo-
rated into the Indian Relief Bill and submitted to Union Parliament.

Under the new legislation, all monogamous Indian marriages solemnized by Hindu, Muslim,
and Parsi traditions were recognized as valid, and the £3 tax was abolished and arrears cancelled. A
domicile certificate bearing the holder’s thumbprint was made sufficient evidence of right to enter
the Union, although the main provisions of the Black Act still remained in force—Indians were not
permitted to move freely from one province to another, and the entry of Indian laborers into South
Africa was to stop totally after 1920. The Union Immigration Restriction Act also remained in
force, except that as a gesture the government allowed six educated Indians to immigrate to South
Africa every year. Gandhi now felt that a substantial victory had been won. Consequently, he did
not insist on an enquiry into police brutality toward Indians, nor did he raise the crucial issue of the
“locations” (ghettos) in which Indians were forced to live. He felt that this was not the time to press
his advantages. The Satyagraha campaign was called off and among the Indians Gandhi emerged as
a hero.

(Continued)



TABLE 4.3
(Continued)

Mohandas Gandhi—Socialized Leader

It was no easy task for a European to conduct negotiations with Gandhi. Lord Gladstone, the
Governor-General, certainly echoed General Smuts’s thoughts when, in a letter to the Secretary of
State, he referred to Gandhi as “an unusual type of humanity, whose peculiarities, however incon-
venient they may be to the Minister, are not devoid of attraction to the student . . . His ethical and
intellectual attitude, based it appears on a curious compound of mysticism and astuteness, baffles
the ordinary process of thought.” Lord Hardinge’s emissary Robertson felt that Gandhi “has a terri-
ble amount of conscience and is very hard to manage.”

The peaceful march had made a good impression on the public, and this was undoubtedly re-
sponsible for the compromise settlement that ensued. Despite limited gains Gandhi regarded the
agreements as the “Magna Carta” of South African Indians. He asserted that the victory, how-
ever limited, certainly sought to remove the racial taint in the law and was a vindication of civil
resistance.

Pol Pot—Personalized Leader

In the negotiations between the Americans and the Vietnamese in Paris, ongoing since 1968, the
Vietnamese delegations now saw short-term advantages in accepting U.S. offers of a cease-fire
throughout Indochina. The Americans were eager to reach an agreement before the November
presidential election in the United States. For the Vietnamese, time was on their side. Most of the
U.S. combat forces had been withdrawn. The remaining ones would pull out as the cease-fire took
effect. At that point, the Vietnamese could prepare for an assault on Saigon without facing the
threat of American intervention. Until all the Americans were gone—and it would be almost im-
possible for them to return—the Vietnamese could concentrate on political tactics that would un-
dermine the South Vietnamese regime. Should they refuse a cease-fire, the Americans assured the
North Vietnamese, U.S. bombardment would begin again. In January 1973 the Vietnamese agreed
to American conditions.

In Cambodia the agreement meant that the Vietnamese would withdraw most of their forces.
Those who remained behind, in frontier areas, supported activities in Vietnam rather than the Red
Khmer. The Vietnamese urged [Pol Pot] to join them in the cease-fire. He almost certainly refused,
as he said he did in the Livre noir. The Americans put similar pressure on Lon Nol, whose govern-
ment was reeling from a series of scandals, missteps, and military defeats. Lon Nol reluctantly
agreed, hoping to bring the fighting to an end. A temporary cease-fire went into effect at the end of
January 1973. It was broken almost immediately.

According to the Livre noir, [Pol Pot] and his colleagues rejected the Vietnamese requests to
honor the cease-fire for several reasons. First, they had come to believe that they could win the war
themselves. Second, they were unwilling to revert to political struggle without Vietnamese military
protection. Doing so would have meant coming into the open against Lon Nol, sharing power with
his forces in the countryside, and reviving the fiction that Sihanouk was the leader of the front. Un-
der such an agreement, presumably, Sihanouk would be free to negotiate with Lon Nol. None of
these scenarios was palatable to the Red Khmer. The preferred civil war, American bombardment,
and operating in secret to reviving a genuine united front.

Note. Gandhi is from Gandhi: A Life, by Y. Chadha (1997, pp. 188–189). Copyright © 1997 by
Wiley. Reprinted by permission. Pol Pot is from Brother Number One, by D. Chandler (1999, pp.
94–95). Copyright © 1999 by Westview Press. Reprinted by permission of Westview Press, a mem-
ber of Perseus Books, L.L.C.
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Not only do the findings obtained in our examination of performance con-
firm the existence of performance differences among socialized and personal-
ized leaders, they suggest that the socialized and personalized distinction can be
extended to pragmatic leaders as well as charismatic and ideological leaders.
The more central findings to emerge with respect to leader type, however, is
that charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership are not associated with
marked differences in performance when appropriate controls are applied in
contrasting these leaders with regard to performance differences. This finding,
or more correctly nonfinding, holds across a range of measures—all measures
evidencing adequate reliability and validity. It is a noteworthy result in the
sense that it suggests that charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership, at
least when the socialized and personalized orientation is taken into account,
represent equally viable pathways to outstanding leadership.

SPECIFIC CRITERIA

The notable exception to this rule of thumb occurred for the initiation of mass
movements. Consistent with the earlier observations of Mumford and Van
Doorn (2001) and Strange and Mumford (2002), we found that charismatic
and ideological leaders were more likely to initiate mass movements than were
pragmatic leaders. This finding, however, may reflect less a difference in gen-
eral performance capability than the tendency of pragmatic leaders to work
through elites. This finding is of some interest because it suggests that al-
though charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership represent equally
viable pathways to outstanding leadership, charismatic, ideological, and prag-
matic leaders may differ on more specific outcome measures linked to the
strategies through which they exercise influence. Accordingly, in this section
we examine the similarities and differences observed among charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders with respect to outcomes, or performance
measures, bearing on leader–follower relationships, communication strate-
gies, political tactics, and problem-solving strategies.

Leader–Follower Relationships

Two measures examining the quality of exchange relationships could be ab-
stracted from the material presented in the prologue or epilogue chapters.
These measures examined whether (a) the leader maintained contact with
close followers after they left power and (b) if they remained close to their fol-
lowers after they left power. Psychologists made these 5-point ratings after a
review of the material presented in the prologue or epilogue chapters. Ratings
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on these scales produced an average interrater agreement coefficient of .91.
Moreover, these ratings evidenced a pattern of relationships indicative of ade-
quate construct validity. Thus, the measures of closeness and contact pro-
duced a positive correlation of .73 while yielding a correlation of .26 with the
number of people affected and a correlation of .51 with the biographer’s ap-
praisal of the leader.

Given this reliability and validity evidence, it is feasible to examine differ-
ences among leaders with respect to their performance on these measures. The
results obtained in this multivariate analysis of covariance are presented in Ta-
ble 4.4. As may be seen, a significant main effect [F(2, 113) = 43.95; p .001]
was obtained for orientation. As might be expected, socialized, as opposed to
personalized, leaders were more likely to maintain contact (X = 4.26, SE = .14
vs. X = 2.37, SE = .14) and maintain a close relationship (X = 4.28, SE = .16
vs. X = 2.96, SE = .16) after they left power. Apparently, a socialized orienta-
tion contributes not only to performance but to the creation and maintenance
of strong positive ties between the leader and followers.

A marginally significant [F(2, 114) = 2.53; p .10] interaction was obtained
between type and orientation with respect to these measures of relational out-
comes in the multivariate analysis of covariance. Examination of associated cell
means indicated that personalized ideological (X = 2.75, SE = .28) leaders
were less likely to maintain positive relationships with followers than were so-
cialized ideologues (X = 3.80, SE = .28), charismatic leaders (both socialized
and personalized), and pragmatic leaders (both socialized and personalized).
Along similar lines, personalized ideologues (X = 1.88, SE = .24) were less
likely to remain in contact with followers after they left power than were social-
ized ideologues (X = 3.59, SE = .24), charismatic leaders (both socialized and
personalized), and pragmatic leaders (both socialized and personalized). Ap-
parently, personalized ideologues by virtue of the self-centered focus on ideals,
and the tendency to see others as objects, find it difficult to maintain relation-
ships with others as individuals. An illustration of this point may be found in Ta-
ble 4.5, which presents the relationships of a socialized and personalized leader
with their old colleagues.
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TABLE 4.4
Multivariate Analysis of Covariance Results Contrasting

Leaders With Respect to Relational Outcomes

Covariates F df p η2

Main Effects
Orientation (socialized or personalized) 43.95 2, 113 0.001 0.438
Type (charismatic, ideological, pragmatic) 0.87 2, 114 0.410 0.015

Interaction
Orientation * Type 2.53 2, 114 0.080 0.043

Note. F = F-ratio; df = degrees of freedom; p = significance level using Roy’s Largest Root; η2

= effect size.



TABLE 4.5
Illustration of Relationship Maintenance

for a Socialized Leader and a Personalized Leader

Sam Walton—Socialized Leader

Not only did Sam seek Centurions in the enemy camps, he also closely inspected his own ranks for
lively soldiers who looked like future corporals, captains—even generals. He took an interest in
Ron Loveless, the eight-year-old son of the Walton housekeeper, and kept tabs on him. Ron was a
good high school baseball player and Sam offered to help him go to college. Instead Ron went into
the Air Force and came out in 1964 to take a job in a garage.

Sam offered him a chance to learn retailing—from the bottom up. Ron went off to St. Robert,
Missouri, to work as a stock boy in the Ben Franklin there. He moved up fast. By the time Loveless
was forty-two he was senior vice-president and general manager of Sam’s Wholesale Club division
of Wal-Mart, with a six-figure salary.

It is a wonder Loveless survived his first promotion—from stock boy to head of the pet depart-
ment at the St. Robert variety store. Two pet orders he filled were incredible, perhaps unbelievable.
But, in a long feature on his career, the Arkansas Gazette said August 24, 1986:

In his youthful enthusiasm, Loveless, then in his early twenties, said “Why not?” when a customer
from nearby Fort Leonard Wood asked for an elephant. Loveless cheerfully placed the order.

He found out why not. The elephant arrived dead.
“Some of the ideas I had were costly,” Loveless said. “It took a few years to laugh about it.”
But it was a different story for the baby leopard. It arrived alive—far too alive, as it turned out.

The customer took it home, only to return it after his home had been shredded.
While those efforts may have been expensive, they demonstrated two qualities that Walton

wanted—imagination and aggressiveness—while he was building his Wal-Mart discount retail-
ing empire.

Ron was promoted to manager of the Wal-Mart in Mountain Home, Arkansas. His magic touch
failed him. He kept running out of stock over the weekends. Sam threw a fit.

“It got awfully touchy,” said Ron Loveless. “If you don’t produce, you’ll be gone. Mr. Sam is a
very demanding individual.”

The Mountain Home problem was solved, and Ron Loveless went on to be district manager, re-
gional operations manager, and assistant to the president and general merchandise manager before
Sam picked him to head the new Sam’s Wholesale Club Division, which by 1990 has grown to 123
stores with annual sales of over $5 billion.

When he retired at age 42 in 1986, Loveless blamed burnout: “I was feeling the stress. Mr. Sam
hated to see me go. But he pointed out whenever anyone took their money and ran, it had the bene-
ficial effect of creating more opportunity for other ambitious executives to move up.”

Deng Xiaoping—Personalized Leader

When Deng heard this declaration of war at the Politburo meeting of March 28, he convened his
Secretariat to an emergency session on the ninth of April. From within his trusted circle, he
thought once and for all to ferret out the game Mao was playing. Trust—what an illusion! His oppo-
nents had long since isolated Deng’s Secretariat. To everyone’s astonishment, Mao’s secretary,
Chen Boda, and the head of the Secret Service, Kang Sheng, appeared at the meeting, explaining
that as candidates for the Politburo they had the right to participate. Deng let them have their way,
not contradicting them, even though as General Secretary he could have interrupted the two left-
wingers when they began attacking his deputy with harsh criticism in Mao’s name.

(Continued)
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Communication Strategies

Seven measures examining outcomes of the leader’s speeches or mass-com-
munication strategies could be obtained from the material presented in the pro-
logue or epilogue chapters. These measures examined (a) whether people con-
tinue to quote speeches, (b) whether the speeches are considered landmark
events, (c) whether the speeches continue to influence others, (d) whether the
speeches are still considered relevant, (e) how many of the speeches led to insti-
tutional change, (f) whether the speeches are still read today, and (g) whether
the ideas in the speeches are still discussed today. These evaluations, made on a
5-point scale with the exception of the count measure, produced interrater
agreement coefficients in the .80s.

These performance measures typically produced positive correlations in the
.30 to .60 range. These positive correlations, of course, provide some conver-
gent validity evidenced for these specific outcome measures. Somewhat more
compelling evidence along these lines was provided by the specific pattern of
correlations observed among these measures. Thus, if a speech was still consid-
ered relevant, it was likely to still be quoted (r = .65). The fact that a speech was
still quoted, however, was only weakly related (r = .22) to whether the speech
resulted in organizational change. Some further evidence pointing to the valid-
ity, or meaningfulness, of these evaluations may be obtained by considering the
correlations of these communication evaluations with the general criteria. As
expected, evaluations of the outcomes of leader communications were posi-
tively related to the indices of overall performance—typically producing corre-
lations in the .20 to .40 range. Thus, it appears that effective communication by
outstanding leaders is, in fact, related to performance.
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TABLE 4.5
(Continued)

Deng Xiaoping—Personalized Leader

Deng, known for his political instincts, sensed meanwhile what game was being played. In a
flash, he went over to the side of the Maoists, joining the dance of the critics. In a few words, he dis-
tanced himself from his most able colleagues, and delivered a close family friend up to the radicals.

Peng Zhen had been a frequent visitor in the Deng house. The two wives, Zhuo Lin and Zhang
Jieqing, had known each other since the Yan’an days. There they had worked together in the
Women’s Federation of the Northern Office of the CCP. What then, had driven Deng to this light-
ning change of front? Fear, conviction, and hope! As a flexible politician, Deng recognized quickly
the extent of the Maoist Cultural Revolution. He sensed that this was mortal combat. At the same
time, he saw himself as a loyal, if critical, follower of his superior. Deng was much too disciplined a
party worker to join a conspiracy against the head of the party. In sacrificing Peng Zhen, he hoped to
appease Mao and to contain the extent of his radical enterprise. How mistaken he was!

Note. Walton is from Trimble (1990, pp. 116–117). Copyright © 1990 by V. H. Trimble.
Used by permission of Dutton, a division of Penguin Group (USA) Inc. Deng is from Deng Xiaoping,
by U. Franz (1988, p. 184), Boston: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Publishers.



Table 4.6 presents the results obtained in contrasting outstanding leaders
with respect to the measures of communication effectiveness. In this analysis,
three covariates, audience size [F(7, 105) = 5.24; p .001], frequency of
speeches [F(7, 105) = 2.90; p .001], and total number of speeches [F(7, 105)
= 40.83; p .001], all speech-specific covariate controls, produced significant
effects. Even when the effects of these controls were taken into account, how-
ever, differences were observed among the various kinds of outstanding leaders
under consideration.

Again, the orientation variable contrasting socialized and personalized lead-
ers produced a significant main effect [F(7, 105) = 13.94; p .001]. Inspection
of the associated univariate tests indicated that socialized leaders produced
more effective communications than did personalized leaders in that (a) their
speeches were still quoted [F(1, 111) = 31.55; p .001; X = .82, SE = .05 vs. X
= .38, SE = .06], (b) their speeches continued to influence others [F(1,111) =
52.00; p .001; X = 3.38, SE = .13 vs. X = 1.97, SE = .14], (c) their speeches
were still considered relevant [F(1, 111) = 57.92; p .001; X = 3.35, SE = .14
vs. X = 1.87, SE = .13], (d) their speeches resulted in institutional changes
[F(1, 111) = 19.42; p .001; X = 5.22, SE = .58 vs. X = 3.02, SE = .41], (e)
their speeches are still read on specific occasions [F(1, 111) = 29.74; p .001; X
= 3.08, SE = .14 vs. X = 2.12, SE = .13], and (f) their speeches are still dis-
cussed [F(1, 111) = 22.22; p .001; X = 3.37, SE = .14 vs. X = 2.43, SE = .15].
Apparently, socialized leaders, at least over the long haul, are more effective
communicators than are personalized leaders. In fact, more effective communi-
cation may, in part, account for the marked performance differences observed
between socialized and personalized leaders.

A significant interaction [F(7, 106) = 2.29; p .05], however, was also ob-
tained between orientation and leader type. The univariate analyses indicated
that this effort could be traced to two criteria. First, the significant differences
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TABLE 4.6
Multivariate Analysis of Covariance Results Contrasting

Leaders With Respect to Communication Outcomes

F df p η2

Covariates
Audience size 5.24 7, 105 .001 .25
Frequency of speeches 2.90 7, 105 .008 .16
Total number of speeches 40.93 7, 105 .001 .73

Main Effects
Orientation (socialized or personalized) 13.94 7, 105 .001 .48
Type (charismatic, ideological, prag-
matic) 1.64 7, 105 .130 .09

Interaction
Orientation * Type 2.29 7, 105 .032 .13

Note. F = F-ratio; df = degrees of freedom; p = significance level using Roy’s Largest Root; η2

= effect size.



observed with respect to whether the leader’s speeches were considered land-
mark events [F(2, 111) = 4.60; p � .05] indicated that socialized pragmatics (X
= 2.52, SE = .17) were less likely to produce landmark speeches than all other
leader types (X = 3.09, SE = .16) including personalized pragmatics. Appar-
ently, socialized pragmatics, by virtue of their ability to work through elites, do
not need to produce exceptional speeches to influence others.

Second, significant univariate effects were obtained for the question exam-
ining whether the leader’s speeches induced institutional change in the orienta-
tion by type interaction [F(2, 111) = 3.39, p � .05]. The relevant cell means in-
dicated that socialized ideologue’s (X = 8.05, SE = 5.2) speeches were more
likely to involve institutional change than those of all other leader types (X =
3.33, SE = .71) including personalized ideologues. This pattern of differences is
noteworthy because it suggests that socialized ideologues may, by effectively ar-
ticulating shared beliefs, prove to be powerful change agents. This point is illus-
trated by the speech drawn from the socialized ideologue presented in Table 4.7.

Problem Solving

Because biographers do not generally discuss the nature and success of the
leader’s problem-solving efforts as part of the career summaries provided in the
prologue, or epilogue, chapter, a different approach was used to assess problem-
solving performance than that applied for leader–follower relationships, com-
munication strategies, and political tactics. Here judges, four graduate students
in industrial and organizational psychology, were asked to evaluate the quality
and originality of the solutions produced in response to each incident of leader
problem-solving activities using a set of quality and originality markers appro-
priate for the material presented in biographies.

More specifically, quality was assessed through three questions where judges
were asked to indicate (a) whether the solution was effective in solving the
problem, (b) whether the solution proved useful over time, and (c) whether the
solution led to noteworthy changes in society. Originality was assessed through
four questions where judges were asked to indicate (a) whether the solution was
considered novel, (b) whether others were surprised by the leader’s actions, (c)
whether the leader’s solution differed from those posed by others, and (d)
whether the leader’s solution induced critical reactions. These questions were
evaluated on a 5-point behavioral outcome scale for each of the three incidents
drawn from the rise-to-power and pinnacle-of-power chapters. The average of
judges’ evaluations across the three incidents drawn from the rise-to-power and
pinnacle-of-power chapters provided the four performance measures examin-
ing quality and originality during the rise-to-power and pinnacle-of-power peri-
ods. The average interrater agreement coefficients obtained for these quality
and originality evaluations was .84.
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Some evidence for the meaningfulness of these evaluations was obtained by
examining the correlations among these scales and their correlations with the
12 general outcome measures derived from the epilogue, or prologue, chapters.
The quality and originality ratings evidenced the moderate positive correla-
tions (r = .37) commonly observed in studies of complex problem solving (e.g.,
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TABLE 4.7
Illustration of Articulation of Shared Beliefs

by a Speech Drawn From a Socialized Ideologue

Mohandas Gandhi

It is a matter of deep humiliation and shame for us that I am compelled this evening, under the
shadow of this great college in this sacred city, to address my countrymen in a language that is for-
eign to me . . . our language is the reflection of ourselves, and if you tell me that our languages are too
poor to express the best thoughts, then I say that the sooner we are wiped out of existence the better
for us. . . . The charge against us is that we have no initiative. How can we have any if we are to de-
vote the precious years of our lives to the mastery of a foreign tongue? We fail in this attempt also.
Was it possible for any speaker yesterday and today to impress his audience as was possible for Mr.
Higginbotham?

But suppose that we have been receiving, during the past fifty years, education through our ver-
naculars, what should we have today? We should have today a free India, we should have our edu-
cated men, not as if they were foreigners in their own land but speaking to the heart of the nation,
they would be working among the poorest of the poor, and whatever they would have gained during
the past fifty years would be a heritage for the nation.

If a stranger dropped from above on to this great temple and he had to consider what we as Hin-
dus were, would he not be justified in condemning us? Is not this great temple a reflection of our
own character? I speak feelingly as a Hindu. Is it right that the lanes of our sacred temple should be
as dirty as they are? The houses round about are built anyhow. The lanes are tortuous and narrow. If
even our temples are not models of cleanliness, what can our self-government be? Shall our temples
be abodes of holiness, cleanliness and peace as soon as the English have retired from India, either of
their own pleasure or by compulsion, bag and baggage? . . .

. . . We may foam, we may fret, we may resent, but let us not forget that India of today in her im-
patience has produced an army of anarchists. I am myself an anarchist, but of another type. But
there is a class of anarchists amongst us, and if I was able to reach this class, I would say to them that
their anarchism has no room in India if India is to conquer the conqueror. It is a sign of fear. If we
trust and fear God, we shall have to fear no one, not Maharajahs, not Viceroys, not the detectives,
not even King George . . .

. . . Yes, many members of the Indian Civil Service are most decidedly overbearing, they are ty-
rannical, at times thoughtless. Many other adjectives may be used, but what does that signify? They
were gentlemen before they came here, and if they have lost some of their moral fiber, it is a reflec-
tion upon ourselves. Just think out for yourselves, if a man who was good yesterday has become bad
after having come in contact with me, is he responsible that he has deteriorated or am I? The atmo-
sphere of sycophancy and falsity that surrounds them on their coming to India demoralizes them, as
it would many of us. The Indians by not taking power in their own hands have become the willing
victims of oppression. If we are to receive self-government, we shall have to take it. We shall never
be granted self-government."

Note. From Gandhi: A Life, by Y. Chadha (1997, pp. 212–215). Copyright © 1997 by Wiley.
Reprinted with permission of John Wiley & Sons, Inc.



Baughman & Mumford, 1995). Moreover, the cross-time stability of problem-
solving skills was evident in the positive correlations of quality (r = .24) and
originality (r = .27) ratings of incidents drawn from the “rise to power” and
“pinnacle of power” chapters.

Because historic evaluations are typically based on leaders’ actions when
they are in power, it was expected that quality and originality evaluations of
problem solving in the pinnacle-of-power period would be more strongly related
to historic-outcome measures than quality and originality evaluations of prob-
lem solving in the rise-to-power period. In keeping with this hypothesis, quality
(r = .09) and originality (r = .04) ratings derived from the rise-to-power chap-
ters were less strongly related to the 12 historic-outcome measures than quality
(r = .19) and originality (r = .15) ratings derived from the pinnacle-of-power
chapters. More specifically, quality and originality ratings of incidents ab-
stracted from the “pinnacle of power” chapters were particularly strongly re-
lated to how long the leader’s contributions lasted (r = .26), whether institu-
tions established by the leader still exist (r = .23), and whether the leader’s
vision was maintained after they left power (r = .23). Apparently, effective
problem solving during the period when the leader is at the pinnacle of their ca-
reer is related to enduring historic impact.

Table 4.8 presents the results obtained in the multivariate analysis of
covariance contrasting outstanding leaders on these measures of problem-
solving performance. In this analysis, three covariates, the effectiveness of the
problem-solving effort apart from the leader’s efforts [F(2, 110) = 46.67; p
.001], the time required to solve the problem [F(2, 110) = 9.00; p .001], and
whether the problem-solving occurred in an individual or group setting [F(2,
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TABLE 4.8
Multivariate Analysis of Covariance Results Contrasting

Leaders With Respect to Problem-Solving Creativity

F df p η2

Covariates
Effectiveness 46.75 2, 110 .001 .459
Time to solve 9.00 2, 110 .001 .141
Individual vs. group 4.36 2, 110 .015 .073

Main Effects
Orientation (socialized or personalized) 1.42 2, 110 .247 .025
Type (charismatic, ideological, pragmatic) 3.44 2, 111 .035 .058
Time (“rise to power” or “pinnacle of power”) 0.16 2, 110 .849 .003

Interactions
Orientation * Type 2.16 2, 111 .120 .037
Orientation * Time .316 2, 110 .730 .006
Type * Time 6.07 2, 111 .003 .099
Type * Time * Orientation 3.04 2, 111 .052 .052

Note. F = F-ratio; df = degrees of freedom; p = significance level using Roy’s Largest Root; η2

= effect size.



110) = 4.35; p � .05], all produced significant effects. Nonetheless, even when
these controls were taken into account, significant differences were observed in
the problem-solving performance of the leaders under consideration.

More specifically, in the multivariate analysis, type yielded a significant [F(2,
110) = 3.44; p � .05] main effect. Inspection of the associated univariate tests
indicated that the effect was attributable to significant [F(2, 111) = 3.40; p �

.05] differences among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders on the
quality measures. Here it was found that ideological leaders (X = 9.34, SE =
.18) tended to produce higher quality problem solutions than did charismatic
(X = 8.76, SE = .18) and pragmatic (X = 8.88, SE = .18) leaders. Although at
first glance the finding may appear surprising, it appears attributable to the par-
ticular pattern of problem-solving skills applied by ideological leaders—skills
that emphasize evaluation.

A significant interaction [F(2, 110) = 6.06; p � .01] was also obtained be-
tween the type and time variables in the multivariate analysis. The univariate
analysis indicated that the effect was attributable to change over time in the
quality of leaders’ problem solutions [F(2, 110) = 2.88; p � .10]. Inspection of
the associated cell means indicated that the quality of the problem solutions
produced by ideological leaders improved as they moved from the rise-to-power
period (X = 9.17, SE = .23) to the pinnacle-of-power period (X = 9.61, SE =
.30) whereas the quality of the solutions produced by pragmatic leaders de-
creased as they move from the rise-to-power period (X = 9.68, SE = .30) to the
pinnacle-of-power period (X = 8.36, SE = .23). Charismatic leaders, in con-
trast, produced solutions of comparable quality during the rise-to-power (X =
8.78, SE = .23) and pinnacle-of-power (X = 8.74, SE = .30) periods.

Apparently, ideological leaders, particularly when they are in power, are ca-
pable of producing solutions of unusually high quality. Although we do not
think of ideological leaders as especially skilled problem solvers, their intense
involvement in select issues may make it possible for them to craft especially ef-
fective solutions. An illustration of this point may be found in the ideological
problem-solving incident presented in Table 4.9.

Political Tactics

Unlike problem solving, the prologue and epilogue chapters of the biographers
did discuss the outcomes of leaders’ political behaviors. The material presented
in the prologue or epilogue chapters provided four criteria that might be used to
assess the outcomes of political behaviors: (a) degree of divisiveness arising
from the leader’s actions, (b) maintenance, over time, of arrangements brought
about by the leader’s political behavior, (c) institutionalization of the leader’s
base of influence, and (d) positive relationships of groups to the leader. Ratings
of these variables, made on a 5-point scale, produced interrater agreement coef-
ficients in the .70s.
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These measures of overall political success typically produced positive corre-
lations in the .30 to .50 range. More centrally, the pattern of the correlations ob-
served among these outcome measures provided some evidence for construct
validity. For example, institutionalization of the leader’s base of influence pro-
duced the expected positive correlation (r = .45) with maintenance over time
of arrangements brought about by the leader’s political behavior. Institution-
alization of the influence base and maintenance of arrangements were both pos-
itively related to other groups having positive reactions (r = .39). In contrast,
residual divisiveness was not strongly related to positive reactions by other
groups (r = .12).
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TABLE 4.9
Illustration of Problem-Solving Quality by Ideological Leaders

Ronald Reagan

Reagan was soon presented with a new opportunity to exercise his leadership when on August 3,
13,000 members of the Professional Air Traffic Controllers Organization (PATCO)—one of the
few labor unions which had backed Reagan in the 1980 campaign—walked off their jobs when the
federal government refused them a salary increase. The walkout left the airport control towers and
radar centers responsible for the safety of the nation’s skies unattended.

Another President might have hesitated. In February 1981, Reagan’s pollster, Richard
Wirthlin, had conducted a poll on how people felt about public employees and specifically their
right to strike. “What I found in that study was that people favored giving public employees the
right to strike in a ratio of about two to one. Now the President was aware of that when the air traffic
controllers went on strike.”

But polls never mattered much to Ronald Reagan, who objected to the strike as a matter of prin-
ciple. He gave the air strike controllers forty-eight hours to return to their posts. The ones who
didn’t, he simply fired. As he later wrote, “No President could tolerate an illegal strike by federal
employees . . . and every union member had signed a sworn affidavit agreeing not to strike . . . I
agreed with Calvin Coolidge, who said, ‘There is no right to strike against the public safety by any-
body, anywhere, at anytime.’ ”

Although it would take two years to train and replace all the controllers Reagan fired that day,
the decision would be looked upon as a turning point in the Reagan presidency.

All of a sudden, a kind of shock therapy had been administered to the American electorate,
that—wait a second—this guy isn’t necessarily what we thought he was. Here’s someone who is
willing to take a stand.

Much as the American electorate, Reagan’s domestic and foreign adversaries also took notice of
Reagan’s toughness and determination.

That was the moment when Tip O’Neill and the world learned that this guy was different—that
he wasn’t [just] a nice guy. He could be very, very tough. He didn’t have a meeting. He didn’t have
a cooling off period. He didn’t negotiate like Jimmy Carter or like Gerald Ford [would have]. He
broke them. Tip had contacts in the Soviet Union. I think [it was] Dwayne Andreas, a business
guy who had been going back and forth there, who heard that the Russians were very impressed,
that [this] American President was like a Czar.

Note. From Reagan: An American Story, by A. Bosch (1988, pp. 172–174), New York: TV
Books.



Of somewhat greater interest, however, was the finding that residual divi-
siveness was positively related to institutionalization of the influence base (r =
.58) and maintenance of arrangements (r = .51). This pattern of relationships
reflects the fact that when leaders establish political support structures, it will
tend to maintain, over time, any controversy surrounding the leader’s politics.
This finding, of course, provides some further evidence for the validity of our
measures examining the outcomes of the political tactics employed by out-
standing leaders.

Table 4.10 presents the results obtained in contrasting outstanding leaders
with respect to their performance on the measures examining the outcomes of
the leader’s political behavior. Only one significant [F(8, 102) = 2.43; p .05]
covariate emerged in this analysis—the amount of risk associated with the inci-
dents of political behavior in which the leader was involved. As might be ex-
pected, high-risk political activities were positively related to higher scores on
all of the political-outcome measures.

More centrally, the orientation variable contrasting socialized and personal-
ized leaders, again, produced a significant main effect [F(8, 102) = 2.74; p
.01]. Inspection of the relevant univariate effects indicated that socialized, as
opposed to personalized, leaders were more likely to create political arrange-
ments that were maintained over time [F(1, 109) = 4.95; p .05; X = 3.40, SE
= .10 vs. X = 3.08, SE = .10], institutionalize their base of influence [F(1,109)
= 3.01; p .10; X = 3.94, SE = .11 vs. X = 3.65, SE = .11], and establish lasting
positive relationships [F(1, 109) = 17.92, p .001; X = 3.76, SE = .12 vs. X =
2.93, SE = .12).

Notably, however, the amount of divisiveness arising from the leaders’ ac-
tions, as reflected in prologue or epilogue chapters, yielded a marginally signifi-
cant effect [F(1, 109) = 3.49; p .10] where greater long-term divisiveness was
observed for socialized (X = 3.42, SE = .14) than personalized (X = 3.01, SE =
.14) leaders. Although the finding may, at first glance, appear surprising, it
should be recognized that organizations often become united in their distaste
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TABLE 4.10
Multivariate Analysis of Covariance Results Contrasting
Leaders With Respect to Political Behaviors Creativity

F df p η2

Covariates
Amount of risk 2.43 8, 102 .019 .16

Main Effects
Orientation (socialized or personalized) 2.74 8, 102 .009 .17
Type (charismatic, ideological, pragmatic) 1.54 8, 102 .149 .10

Interactions
Orientation * Type 2.05 8, 102 .052 .13

Note. F = F-ratio; df = degrees of freedom; p = significance level using Roy’s Largest Root; η2

= effect size.



for personalized leaders once they have left power. This point is illustrated in
Table 4.11, which provides summaries describing the negative consensus aris-
ing from reactions to a personalized leader.

A marginally significant [F(8,102) = 2.05; p � .10] interaction was obtained
between the orientation and type variables in the multivariate analyses. How-
ever, in the univariate analyses significant effects of the interaction of orienta-
tion and type were not especially compelling. Apparently, orientation (social-
ized vs. personalized) is a more powerful influence on leader political
performance than type (charismatic, ideological, pragmatic)—a pattern of
findings consistent with those obtained in examining leader–follower relation-
ships and communication strategies.

Summary

Taken as a whole, the findings obtained for the various domain-specific criteria
seem consistent with the findings obtained for the general performance criteria.
More specifically, socialized leaders again displayed better performance than
personalized leaders with differences being observed on measures examining
leader–follower relationships and communications strategies. However, some
significant effects were observed for leader type (charismatic, ideological, and
pragmatic), with respect to problem solving. Moreover, orientation (socialized
vs. personalized) did interact with leader type (charismatic, ideological, and
pragmatic), suggesting that cross-type differences in proscriptive mental mod-
els may lead to shifts in the kind of performance emphasized as a way to exercise
influence.
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TABLE 4.11
Illustration of Political Consensus Rising

From Negative Relations to a Personalized Leader

Leona Helmsley

Did Helmsley float the line drawings out in public to divert his critics, so he could then corral them
by agreeing to preserve something he intended to save all along? McGrath wouldn’t say. His critics
think that unlikely. “It just couldn’t have been,” said Lewis. But the same sort of thought came up
during the Tudor City park fight. Stein’s former aide, McLaughlin, had just a suspicion—nothing
provable by any means—that Helmsley never really wanted to build on the Tudor City parks. Or at
the least, that he changed his mind about wanting the parks when he realized the alternative city-
owned site had that nice full river view his attorney Lindenbaum spoke of. Some involved in that
fight even thought the Memorial Day bulldozers were a mere ploy to stir up public anger and thus
push the city to make the swap.

Those line drawings showing a demolished Gold Room would have been Harry’s bulldozer in
the Villard fight.

Note. From Palace Coup: The Inside Story of Harry and Leona Helmsley, by M. Moss (1989, p.
172), New York: Doubleday.



CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter, we have examined the performance of outstanding leaders. A
central premise underlying this chapter is that although outstanding leaders
are, by definition, effective leaders with respect to the exercise of influence,
they will differ with respect to the social outcomes associated with the exercise
of influence. Thus we have, in the present endeavor, an effort concerned with
describing the similarities and differences among outstanding leaders, focused
on contrasting different leaders, socialized and personalized, charismatic, ideo-
logical, and pragmatic, with respect to the social outcomes emerging from their
exercise of influence. This point is of some importance because other criteria for
outstanding leadership, such as follower motivation, were not examined.

Along similar lines, it should be recognized that all of the outcomes under
consideration, with the exception of problem solving, were drawn from the pro-
logue and epilogue chapters of biographies where authors summarized the ac-
complishments of the leaders under consideration. Though evidence is avail-
able for the consistency of these evaluations across different biographies
examining the lives of a given leader, it is also true that the social outcomes that
could be examined were those typically addressed by biographers in summariz-
ing the outcomes of a leader’s career. In this regard, however, it should be borne
in mind that it did prove possible to obtain a robust set of general performance
measures (e.g., how many institutions did the leader establish, how many posi-
tive contributions did they make). Moreover, in all of the behavioral domains
under consideration, it proved possible to obtain at least one, and in some cases
five or six, domain-specific performance measures.

The question that arises at this juncture is rather straightforward: Put di-
rectly, were these measures any good? The bulk of the available evidence, in
fact, indicates that these outcome measures provided a viable strategy for as-
sessing the performance of outstanding leaders. At a basic level, it is clear not
only that biographers agreed in their assessments of leader performance, but
also that judges agreed in their appraisals of a leader’s status on these outcome
measures after reviewing the material presented in the prologue or epilogue
chapter. This point is of some importance because it indicates that it is possible
to apply a historiometric, outcome-oriented approach to obtain reliable meas-
ures of leader performance—measures on which outstanding leaders, in fact,
display differences.

Although this outcome-oriented approach produced reliable measures of
the performance differences among outstanding leaders, the question remains,
a question of validity, as to whether these measures provided a meaningful de-
scription of performance differences among outstanding leaders. The findings
obtained in this present study, in fact, indicate that this approach can yield
valid, meaningful, measures of leader performance. On the general criteria, the
pattern of relationships observed evidenced the convergent and divergent va-
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lidity indicative of truly meaningful measures. The convergence of the general
performance with evaluations focusing on more specific domains, of course,
provides some further evidence along these lines, as does the fact that conver-
gence was observed across measurement formats (counts vs. ratings). This later
point is of some importance because it suggests that performance evaluations
derived from these outcome measures were not subject to undue method bias.

If it is granted that the outcome-oriented approach applied herein provided a
plausible, reasonably reliable and valid, method for assessing the performance of
outstanding leaders, then two new questions come to fore. First, are there differ-
ences among socialized and personalized leaders with regard to performance?
Second, are there differences in the performance of charismatic, ideological,
and pragmatic leaders?

With regard to our first question, do socialized and personalized leaders differ
in performance, it seems clear that at least on social-historical-outcome meas-
ures performance differences do exist. In fact, marked differences were ob-
served between socialized and personalized leaders on both the general criteria
and many of the domain-specific criteria. In fact, this pattern of findings is so
strong, and so consistent, one must ask: Why does orientation make such a dif-
ference in the performance of outstanding leaders?

Traditionally, the distinction we have drawn between socialized and person-
alized leaders has been considered more a matter of integrity than performance
(House & Howell, 1992; O’Connor et al., 1995). Apparently, however, integ-
rity, at least as it is reflected in the socialized-versus-personalized distinction, is
a critical determinant of performance with respect to the social outcomes asso-
ciated with the actions of outstanding leaders. A rather compelling explanation
for this pattern of effects may be found in Bass and Steidelmier (1999).

Outstanding leaders operate in roles where they are granted substantial dis-
cretion to deal with crises—crises that often have multiple effects on society
and social institutions. When decisions with regard to these crises are framed in
terms of the leaders’ well-being and the maintenance of his or her power, the re-
sulting decisions may not, and often will not, prove beneficial to society and the
institutions under consideration. Though socialized leadership does not always
ensure good decisions and good outcomes, it does make it more likely that the
leader’s actions will result in the enhancement of the institutions. The differ-
ence between socialized and personalized leaders is that they look at different
crises and pursue different goals in their decision making with socialized leaders
applying a longer time frame and more accurately identifying socially critical is-
sues—both attributes of orientation likely to contribute to the performance of
socialized leaders.

Although this model of performance differences among socialized and per-
sonalized leaders seems plausible given the findings presented in this chapter,
other, more subtle, effects appear to be operating. Personalized leaders do not
establish close lasting relationships with lieutenants and this lack of support
among lieutenants may undermine their impact on society and social institu-
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tions. Personalized leaders, moreover, were apparently less effective communi-
cators and so were less able to convey and build acceptance, lasting acceptance,
for their prescriptive models. Finally, it appears that political behavior and divi-
sive political tactics may also act to limit the ability of personalized leaders to
make lasting contributions.

The differences observed between socialized and personalized leaders with
regard to performance were not observed in contrasting charismatic, ideologi-
cal, and pragmatic leaders. In fact, main effects attributable to leader type were
not obtained, except in the case of problem solving where some weak effects
were observed favoring ideological leaders with respect to solution quality. This
nonfinding, as noted earlier, suggests that charismatic, ideological, and prag-
matic leadership may represent different, albeit equally viable, pathways to out-
standing leadership, with leader performance depending on the conditions and
issues at hand (Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001).

Nonetheless, it should also be recognized that differences were observed
among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders when the interaction
with orientation (socialized vs. personalized) was taken into account. This pat-
tern of effects is intriguing because it suggests that stylistic differences may exist
between charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders in how they bring
about change and exercise influence—differences that may result in a unique
pattern of strengths and weaknesses with respect to various aspects or domains
of behavior. In the following chapters, we examine the nature of these behav-
ioral differences and their implications for performance.
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When one mentions the names of outstanding leaders, for example, Ronald
Reagan, Emma Goldman, and Mikhail Gorbachev, our thoughts turn to a par-
ticular issue. We think about how these leaders changed the world through
their exercise of influence—we think about their speeches, we think about the
political issues of the day, and we think about the debates in which they were in-
volved. By framing our understanding of outstanding leadership in terms of the
exercise of influence, however, we often lose sight of a more basic point. The ef-
fective exercise of influence, particularly under crisis conditions, calls for a
rather complex form of social problem solving (Jacques, 1976; Mumford,
Zaccaro, Harding, et al., 2000).

Even the most cursory review of the lives of outstanding leaders demon-
strates the importance of problem-solving activities in shaping the nature and
success of a leader’s efforts. Jenkins (2001), in his biography of Churchill, illus-
trated this point in his description of Churchill’s work style: “Once a week or of-
tener, Mr. Churchill came into the office bringing with him some adventurous
or impossible projects; but after half an hour’s discussion something evolved
which was still adventurous but not impossible” (p. 32). Apparently, Churchill
was not just a great communicator, he was actively engaged in thinking about
and working through the problems of his day. The biographies of Theodore
Roosevelt (Morris, 1979) and J.P. Morgan (Strouse, 1999) also underscore the

5
Problem Solving—Turning Crises

Into Opportunities:
How Charismatic, Ideological, and
Pragmatic Leaders Solve Problems

Michael D. Mumford
Katrina E. Bedell
Samuel T. Hunter

Jazmine Espejo
Paul R. Boatman

The University of Oklahoma

108



importance of problem solving in the efforts of outstanding leaders. Apparently,
outstanding leaders do not just talk, they think.

In this chapter, we examine the kinds of problem-solving strategies em-
ployed by outstanding leaders. We begin by describing the role of problem solv-
ing, specifically creative problem solving, in incidents of outstanding leader-
ship. Subsequently, we contrast charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders
with respect to the strategies they use in creative problem solving considering
how these differences in problem solving strategies are related to subsequent
leader performance.

PROBLEM SOLVING

Cognition

Although problem solving, or cognition, has received less attention than other
topics, few scholars contest the point that problem solving is likely a critical de-
terminant of leader performance. Bass (1990), for example, in his review of the
traits related to leadership found that intelligence, general cognitive ability, has
consistently proven to be one of the most powerful predictors of leader emer-
gence and performance. Some support for this conclusion may be found in Lord,
de Vader, and Alliger (1986). Their meta-analytical study of the traits related
to leader emergence and performance indicated that general cognitive ability
was strongly (r = .30 to .40) related to these leadership criteria.

If it is granted that cognitive ability is related to leader emergence and per-
formance, one must ask why cognition and problem solving have tended to be
discounted as explanations of leader behavior and performance. One explana-
tion for this trend may be found in the work of Mintzberg and his colleagues
(Finkelstein, 2002; Mintzberg, 1990). They argued that the pressure placed on
leaders, vis-à-vis role demands, is such that it effectively prohibits analytical
thought, the active conscious processing of information that is commonly held
to be the basis for problem solving. Instead, they argue that leaders “get by” ap-
plying an intuitive, rather reactive, decision-making strategy. Although it is
true that leaders may at times eschew active analytical thought as they deal with
the pressures of the day, it is also true that studies by Isenberg (1986), Komaki,
Desselles, and Bowman (1989), and Thomas and McDaniel (1990) all have in-
dicated that the acquisition and effective analysis of information bearing on or-
ganizational problems may, in fact, be critical to leader performance.

This debate about the role of cognition, however, may reflect a broader and
somewhat more complex phenomenon. More specifically, leaders may not go
about understanding and solving problems in exactly the same way as others.
This point is aptly illustrated in the Isenberg (1986) and Thomas and McDaniel
(1990) studies cited earlier. The findings obtained in these studies indicated
that leaders may be especially effective at boiling down complex multifaceted
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organizational issues to a small set of critical core causes. Along similar lines,
Mumford et al. (2004) argued that leaders’ problem-solving efforts often are
embedded in opportunistic plans. In other words, leaders invest their cognitive
analysis in the construction and adaptation of plans—plans involving the anal-
ysis of resources, restrictions, contingencies, and social expectations in relation
to the leader’s appraisal, or forecasts, of the effects of plan execution in a dy-
namic environment.

In contrast to the view that cognition and problem solving among leaders
may be manifest in unique ways, other scholars have argued that cognition, in
leadership, may shift as a function of role requirements. Jacques (1976) argued
that as leaders move into progressively more influential positions, they are
granted greater discretion in defining and structuring organizational prob-
lems—problems that typically increase in complexity and time frame as a func-
tion of level. As a result, changes may be observed over the course of leaders’ ca-
reers in both requisite problem-solving skills and the impact of these skills on
performance.

Mumford and his colleagues (Connelly et al., 2000; Mumford, Marks, et al.,
2000; Mumford, Zaccaro, Harding, et al., 2000; Zaccaro, Mumford, Connelly,
Marks, & Gilbert, 2000) conducted a study to investigate these two proposi-
tions. One aspect of this study examined unique cognitive capacities—specifi-
cally creative problem-solving skills, expertise, and wisdom, or social judgment,
skills. The other aspect of this study examined changes in these skills as leaders
moved into progressively more complex and influential roles.

In this study, measures of problem-solving skills (e.g., problem construction,
information gathering, idea generation, and idea evaluation) were adminis-
tered, along with measures of wisdom and expertise, to 1,818 Army officers
serving in organizational leadership roles. These roles differed in level of com-
plexity such that the sample in use contained officers ranging in grade from sec-
ond lieutenants (20-year-olds responsible for units containing roughly 30 sol-
diers) to colonels (40- to 50-year-olds responsible for units containing roughly
2,000 soldiers).

Analysis of the resulting measures indicated that changes in these cognitive
capacities were observed as leaders moved through their careers and into more
complex roles. With time leaders acquired better organized knowledge struc-
tures and were more likely to appraise the fit of ideas and potential problem so-
lutions to the demands imposed by organizational operations, organizational
history, and organizational culture. Moreover, measures of expertise and wis-
dom, along with measures of creative problem-solving skills, were found to be
effective predictions of leader performance on criteria ranging from awards won
(e.g., medals) to critical-incident descriptions. Notably, creative problem-
solving skills (e.g., problem construction or problem identification, information
gathering, idea generation, idea evaluation) were found to be particularly pow-
erful predictors of leader performance producing multiple correlations in the
.40 to .50 range.
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There is also reason to suspect that creative problem-solving skills will prove
of some importance in accounting for the performance of outstanding leaders.
Earlier, we argued that outstanding leaders emerge under conditions of crisis
where crises are broadly defined as change events causing decrements in the
performance of an organization or social system (Hunt et al., 1999). What
should be recognized here, however, is that crises reflect change—changes that
obviate the value of extant routine solutions (Tushman & O’Reilly, 1997). This
point is of some importance because it implies that crises present organizations,
and potential leaders within these organizations, with novel, ill-defined prob-
lems. Novel, ill-defined problems, moreover, are the type of problems known to
call for creative thought and the application of creative problem-solving proc-
esses such as problem construction and idea generation (Finke et al., 1992;
Mumford et al., 1991; Mumford, Whetzel, & Reiter-Palmon, 1997; Reiter-
Palmon & Illies, 2004). In fact, it appears that creative problem solving and the
application of requisite creative problem-solving skills, influences the perform-
ance of outstanding leaders in at least four ways.

First, as noted earlier, outstanding leadership ultimately depends on sense-
making. Sensemaking in response to crises, however, requires leaders to con-
struct, or find, alternatives to extant descriptive models. Combining and reor-
ganizing extant descriptive models through exposure to and reflection on
alternative models and the analysis of critical causes and goals gives rise to the
new prescriptive mental models applied in sensemaking (Strange & Mumford,
2002, 2005). This restructuring of extant understandings to create new under-
standings, however, can be expected to depend on the kind of skills, or cogni-
tive processing activities, held to underlie creative thought—in particular, con-
ceptual combination skills (Estes & Ward, 2002; Scott et al., 2005).

Second, once a prescriptive mental model has been formulated, leaders must
be able to begin application and execution of this model. What should be noted
here, however, is that execution of a prescriptive mental model occurs in a dy-
namic social context—typically a highly dynamic context as a result of the am-
biguity and disruption that surrounds crises in social systems. This ambiguity
and disruption implies that it is not enough for leaders to formulate plans for
making their models a reality. In addition, leaders must reconfigure and rear-
range these plans to adapt plans to emerging opportunities and changes in the
requirements for plan execution (Boal & Hooijberg, 2000). This ongoing con-
struction, and reconstruction, of plans will, of course, place a premium on cre-
ative problem-solving skills (Mumford et al., 2004).

Third, it should be recognized that plan formation, as well as plan execution,
will require the application of creative problem-solving skills. For example, plan
construction is known to depend on forecasting where mental simulations of
plan execution are used to identify relevant considerations, refine initial plans,
and formulate backup plans (Doerner & Schaub, 1994; Mumford, Shultz, &
Van Doorn, 2001; Xiao et al., 1997). Effective forecasting and plan construc-
tion, however, are known to require creative problem-solving skills such as idea
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generation and information gathering (Berger, Guilford, & Christensen, 1957;
Mumford, 2001).

Fourth, and finally, plans for action, along with the prescriptive mental mod-
els applied in sensemaking, must be communicated to followers. Not only is this
communication necessarily selective but communications must be constructed
and presented in such a way that they will maximize impact on follower behav-
ior. Thus a leader engaging in sensemaking and planning ultimately must be-
come something of an actor. Although acting is a topic of some interest in its
own right (Noice, 1991), what should be noted here is that effective acting on
the part of outstanding leaders will require creative thought (Feldhusen &
Pleiss, 1994).

Creative Problem Solving

Taken as a whole, there appears substantial reason to expect that creative
problem-solving skills will be necessary for outstanding leadership. This con-
clusion, however, begs another question: Exactly what capacities must people
posses to engage in creative problem solving? Prior studies by Ericsson and
Charness (1994), Vincent, Decker, and Mumford (2002), and Weisberg
(1999) have indicated that creative problem solving requires expertise. Thus
without substantial exposure to, and experience working in, the social system
at hand, the creative thought needed for outstanding leadership is unlikely to
be observed. Thus it is not surprising that outstanding leadership is, more of-
ten than not, a phenomenon of mid-to-late life. It takes time to acquire the
requisite experience.

By the same token, however, if we only had existing expertise to work with, it
would be impossible for people to create something new. This rather straightfor-
ward observation has led most students of creativity to stress the importance of
creative problem-solving skills on the process by which people work with extant
knowledge to create new ideas and new understandings (Finke et al., 1992;
Lubart, 2001; Sternberg, 1988b). In a comprehensive review of the various
models of the processes held to be involved in creative thought, Mumford et al.
(1991) identified eight core processes: (a) problem construction or problem
identification, (b) information gathering, (c) concept selection, (d) conceptual
combination, (e) idea generation, (f) idea evaluation, (g) implementation plan-
ning, and (h) monitoring.

Over the course of the last 10 years, a number of studies have been con-
ducted that provide some rather compelling evidence for this model of the proc-
esses involved in creative thought (Lubart, 2001; Ward, Patterson, & Sifonis,
2004). In one series of studies along these lines, Mumford and his colleagues
(Mumford, Baughman, Supinski, & Anderson, 1998; Mumford, Baughman,
Supinski, & Maher, 1996; Mumford, Supinski, Baughman, Costanza, & Threl-
fall, 1997; Mumford, Supinski, Threlfall, & Baughman, 1996) developed a set
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of measures, performance measures, intended to assess individual differences in
the effectiveness with which people executed processes such as problem con-
struction, information gathering, concept selection, and conceptual combina-
tion. They found that process execution measures were effective predictors of
the quality and originality of the solutions obtained as people worked on a set of
complex, ill-defined problems.

In another study along these lines Scott et al. (2005) examined the influence
of one of these processes, conceptual combination, on performance in organiza-
tional leadership roles. In this study, undergraduates were asked to assume the
role of a principal designing a curriculum for a new experimental school. The
quality and originality of the resulting curriculum plans was evaluated. As stu-
dents worked on these plans they were provided with prompts encouraging the
application of heuristics, or strategies, needed for effective execution of the
conceptual combination process. It was found that effective application of
these heuristics, heuristics contributing to effective conceptual combination,
led to the production of higher quality and more-original plans by people in
leadership roles.

More direct, albeit less precise, evidence bearing on the need for applica-
tion of these processes in leadership roles was provided by Mumford et al.
(1999). They asked managers drawn from a variety of organizations to rate the
extent to which these processes were required on their jobs. In comparison to
people working in other types of jobs (e.g., police officers, teachers), managers
indicated that these processing capacities were particularly important to job
performance.

Leader Types

Though some available evidence indicated that effective execution of creative
problem-solving processes may be important to leadership, it is less clear exactly
how application of these processes will vary across leader types. Because cre-
ative problem solving, and the associated processing activities, contribute to
multiple activities required for outstanding leadership, it is not implausible to
argue that outstanding leaders, regardless of type and orientation, will display
substantial similarity in this regard. In other words, one can argue that the fun-
damental nature of these processes is such that, to lead, one must be effective in
applying all these processes.

By the same token, however, an argument can be put forth that there will be
differences across outstanding leaders with regard to the application of these
processes in problem solving. Mumford et al. (1991), along with Russ (2003),
argued that different types of problems stress the need for effective execution of
different processes. Thus some problems are easily solved once the problem has
been defined whereas other problems are easily solved once one has identified
the right concepts.
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These cross-problem differences in processing requirements suggest that
differences may be observed among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic
leaders. For example, charismatic leaders by articulating a future-oriented vi-
sion, and using this vision as a basis for problem solving, can be expected to
rely on idea generation skills. Ideological leaders, in contrast, reference prob-
lem solutions against a fixed set of beliefs and values. The tendency to ap-
proach problems through evaluation, in turn, suggests that idea evaluation
may be particularly important in shaping the performance of ideological lead-
ers. Along similar lines, Mumford (2001) and Mumford and Van Doorn
(2002) argued that pragmatic leaders, due to their reliance on solution effec-
tiveness as a basis for the exercise of influence, tend to stress information gath-
ering in their problem-solving efforts. Thus differences in approach to prob-
lems and issues may lead to shifts across the charismatic, ideological, and
pragmatic types in the kind of process applied.

In addition to cross-type differences in approach, differences in the applica-
tion of various problem-solving processes may arise as a result of the tactics, or
strategies, outstanding leaders prefer to apply in crisis resolution. As noted ear-
lier, charismatic leaders exercise influence by motivating people to work toward
a better future. Thus, for charismatic leaders, the issue at hand is less evaluation
of ideas than stimulating idea generation—an observation that suggests that
idea generation may be emphasized by charismatic leaders. Pragmatic leaders,
in contrast, exercise influence by building acceptance among knowledgeable
elites—an observation that suggests concept selection and information gather-
ing may be emphasized by pragmatic leaders.

Not only may differences exist across charismatic, ideological, and prag-
matic leaders in the kind of processes applied, it is possible that differences will
exist in overall investment in problem solving. More specifically, because
pragmatic leaders exercise influence by crafting viable problem solutions, it
seems plausible to argue that more intense and extensive application of vari-
ous problem-solving processes will be evident in the careers of pragmatic, as
opposed to charismatic and ideological leaders. Not only is there reason to
suspect that differences might be observed across charismatic, ideological,
and pragmatic leaders, it is possible that differences might be observed among
socialized and personalized leaders. The uncertainty and fear evident in per-
sonalized leaders (O’Connor et al., 1995) will tend to draw resources away
from problem-focused cognition to self-focused cognition. This pattern of ef-
fects, in turn, suggests less investment in problem solving and poorer execu-
tion of the various processes needed for effective problem solving. Along re-
lated lines, the control orientation and power motives of personalized leaders
(House & Howell, 1992) may tend to inhibit generative activities in problem
solving, suggesting that problem construction, conceptual combination, and
idea generation may play a less important role in personalized leaders’ prob-
lem-solving efforts than is the case for socialized leaders.
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Summary

Problem solving appears to be a critical component of performance in leader-
ship positions; and, by virtue of the nature of the crises, outstanding leadership
may require substantial creative problem-solving skills. Prior studies of creative
problem solving, including creative problem solving in leadership roles, have in-
dicated that effective execution of eight basic processes determine performance
on creative problem-solving tasks: (a) problem construction or problem identi-
fication, (b) information gathering, (c) concept selection, (d) conceptual com-
bination, (e) idea generation, (f) idea evaluation, (g) implementation planning,
and (h) monitoring. Due to the way leaders approach problems and the strate-
gies used in the exercise of influence, it appears, moreover, that differences in
the emphasis placed on, and effective application of, these processes may be ob-
served in contrasting the actions taken by outstanding leaders in their attempts
to resolve crises and solve significant organizational problems.

METHOD

Study Method

Material Selection. To examine differences across leaders in their prob-
lem-solving processes, the leader biographies were reviewed by three psycholo-
gists to identify material describing the leaders’ activities in solving historically
noteworthy problems. These psychologists reviewed the relevant biographical
material to identify issues, or crises, that reflected complex, multifaceted orga-
nizational issues, or problems, where there was no clear path to issue resolution.
Because the focus of the present effort was on leader problem solving, identified
incidents were retained only if the leader was a key actor in the problem-solving
effort and had some discretion concerning the kind of actions that might be
taken to resolve the problem situation.

As noted earlier, prior studies have indicated changes as leaders move
through their careers in the application of requisite problem-solving skills
(Mumford, Marks, et al., 2000). To take these potential changes into account,
incidents were drawn from two distinct career periods. More specifically, prob-
lem-solving incidents were drawn from the rise-to-power and pinnacle-of-
power chapters included in the biographies. Within these chapters, three prob-
lem-solving incidents were identified. The selected incidents, in cases where
more than three incidents appeared in the relevant chapters, were those that
(a) presented the most complex problem, (b) described the leader’s actions in
the greatest detail, and (c) in the view of the biographer, proved to be histori-
cally important incidents. Application of these criteria resulted in 90% agree-
ment in the problem-solving incidents retained. Across the 120 biographies,
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the 720 incidents identified based on these criteria were typically two to four
pages in length. These incident descriptions provided not only a description of
the problem and the leader’s behavior, but also relevant contextual information
and outcomes, thereby providing a reasonably comprehensive description of
the problem-solving incident.

Rating Procedure. To examine these incidents with respect to prob-
lem-solving skills four judges were asked to evaluate these incidents using a set
of benchmark rating scales. It is of note that judges were asked to evaluate only
incidents, not the whole biography, with the incidents identified for a given
leader being presented in a random order. The benchmark rating scales applied
in evaluating (a) problem construction or problem identification, (b) informa-
tion gathering, (c) concept selection, (d) conceptual combination, (e) idea gen-
eration, (f) idea evaluation, (g) implementation planning, and (h) monitoring
are presented in Fig. 5.1.

As may be seen, these benchmark rating scales presented the processing
skills and an operational definition of each skill. Following this material, these
rating scales presented example behaviors indicative of effective skill applica-
tion. The behavioral benchmarks were developed in a two-step process. Ini-
tially, a psychologist reviewed the literature on each of the eight problem-
solving processes under consideration to identify the heuristics, or strategies,
involved in effective process application (e.g., Finke et al., 1992; Mumford et
al., 1998; Scott et al., 2005). After the heuristics, or strategies, involved in effec-
tive process execution had been specified, the biographies of 10 charismatic, 10
ideological, and 10 pragmatic leaders were reviewed to identify behaviors indic-
ative of application of these heuristics. This behavioral contextualization of
benchmark behaviors was used to tie evaluations to the kind of material pre-
sented in the biographies, taking into account the potential for differential ex-
pression of the heuristics, or strategies, given the pathway being pursued by a
given leader.

The four judges who evaluated the various problem-solving incidents were
graduate students in industrial and organizational psychology. These judges
were given a 16-hour training program. This training program began by describ-
ing the nature of the problem-solving skills and their role in solving novel, ill-
defined problems. Subsequently, judges were familiarized with the operational
definition of these skills and the strategies, or heuristics, required for effective
process execution. After judges had been familiarized with the material, they
were presented with the benchmark rating scales and asked to apply these rat-
ing scales in evaluating six practice incidents. Judges were then reconvened in a
panel to discuss their ratings. At this time, feedback was provided to clarify rat-
ing scales, dimensional definitions, and application of the benchmarks in ap-
praising the problem-solving incidents.

In applying these rating scales to evaluate each problem-solving incident,
judges were informed as to the particular sort of rating scales—charismatic,
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ideological, or pragmatic—to be applied. The judges were then asked to read
through the incident and, considering the benchmarks provided for each skill,
rate, on a 5-point scale, the extent to which behaviors similar to these bench-
mark items appeared in the incident. After evaluating the frequency, or extent
to which, behaviors indicative of each of the eight processing activities ap-
peared in an incident, they were asked to rate on a 5-point scale the overall ef-
fectiveness of the leader’s problem-solving efforts. Scores on the overall and
process scales were aggregated over the three problem-solving incidents ab-
stracted from the biographical material presented in the rise-to-power and pin-
nacle-of-power chapters.

Study-Specific Controls. In addition to these ratings of problem-solving
skills, judges were asked to appraise a study-specific set of controls to be applied
along with the general biographical control measures described earlier. The first
control, intended to take into account the amount of material available, was a
simple word count reflecting the length of the incident description. The re-
maining study-specific controls focused on attributes of the social setting that
might moderate leaders’ problem-solving behavior. Here judges were asked to
indicate whether the problem was social or nonsocial in nature, whether the
problem solving was individual or occurred in a group setting, and whether the
problem solving occurred in a public or private setting. Additionally, the judges
were asked to rate the number of people involved in problem solving (5-point
scale), the effectiveness of the problem solution apart from the leader’s efforts
(5-point scale), the relative amount of time needed to solve the problem (5-
point scale), the number of people affected by the problem (5-point scale), and
the number of institutions affected by the problem (4-point scale). The average
interrater agreement coefficients (Shrout & Fleiss, 1979) obtained for these
control variable ratings lay above .80.

Study-Specific Criteria. Because the prologue, or epilogue, chapters
included in the biographies included little information bearing on the success
of leaders’ problem-solving efforts, an alternative strategy was used to obtain
evaluations of solution originality and quality. Here three judges, again gradu-
ate students in psychology, were asked to review all problem incidents identi-
fied for a leader. After reviewing the incidents obtained for a leader, they were
asked to rate, on a 5-point scale, four questions bearing on solution originality
and three questions bearing on solution quality. The originality questions
asked judges to indicate (a) whether the solution was considered novel, (b)
whether others were surprised by the leaders actions, (c) whether the solution
differed from those proposed by other leaders, and (d) whether the solution
involved critical reactions. The quality questions asked judges to indicate (a)
whether the solution led to noteworthy changes in society, (b) whether the so-
lution was effective in solving the problem, and (c) whether the solution
proved useful over time. The average interrater agreement coefficient ob-
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tained for the originality ratings was .79, whereas the average interrater agree-
ment coefficients obtained for the quality ratings was .81. Judges’ average
scores across questions for the “rise to power” and “pinnacle of power” inci-
dents provided the quality and originality criteria used to supplement the gen-
eral criterion measures described earlier.

Descriptive Findings

Table 5.1 presents the means, standard deviations, interrater agreement coeffi-
cients, and correlation coefficients obtained for the ratings of process applica-
tion. The average interrater agreement coefficient obtained for judges’ evalua-
tions of process application was .55. Although these interrater agreement
coefficients are somewhat lower than those obtained for evaluations of overt
behavior, they are adequate when the concern at hand is evaluation of behav-
ioral manifestations of underlying cognitive processes—evaluations that are
more difficult for judges to reach agreement on due to the complexity of the in-
ferences to be made. It is of note that these ratings, made using four judges,
ranged between .50 and .69, indicating that all cases met minimally acceptable
levels of reliability for this kind of evaluation. The correlations presented in Ta-
ble 5.1 also provide some initial evidence for the construct validity of these rat-
ings. To begin, the rating scales evidenced the moderate positive correlations
that would be expected among a substantially integrated set of processing oper-
ations used in solving complex novel problems (Mumford et al., 1991). More-
over, processes focusing on the acquisition, integration, and reorganization of
information displayed strong positive relationships (r = .52) but weaker rela-
tionships with processes, such as implementation planning and solution moni-
toring, involved in this real-world execution of ideas (r = .33). This pattern of
findings is consistent with the findings obtained by Vincent et al. (2002) in a
study examining the application of these processes using data obtained in a
modified think-aloud protocol.

Given the availability of this evidence for the meaningfulness, or construct
validity, of the ratings of process application, a new question comes to fore:
More specifically, how did leaders differ with respect to application of the vari-
ous processes under consideration? The means presented in Table 5.1 indicate
that leaders, in general, tended to obtain especially high scores with respect to
problem identification (X = 3.61) and idea generation (X = 3.50) and espe-
cially low scores with respect to conceptual combination (X = 2.85) and solu-
tion monitoring (X = 2.55). Apparently in historically notable incidents of
problem solving, leaders are likely to engage in behavior that defines the prob-
lem and allow for the generation of ideas for solving the problem. In other
words, leaders act as generators.

In this regard, however, two further points should be borne in mind. First,
virtually all of the scales produced mean ratings above the scale midpoint on a
5-point scale. Thus, there is reason to believe that all of these processing activi-
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ties are, in one way or another, relevant to understanding the problem-solving
activities of leaders. Second, the processes involved in gathering information,
evaluating ideas, and planning solution implementation were evident in leader
behavior, suggesting that the leader is not just generating but instead generat-
ing solutions based on his or her analysis of the problem at hand.

RESULTS

Comparison of Leader Types

Table 5.2 presents the results obtained in the multivariate analysis of co-
variance examining leader type (charismatic, ideological, pragmatic), leader
orientation (socialized and personalized), and time of incident (“rise to power”
or “pinnacle of power”). As may be seen, a number of covariates yielded signifi-
cant effects in this analysis. The significant effects obtained for number of sys-
tems affected [F(8, 102) = 4.78; p .001], time required to solve the problem
[F(8, 102) = 2.79; p .001], and length of incidents [F(8, 102) = 4.72; p
.001], indicated that as the problem at hand became more complex, more mani-
festations of problem-solving activities were likely to be observed. The signifi-
cant effects obtained for the effectiveness variable [F(8, 102) = 6.17; p .001]
reflect the fact that more attention was given to the problem-solving activities
of leaders in incidents of effective as opposed to ineffective performance—a bias
endemic to many biographies. Finally, the significant effect [F(8, 102) = 2.76; p
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TABLE 5.2
Summary of Results of Multivariate Analysis of Covariance

F df p η2

Covariates
Number of systems affected 4.78 8, 102 .001 .271
Length of incidents 4.72 8, 102 .001 .270
Pre– or post–World War II 2.76 8, 102 .001 .128
Effectiveness 6.17 8, 102 .001 .326
Time to solve 2.79 8, 102 .001 .180

Main effects
Orientation (socialized or personalized) 1.87 8, 102 .072 .128
Type (charismatic, ideological, or pragmatic) 33.63 8, 102 .001 .723
Time (“rise to power” or “pinnacle of power”) 1.69 8, 102 .110 .117

Interactions
Orientation * Type .54 8, 102 .819 .041
Orientation * Time 1.11 8, 102 .359 .080
Type * Time 2.16 8, 102 .036 .144
Type * Time * Orientation 1.33 8, 102 .237 .094

Note. F = F-ratio, df = degrees of freedom, p = significance level using Roy’s Largest Root, η2

= effect size (partial eta squared).



� .001] for the time the biography was written (pre– or post–World War II) re-
flects the tendency of biographers writing in the post–World War II era to de-
vote more space to discussion of the leaders’ problem-solving activities.

Even when these requisite controls were taken into account, significant dif-
ferences [F(8, 102) = 33.63; p � .001] were observed in comparing charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders with respect to expression of behaviors indic-
ative of the eight processing activities under consideration. Examination of the
associated univariate effects indicated that problem identification [F(2, 109) =
3.49; p � .001], information gathering [F(2, 109) = 108.15; p � .001], concept
selection [F(2, 109) = 20.17; p � .001], and conceptual combination [F(2, 109)
= 7.75; p � .001] all produced significant differences among charismatic, ideo-
logical, and pragmatic leaders.

Given the observation of Mumford and Van Doorn (2001), indicating that
pragmatic leadership depends on the careful analysis of critical problems, it was
not surprising that pragmatic leaders obtained higher scores than did charis-
matic leaders on problem identification (X = 3.73, SE = .06 vs. X = 3.48, SE =
.06), information gathering (X = 3.69, SE = .05 vs. X = 2.59, SE = .05), con-
cept selection (X = 3.50, SE = .08 vs. X = 2.76, SE = .08), and conceptual
combination (X = 2.86, SE = .06 vs. X = 2.62, SE = .08). Apparently, prag-
matic leaders succeed through problem solving, especially problem analysis,
whereas charismatic leaders succeed through other strategies.

In this regard, however, it is important to note that ideological leaders also
outperformed charismatic leaders with regard to these dimensions, displaying
more similarity to pragmatic leaders than charismatic leaders. More specifically,
ideological leaders received higher scores than did charismatic leaders with re-
spect to problem identification (X = 3.60, SE = .05 vs. X = 3.48, SE = .06), in-
formation gathering (X = 3.37, SE = .05 vs. X = 2.59, SE = .05), concept se-
lection (X = 3.29, SE = .08 vs. X = 2.76, SE = .08), and conceptual
combination (X = 3.07, SE = .08 vs. X = 2.62, SE = .08). This pattern of find-
ings suggests that ideological leaders, like pragmatic leaders, engage in intensive
problem analysis—although the domain of analysis may be circumscribed in
terms of certain select beliefs and values.

Charismatic leaders, however, did produce higher scores than pragmatic
leaders and ideological leaders on one dimension. The significant [F(2, 109) =
14.40; p � .001] difference observed with regard to the idea generation ratings
indicated that charismatic leaders (X = 3.87, SE = .07) evidenced more idea
generation activities than either pragmatic (X = 3.34, SE = .07) or ideological
(X = 3.58, SE = .07) leaders. This finding suggests that charismatic leaders rely
on the generation of ideas to move organizations toward the future-oriented vi-
sion being advocated.

Earlier, we noted that by virtue of their focus on certain extant standards,
ideological leaders would tend to be more evaluative than charismatic and
pragmatic leaders. In keeping with this proposition, the significant effects ob-
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tained for the idea evaluation [F(2, 109) = 7.70; p � .001] and solution moni-
toring [F(2, 109) = 3.23; p � .05] were attributable to the higher scores ob-
tained by ideological leaders over charismatic leaders on the idea evaluation (X
= 3.49, SE = .06 vs. X = 3.09, SE = .07) and solution-monitoring (X = 2.69,
SE = .06 vs. X = 2.48, SE = .07) scales.

The first discriminant function obtained when ratings on these problem-
solving scales were used to distinguish charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic
leaders produced a canonical correlation of .80 (p � .001). The dimensions
yielding sizable loadings on this function included information gathering, (r =
.75), concept selection (r = .42), and idea generation (r = �.35). Because the
two dimensions yielding the largest positive loadings on this function focused
on acquisition and organization of information for use in problem solving, this
function was labeled expertise. As might be expected, pragmatic leaders (X =
1.57) obtained higher scores on this function than did both charismatic (X =
–1.73) and ideological leaders (X = .15)—although ideological leaders en-
gaged in more expertise acquisition activities than charismatic leaders.

The second discriminant function obtained in contrasting charismatic, ideo-
logical, and pragmatic leaders produced a canonical correlation of .39 (p �

.001). The dimensions yielding sizable loadings on this function included con-
ceptual combination (r = .79), solution monitoring (r = .46), and problem
identification (r = �.31). Conceptual combination and solution monitoring, of
course, require linking information and reappraising information in the context
of other ongoing activities. Based on the sizable loadings obtained for concep-
tual combination, this dimension was labeled conceptual integration. The ten-
dency of ideological leaders (X = .60) to obtain higher scores on this function
than charismatic (X = �.25) and pragmatic (X = �.34) leaders may be attrib-
uted to the need for ideological leaders to integrate strongly held beliefs and val-
ues with ongoing patterns of current social activity.

In the multivariate analysis of covariance, orientation, socialized versus per-
sonalized, also produced a marginally significant [F(8, 102) = 1.87; p � .10]
main effect. Examination of the associated univariate effects indicated that so-
cialized leaders obtained higher scores than personalized leaders on two of the
eight problem-solving dimensions: (a) conceptual combination [F(1, 109) =
7.59; p � .01; X = 2.97, SE = .06 vs. X = 2.73, SE = .06] and (b) solution moni-
toring [F(1, 109) = 5.86; p � .05; X = 2.64, SE = .05 vs. X = 2.46, SE = .05].
The discriminant analysis obtained in contrasting socialized and personalized
leaders produced a significant canonical correlation of .25 (p � .05) with con-
ceptual combination (r = .82) and solution monitoring (r = .82) producing the
only sizable loadings. This pattern of loadings suggests that integration may dis-
tinguish the problem-solving activities of socialized and personalized leaders—
albeit integration vis-à-vis the monitoring of external events. Given the narcis-
sism characteristic of personalized leaders—narcissism is associated with a
strong self-focus—it was not surprising that socialized leaders (X = .26) ob-
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tained higher scores on this external integration function than did personalized
leaders (X = �.26).

The time variable, “rise to power” versus “pinnacle of power,” did not pro-
duce significant main effects, suggesting that, at least in the case of outstanding
leaders, strong developmental effects on problem solving are not observed—
perhaps because even in the rise-to-power period outstanding leaders have al-
ready achieved positions of some eminence. A significant interaction [F(8, 102)
= 5.86; p � .05] was obtained, however, between time and type, indicating the
existence of some type-specific developmental effects.

Examination of the associated univariate effects indicated that this multi-
variate effect could be traced to three of the eight dimensions of problem solv-
ing under consideration. More specifically, pragmatic leaders were less likely to
evidence activities indicative of concept selection (X = 3.35, SE = .08 vs. X =
3.66, SE = .11) and implementation planning (X = 2.95, SE = .08 vs. X = 3.28,
SE = .10) later as opposed to earlier in their careers—a pattern of findings sug-
gesting that with experience pragmatic leaders may come to place less faith in
abstract plans.

In addition to the effects obtained for concept selection and implementa-
tion planning, the univariate analyses produced a significant effect [F(2, 109)
= 3.54; p � .05] for idea generation. Examination of the associated group
means indicated that this effect was due to a shift in the idea generation activi-
ties of ideological leaders with ideological leaders evidencing more idea gener-
ation later (X = 3.72, SE = .08) rather than earlier (X = 3.44, SE = .08) in
their careers. Apparently, the realities of power require ideological leaders to
move beyond initial preconceptions thereby giving rise to more idea genera-
tion activity.

Although some significant differences were obtained in the univariate
analyses with respect to the Type × Time interaction, the discriminant analy-
sis examining the groups involved in this interaction produced a somewhat
different pattern of effects. Although two functions were significant, they
reflected little more than general type effects noted earlier. Because the re-
maining functions, the functions indicative of interactive effects, were insig-
nificant, no function scores derived from this interaction were applied in ex-
amining performance relationships.

Performance Relationships

Table 5.3 presents the correlations of the discriminant function scores derived
from the type and orientation variables with the general and study-specific per-
formance criteria. As might be expected, expertise was positively related (r =
.26) to the quality of the problem solutions obtained during the leaders’ rise to
power. Solution quality, however, during both the rise-to-power and pinnacle-
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of-power periods, was found to be more strongly related to external integration
(r = .21). Both external integration (r = .21) and conceptual integration (r =
.34) were related to the originality of the solutions obtained to the kind of prob-
lems outstanding leaders confront in the real world. Apparently, the success of
leaders’ problem-solving efforts is contingent on bringing ideas together in rela-
tion to the requirements imposed by external demands.

As might be expected based on these observations, when examining the var-
ious outcome criteria derived from the prologue, or epilogue, chapter, expertise
was not found to be strongly related to the various performance measures. Con-
ceptual integration, however, was found to be related to whether the leader’s vi-
sion was maintained (r = .23), how long their contributions lasted (r = .18),
and the number of positive contributions made (r = .19). Thus new ideas for
linking or restructuring relationships and institutions appear to be critical if
leaders are to make lasting contributions.

The success of efforts along these lines, however, depends on whether exter-
nal social feedback is considered. Accordingly, the external-integration func-
tion was found to be related to the number of positive contributions (r = .26),
the number of different types of positive contributions (r = .25), maintenance
of the leader’s vision after leaving power (r = .29), and how long the leader’s
contributions lasted (r = .18). This pattern of findings suggests that the critical
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TABLE 5.3
Correlations of Performance Criteria with Discriminant Functions

General Criteria Expertise
Conceptual
Integration

External
Integration

1. How much did the leader contribute to society? −.19 .16 .15
2. How long did the leader’s contributions last? .01 .18 .18
3. How many people did the leader affect? −.02 .04 .15
4. How favorably did the biographer view the leader? .01 .03 .10
5. How many positive contributions did the leader make? −.12 .19 .26
6. How many negative contributions did the leader make? −.11 −.09 −.15
7. How many different types of positive contributions? −.03 .06 .25
8. How many different types of negative contributions? −.13 −.11 −.12
9. Do institutions established by the leader still exist? .12 .03 .07

10. How many institutions were established by the leader? .07 .03 .16
11. Was the leader’s vision maintained after they left power? −.01 .23 .29
12. Did the leader initiate mass movements? −.27 .12 .17

Problem-Solving Criteria

1. Quality of solutions during “rise to power” period .26 .01 .15
2. Quality of solutions during “pinnacle of power” period .07 .17 .28
3. Originality of solutions during “rise to power” period .10 .20 .34
4. Originality of solutions during “pinnacle of power” period .12 .22 .35

Note. r ≥ .18 significant at .05 level.



component of leader performance in organizational problem solving may in-
volve bringing problem solutions in line with the demands of the external envi-
ronment. Moreover, when it is recognized that this environment is, more often
than not, a distinctly social environment, then it becomes apparent why social-
ized leaders outperform personalized leaders—they may be better able to take
into account the needs and expectations of others.

Of course, the question that arises at this juncture is whether these effects
were maintained when other variables are taken into account. Table 5.4 pre-
sents the results obtained in the regression analyses when the general and study-
specific criteria were regressed on the discriminant function scores after first en-
tering the covariate controls that proved significant in the multivariate analysis
of covariance. The discriminant functions produced significant (p � .05) regres-
sion weights, even after taking requisite controls into account, on 7 out of the
12 general criteria and all of the study-specific criteria.

In keeping with our foregoing observations, external integration was found
to be the best predictor of leader performance with respect to both historic out-
comes and the quality and originality of the problem solutions proposed. Across
the relevant problem-solving criteria, external integration produced an average
regression weight of .32, indicating that external integration influenced the
generation of viable solutions to leadership problems. Moreover, the generation
of viable problem solutions appeared to be related to subsequent historic out-
comes—specifically the number of positive contributions (� = .28), the num-
ber of different types of positive contributions (� = .34), how long the leader’s
contributions lasted (� = .22), maintenance of the leader’s vision (� = .34) and
initiation of mass movements (� = .34).

In this regard, however, it should be noted that expertise, although not al-
ways a significant influence on historic performance, tended to produce nega-
tive regression weights. This finding should not be taken to imply that expertise
is of no importance to the performance of outstanding leaders. In fact, expertise
did contribute to production of high-quality solutions during the leader’s rise to
power (� = .20). Rather, given a necessary level of expertise to permit external
and conceptual integration, further gains in expertise are simply less important
to leader performance than the integration of activities and ideas.

Summary

The findings obtained in the present effort indicate that charismatic, ideologi-
cal, and pragmatic leaders display some noteworthy differences in how they
go about solving organizational problems. Pragmatic leaders emphasize analy-
sis. Charismatic leaders emphasize idea generation. And, ideological leaders
emphasize idea evaluation. Regardless of these stylistic differences, however,
the critical determinant of performance was the leader’s ability to integrate
ideas, potential problem solutions, with the demands imposed by the exter-
nal environment.
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CONCLUSIONS

In considering the results obtained in the present study, certain limitations
should be borne in mind. To begin, the findings obtained herein were based on a
particular model of the cognitive processes involved in solving the kind of com-
plex novel problems presented to people in the upper-level roles occupied by
outstanding leaders (Jacques, 1976; Mumford, Zaccaro, Harding, et al., 2000).
More specifically, we examined problem solving with respect to the general
model of requisite processing activities proposed by Mumford et al. (1991). Al-
though application of this model seems justified by virtue of both its generality
and the available validation evidence (Lubart, 2001), it is also true that a num-
ber of other processes, particularly processes specific to managerial problem
solving such as scanning and forecasting (Doerner & Schaub, 1994; Thomas &
McDaniel, 1990) exist that were not examined in the present study. Accord-
ingly, the findings obtained herein should be viewed as a first, rather than a last,
word on the nature of problem-solving activities on the part of outstanding
leaders.

Along similar lines, it should also be recognized that problem-solving activi-
ties were assessed using a particular approach. In the present effort, application
of these processes was assessed in terms of the leaders’ engagement in behaviors
indicative of application of the heuristics, or strategies, associated with effective
process application (e.g., Scott et al., 2005). Although application of this ap-
proach seemed appropriate given what we know about the nature of process ex-
ecution, and the nature of the material presented in leader biographies, it is also
true that different results might have been obtained if a different approach had
been used to assess process application.

Of course, one attractive feature of the approach applied in assessing process
execution is that it provided specific contextual behavioral benchmarks for as-
sessing processes with respect to the heuristics involved in process execution.
Application of this approach seemed necessary given the difficulties involved in
appraising underlying processes based on overt behaviors. Although applica-
tion of this approach proved successful in that minimally acceptable interrater
agreement coefficients were obtained for all of the processes under consider-
ation, it is also true that somewhat more powerful effects would have been ob-
tained if a larger sample of judges had been applied to increase the reliability of
our assessments.

Even bearing these limitations in mind, however, we believe that the results
obtained in the present effort have some important implications for under-
standing the nature of outstanding leadership and the differences observed
among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. Perhaps the most clear-
cut finding to emerge from the present effort is that charismatic, ideological,
and pragmatic leaders appear to apply rather different skills and different ap-
proaches in solving complex novel organizational problems of the sort captured
by the incidents abstracted from the biographies.
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In accordance with the observations of Mumford and Van Doorn (2001),
pragmatic leaders appeared to emphasize problem identification, information
gathering, and information organization in their problem-solving efforts. Put
more directly, pragmatic leaders appear to rely on expertise and careful detailed
analysis of the problem to resolve the issue at hand. Although this abstract ana-
lytical bent was mitigated to some extent by the demands of their ultimate lead-
ership role, this trend was evident throughout their careers.

This analytical problem-solving style contrasts with the generative style em-
ployed by charismatic leaders. It is not the case that charismatic leaders don’t
think. Rather, they think in terms of possibilities, or a future-oriented vision, re-
lying on idea generation, presumably vision-relevant idea generation, as a pre-
ferred approach to problem solving. This statement, however, should not be
taken to imply that charismatic leaders are necessarily more creative than prag-
matic leaders because problem identification and analysis is often a basis for cre-
ative thought (Russ, 2003). Instead, pragmatic and charismatic leaders appear
to differ with respect to application of an analytic versus a generative style. Ta-
ble 5.5 illustrates the application of these stylistic differences using historically
noteworthy problem-solving incidents derived from the biographical material
obtained for one charismatic and one pragmatic leader.

The existence of this stylistic difference between pragmatic and charismatic
leaders has a number of noteworthy implications. First, one might expect to see
charismatic and pragmatic leaders emerge and prove successful in settings con-
sistent with their preferred problem-solving style. In fact, given the fact that
complex systems require analysis, it is not surprising that pragmatic leaders are
often found in business organizations. In contrast, the need to move people to a
better future with new ideas, or programs, may account for the tendency of
charismatic leaders to be found in politics. Second, these stylistic differences
may make pragmatic and charismatic leaders subject to rather different kinds of
errors (Finkelstein, 2002)—pragmatic leaders will be subject to error due to
overanalysis just as charismatic leaders will be subject to errors of optimism.
Third, it can be expected that the tactics used to bring about problem solutions
will differ as a function of these styles. Thus, whereas arguments based on exper-
tise will appeal to pragmatics, charismatics’ arguments will stress more evoca-
tive images and ideas.

Although these differences in the problem-solving styles of pragmatic and
charismatic leaders are not especially surprising, a somewhat more surprising
pattern of findings emerged for the ideological leaders. As expected, given the
focus of ideological leaders on the maintenance of certain values and standards,
ideological leaders differed from charismatic and pragmatic leaders in that they
stressed evaluative aspects of problem solving such as idea evaluation and solu-
tion monitoring. Despite our stereotypes of the ideologues as a rather rigid dog-
matic person, however, ideological leaders were found to engage in active anal-
ysis of problems, often obtaining scores close to those of pragmatic leaders on
dimensions such as problem identification, information gathering, and concept
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TABLE 5.5
Illustrative Incidents of Analytic and Generative Problem Solving

by Charismatic and Pragmatic Leaders

Thomas Watson—Analytic/Pragmatic

The crash rattled the nation and left businessmen with a hollow ache in their guts. Stocks kept fall-
ing. Companies quickly cut workforces. Financial institutions struggled to stay afloat. The econ-
omy seemed instantly, shockingly, crippled. For those 20 days, when this group of men needed
Watson to stand tall and assure them, he disappeared. Had he given up? Was IBM sunk? Was he
busy planning a way out of the mess?

“I have been thinking this over very carefully over the weekend, and that is why I have called
you all together this morning, so we can get to thinking along sane and sound lines,” Watson told
them. “I have not done anything in the interests of this business for the last three weeks.”

The executives must have gasped. That didn’t sound like good news.
“You know I have not talked with any of you about sales, money, collections, et cetera,” he con-

tinued. “I have run a stock broker’s office for three weeks.”
It dawned on them: Probably every one of those men individually had gone to see Watson since

the crash. They had built their lives and finances on IBM stock, which so far had almost exclusively
gone up. As it hit new highs in the summer of 1929, some executives used their holdings as collat-
eral for margin loans to buy other stocks. But not the value of their IBM holdings had been cut in
half, and the share price kept falling. Margin calls might have wiped out some of the men, leaving
them in need of loans or salary advances. Other executives might have only wanted to hear that the
company was sound and the stock would recover. They paraded into Watson’s office seeking help
or comfort or both. He took the time to give it to them, in a gesture that said that his men were the
business. He had to steady his executives before he could steady his company.

He’d had enough of that, though. The Watson stock brokerage office was closed, he told the
group. “I have now opened up on the IBM company with a vengeance, and I want all of you to get
your heads up and tails over the dashboard,” he said. “We have a big job to do, a hard job to do, and
the only way is thinking and working constructively, and we must start it immediately.”

He put the situation on the table. IBM’s business was going to dip, Watson admitted. Every U.S.
business was about to experience, as he put it, “a temporary slowing up.” But IBM would not sit still
and await its fate. It would find new ways to keep business growing. IBM had to open new markets
for its machines, selling to businesses and entities that might never have thought they needed data
processing. The company had to push harder in foreign countries. “We are not going to wait for
something to happen—we are going to make something happen, Watson said.

He went around the room handing out assignments. Drawing on his belief that engineering
could drive sales, Watson ordered the research department to come up with marketable inven-
tions. It was a remarkably different reaction than that of CEOs, throughout history, who often slash
research and development budgets to try and save money during down times. Watson then told the
manufacturing executives to tighten costs and boost productivity. The finance group had to beef up
its ability to collect on bills because the economy was going to leave a lot of companies in arrears.
Purchasing, sales, service—boom, boom, boom—he hit every department. It was time to get seri-
ous, and they were going to have to do it together.

“I hope that every man in this room feels that he can start doing a bigger job than he has done
before,” he said as he was winding down. “And if there is any man in this meeting who doesn’t feel
that way and will come to me alone, I will be glad to talk with him and help him, because now is the
time to make the most of everything.”

It wasn’t a threat. It was a call to rely on each other and not tear the organization apart.
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On 13 February, United States diplomats in the Middle East had sent President Truman a secret re-
port stating that Arabs were preparing a major offensive against the Jews for the end of March. The
American President appealed to the Arabs to hold back, while at the same time he refused to see Zi-
onist leaders. The State Department was considerably alarmed just then by Communist take-over
in Czechoslovakia. In Washington, London and Paris there was talk of the possibility of another
world war. And Palestine was one more danger-spot which could spark off the conflict. An armi-
stice had to be arranged there at all cost, even if it meant sacrificing the plan of partition. The Jew-
ish State was about to become the first victim of the Cold War. In the greatest secrecy, State De-
partment specialists began to prepare an urgent plan so that the mechanism which the United
Nations had set in motion the previous November. The chief American delegate at the United Na-
tions, Senator Warren Austen, lodged a resolution by which the United States renounced the plan
of partition and proposed that Palestine be placed under the aegis of the United Nations. The Jew-
ish State looked like being stillborn.

The defeats inflicted on the Jews during the last week of March caused something of a panic
among friends of Zionism. When General Marshall heard of the convoy which had been almost
wiped out on the way to Jerusalem he foresaw the Jews being massacred like flies. He lost all faith in
Haganah. A scheme was hurriedly drawn up in Washington to send a delegation of experts to Pal-
estine to convince the Jews of the folly of proclaiming an independent State at this time. The Amer-
icans were prepared to send the delegation in President Truman’s personal airplane. Several Amer-
ican Zionist leaders came in on the project.

They had no conception of the character of the men fighting in Palestine, especially of Ben-
Gurion. When, on 20 March, he heard of the American resolution to place Palestine under the pro-
tection of the United Nations, he could not restrain himself. “The American proposal is more inju-
rious to the United Nations,” he declared angrily. “It does not change the situation in Palestine nor
can it prevent the establishment of the Jewish State, which does not in fact depend on the decision
taken by the United Nations on 29 November, although that decision has immense moral and po-
litical value. It depends upon us winning the trial of strength in this country. The State will be cre-
ated by our own strength. It is we who will decide the destiny of this country. We form the basis of
the Jewish State and we are going to create it. . . . We will not accept any ‘protection,’ either tempo-
rary or permanent. We will not agree to any form of foreign government in the future, whatever
happens. We insist upon the rapid removal of British domination and the withdrawal of their
troops. . . . Our political programme is the same as a month ago, as six months ago. It can be summa-
rized in three points—security, the Jewish State, Judaeo-Arab peace.”

These forcible phrases were only a part of Ben-Gurion’s response. An even more energetic reac-
tion came ten days later. On 25 March he asked for the setting up of a supreme authority to deal
with military matters, and the same day a mobilization order was issued. Then, on 30 March, when
the Americans were placing their armistice proposal before the United Nations, Ben-Gurion defi-
antly announced the formation of a “Council of Thirteen”, the provisional government of the State
due to come into being forty-five days later.

But his real and most effective reply was directed at Arab bands which had almost paralyzed the
Jewish communications, cutting the roads to the Negev and to Galilee, to the Etzion group of vil-
lages and to Jerusalem. It was a reply aimed, too, at the numerous defeats in Palestine as well as in
New York. On the evening of 31 March, Ben-Gurion held a meeting of the army command and de-
manded that all available forces be mobilized to open the road into Jerusalem. Yigal Sukenik, the
Chief of Operations, proposed sending four hundred men. “Fifteen hundred” replied Ben-Gurion.
The others were stunned at this, but it had no effect on Ben-Gurion’s decision. That night, units
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selection or information organization. Table 5.6 provides an illustration of this
point using material drawn from the biographies of two ideological leaders.

The unexpected, but apparently pronounced analytical bent of ideological
leaders may arise from their tendency to seek and appraise information bearing
on key issues of concern. Thus ideological leaders, in contrast to pragmatic
leaders, may display a rather focused, albeit potentially highly effective, form of
analysis. This point is of some importance because it suggests, given the
evaluative orientation evident in the problem-solving activities of ideological
leaders, that ideological leaders may be capable of exceptional planning
(Mumford, Schultz, & Van Doorn, 2001). In other words, we should not view
the activities of ideological leaders as madness but rather we should recognize
the method underlying this “madness.”

Although charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders displayed marked
differences in problem solving, the differences observed between socialized and
personalized leaders were less pronounced. However, these differences did give
rise to a significant discriminant function concerned with external integration.
Differentiation of the problem-solving activities of socialized and personalized
leaders in terms of external integration is consistent with the finding
(O’Connor et al., 1995) that personalized leaders tend to be narcissistic. The
self-focus characteristic of narcissists will make it more difficult to consider the
views of others in problem solving.

External integration along with conceptual integration are of interest not
just with respect to understanding the differences between socialized and per-
sonalized leaders. External integration along with conceptual integration were
found to be positively related to indices examining both historic performance
and the quality and originality of leaders’ problem solutions. This finding is of
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were withdrawn from several fronts to carry out the largest military operation ever mounted by the
Jews. That night, too, a Skymaster landed at a secret airfield after a direct flight from Czechoslova-
kia. It was carrying the first consignment of weapons and ammunition under an agreement recently
signed in Prague. The two hundred rifles and forty machine-guns, together with thousands of
rounds of ammunition, were issued to the soldiers there and then.

Operation Nakhshon began the following morning, 1 April 1948. Ten days later, El Husseini’s
forces had been crushed, the strategic points around Jerusalem had been captured and the road to
the Holy City was open. In the Arab town, a lamenting crowd followed the funeral of El Husseini,
who had been killed in the fighting on Mount Kastel.

This was the turning point. From then on, until the proclamation of their State, the Jews went
from victory to victory. Ben-Gurion had struck his great blow from the initiative passed on the Jew-
ish forces.

Note. Watson is from Maney (2003, pp. 129–131). Copyright © 2003 by Wiley. Reprinted by
permission. Ben-Gurion is from Bar-Zohar (1966, pp. 111–113), London: Arthur Barker Limited.



TABLE 5.6
Illustration of Analytic Activities by Two Ideological Leaders

Incident 1—Jane Addams

One of her principle [sic] tasks as an interpreter was to get the parents and the children of the ward
to understand each other. Thousands of the parents, by far the majority, were immigrants. As chil-
dren, they had been Bohemian, Italian, Russian, and Greek. But their children, born in this coun-
try, or with English as their first language, regarded themselves as Americans. Their view was obvi-
ously one to be encouraged, and yet it inevitably brought about clashes in the family life. The
parents were often resentful of the different ideas of their children, the children often contemptu-
ous of their parents, stuck in the rut of old European habits, customs, opinions. At worst, the fathers
whipped their daughters for being different, and the sons sneered at their mothers’ dress and igno-
rance, or at their fathers’ maudlin babble of old days. Even at best, the pleasures of the parent and
child were seldom in common, and they seldom went anywhere together:

One thing seemed clear in our associations with immigrants: we must preserve and keep whatever
of value their past life contained and bring them in contact with a better type of Americans . . . at
the same time however we were forced to recognize that the faithful child is sometimes ruthlessly
imposed upon by immigrant parents who, eager for money and accustomed to the patriarchal au-
thority of peasant households, held their children in stern bondage. . . . I meditated that perhaps
the power to see life as a whole is more needed in the immigrant quarter of a large city than any-
where else, and that the lack of this power is the most fruitful source of misunderstanding between
European immigrants and their children.

Out of this meditation grew first an effort to bring parents and their children together at Hull
House, to give them facilities to amuse one another as families. This effort worked with some
groups, like the Germans; it did not work with others, like the Italians. It was however persisted in.
Yet there seemed more to be done somehow. It seemed that “Hull House ought to be able to devise
some sort of educational enterprise, which should build a bridge between European and American
experiences in such ways as to give them both more meaning and a sense of relation.”

And finally the idea she had longed for came to her. The sight which stirred her imagination to
it may be fairly compared in influence on her life drama with that glimpse of the Whitechapel food
auction in 1882, which ever afterward clutched at her heart; or with the picture of the Belgian
mothers in the hall at The Hague in 1915, embracing the German women who had come as repre-
sentatives of Germany to the first woman’s peace conference in wartime. Only that Mile End Road
vision had been horrible, the meeting of “enemies” had been dramatic, this sight in Chicago was
simple and sweet:

Walking down Polk Street one early spring day I saw an old Italian woman I knew, her distaff
against her homesick face, patiently spinning a thread by the stick spindle so reminiscent of all
Southern Europe . . . She was sitting in the sun on the steps of a tenement house. She might have
served as a model for one of Michel Angelo’s Fates, but her face brightened as I passed, and hold-
ing up her spindle for me to see, she called out that when she had spun a little more yarn, she
would knit a pair of stockings for her granddaughter.

Jane Addams never forgot that incident either. “When you write about Hull House,” she said
only a little while before she died, “don’t leave out my old woman spinning.” It determined her to
make a place in which the older people could practice their known, traditional crafts, which
should parallel the studios and the music school for the younger ones who inherited aptitude for
the arts. What the children did in drawing and music and playacting drew the admiration of their
parents; and so in what their parents did, in spinning, weaving, sewing, carving, metal-working,
the dramatic
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representation of the abilities of the parents would rouse the admiration of the children. Such a
place was found and fitted up—one room at first, very simply equipped. That one room has grown
into many, the equipment has become elaborate and historically interesting. Indeed, the room for
old-craft practice grew into a real exhibition place of industry—the Labor Museum, it came finally
to be called.

Incident 2—Woodrow T. Wilson

When on March 5, 1912, Wilson awoke for the first time in the White House, a primary concern
was to assure that the man he was would not be submerged by new circumstance of his life. He was
intent on remaining himself, on keeping what was within alive. A first move is highly suggestive. He
announced that office-seekers would not be welcome at the White House unless specifically in-
vited. To many it seemed that their worst suspicions had been confirmed and that Wilson’s arro-
gance, as well as his political experience, had been proved. Disgruntled, a great horde of the hungry
shifted their venue to the doors of the new cabinet members, or lay in wait at a distance outside the
Executive Offices. But the new President had in mind a purpose deeper than they knew. By this ges-
ture he was affirming his determination to have freedom to see and to think, sometimes to be alone;
to keep a cool space between the person who was Woodrow Wilson and the annihilating pressures
of the public scene. This first step was as much symbolic as it was practical, but the need for reflec-
tion was real. Throughout his Presidency, and especially in moments of crisis, Wilson would disap-
pear into his study and remain isolated. Once his mind had been cleared and basic truths had been
clarified he would consult with others and accept open-mindedly advice on the timing or the details
of a given course. In these periods of withdrawal he did not feel the need to be told what other peo-
ple were saying; but he deeply cared to know what was being thought by people who said nothing,
and yet whose judgment, he believed would prove valid in the end. “He sought above everything,”
wrote a contemporary, “to catch the trend of inarticulate rather than vociferous opinion.” For this
he needed composure, and he needed to be completely himself.

Wilson’s method of leadership depended heavily on being able to interpret national will. In his
early description of the leader he had made allowance for the historic moments when “a Cause”
arises, when a man becomes the champion of “a political or moral principle.” Such a moment came
for Wilson when he was defending the League of Nations; then his own judgment superseded a nice
adjustment to the popular mind. But for most occasions he saw leadership as being actions taken in
conformity to opinions which, though they might not be expressed, were nevertheless widely held.
To ascertain these opinions was a prime gift of statesmanship. Lacking modern polling techniques,
he felt compelled to rely on political instinct and an almost mystical identification with the people.
When it appeared that a true public opinion had not been formed on an issue he would procrasti-
nate, avoiding action even when his personal views and preferences were clear.

In a revealing speech to the national press early in his administration Wilson confessed to a
“passionate sense of being connected with my fellow men in a peculiar relationship of responsibil-
ity.” It made him tremble, he said, not only with a feeling of his own inadequacy and weakness, “but
as if I were shaken by the very things that have shaken them.” This self-image was very different
from the impression held at the time by most observers, who had judged the President to be cold
and to be governed entirely by intellectual processes. A feeling of identity with the people could
mislead Wilson, but at its best it could give him a Lincolnesque quality, often noted at the time. In
any case it was a feeling he valued and guarded. It caused him to organize his life as a President in
such a way as to preserve a central calm and to create a White House that was more of a sanctuary
than a sounding board.

Note. Addams is from Jane Addams: A Biography, by J. W. Linn (1935, pp. 179–181), New
York: Appleton-Century. Wilson is from Woodrow Wilson, by A. Heckscher (1991, pp. 275–277).
Copyright © 1991 by August Heckscher. Reprinted with the permission of Scribner, an imprint of
Simon & Schuster Adult Publishing Co.



some importance because it suggests that the key role outstanding leaders play
in organizational problem solving is to bring solutions into line with the de-
mands of the external environment and the expectations of different constitu-
encies. This external integration, in fact, appears more important in shaping the
success of leaders’ problem-solving efforts than expertise—although it is true
that integrative efforts of this sort will require some minimum level of systems
expertise.

The importance of this integrative activity has also been stressed in recent
discussions of strategic leadership (Boal & Hooijberg, 2000). What is important
to recognize in this regard, however, is that integration of ideas, perspectives,
and expectations is an unusually demanding, resource-intensive cognitive ac-
tivity. In the case of outstanding leaders where organizational history and capa-
bilities, environmental change, and the interests of different stakeholder groups
must be taken into account (a synthesis of the past, the present, and the future),
integration may prove to be a particularly demanding undertaking.

This observation, in turn, broaches a new question: Exactly how do out-
standing leaders bring about integration? Although unusual intellectual capac-
ity is clearly part of the answer to this question, another part of the answer may
be found in the fundamental nature of outstanding leadership. More specifi-
cally, the prescriptive mental models constructed by outstanding leaders may
provide the framework around which integrative problem-solving efforts are
built.
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People have a rather romantic view of outstanding leaders. We see outstanding
leaders as heroes. They are people who have changed the world through the
dint of their efforts—often working against impossible odds as they attempt to
bring about change. As attractive as this image may be, it is not consistent with
much of what we know about outstanding leaders from the historical record.
Scholars commonly attribute the success of J.P. Morgan to his ability to attract
and motivate an unusually talented group of partners (Chernow, 1990). In-
deed, Morgan’s partners played a key role in virtually all of his ventures, often
literally working themselves to death to insure the success of the enterprise.
Henry Chauncey in creating the Educational Testing Services (ETS) certainly
articulated a powerful vision, yet he lacked the technical background needed
for successful implementation of this vision. As a result, the success of ETS owes
as much to William Turnbull, the organization’s technical director, as Henry
Chauncey (Lemann, 2000). John Kennedy relied on his brother Robert not only
to implement key policy but also to provide advice with regard to broader policy
decisions (Perret, 2001).

Although numerous other examples might be cited, the foregoing seem suffi-
cient to make our basic point. Outstanding leaders depend on close followers or
lieutenants. The key roles that these lieutenants play in the careers of outstand-
ing leaders broach two questions. First, how do outstanding leaders create and
maintain such strong relationships with their lieutenants? Second, are there dif-
ferences among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders in the nature or
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character of the leaders’ relationships with their key lieutenants? In the present
chapter, we hope to provide some initial answers to both of these questions.

THEORY

Leaders and Followers

Any attempt to answer these questions, however, requires some understanding
of the role of followers in incidents of outstanding leadership. As noted earlier,
outstanding leadership occurs in response to broad, complex crises where the
key role of the leader in crisis resolution is sensemaking (Drazin et al., 1999).
What should be recognized in this regard, however, is that any single individual
will not typically have available all the information needed to understand a cri-
sis, nor all of the expertise that will be required to grasp the implications of this
information. One way leaders deal with the complexity and ambiguity of the in-
formation bearing on a crisis (Ireland & Hitt, 1999) is to rely on capable, trusted
lieutenants. These lieutenants, furthermore, serve as sounding boards, provid-
ing leaders with feedback concerning their interpretation of events and the
likely success of subsequent action plans (Kedia, Nordtvedt, & Perez, 2002;
Schwenk, 1995).

Not only do close followers contribute to the eventual success of leaders’
sensemaking, they play a key role in the articulation of the leader’s understand-
ing of the crisis and eventual implementation of the leader’s plans for crisis reso-
lution. Frequently, followers are better able to represent a leader’s understand-
ing of the crisis situation to key constituencies than the leader by virtue of their
connections to, and representation of, these key constituencies. Not only do
lieutenants represent the leader, and by virtue of their efforts build support for
the leader’s understanding of the situation, they are also integral to effective cri-
sis resolution. The complexity of the crises being addressed by outstanding lead-
ers is such that multiple leaders affecting multiple subsystems, or groups, will be
required over a period of years (Jacobs & Jaques, 1987). Because no single indi-
vidual, however energetic, can possibly take all the actions necessary in resolv-
ing complex system crises, lieutenant(s) are typically required for crisis resolu-
tion. These lieutenants, or close followers, appear to be critical to the success of
outstanding leaders.

Although the role of lieutenants has not traditionally received as much at-
tention in studies of outstanding leadership, the role of lieutenants has received
somewhat more attention in studies of strategic leadership (Boal & Hooijberg,
2000; Hambrick & Finkelstein, 1987; Hambrick & Mason, 1984). In studies of
strategic leadership, a line of research concerned with the ways corporate exec-
utives shape the strategy of a firm, it has been common to focus on the top-
management teams (TMTs) composed of the chief executive officer (CEO)
and other major officers of the corporation. Scholars have sought to understand
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how the composition of TMTs influence strategy and firm performance (Hale-
blain & Finkelstein, 1993; Hoskisson, Hitt, Wan, & Yiu, 1999).

For the most part, studies of TMTs have employed a demographic approach
examining how manifest demographic characteristics of the TMT are related to
indicators of firm performance such as profitability and adaptation to change
(Bluedorn, Johnson, Cartwright, & Barringer, 1994). The findings obtained in
these studies indicated that the heterogeneity of TMTs with respect to educa-
tional background, age, and gender is positively related to adaptation to change
but not necessarily to performance in more stable environments (Murray,
1989). The strategy pursued by organizations, moreover, seems to depend on
the functional background (e.g., sales, manufacturing, finance) of members of
the TMT (Song, 1982). Finally, the characteristics of the TMT make a unique,
and surprisingly large, contribution to the prediction of organizational out-
comes vis-à-vis a simple examination of the characteristics of the CEO (Tush-
man & Anderson, 1986).

Taken as a whole, these studies of TMTs suggest that the nature and capa-
bilities of lieutenants will have an impact on the performance and success of
outstanding leaders. Although these findings dovetail nicely with our earlier
observations about the importance of close followers to outstanding leaders,
demographic studies have little to say about how outstanding leaders select,
establish relationships with, and interact with close followers or lieutenants.

Leader–Member Exchange

In contrast to demographic studies of top management teams, studies of
leader–member exchange (LMX) have expressly sought to understand charac-
teristics of the relationships leaders form with followers and the consequences
of relationships evidencing different characteristics. Initially, LMX studies fo-
cused on one critical issue: Do leaders form unique relationships, relationships
of varying quality or closeness, with different followers (Dansereau et al., 1975;
Dienesch & Liden, 1986)? Broadly speaking, the results obtained in these stud-
ies indicate that leaders, especially high-performance leaders, do form different
kinds of relationships with different followers. These differential dyadic rela-
tionships, moreover, appear to form relatively rapidly and to be maintained over
time once they have been formed due to self-propagating expectations on the
part of the parties involved, escalating commitment, and the effects of positive
and negative interactions on actual performance (Dockery & Steiner, 1990;
Duarte, Goodson, & Klich, 1994; Liden, Wayne, & Stillwell, 1993). In fact,
Gerstner and Day (1997), in a meta-analytic study, found that the formation of
positive, close, exchange relationships was positively related to evaluations of
leader performance, evaluations of follower performance, follower satisfaction,
organizational commitment on the part of the followers, perceptions of role
clarity, and feelings of competence on the part of the followers.
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The findings of Gerstner and Day (1997) are noteworthy in the context of
the present discussion because they suggest that positive exchange relation-
ships make it possible for leaders to build a cadre of committed, motivated,
high-performing followers—the kind of close followers that outstanding lead-
ers need to support development and execution of their plans. In keeping with
this observation, Howell and Hall-Merenda (1999) found that behaviors of
transformational leaders contributed to the formation of positive exchange
relationships.

The question that arises at this juncture, however, is what attributes, or di-
mensions, of interaction characterize, or define, close positive relationships
with followers. In fact, a number of dimensions have been proposed that might
be used to characterize positive exchange relationships (Schriesheim et al.,
1999). For example, Graen and Uhl-Bien (1998) stressed the importance of
perceptions of competence (ability to do the work), loyalty, and trust in their
analysis of the interactional dimensions causing leaders to form and maintain
close relationships with lieutenants. Similarly, Dienesch and Liden (1986)
stressed the importance of contributions, loyalty, and positive affect. Other di-
mensions held to underlie the formation of positive exchange relationships in-
clude effort (Maslyn & Uhl-Bien, 2001), interpersonal attraction (Graen &
Cashman, 1975), successful delegation (Bauer & Green, 1996), contingent re-
wards (Howell & Hall-Merenda, 1999), information exchange, effective com-
munication (Graen & Schiemann, 1978), autonomy, work role negotiation
(McClane, 1991), and high manifest performance (Gerstner & Day, 1997).

When one examines the dimensions linked to the formation of positive
exchange relationships, a distinct pattern emerges. More specifically, as con-
tributions to the work, loyalty, and trust increase, the leader more effectively
interacts with followers in the decision-making process. This pattern of find-
ings is consistent with the notion that leaders are in a position of authority
where they have control over rewards and punishments and are willing to
loosen control, and provide rewards, based on follower competence, loyalty,
and trustworthiness.

Outstanding Leaders’ Exchange Relationships

Although the overall pattern of findings emerging from LMX studies appears
reasonable, the relevance of these dimensions may vary as a function of the
“level” of leaders and their followers. Most LMX studies have focused on first-
line supervisors and middle managers (Schriesheim et al., 1999) using dimen-
sions appropriate for describing exchange relationships in lower- or midlevel
positions. As a result, the question arises as to whether these dimensions can be
used to describe the exchange relationships occurring in upper-level positions
of the sort held by outstanding leaders. In other words, it is open to question
whether these dimensions can be used to characterize a leader’s interactions
with members of their top-management team.
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The close followers of outstanding leaders are typically successful leaders in
their own right. Because close followers tend to be leaders, it is open to question
whether individual-level or dyadic variables will provide a comprehensive de-
scription of positive exchange. Instead, close relationships, and positive ex-
change, may be manifest in the leaders support for, and recognition of, the
group the follower represents. The leader, moreover, must manage power rela-
tionships with close followers, many of whom have responsibility for autono-
mous, or semiautonomous, organizations where they are not dependent on the
leader for rewards and recognition. These observations suggest that dimensions
such as recognition of follower representational requirements, respect for fol-
lower power bases, autonomy granted followers in the leadership of their group,
and negotiation vis-à-vis the needs of follower constituencies, may prove useful
in describing the exchange relationships among outstanding leaders and their
close followers.

Along similar lines, Jacobs and Jaques (1987) argued that effective ex-
change relationships in the upper levels of an organization follow a collegial
pattern. In these collegial interactions, peers or near peers build alliances
around a common set of objectives providing support for select efforts based on
shared objectives and mutual interest. This kind of selective alliance forma-
tion implies that dimensions such as collaborative definition of issues and pri-
orities, collegial exchange, maintenance of relationships with peers, public
recognition and dissemination of the groups views, adherence to norms of the
group, and commitment to the entire alliance or group, will also influence the
kind of relationships outstanding leaders form, and the emergence of positive
exchange relationships.

Although there is reason to suspect that somewhat different dimensions may
characterize the exchange relationships formed by outstanding leaders, as op-
posed to more run-of-the-mill leaders, the potential relevance of these dimen-
sions broaches a new question: Do outstanding leaders stress just these “upper-
level” dimensions in forming positive exchange relationships, or do they also
consider the kind of dimensions identified in traditional LMX studies? Because
leaders must deal with close followers as both individuals and leaders in their
own right, it seems that both sets of dimensions might be used to characterize
the formation of positive exchange relationships among outstanding leaders
and their lieutenants. For example, it is difficult to see why competence, trust,
and positive affect would not operate in top-management teams even though
other considerations might come to fore.

Not only is there a need to consider multiple types of dimensions in describ-
ing how outstanding leaders form positive exchange relationships, the nature of
these exchange relationships may vary across leader types. Earlier, we noted
that personalized leaders evidence power motives, negative life themes, object
beliefs, outcome uncertainty, fear, and narcissism (O’Connor et al., 1995). At-
tributes such as narcissism, fear, and uncertainty will make it difficult for per-
sonalized leaders to form positive exchange relationships with any individual.
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Negative life themes, power motives, and object beliefs will, moreover, make
collaborative exchanges difficult. Thus, there is reason to suspect that social-
ized and personalized leaders will differ on both normative and upper-level di-
mensions of exchange, with socialized leaders forming more positive exchange
relationships. In fact, the failing of personalized leaders to form positive ex-
change relationships might, in part, account for their poor performance.

There is also reason to suspect that charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic
leaders will differ with respect to the kind of dimensions that shape positive ex-
change relationships. For example, ideological leaders, by virtue of the similar-
ity of values and beliefs, may find it easier to engage in collaborative exchanges
with followers than with either charismatic or pragmatic leaders. Charismatic
and pragmatic leaders, however, will see alliances as more flexible, resulting in a
lower investment in positive exchange relationships with close followers.

Summary

Although we tend to think of outstanding leaders as heroes operating on their
own, it seems clear that outstanding leaders rely on lieutenants or select close
followers in framing and implementing their agendas. Prior research on LMX
suggests that these relationships will be characterized by recognition of compe-
tence, trust, and loyalty, among other dimensions. However, the unique de-
mands made on outstanding leaders as the occupants of upper-level leadership
roles suggests that other dimensions might also be evident in these relation-
ships. Moreover, there is reason to suspect that different types of outstanding
leaders will differ with respect to the kind of dimensions that shape the forma-
tion of positive exchange relationships.

METHOD

Study Method

Material Selection. The design applied to examine the character of the
exchange relationships of outstanding leaders involved identifying three close
followers, or lieutenants, of the leader based on the index provided in the biog-
raphy. Subsequently, the sections in the pinnacle-of-power chapters that de-
scribed the leader’s interactions with these followers were identified. Four
judges, all doctoral students in industrial/organizational psychology, were pre-
sented with this material expressly selected to describe significant interactions,
and were asked to evaluate each interaction with respect to expression of di-
mensions underlying the formation of positive exchange relationships. These
interactional ratings were made on a 5-point scale. The leader’s characteristic
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pattern of interaction with close followers or lieutenants was assessed by obtain-
ing their average score on these dimensions across all followers.

Rating Procedure. The first set of ratings was intended to examine at-
tributes of positive exchange relationships that had been identified in earlier
LMX studies (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1998; Schriesheim
et al., 1999). Specifically, the judges were asked to evaluate the extent to which
the interactions presented were characterized by behaviors, or reactions, indic-
ative of dimensions such as loyalty, trust, competence (performance), and re-
wards. The 17 dimensions on which these 5-point ratings were to be made are
presented in Table 6.1. These ratings were made using behaviorally anchored
rating scales. Illustrations of these rating scales may be found in Table 6.2.

In addition, these judges were asked to evaluate the interactions with respect
to the dimensions held to influence relationship formation in upper-level lead-
ership positions such as respect for “subordinate” power base, collegial interac-
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TABLE 6.1
Exchange Dimensions and Operational Definitions

Normative Exchange Dimensions

1 Attitudinal Similarity: How similar are the ideas and attitudes concerning key organizational is-
sues between the leader and the follower?

2 Loyalty: How important is follower loyalty to the leader?
3 Level of Trust: What is the degree of trust that the leader has in the follower to carry out every-

day organizational activities?
4 Rewards: How much does the leader rely on monetary bonuses or praise to reward followers?
5 Communication Quality: What is the quality (i.e., clarity, quantity, degree of follower input) of

the communications between the leader and the follower?
6 Relationship Stability: How stable is the relationship between the leader and the follower?
7 Level of Contact: How much does the leader stay in contact with his or her followers?
8 Level of Collaboration: How much does the leader collaborate with his or her followers?
9 Decision-Making Participation: How much does the leader involve the follower in organizational

decision making?
10 Mutual Influence: How much do the leader and follower influence each other in everyday organi-

zational and suborganizational decision making?
11 Work Autonomy: To what degree does the leader allow the followers to determine their own

day-to-day work and goals?
12 Work Negotiation: To what degree does the leader negotiate the nature of work with the follower?
13 Professional Effort: How much effort does the leader put into maintaining the follower relation-

ship on a professional level?
14 Personal Effort: How much effort does the leader put into maintaining the follower relationship

on a personal level?
15 Follower Innovation and Usefulness: To what degree do the followers come up with new and

useful ideas that help the leader to attain organizational goals?
16 Follower Performance: How successful is the follower in attaining organizational goals?
17 Contractual Obligation: To what degree is the follower obligated by contract (legal or psychologi-

cal) or some other agreement to work with the leader?

(Continued)



TABLE 6.1
(Continued)

Upper-Level Exchange Dimensions

1 Functional Autonomy: How much autonomy does the leader allow the follower to have when
dealing with their suborganization?

2 Collegial Interaction: To what degree do the leader and the follower treat each other as equals?
3 Conflict Resolution: Does the leader help the follower work out conflicts with other followers?
4 Competition Management: How competitive are the followers with each other and with the

leader?
5 Suborganization Maintenance: To what degree does the leader allow close followers to control

suborganizations within the organization and support their decisions with regard to the suborgan-
ization?

6 Respect for Subordinate Power Base: How much does the leader show respect for the follower’s
suborganization?

7 Recognition of Representation Requirements: To what degree does the leader expect and allow
the follower to publicly represent their suborganization?

8 Advisory Influence: To what degree do the followers act as an adviser to the leader?
9 Dissemination of Leader Views: How much are the followers used to disseminate leader’s vision/

policies?
10 Negotiation Within System Structure: To what degree do the leader and follower engage in

deal-making and negotiation activities regarding systems issues such as resources and direction to
further the suborganization?

11 Maintenance of Group Working Relationship: To what degree does the leader encourage col-
laborative efforts among followers?

12 Demonstration of System Commitment Requirements: To what degree does the leader require
public displays of organizational and leader alliance from his or her close followers?

13 Adherence to the Normative Process: To what degree is the follower expected to respect the
bounds of authority placed upon him or her by the leader?

14 Consensual Growth Creation: To what degree does the leader expect the followers to place em-
phasis on the overall growth of the organization rather than their own and their organization’s
needs?

15 Collaborative Issues Structure: To what degree does the leader collaborate with the follower
when determining key priorities and issues?

16 Overall Follower Influence: To what degree does the follower influence the leader in overall or-
ganizational matters?

17 Overall Leader Influence: To what degree does the leader influence the follower in suborganiza-
tional matters?

LMX-7 Items

1 Do the followers know where they stand with their leader; do they usually know how satisfied
their leader is with what they do?

2 How well does the leader understand the followers’ job problems and needs?
3 How well does the leader recognize the followers’ potential?
4 Regardless of how much formal authority he or she has built into his or her position, what are the

chances that the leader would use his or her power to help the followers solve problems in their work?
5 Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority the leader has, what are the chances that he

or she would “bail the followers out” at his or her expense?
6 The followers have enough confidence in their leader that they would defend and justify the

leader’s decision if he or she were not present to do so.
7 How would you characterize the followers’ working relationships with the leader?
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tion, and competition management. The 17 dimensions used in evaluating in-
teractions based on the requirements for effective exchange in top-manage-
ment teams are also presented in Table 6.1. Again, these ratings were made
using 5-point behaviorally anchored rating scales. These rating scales are illus-
trated in Table 6.3.

The third, and final, set of ratings judges were asked to make in describing
these interactions involved a somewhat different assessment method. Here,
judges were asked to complete a standard behavior description inventory, the
LMX-7 (Schriesheim et al., 1999), commonly used to appraise the quality of
leader–follower relationships. These seven behavioral description items are also
presented in Table 6.1. In evaluating exchanges based on these items, judges were
asked to indicate the extent to which these behaviors were evident in, or indi-
cated by, the interaction descriptions abstracted from the leader biography.

Descriptive Findings

Table 6.4 presents the mean, standard deviation, interrater agreement coeffi-
cients, and correlation coefficients obtained for the various rating scales under
consideration. As may be seen, these ratings of the character of leader–follower
interactions evidenced adequate reliability given the number of judges under
consideration. The average interrater agreement coefficient obtained for the
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TABLE 6.2
Example Rating Scales for Two Normative Dimensions

1) Attitudinal Similarity

How similar are the ideas and attitudes concerning key organizational issues between the leader
and the follower?

1-The beliefs of the leader and the follower completely oppose each other. Follower acts in such
a way that this opposition is demonstrated.

3-Follower may sometimes disagree with the attitudes and beliefs of the leader. Leader will lis-
ten to follower point of view but will ultimately make own decision.

5-Attitudes of leader and follower are completely the same. Follower does not question the be-
liefs of the leader.

3) Communication Quality

What is the quality (i.e., clarity, quantity, degree of follower input) of the communications be-
tween the leader and the follower?

1-Quality of communications is very low. Leader will be ambiguous when communicating and
followers will have no input into communications.

3-Quality of communications varies. At times the leader will be ambiguous but at other times
communications will be direct and understandable. Followers have some input during com-
munications.

5-Leader and follower have high-quality communications where orders are direct and under-
standable. Followers have a great deal of input during communications.



normative (traditional LMX) dimensions was .67, whereas the average inter-
rater agreement coefficient obtained for the outstanding (upper-level) dimen-
sions was .63. Adequate interrater agreement was not obtained for two of the
LMX-7 items (r ≤ .50). Hence, these items were dropped from all subsequent
analyses. The remaining five items produced an average interrater agreement
coefficient of .61.

Because the various normative dimensions were held to reflect attributes of
positive exchange relationships, it was not surprising that these dimensions pro-
duced, on average, positive correlations in the .30 to .50 range. What is of note
here, however, is that these correlations were not so large that they indicated
that the dimensions could be collapsed or that a general rating bias factor was
operating. Along similar lines, positive correlations were also observed among
the dimensions describing exchange relationships in upper-level positions.
These correlations were, however, larger than those obtained for the normative
dimensions with correlations in the .40 to .60 range being obtained. This result,
however, may reflect the effects of a team or group, as opposed to a dyadic focus,
in the dimensions under consideration. Positive correlations, typically lying in
the .20 to .40 range, were also obtained between the normative and outstanding
dimensions—a finding suggesting that dyadic and group relationships are, at
least to some extent, independent in cases of outstanding leadership.
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TABLE 6.3
Example Rating Scales for Two Upper-Level Dimensions

1) Functional Autonomy

How much autonomy does the leader allow the follower to have when dealing with their sub-
organization?
1-The leader keeps tight control over the suborganization and allows the follower to have very

little autonomy. All decisions must be cleared by the leader before implementation.
3-The leader allows the follower autonomy, but stays informed of all follower actions with re-

gard to the suborganization. At times, the leader may take over operations or make decisions
for the suborganization in times of great conflict or need.

5-The leader allows the follower complete autonomy in dealing with the suborganization. He or
she will never take any kind of control over the suborganization.

2) Respect for Subordinate Power Base

How much does the leader show respect for the follower’s suborganization?
1-The leader shows no respect for the follower’s suborganization. He or she never talks about it

publicly or acts as if it is an important part of the organization.
3-The leader shows a moderate amount of respect for the follower’s suborganization. He or she

will talk about it in public at times, but will never seem to view it as a very important part of
the organization.

5-The leader shows a great deal of respect for the follower’s suborganization. He or she often
references it in speeches and in everyday work and talks about it as if it were a very important
part of the organization.
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Some additional evidence for the validity or meaningfulness of these rat-
ings may be obtained by considering the relationships among the various di-
mensions. For example, evaluations of trust were highly related to appraisals
of loyalty and attitudinal similarity (r = .75) but were less strongly related to
effort, contact, and decision-making participation (r = .31). Similarly, con-
flict resolution and conflict management, two of the outstanding dimensions,
produced the expected sizable positive correlation (r = .85), but conflict reso-
lution was less strongly related to adherence to normative processes, consen-
sual growth creation, and collaborative issue structuring (r = .34). Thus,
some evidence is available for the convergent and divergent validity of these
dimensional ratings.

Some additional evidence in this regard is provided by the correlation of the
normative and outstanding dimensions, with the behavioral description items
drawn from the LMX-7. Again, strong positive correlations were observed be-
tween these behavioral appraisals and ratings of relationship characteristics
based on the normative dimensions. These positive correlations typically
ranged between .20 and .50, with somewhat stronger correlations being ob-
tained for the outstanding, as opposed to the normative, dimensions.

The mean ratings obtained for both the normative and outstanding dimen-
sions were typically above the scale midpoint. This finding suggests that the re-
lationships of outstanding leaders are characterized by both sets of dimensions.
Interestingly, however, not much variation was observed in the relating impor-
tance of these dimensions. Apparently, outstanding leaders may, to some ex-
tent, exhibit all the attributes in relation formation.

RESULTS

Comparison of Leader Types

Normative Exchange. Table 6.5 presents the results obtained in the
multivariate analysis of covariance examining differences across leader types
(charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic) and leader orientation (socialized and
personalized) with respect to the normative, outstanding, and LMX-7 meas-
ures. In the case of the normative variables, only one control, demographic sim-
ilarity of leaders and followers, proved marginally significant [F(17, 97) = 1.58;
p ≤ .09] with, as expected, greater similarity between leaders and followers being
positively related to higher scores on the exchange measures. More centrally,
however, orientation yielded a highly significant main effect [F(17, 97) = 2.71;
p ≤ .001]. Inspection of the associated univariate relationships indicated that 9
out of the 17 dimensions displayed significant differences across socialized and
personalized leaders.

On six of these nine dimensions socialized leaders received higher average
ratings than did personalized leaders. More specifically, these differences were
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observed on measures examining level of contact [F(1, 113) = 4.86; p ≤ .02, X
= 3.92, SE = .07 vs. X = 3.64, SE = .07], professional effort [F(1, 113) = 7.70;
p ≤ .01, X = 3.97, SE = .09 vs. X = 3.62, SE = .09], personal effort [F(1, 113) =
8.36; p ≤ .01, X = 3.86, SE = .09 vs. X = 3.48, SE = .09], follower innovation
and usefulness [F(1, 113) = 9.11; p ≤ .01, X = 3.92, SE = .10 vs. X = 3.50, SE =
.10], follower performance [F(1, 113) = 6.42; p ≤ .05, X = 3.91, SE = .09 vs. X
= 3.55, SE = .10], and contractual obligation [F(1, 113) = 5.83; p ≤ .05, X =
3.92, SE = .08 vs. X = 3.64, SE = .08]. Taken as a whole, it appears that social-
ized leaders stress motivation and contribution in forming relationships with
followers more so than do personalized leaders.

In contrast, personalized leaders appeared to form relationships with follow-
ers on a somewhat different basis. More specifically, personalized leaders as op-
posed to socialized leaders stressed extrinsic rewards [F(1, 113) = 6.95; p ≤ .01,
X = 4.11, SE = .08 vs. X = 3.81, SE = .08], mutual influence [F(1, 113) =
5.96; p ≤ .05, X = 3.94, SE = .08 vs. X = 3.68, SE = .080], and communication
[F(1, 113) = 5.54; p ≤ .05, X = 3.10, SE = .10 vs. X = 2.74, SE = .10]. Appar-
ently, personalized leaders form relationships based on joint external rewards,
or shared extrinsic outcomes, where intense communication provides a basis for
oversight and negotiation.

Taken at face value, these findings would seem to suggest that socialized and
personalized leaders define relationships on rather different bases. In this re-
gard, however, it should be noted that mean scores on all these dimensions were
high relative to the scale midpoint of 3. Thus, all leaders, either socialized or
personalized, appear to stress normative LMX dimensions in relational forma-
tion. What differs across socialized and personalized leaders is the emphasis
placed on certain dimensions. Thus, socialized leaders weighed competence
and motivation more heavily whereas personalized leaders weighed mutual ex-
trinsic interests more highly.

Some support for this interpretation was obtained in the discriminant anal-
ysis contrasting socialized and personalized leaders based on the normative di-
mensions. The single function emerging in this analysis produced a canonical
correlation of .55 (p ≤ .001) with socialized (X = .66) leaders receiving higher
scores than personalized (X = −.66) leaders. Ratings of professional effort
(r = .39), follower innovation (r = .39), personal effort (r = .37), and follower
performance (r = .31) produced positive loadings on this function whereas
ratings of rewards (r = −.36), communication (r = −.32), mutual influence (r
= −.29), and participative decision making (r = −.20) produced negative
loadings. Although, at first glance, these loadings appear complex, they sug-
gest that the differing emphases of socialized and personalized leaders may re-
flect the value placed on intrinsic versus extrinsic considerations in establishing
exchange relationships with followers. In other words, socialized leaders stress
the worth of the work in forming relationships whereas personalized leaders
stress the worth of the outcomes.
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Outstanding Exchange. Table 6.3 also presents the multivariate anal-
ysis of covariance results obtained for the outstanding, or upper-level, dimen-
sions of exchange. No significant covariates were obtained in this analysis.
More centrally, although again it was found that outstanding leaders evi-
denced these relational attributes, as indicated by average scale scores, only a
marginally significant [F(17, 98) = 1.69; p ≤ .10] effect was obtained for
leader orientation. However, the univariate analyses produced significant, or
marginally significant, effects for all 17 of the dimensions of outstanding lead-
ership where all observed differences favored socialized as opposed to person-
alized leaders: (a) functional autonomy [F(1, 114) = 3.54; p ≤ .10; X = 3.88,
SE = .07 vs. X = 3.71, SE = .07], (b) collegial interaction [F(1, 114) = 4.23; p
≤ .05; X = 3.90, SE = .06 vs. X = 3.71, SE = .06], (c) conflict resolution [F(1,
114) = 7.22; p ≤ .01; X = 3.81, SE = .06 vs. X = 3.56, SE = .06], (d) competi-
tion management [F(1, 114) = 10.15; p ≤ .01; X = 3.81, SE = .07 vs. X =
3.47, SE = .07], (e) suborganization maintenance [F(1, 114) = 12.82; p ≤
.001; X = 3.78, SE = .08 vs. X = 3.36, SE = .08], (f) respect for subordinate
power base [F(1, 114) = 9.02; p ≤ .01; X = 3.60, SE = .08 vs. X = 3.22, SE =
.08], (g) recognition of representation requirements [F(1, 114) = 8.86; p ≤
.01; X = 3.58, SE = .09 vs. X = 3.17, SE = .09], (h) advisory influence [F(1,
114) = 8.88; p ≤ .01; X = 3.56, SE = .10 vs. X = 3.15, SE = .10], (i) dissemi-
nation of leader’s views [F(1, 114) = 6.69; p ≤ .01; X = 3.55, SE = .10 vs. X =
3.17, SE = .10], (j) negotiation within system structure [F(1, 114) = 6.03; p ≤
.05; X = 3.51, SE = .09 vs. X = 3.17, SE = .09], (k) maintenance of group
working relationship [F(1, 114) = 4.30; p ≤ .05; X = 3.41, SE = .09 vs. X =
3.12, SE = .09], (l) demonstration of system commitment [F(1, 114) = 3.83;
p ≤ .10; X = 3.71, SE = .09 vs. X = 3.44, SE = .09], (m) adherence to norma-
tive processes [F(1, 114) = 3.87; p ≤ .05; X = 3.82, SE = .09 vs. X = 3.56, SE
= .09], (n) consensual growth creation [F(1, 114) = 4.85; p ≤ .05; X = 3.96,
SE = .09 vs. X = 3.67, SE = .09], (o) collaborative issues structure [F(1, 114)
= 12.27; p ≤ .001; X = 3.57, SE = .08 vs. X = 3.13, SE = .08], (p) overall fol-
lower influence [F(1, 114) = 11.91; p ≤ .001; X = 3.34, SE = .09 vs. X = 2.89,
SE = .09], and (q) overall leader influence [F(1, 114) = 11.40; p ≤ .01; X =
3.19, SE = .10 vs. X = 2.68, SE = .10]. Apparently, socialized leaders are
more likely than personalized leaders to collaborate in a collegial fashion with
followers, respecting followers as leaders in their own right participating in a
management team. Although the discriminant function associated with these
differences was not significant, in part due to the relatively high correlations
among the outstanding leadership dimensions (multicolinearity), a sizable
canonical correlation was obtained (r = .43). The sizable loadings of sub-
organization maintenance (r = .66), collaborative issues structuring (r = .64),
overall follower influence (r = .63), overall leader influence (r = .62), competi-
tion management (r = .60), and respect for subordinate power bases (r = .57)
are consistent with this interpretation. More specifically, socialized (X = .47)
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leaders are more likely than personalized (X = −.47) leaders to apply a team
leadership style in interacting with close followers.

Table 6.3 also indicates that a significant main effect was obtained for leader
type [F(17, 99) = 3.03; p ≤ .001] in contrasting charismatic, ideological, and
pragmatic leaders with respect to the outstanding, or upper-level, relational for-
mation dimensions. In the univariate analyses, 7 of the 17 dimensions produced
significant relationships where ideological leaders obtained higher scores than
either charismatic or pragmatic leaders: (a) suborganization maintenance [F(2,
114) = 4.54; p ≤ .05; X = 3.82, SE = .10 vs. X = 3.44, SE = .10], (b) dissemina-
tion of leader views [F(2, 114) = 3.75; p ≤ .05; X = 3.63, SE = .12 vs. X = 3.24,
SE = .12], (c) negotiation within system structure [F(2, 114) = 3.45; p ≤ .05; X
= 3.60, SE = .12 vs. X = 3.21, SE = .012], (d) maintenance of group working
relationship [F(2, 114) = 3.07; p ≤ .05; X = 3.50, SE = .12 vs. X = 3.14, SE =
.12], (e) collaborative issues structuring [F(2, 114) = 7.20; p ≤ .101; X = 3.67,
SE = .10 vs. X = 3.19, SE = .10], (f) overall follower influence [F(2, 114) =
7.08; p ≤ .01; X = 3.45, SE = .11 vs. X = 2.4, SE = .11], and (g) overall leader
influence [F(2, 114) = 5.90; p ≤ .01; X = 3.30, SE = .13 vs. X = 2.76, SE =
.13].

Taken as a whole, these effects indicate that ideological leaders apparently
are rather different from charismatic and pragmatic leaders with respect to their
characteristic pattern of interactions with followers. Despite our common ster-
eotypes of ideological leaders as cold and aloof idealists, ideological leaders not
only are close to their followers but give followers substantial influence, allow-
ing them autonomy in carrying out their responsibilities and representing the
leader’s views. One reason ideological leaders may allow such freedom of action
is that the followers of ideological leaders share a set of strongly held core be-
liefs—core beliefs that permit the followers to exercise influence based on their
commitment to the position of the leader and the group.

In the discriminant analyses, only one of the two potential functions that
might be used to distinguish between charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic
leaders proved significant. This discriminant function produced a canonical
correlation of .55 (p ≤ .01) with collaborative structuring of issues (r = .48),
overall follower influence (r = .47), overall leader influence (r = .41),
suborganization maintenance (r = .36), and dissemination of leader views (r =
.35) yielding sizable loadings. Apparently, shared direction of the organization
underlies these effects—shared direction based on shared beliefs and values
among the close followers. Ideological leaders (X = .77) tended to obtain high
scores on this dimension whereas charismatic leaders (X = −.83) obtained low
scores. Pragmatic leaders lay between those extremes (X = .01). Although the
high scores of ideological leaders on this dimension are not especially surprising
given our foregoing observations, the scores obtained for charismatic and prag-
matic leaders are somewhat more surprising. However, in this regard it should
be borne in mind that charismatic leaders are pursuing a vision stressing change
from the status quo—typically a vision unique to the leader. As a result, the
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leader, and his or her vision, provides direction rather than a group that shares
basic beliefs and values. Pragmatic leaders may not have followers who share ba-
sic beliefs and values but by virtue of their reliance on elites, typically elites of
which they are a member, they fall between these two extremes.

LMX-7. The multivariate analysis of covariance examining differences
across leaders with respect to the five LMX-7 variables yielding adequate agree-
ment coefficients are also presented in Table 6.3. The only significant [F(5, 108)
= 6.11; p ≤ .001] covariate to emerge in this analysis was whether or not the biog-
raphy was translated with lower LMX ratings being obtained for translated biog-
raphies as opposed to biographies that had not been translated. Again, as was the
case in all prior analyses, leader orientation produced a significant main effect
[F(5, 108) = 2.37; p ≤ .05]. With regard to orientation, two of these five ratings
produced significant effects in the univariate analyses with socialized as opposed
to personalized leaders evidencing higher scores: how well the leader understands
follower problems [F(1, 112) = 10.78, p ≤ .001; X = 3.58, SE = .08 vs. X = 3.18,
SE = .08] and whether the leader will use power to help followers [F(1, 112) =
5.07; p < .05; X = 3.48, SE = .09 vs. X = 3.19, SE = .09]. Apparently, socialized
as opposed to personalized leaders are more likely to support followers. The
discriminant function obtained when the LMX-7 items were used to distinguish
these groups produced a canonical correlation of .31 (p ≤ .05) where socialized (X
= .32) leaders obtained higher scores than personalized (X = −.32) leaders. Un-
derstanding followers’ problems (r = .94), using power to help followers (r = .62),
and willingness to bail out followers (r = .47) all produced sizable loadings on a
function that might be labeled follower support.

A significant main effect for type was also obtained [F(5, 109) = 3.90; p <
.01] in examining the LMX-7 items. Inspection of the associated univariate ef-
fects indicated that ideological and charismatic leaders produced significantly
higher scores than pragmatic leaders on three items: whether the leader will use
power to help followers [F(2, 112) = 4.30; p ≤ .05; X = 3.46, SE = .11 vs. X =
3.0, SE = .11], willingness to bail out followers [F(2, 112) = 4.01; p ≤ .05; X =
3.45, SE = .13 vs. X = 2.94, SE = .13], and followers will defend the leader’s de-
cisions [F(2, 112) = 3.88; p ≤ .05; X = 3.36, SE = .15 vs. X = 2.87, SE = .15].

The one function that proved significant (p ≤ .05) when these groups were
contrasted in the discriminant analyses produced a canonical correlation of .33
with follower defense of the leader (r = .59), leader use of power to help follow-
ers (r = .55), and favorability of working relationships (r = .17) producing posi-
tive loadings. Apparently, this dimension reflects mutual exchange of support.
Charismatic (X = .48) leaders produced high scores whereas pragmatic (X =
–.34) produced low scores on this dimension. The scores of ideological (X =
–.13) leaders on this dimension fell between those two extremes. In a sense, this
pattern of findings with regard to mutual exchange of support is not surprising
given charismatic leaders’ focus on people as opposed to the focus of ideological
leaders and pragmatic leaders on ideas and problems, respectively.
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A marginally significant [F(5, 109) = 2.09, p ≤ .10] interaction was also ob-
tained between the type and orientation variables. In the univariate analyses,
however, significant differences were not obtained. Hence, no attempt was
made to assess the nature and implications of this interaction.

Performance Relationships

Taken as a whole, it appears that outstanding leaders do differ in their charac-
teristic pattern of interactions with followers. The question that arises at this
juncture, however, is whether these differences in characteristic interaction
patterns are related to the various indices of leader performance. To address
this question the 12 core performance items, and the 2 relation-specific items
were correlated and regressed on the discriminant-function scores summarizing
the differences observed among the various leaders.

Table 6.6 presents the results obtained in the correlational analysis. As may
be seen, the three variables capturing the differences between socialized and
personalized leaders, intrinsic versus extrinsic control (normative measures),
team leadership (outstanding measures), and leaders’ follower support (LMX-7
measures) produced a number of significant (p ≤ .05) correlations with the vari-
ous performance measures. More specifically, basing relationships on intrinsic
as opposed to extrinsic considerations, using a team leadership approach, and
support of followers were positively related to the number of positive contribu-
tions made (r = .21), the number of different types of positive contributions (r
= .20), and the biographer’s view of the leader (r = .37) while being negatively
related to the number of negative contributions (r = −.28) and the number of
different types of negative contributions (r = −.22). Apparently, effective ex-
change with close followers makes it possible for leaders to make positive contri-
butions.

Moreover, the creation of positive relationships with followers through a
supportive, intrinsically oriented team approach makes it possible for leaders to
make a lasting contribution. Thus, these dimensions produced positive correla-
tions with how long the leader’s contributions lasted (r = .21), the continued
existence of institutions established by the leader (r = .21), and maintenance of
the leader’s vision (r = .37). As might be expected based on these findings, the
supportive, intrinsically oriented team approach characterizing socialized lead-
ers was also related to maintenance of contact and relationships with followers
(r = .35).

Although the creation of prosocial intrinsic relationships with a dedicated
team is critical to the success of outstanding leaders, at least one of the
discriminant functions discriminating among leader types (charismatic, ideo-
logical, and pragmatic) was also found to be related to leader performance. Spe-
cifically, the shared-direction variable that emerged in contrasting charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders on the upper-level exchange dimensions was
found to be positively related to indices of the maintenance of impact [how long
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did contributions last (r = .18), how many institutions were established (r =
.19), was the leader’s vision maintained (r = .23)], and performance [how fa-
vorably did the biographer view the leader (r = .30), how many different types
of positive contributions (r = .24), how many negative contributions (r =
–.23), and how many different types of negative contributions (r = −.18)]. Ap-
parently, the willingness of ideological leaders, the leaders scoring high on this
dimension, to share direction of the group makes it possible for them to prove
unusually effective.

Table 6.7 presents the results obtained in the regression analyses examining
the joint effects of these discriminating variables on performance. It is of note
that prior to examining effects for the discriminating variables for relationships,
all significant (p ≤ .05) controls identified as relevant predictors of each criteria
in earlier analyses were entered as the first block of predictors. Thus, in the pres-
ent set of analyses, conclusions about relational variables are made only after
taking relevant controls into account.

Perhaps the most clear-cut conclusion that can be drawn from Table 6.7 is
that relational variables do make a difference in accounting for the perfor-
mance of outstanding leaders. Of these variables, the formation of relation-
ships appears especially important with this variable contributing to predic-
tion (β = .31) for 9 out of the 14 performance criteria under consideration.
Thus, outstanding leadership appears to depend on the leader’s ability to cre-
ate a cadre of followers committed to the work rather than the rewards. In-
deed, the performance of socialized leaders may, to a large extent, be contin-
gent on their ability to establish relationships with followers on an intrinsic as
opposed to extrinsic basis.

In this regard, however, two further points should be borne in mind. First,
other dimensions of exchange, in particular team leadership, were found at
times, for certain criteria, to contribute to the prediction of leader performance
even when the intrinsic-versus-extrinsic relational orientation was taken into
account. This finding is of some importance because it points to the need to
take upper-level as well as normative exchange dimensions into account in dis-
cussions of outstanding leadership. Second, relational differences linked to
leader type, specifically shared direction, also at times made a unique contribu-
tion to performance prediction.

Summary

The findings obtained in the present study indicate that outstanding leaders, in
their formation of close relationships with followers, evidence a variety of be-
haviors, both normative exchange behaviors and exchange behaviors unique to
the upper-level positions held by outstanding leaders. Personalized and social-
ized leaders display differences on both these sets of relational behaviors as well
as standard markers of LMX. Although different types of leaders, charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic, do not differ with respect to normative relational
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behaviors, they do differ on the relational behaviors called for in upper-level
leadership positions. More specifically, ideological leaders differ from charis-
matic and pragmatic leaders with respect to shared direction. These differences
across leaders in the relational formation strategies were found to be related to
performance, with an intrinsic, supportive, team-based approach where direc-
tion is shared with close followers proving particularly important in shaping
leader performance.

CONCLUSIONS

When considering these results, and their broader implications, certain limita-
tions of the present study should be borne in mind. First, we have focused on the
dimensions of interaction that characterize leaders’ relationships with close fol-
lowers or lieutenants. Thus, the results obtained herein do not speak to differ-
ences in the interactions of leaders with more distant followers. Instead, we
have, following Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995), focused on a more narrow issue of
how outstanding leaders interact with close followers.

Along somewhat different lines, Schriesheim et al. (1999) noted that within
the LMX literature, a variety of different dimensions have been used to charac-
terize leader–follower relationships. Though we have in the present study ex-
amined a number of the key dimensions identified in prior studies, it is also true
that not all dimensions that have appeared in the literature were considered
herein.

In fact, the present study is unique in that we have examined not only tradi-
tional LMX dimensions but also dimensions of exchange believed to be in-
volved in the upper-level positions held by outstanding leaders and their close
followers. Studies of LMX have for the most part focused on dyadic relation-
ships among lower-level and midlevel leaders where the leader exercises sub-
stantial control (Yukl, 2002). In the present study, we found that the dimen-
sions identified in this research can also be extended to outstanding leaders and
their followers as evidenced by both typical scores on the normative LMX di-
mensions (loyalty, trust, rewards, performance, etc.) and the differences ob-
served between socialized and personalized leaders with respect to manifesta-
tion of these dimensions in their interactions with close followers.

The formation of positive exchange relationships with followers, however,
does appear somewhat more complex for outstanding leaders than more run-of-
the-mill leaders. Outstanding leaders typically have close followers, or lieuten-
ants, who are noteworthy leaders in their own right. As a result, relational for-
mation must take into account the autonomy and responsibility of followers to
their constituencies. Furthermore, outstanding leaders tend to interact with
lieutenants on a collegial basis, stressing alliance formation. The dimensions
flowing from this proposition, recognition of follower representation require-
ments, consensual growth creation, and collegial interaction, were found to be
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evident in outstanding leaders’ interactions with key lieutenants. Moreover,
these dimensions were found to differentiate both socialized and personalized
leaders as well as charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. This later
finding, of course, is of some importance from a validation perspective because
one would expect the upper-level dimensions to be particularly important in
discriminating among different types of outstanding leaders.

These observations are noteworthy in part, however, because they suggest
that relational formation may be an unusually complex activity for outstanding
leaders. In forming relationships, outstanding leaders must consider the indi-
vidual follower—their competence, loyalty, and trustworthiness (Graen &
Uhl-Bien, 1995). However, individual-level appraisals will not, for outstanding
leaders, prove fully sufficient as a basis for relational formation. Outstanding
leaders must also consider who and what the individual is representing, their
willingness to commit to an alliance that includes not only the leader but other
lieutenants, and their willingness and capability to work with what is effectively
a top-management team (Hambrick & Mason, 1984). Of course, the question
that arises at this juncture, a question that needs to be addressed in future re-
search, is how these two aspects of relational formation operate together in
shaping outstanding leaders’ relationships with their close followers.

Studies along these lines may prove particularly important because it appears
that the performance of outstanding leaders is, in fact, dependent on the forma-
tion of strong effective ties between the leader and his or her lieutenants. Per-
haps the most compelling support for this conclusion emerged in our compari-
sons of socialized and personalized leaders. Socialized leaders formed
relationships based on intrinsic concerns, providing followers with support and
stressing a team-oriented approach when working with close followers. In con-
trast, personalized leaders seem to use a divide-and-conquer strategy where the
follower was tied to the leader, not the team, vis-à-vis extrinsic rewards.

An intrinsically motivated team not only provides leaders with better input
and better work in support of the leader’s agenda, but also provides more effec-
tive integration of organizational efforts and stronger articulation of the leader’s
views. Consistent with these observations, the observed differences between so-
cialized and personalized leaders with respect to relational formation were
found to be strongly related to performance. High-performing outstanding
leaders were those who built high-performance top-management teams. A con-
crete illustration of this conclusion may be found in Table 6.8, describing one
socialized and one personalized leader’s relationships with key lieutenants and
their consequences of performance.

The importance of followers to the performance of outstanding leaders, how-
ever, broaches a number of questions—both theoretical and practical. With re-
gard to research, we need to know more about how outstanding leaders recruit
and manage teams during crises. We need to know more about how the leader’s
sensemaking influences, and is influenced by, followers’ understanding of the
situation. And, we need to know more about how leaders create and manage al-
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liances. With regard to practical performance issues, we need studies examining
the effects of team building on leader performance. We also need studies exam-
ining how leaders should manage intrinsic and extrinsic rewards in top-
management teams, especially, given the potential detrimental effects of exces-
sive extrinsic rewards.

The importance of followers to the performance of outstanding leaders
brings to fore the question as to whether different types of outstanding leaders
differ in their characteristic interactions with followers. The results obtained in
the present study, in fact, indicate that differences do exist among charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders in this regard. More specifically, charismatic
leaders evidence a mutual exchange of support—an exchange that does not ap-
pear to characterize the relationships of ideological and pragmatic leaders. This
finding, however, is not surprising given the focus of charismatic leaders on peo-
ple rather than problems and ideas. Of somewhat greater importance was the
finding emerging from our examination of upper-level exchange dimensions in-
dicating that ideological leaders, in contrast to charismatic and pragmatic lead-
ers, were more likely to share direction with key lieutenants.

Although this finding may at first glance appear surprising, it is not inconsis-
tent with historic studies of ideological leaders. For example, Chernow (1998)
in his study of J. D. Rockefeller stressed the importance of his shared direction in
the management of Standard Oil. Table 6.9 provides a description of how this
shared direction was manifest in Rockefeller’s interactions with his top-
management team.
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TABLE 6.8
Summary of Case Material for Orientation Effects on Performance

Rudolf Hess—Personalized

Hess’s chief of staff was a thirty-three-year-old man, heavyset and somewhat bull-like, who had
been a party member since 1927. He proved to be a good bookkeeper, rude in handling subordi-
nates but completely honest in money matters and a veritable workhorse with an astonishingly
precise memory. He was assigned to the deputy’s staff in July 1933 and Hess was happy to have
him as his chief of staff, the “deputy’s deputy.” Hess trusted him because he never forced his
way into the limelight, and gradually he gave the man more power.

Margaret Thatcher—Socialized

Whitelaw and Parkinson, however, had something else in common: a particularly personal rela-
tionship with their leader. During both the preparations and the war itself, they could offer her
a special kind of solace. They felt a desire to protect her. . . . Whitelaw, with his Military Cross
as proof of sometime gallantry in the Scots Guards, saw it as part of his job to remind this inex-
perienced lady, who had no first-hand knowledge of gunfire, that she must steel herself for casu-
alties, prepare for bloodiness, not imagine that it could be a painless victory.

Note. Hess is from Schwarzwaller (1988, p. 138). Copyright © 1988 by National Press.
Thatcher is from Young (1989, p. 269). Copyright © 1989 by Macmillan UK. Reprinted by permis-
sion.



Not only does the historic literature support the notion that ideological
leaders are especially willing to share direction with other members of the top-
management team, there are sound substantive reasons for their behavior.
Ideological leaders, and their followers, share a common set of core beliefs and
values where movement into upper-level leadership positions typically in-
volves not only extensive vetting in this regard but ongoing monitoring by
other group members with respect to adherence to these ideals. As a result of
this shared worldview, ideological leaders are in a position where it becomes
especially feasible to share direction with closer followers by virtue of their
“like-mindedness.”

The tendency of ideological leaders to stress shared direction to a greater ex-
tent than charismatic and pragmatic leaders is noteworthy for another reason.
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TABLE 6.9
Shared Direction as Evident in the Case of J. D. Rockefeller

In these new quarters, the Standard Oil mandarins preserved a tradition launched years before.
Each day at noon, the executive committee gathered for lunch in a top-floor room decorated with
hunting and fishing trophies and with a port view that suited their global empire. There was no
surer proof of favor in the Standard Oil empyrean than to receive an invitation to dine at the long
table. Arriving in silk hats, frock coats, and gloves, the directors always took the same assigned
seats. In this deceptively self-effacing style, Rockefeller yielded the head of the table to his most fre-
quent adversary, Charles Pratt, who was the group’s oldest member; Flagler sat to Pratt’s right, then
Rockefeller, then Archbold. It says much about his managerial approach that Rockefeller sat indis-
tinguishably among his colleagues, though the leveling arrangement scarcely disguised his unique
status. . . .

Few outsiders knew that one of Rockefeller’s greatest talents was to manage and motivate his
diverse associates. As he said, “It is chiefly to my confidence in men and my ability to inspire their
confidence in me that I owe my success in life.” He liked to note that Napoleon could not have suc-
ceeded without his marshals. Free of an autocratic temperament, Rockefeller was quick to delegate
authority and presided lightly, genially, over his empire, exerting his will in unseen ways. At meet-
ings, Rockefeller had a negative capability: The quieter he was, the more forceful his presence
seemed, and he played on his mystique as the resident genius immune to petty concerns. As one di-
rector recalled, “I have seen board meetings, when excited men shouted profanity and made men-
acing gestures, but Mr. Rockefeller, maintaining the utmost courtesy, continued to dominate the
room.” Sometimes, he dozed on a couch after lunch. “I can see him now,” one executive recalled,
“lying back on a lounge at a directors’ meeting, eyes closed taking it all in. Now and then he’d open
his eyes and make a suggestion.”

Rockefeller placed a premium on internal harmony and tried to reconcile his contending chief-
tains. A laconic man, he liked to canvass everyone’s opinion before expressing his own and then of-
ten crafted a compromise to maintain cohesion. He was always careful to couch his decisions as sug-
gestions or questions. Even in the early days, he had lunched daily with brother William, Harkness,
Flagler, and Payne to thrash out problems. As the organization grew, he continued to operate by
consensus, taking no major initiative opposed by board members. Because all ideas had to meet the
supreme test of unanimous approval among strong-minded men, Standard Oil made few major mis-
steps. As Rockefeller said, “We made sure that we were right and had planned for every contin-
gency before we went ahead.”

Note. From Titan, by R. Chernow (1998, pp. 221–222). Copyright © 1998 by Ron Chernow.
Used by permission of Random House, Inc.



More specifically, shared direction between a leader and his or her lieutenants is
related to performance, at times making a unique contribution to the prediction
of performance above and beyond the formation of relationships based on in-
trinsic versus extrinsic considerations. These performance effects may, in part,
reflect the value of autonomous contributions from members of a top-manage-
ment team—contributions that become more likely when the leader allows
shared direction. In part, however, these performance effects may reflect the
value, over the long term, of embedding leadership in a group where direction is
not dependent on a single individual. In fact, the careers of J. D. Rockefeller,
Ronald Reagan, Vladimir Lenin, and Osama bin Laden all illustrate this point
and the potential impact of ideology in building strong bonds between leaders
and their lieutenants.

These observations about the differences observed between ideological,
charismatic, and pragmatic leaders point to a broader conclusion. Our stereo-
typic view of outstanding leadership, a rather romantic view, where the focus is
on the leader, has led us to discount the importance of close followers, or lieu-
tenants, in shaping the nature and success of the leader’s efforts. Hopefully, the
present effort by demonstrating the importance of leader–follower relationships
in studies of outstanding leadership will serve as an impetus for a new wave of re-
search examining the role of lieutenants, or close followers, in creating the con-
ditions needed for outstanding leadership.
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It is difficult to see how one can lead, and influence people, without communi-
cating with followers or potential followers. Accordingly, communication and
persuasion are commonly considered critical aspects of leader performance
(Fleishman et al., 1991; Yukl, 2001). Although communication is a necessary
part of every leadership role, the nature of, and requirements for, communica-
tion can, and do, differ across roles. The roles occupied by outstanding leaders,
by virtue of the number of followers and the leader’s distance from most follow-
ers, stresses the importance of mass communication—the communications we
see in speeches, debates, interviews, and public commentaries.

We recognize the impact of mass communication by leaders whenever we
discuss and react to their speeches. And, even the most cursory analysis indi-
cates that speeches are indeed critical to outstanding leadership. The annual
state of the union address, given by American presidents, has come, with the
passage of time, to represent a high-stakes event that both defines the political
agenda and determines perceptions of the success of the presidency. In fact, we
often remember outstanding leaders as much for their speeches as what they ac-
tually accomplished. We may not know much about what Winston Churchill
did during the battle of Britain, but we remember the pronouncement he made
at the end of this battle. “Never have so few done so much for so many” is a
statement that aptly summarizes both what had been accomplished and the
challenges facing Britain in the coming years.

7
Communication Strategies—

Persuasion or Logic:
How Do Outstanding Leaders
Connect With Their Followers?

Michael D. Mumford
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Although we remember leaders for the tag lines of their great speeches—“I
have a dream” (Martin Luther King), “Ich bein ein Berliner” (John Kennedy),
and “The evil empire” (Ronald Reagan)—the true significance of leaders’
speeches lies in the effects they have on people and organizations. One illustra-
tion of the impact of speeches on leader performance may be found in Emrich,
Brower, Feldman, and Garland (2001). In this study the concern at hand was
how speeches influenced appraisals of presidential greatness. Evaluations of
presidential greatness were obtained from historians who took into account ac-
tual presidential accomplishments. Presidential speeches were evaluated for
use of words involving imagery (e.g., explore, growth) versus concepts (e.g.,
unique, produce). It was found that the use of imagery as opposed to concepts in
speeches was related to evaluations of greatness. In other words, the nature and
style of leader communications apparently impacts performance.

Some further evidence bearing on the impact of communication strategies on
leader performance was provided by Baum et al. (1998). They examined the per-
formance of architectural woodworking firms. Descriptions of leaders’ (e.g.,
CEO’s) visions, vision content, and vision communication were obtained. It was
found that effective communication of the leader’s vision was positively related to
growth, the measure of firm performance, along with vision and vision content,
even when past growth, organizational size, and organizational age were taken
into account. Other work by Calantone and Schatzel (2000) indicates that CEO
communications may have rather complex effects on organizational perform-
ance, affecting not just motivation and direction of effort within the organization,
but also the firm’s ability to acquire requisite financial resources.

COMMUNICATION AND OUTSTANDING LEADERSHIP

Communication Impacts

Our foregoing examples seem sufficient to make our base point. How leaders
structure and convey their message influences leader performance, particularly
in the kind of upper-level roles occupied by outstanding leaders. This observa-
tion, in turn, brings to fore a new question: Exactly what do outstanding leaders
do in communicating that allows them to have such an impact on people and
organizations?

A framework to begin answering this question may be found in the general
theory of outstanding leadership presented in chapter 2. Essentially, this theory
holds that outstanding leaders emerge in response to crises—ambiguous
changes affecting the functioning and performance of social systems. The criti-
cal role of leaders in guiding responses to crises is sensemaking. These
sensemaking activities are based on a prescriptive mental model constructed by
the leader. What should be recognized here, however, is that mass communica-
tions—speeches, debates, interviews, letters, and so on—provide leaders with
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the opportunity for conveying their understanding of the crisis and the way peo-
ple in general should respond to this crisis (Crowell, 1936). In other words, out-
standing leaders are not simply communicating information. Instead, they are
attempting to communicate their understanding of the issues at hand vis-à-vis
the prescriptive mental model they have constructed.

A similar point was made by Fiol et al. (1999). They argued that the goal of
leader communication is frame alignment, or the establishment of an interpre-
tive structure that encourages people to attend to certain events, which allows
people to place these events in a broader framework that serves to organize ex-
perience and guide the actions of both individuals and groups. Because crises
imply change, the leader in communicating with followers must often break ex-
tant frames and bring people to accept the frame, or prescriptive mental model,
being articulated by the leader.

Fiol et al. (1999) sought to provide evidence supporting this theory of com-
munication by outstanding leaders. More specifically, they conducted a content
analysis of the speeches made by U.S. presidents who were held to be either
charismatic (e.g., Franklin Roosevelt, John Kennedy) or noncharismatic (e.g.,
Jimmy Carter, Lyndon Johnson). Speeches were content coded for the expres-
sion of three attributes: (a) negation statements (not), (b) inclusive statements
(we), and (c) abstractions. The first hypothesis underlying examination of these
speech attributes was that frame breaking would require negation statements
whereas abstractions would be required to convey the leader’s prescriptive
model. The second hypothesis held that inclusive statements following frame
breaking and abstraction would serve to build a foundation for collective action
based on the new frame being provided. Consistent with these hypotheses, Fiol
et al. found that the use of negation and inclusive words changed over time in
the speeches of charismatic leaders as they moved from frame breaking to calls
for the need for collective action. More centrally, charismatic leaders differed
from noncharismatic, less outstanding leaders in that they were more likely to
use negation statements and articulate abstractions in their speeches.

The Fiol et al. (1999) study is noteworthy, in part, because it reminds us that
the communications of outstanding leaders must serve at least two purposes:
(a) frame breaking and (b) articulation of new models that might be used to un-
derstand the issues, or crises, at hand. This point is of some importance because
it underscores the fact that outstanding leaders’ articulation of new frames may
contribute to performance in a number of ways—breaking maladaptive re-
sponse patterns and providing a framework for action. Leaders’ communication
of frames, or prescriptive mental models, however, may serve a number of other
purposes. It may clarify goals and paths to goal attainment thereby reducing
anxiety and enhancing performance (House, 1971), contribute to creation of
the shared mental models that provide a basis for coordination and effective ac-
tion by teams or groups (Zaccaro et al., 1995), and may serve to build a sense of
involvement and self-referential commitment to addressing the crisis at hand
(Shamir et al., 1993).

COMMUNICATION STRATEGIES 169



For leader communications to have these many valued effects, however,
leaders cannot simply communicate facts or the sheer substance of their pre-
scriptive models (Kihlstrom & Israel, 2002). Instead, leaders must shape com-
munications to call attention to key causes and outcomes in the context of audi-
ence members’ lives. They must provide illustrations of key points, concrete
emotionally evocative illustrations, that make their models real for people.
They must also be able to articulate the logic of their argument indicating why
the crisis is significant and how the causes and goals being articulated provide a
sound basis for responding to the situation at hand. In other words, leaders must
make their models “real” to people, even if this means they tell only part of the
story.

Leader Types

The selective articulation of prescriptive mental models in leader communica-
tion suggests, in turn, that differences will emerge among different types of out-
standing leaders due to differences in the nature of the prescriptive mental
models being applied in sensemaking. Perhaps the most clear-cut difference
likely to emerge in this regard arises from the way pragmatic leaders understand
and respond to crises. Pragmatic leaders, in contrast to charismatic and ideolog-
ical leaders, stress the analysis and manipulation of key causes in responding to
crises (Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001). Thus the crisis, or issue, is understood in
an objective fashion.

This tendency of pragmatic leaders suggests that, in comparison to charis-
matic and ideological leaders, they will be more likely to apply rational argu-
ments while de-emphasizing affect, personally involving stories, and appeals
to followers’ personal needs in their communications. Their emphasis on ra-
tional presentation of arguments should, moreover, lead pragmatics, vis-à-vis
charismatics and ideologues, to de-emphasize propaganda in their communi-
cations.

In contrast, charismatic and ideological leaders will seek, in their communi-
cations, to articulate the value-laden visions that arise from their prescriptive
mental models. Moreover, given the criticality of goals and values to the
sensemaking activities of charismatic and ideological leaders, effective commu-
nication requires building acceptance for the goals and values being articulated.
These observations, in turn, suggest that charismatic and ideological leaders, in
comparison to pragmatic leaders, will place a greater emphasis on marketing or
direction of public opinion with respect to acceptance of these desired end
states.

Not only is there reason to expect differences in the communication strate-
gies used by charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders, there is reason to
expect that socialized and personalized leaders will also differ in this regard. As
noted earlier, personalized leaders, in contrast to socialized leaders, tend to
have negative views of people and their motives (O’Connor et al., 1995). These
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differences in conceptual models would lead one to expect that socialized and
personalized leaders’ communications will differ with respect to the expression
of positive and negative affect. Along related lines, use of imagery, logic, and
stories should be more common in the communications of socialized leaders
whereas the use of propaganda should be more common in the communications
of personalized leaders.

Summary

Mass communications are a critical mechanism through which leaders influ-
ence followers. Although communication serves many functions, among out-
standing leaders it appears to serve a unique and critical function. More specifi-
cally, it allows outstanding leaders to convey their prescriptive mental models,
the models used to understand and guide responses to crises, to followers. As a
result, differences among different types of outstanding leaders with respect to
the prescriptive mental models being applied are also expected to result in dif-
ferences in leaders’ communication strategies.

METHOD

Study Method

Material Selection. The design used to examine differences among out-
standing leaders in their communication strategies was based on the speeches
they gave when they were at the “pinnacle of power.” Pinnacle-of-power chap-
ters were used to sample communications based on the proposition that
speeches given during this period would best represent the prototypic commu-
nication strategies used by outstanding leaders. Typically 6 to 10 historically
noteworthy speeches or mass communications were identified in the pinnacle-
of-power chapters presented in the biography with the associated material de-
scribing the context of the communication, the content and delivery of the
communication, and reactions to the communication. Typically, this material
averaged three to four pages in length.

Rating Procedure. Following training, five judges were asked to review
each speech or mass communication, and evaluate the material provided using
rating scales. These 24 rating dimensions were drawn from prior studies in-
tended to cover three critical areas of communication performance identified in
prior studies (Hosman, Huebner, & Sictanen, 2002; Samaras, 1980): (a) style,
(b) content, and (c) strategy. The 8 rating scales examining style included (a)
expression of positive affect, (b) expression of negative affect, (c) use of
nonverbals, (d) humor, (e) directive style, (f) participative style, (g) eloquence,
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and (h) audience confrontation (e.g., O’Hair, Friedrich, Wiemann, & Wie-
mann, 1995; Priest & Swain, 2002; Sagie, 1996). The 10 rating scales examin-
ing content included (a) use of stories or analogies, (b) position debate, (c) emo-
tional persuasion, (d) use of propaganda, (e) rational persuasion, (f) use of
imagery, (g) definition of goals, (h) definition of paths to goal attainment, (i) ap-
peals to social needs, and (j) appeals to personal needs (e.g., Collison & Mac-
Kenzie, 1999; Fiol et al., 1999; Sproule, 1989). The 7 strategy rating scales in-
cluded (a) consensus building, (b) consolidation of different perspectives, (c)
management or direction of public opinion, (d) vision articulation, (e) defini-
tion of role relationships, (f) application of logic, and (g) impression manage-
ment (e.g., Baum et al., 1995; Emrich et al., 2001; Kihlstrom & Israel, 2002).

The five judges made ratings of each speech using 5-point Likert scales in-
tended to reflect the extent to which a given attribute or rating dimension was
present in the speech. Table 7.1 presents examples of these rating scales—the
rating scales applied for positive affect, use of stories or analogies, and appeal to
social needs. Judges’ average ratings on these dimensions across the speeches
abstracted for the leader provided the scores applied in the present study.
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TABLE 7.1
Example Rating Scales for Positive Affect,

Stories, and Appeal to Social Needs

Expression of Positive Affect—To what extent does the leader express positive emotions (e.g., happi-
ness, joy) in his or her speeches and communications with the mass public?

1—The leader never expresses positive emotions in his or her speeches and communications
with the mass public.

3—The leader occasionally expresses positive emotions in his or her speeches and communica-
tions with the mass public.

5—The leader frequently expresses positive emotions in his or her speeches and communica-
tions with the mass public.

Use of Stories and Analogies—To what extent does the leader communicate his or her points through
the use of stories and analogies in his or her speeches and communications with the mass public?

1—The leader never uses stories and analogies to communicate his or her points in speeches
and communications with the mass public.

3—The leader occasionally uses stories and analogies to communicate his or her points in
speeches and communications with the mass public.

5—The leader frequently uses stories and analogies to communicate his or her points in
speeches and communications with the mass public.

Appeal to Social Needs—To what extent does the leader articulate social needs (e.g., education, de-
velopmental programs) of their country or organization?

1—The leader never describes the social needs of their country or organization.
3—The leader occasionally describes the social needs of their country or organization.
5—The leader frequently describes the social needs of their country or organization.



Study-Specific Controls. In addition to rating the style, content, and
strategy of the speech, judges were asked to appraise a study-specific set of con-
trols to be applied along with the general control variables described earlier.
These study-specific controls focused on controls relevant to evaluation of
communication strategies and included: (a) total number of communications
identified, (b) frequency of major communications during the period the leader
was in power, (c) the amount of material quoted in the biography, (d) need for
translation of speeches, (e) amount of input others had into preparation of
speeches, and (f) size of the leader’s audience. Some of these controls (e.g., the
total number of communications and speech translation) were coded by only
one judge due to their objective nature. The remaining control measures were
obtained through 5-point ratings made by judges after they had read through
the relevant material. These ratings provided interrater agreement coefficients
in the .70s.

Study-Specific Criteria. Not only were judges asked to appraise study-
specific controls, they were also asked to appraise a set of study-specific criteria.
These evaluations, typically made on a 5-point Likert scale, included:

1. To what extent do people continue to quote the leader’s communications
or speeches?

2. Are the leader’s speeches considered landmark events?
3. Do the leader’s speeches continue to influence others?
4. To what extent are the ideas presented in these speeches still considered

relevant?
5. Did the leader’s speeches lead to institutional change?
6. Are the leader’s communications or speeches still read today on special

occasions?
7. Do people still discuss the ideas presented in the leader’s communica-

tions?

Again, judges’ average ratings on these dimensions provided the scores applied.
Table 7.2 illustrates the nature of two of these rating scales—scales that pro-
duced interrater agreement coefficients in the .80s.

Descriptive Findings

Table 7.3 presents the mean, standard deviation, and interrater agreement
coefficients for the speech ratings of style, content, and strategy. As may be
seen, the ratings of the speeches generally proved of adequate reliability. The
average interrater agreement coefficient obtained across the 25 dimensions
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was .71. Some evidence bearing on the meaningfulness of construct validity of
these ratings may be obtained by considering the correlations observed among
these ratings.

As may be seen, the correlations among these rating scales did not produce
the uniformly high positive correlations that would be indicative of general bi-
asing factors. However, the correlations observed among the content and strat-
egy variables were systematically higher than those obtained for the style vari-
ables.

More centrally, the correlations observed among these variables are consis-
tent with the nature of the constructs under consideration. The evaluations of
positive affect were negatively related to evaluations of negative affect (r =
–.69) whereas the use of rational persuasion was positively related to the logic of
argumentation (r = .68). More centrally, content and strategy dimensions
commonly linked to leadership such as the use of imagery, goal and goal path
definition, and vision articulation produced the expected positive correlations
(r = .46). These content and strategy dimensions, moreover, were positively re-
lated to direction and audience engagement (r = .48) but not to the expression
of negative affect (r = .03).

Given that the speech ratings produced an interpretable pattern of relation-
ships, the next question that comes to fore concerns the common use of the var-
ious style, content, and strategy dimensions by outstanding leaders in general.
Notably, directive activities (X = 3.6), goal definition (X = 3.6), role definition
(X = 3.5), opinion management (X = 3.5), and vision articulation (X = 3.8)
were commonly observed in the communications of outstanding leaders. Ap-
parently, outstanding leaders provide structure and direction to followers
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TABLE 7.2
Example of Domain-Specific Rating Scales

Control Rating Scale

Excerpts or Interpretations of Speeches Used in Biography—Did the biographer incorporate actual
portions and quotes of the leader’s speeches in their biography, or did they use their own interpretation
of the leader’s speeches?

1—Only excerpts and/or quotes of speeches used.
3—Equal balance of excerpts, quotes, and interpretations of speeches used.
5—Only interpretation (no excerpts and/or quotes) of speeches used.

Criterion Rating Scale

Are the Leader’s Speeches Still Read Today on Special Occasions?—To what extent are the
leader’s speeches read on special occasions (e.g., holidays, birthdays)?

1—The leader’s speeches are never read today on special occasions.
3—The leader’s speeches are occasionally read today on special occasions.
5—The leader’s speeches are frequently read today on special occasions.
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through their communications. In keeping with this observation, humor (X =
1.6), use of stories (X = 2.4), and use of nonverbals (X = 2.0) were relatively
uncommon. This pattern of findings suggests that the directive communica-
tions of outstanding leaders tend, more often than not, to be relatively formal.

RESULTS

Comparison of Leader Types

Table 7.4 presents the results obtained in the multivariate analysis of co-
variance examining differences across leader types (charismatic, ideological,
and pragmatic) and leader orientation (socialized and personalized) with re-
spect to the various communication dimensions. As may be seen, a number of
covariates produced significant effects (p ≤ .05) in this analysis. Only one of the
general covariates, type of position, produced a significant effect [F(25, 85) =
2.02; p ≤ .01]. Examination of the effects associated with this variable indicated
that politicians tended to build consensus and try to consolidate positions by ar-
ticulating a vision that appealed to followers’ social and personal needs.

The remaining covariates producing significant relationships all focused on
specific attributes of the leader’s communication. Audience size produced sig-
nificant effects [F(25, 85) = 2.05; p ≤ .001]. The effects of audience size with re-
spect to the speech ratings indicated that, with larger audiences, leaders used a
more affective communication strategy that evidenced both positive and nega-
tive affect, humor, propaganda, and an emphasis on goals and needs. Appar-
ently leaders, in addressing large audiences, communicate through emotion,

COMMUNICATION STRATEGIES 177

TABLE 7.4
Summary of Results of Multivariate Analysis of Covariance

F df p η2

Covariates
Audience Size 2.05 25, 85 .008 .37
Frequency of Speeches 2.78 25, 85 .001 .45
Total Number of Speeches 2.09 25, 85 .007 .38
Degree of Political Conflict 2.28 25, 85 .003 .40
Type of Position 2.02 25, 85 .009 .37

Main Effects
Orientation (socialized or personalized) 2.11 25, 85 .006 .38
Type (charismatic, ideological, or pragmatic) 1.52 25, 85 .078 .31

Interactions
Orientation * Type 1.78 25, 85 .026 .34

Note. F = F ratio; df = degrees of freedom; p = significance level using Roy’s Largest Root; η2

= effect size.



perhaps as a way of engaging followers, building engagement by linking their ar-
guments to followers’ needs and goals.

Significant effects were also obtained for the frequency of speeches [F(25,
85) = 2.78; p ≤ .001] and the total number of speeches [F(25, 85) = 2.09; p ≤
.01]. The total number of speeches given was related to less expression of nega-
tive affect and more emphasis on logic. The frequency of speeches given by
leaders was related to greater use of audience engagement techniques such as
storytelling, confrontation, participation, and position debate. Apparently ex-
perience allows leaders to become better able to actively engage the audience in
the creation of the message.

The final covariate that produced significant effects [F(25, 85) = 2.28; p ≤
.01] was the degree of political conflict. Political conflict was related to more ex-
pression of negative affect, less expression of positive affect, more audience con-
frontation, and less consensus building, but a clearer articulation of the leader’s
vision. Apparently, conflict sharpens positions but results in a more negative
tone in leaders’ communications.

As was the case in prior analyses, leader orientation produced a highly signif-
icant [F(25, 85) = 2.11; p ≤ .001] main effect. Examination of the associated
univariate effects indicated that personalized leaders displayed a more directive
controlling style in their communications, obtaining higher scores than social-
ized leaders with respect to use of propaganda [F(1, 109) = 7.53; p ≤ .01; X =
2.99, SE = .06 vs. X = 2.77, SE = .07], specification of roles and role relation-
ships [F(1, 109) = 7.88; p ≤ .01; X = 3.75, SE = .07 vs. X = 3.42, SE = .07], and
use of a directive communication style [F(1, 109) = 3.37; p ≤ .01; X = 3.68, SE
= .07 vs. X = 3.52, SE = .05].

In contrast, socialized leaders’ communications displayed a more positive
logical character. Socialized leaders, in contrast to personalized leaders, were
more likely to apply logic [F(1, 109) = 34.01; p ≤ .001; X = 3.66, SE = .06 vs. X
= 3.14, SE = .07], present rational arguments [F(1, 109) = 10.46; p ≤ .01; X =
3.34, SE = .06 vs. X = 3.04, SE = .07], and display positive affect [F(1, 109) =
4.08; p ≤ .05; X = 3.34, SE = .08 vs. X = 2.99, SE = .10]. In keeping with the
positive prosocial orientation of socialized leaders, socialized as opposed to per-
sonalized leaders, were more likely to try to consolidate different perspectives in
their communications [F(1, 109) = 12.58; p ≤ .001; X = 2.90, SE = .06 vs. X =
2.53, SE = .07]. Notably, socialized leaders also differed from personalized lead-
ers in that they appeared better able to reach out to followers and connect to
their lives through the use of stories [F(1, 109) = 4.68; p ≤ .05; X = 2.58, SE =
.07 vs. X = 2.39, SE = .07], imagery [F(1, 109) = 3.35; p ≤ .10; X = 2.98, SE =
.08 vs. X = 2.76, SE = .08], appeals to personal needs [F(1, 109) = 5.20; p ≤
.05; X = 3.62, SE = .09 vs. X = 3.39, SE = .09], and greater eloquence [F(1,
109) = 14.07; p ≤ .001; X = 3.39, SE = .07 vs. X = 2.97, SE = .08]. These ef-
fects, moreover, are not surprising given the focus of socialized leaders on others
rather than on their own personal needs.
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The discriminant function obtained when ratings on these dimensions were
used to distinguish socialized and personalized leaders produced a canonical
correlation of .62 (p ≤ .01). The dimensions yielding sizable loadings on this
function included (a) use of logic in argumentation (r = .64), (b) consolidation
of different perspectives (r = .46), (c) eloquence of argumentation (r = .45),
and (d) use of rational persuasion (r = .34). This pattern of loadings suggests
that socialized leaders (X = .78) differed from personalized leaders (X = −.78)
in their use of prosocial argumentation.

A marginally significant main effect [F(25, 85) = 1.52; p ≤ .10] was obtained
for the type variable. Because significant univariate effects were not obtained,
this effect was considered trivial. The Type × Orientation interaction, how-
ever, did produce a significant effect [F(25, 85) = 1.78; p ≤ .05]. Inspection of
the relevant univariate tests indicated that socialized pragmatics, in contrast to
all other leaders, were less likely to engage in opinion management [F(2, 109) =
4.15; p ≤ .05; X = 3.23, SE = .08 vs. X = 3.57, SE = .10] and use of nonverbal
behaviors [F(2, 109) = 3.04; p ≤ .05; X = 1.86, SE = .10 vs. X = 2.02, SE =
.10]. Apparently, socialized pragmatic leaders who are focused on the problem
and its solution feel no need to attempt to manipulate their audience’s percep-
tions of them as a leader. In keeping with their emphasis on solving problems,
the use of logical argumentation was found to differ across leader types [F(2,
109) = 4.58; p ≤ .01] with socialized and personalized pragmatics (X = 3.42, SE
= .11 and X = 3.22, SE = .13) displaying less difference in this regard than so-
cialized and personalized charismatic and ideological leaders (X = 3.78, SE =
.09 and X = 3.10, SE = .12). Similarly, with regard to the use of stories [F(2,
109) = 2.44; p ≤ .10], pragmatics (X = 2.40, SE = .14), due to their focus on the
problem, were less likely to persuade through stories than socialized charismatic
and ideological leaders (X = 2.68, SE = .12).

Prior studies indicate that charismatic leadership depends on attraction
(Conger & Kanungo, 1998). In keeping with this observation, charismatic lead-
ers, both socialized (X = 3.35, SE = .07) and personalized (X = 3.24, SE = .10),
evidenced comparable levels of impression management [F(2, 109) = 3.36; p ≤
.05]. However, for ideological and pragmatic leaders, impression management
was more common among personalized (X = 3.44, SE = .09) than socialized (X
= 3.23, SE = .09) leaders.

The degree to which followers’ personal needs were emphasized in leader
communications also produced a marginally significant [F(2, 109) = 2.53; p ≤
.10] interaction between type and orientation. This interaction appears at-
tributable to the tendency of socialized ideologues to produce particularly
high scores on this dimension vis-à-vis other groups (X = 3.93, SE = .13 vs. X
= 3.42, SE = .15) whereas pragmatics, regardless of orientation, produced
particularly low scores (X = 3.26, SE = .14 vs. X = 3.63, SE = .15). The ten-
dency of socialized ideologues to focus on follower needs may be attributed to
a concern for others sharing their core beliefs whereas the tendency of
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pragmatics to discount these needs may be traced to their focus on the prob-
lem rather than people.

In the discriminant analyses contrasting the groups being examined in this
Type × Orientation interaction, two functions produced significant (p ≤ .05)
canonical correlations. The first function produced a canonical correlation of
.68 (p ≤ .001) with ratings of emotional persuasion (r = .54), eloquence (r =
.47), focus on the personal needs of followers (r = .37), and focus on the social
needs of followers (r = .35) producing sizable loadings. This function, labeled
follower based appeals, produced high scores for socialized ideologues (X =
1.51) and socialized charismatics (X = .46), but low scores for socialized and
personalized pragmatics (X = −1.07). The second function produced a ca-
nonical correlation of .64 (p ≤ .10). The two rating dimensions yielding the
highest loadings on this function were the degree of logic in argumentation (r
= .54) and the use of rational persuasion techniques (r = .37). Not surpris-
ingly, personalized charismatics (X = −1.01) and personalized ideologues (X
= −1.22) tended to obtain low scores on this dimension vis-à-vis socialized
charismatics (X = .85), socialized ideologues (X = .44), socialized pragmatics
(X = .66) and personalized pragmatics (X = .27). Accordingly, this dimen-
sion was labeled logical appeals.

Performance Relationships

Table 7.5 presents the correlations of scores on the three discriminant-function
scores derived from the speech ratings with scores on 12 general performance
criteria. As may be seen, prosocial argumentation (r = .26), follower-based ap-
peals (r = .20), and logical appeals (r = .17) tended to be positively related to
the various indices of leader performance such as contributions to society, posi-
tive contributions, establishment of institutions, and so on. Similarly, prosocial
argumentation (r = −.30), follower-based appeals (r = −.01), and logical ap-
peals (r = −.29) tended to be negatively related to the overall number, as well as
number of different types of negative contributions. Thus, differences among
outstanding leaders in their communication strategies are related to indices of
overall leader performance.

Overall, prosocial argumentation, follower-based appeals, and logical ap-
peals displayed a rather consistent pattern of relationships with the general per-
formance criteria. However, a few noteworthy variations on this general trend
were observed. Unsurprisingly, follower-based appeals tended to be strongly re-
lated to initiation of mass movements (r = .41). Logical appeals, in contrast,
were more strongly related to biographers’ appraisals of the leader (r = .37). It
appeared, moreover, that the use of logical appeals (r = −.29) was less likely to
result in negative contributions and different types of negative contributions
than follower-based appeals (r = −.01) by outstanding leaders.
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The communication criteria produced a better differentiated, albeit some-
what weaker, pattern of relationships with the discriminant-function scores.
The continued relevance and influence of leaders’ speeches was more strongly
related to logical appeals (r = .40) than follower-based appeals (r = .18)—a
finding that reflects the fact that logical appeals may, to some extent, transcend
the immediate social context. Follower-based appeals, however, were more
likely than logical appeals to lead to institutional change (r = .35 vs. r = .10)
and continue to be considered landmark events (r = .42 vs. r = −.01). Prosocial
argumentation produced a pattern of relationships similar to those obtained for
follower-based appeals—a finding reflecting the tendency of socialized leaders
to take others into account. Notably, however, all three communication strate-
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TABLE 7.5
Correlations of Performance Criteria With Discriminant Functions

Prosocial
Argumentation

Follower-Based
Appeals

Logical
Appeals

General Criteria

1. How much did the leader contribute to society? .25 .32 .07
2. How long did the leader’s contributions last? .34 .13 .30
3. How many people did the leader affect? .11 .23 −.04
4. How favorably did the biographer view the leader? .45 .24 .37
5. How many positive contributions did the leader make? .41 .24 .32
6. How many negative contributions did the leader make? −.32 −.08 −.27
7. How many different types of positive contributions? .34 .20 .26
8. How many different types of negative contributions? −.29 .05 −.32
9. Do institutions established by the leader still exist? .37 .06 .39

10. How many institutions were established by the leader? −.11 −.05 −.03
11. Was the leader’s vision maintained after they left

power? .32 .20 .24
12. Did the leader initiate mass movements? .04 .41 −.18

Speech Criteria

13. Do people still quote the leader’s speeches? .23 .16 .17
14. Are the leader’s speeches considered landmark events? .13 .42 −.01
15. Do the leader’s speeches continue to influence others? .45 .19 .39
16. Is material from the leader’s speeches still considered

relevant? .45 .17 .41
17. Did the leader’s speeches lead to institutional

change? .19 .35 .10
18. Are the leader’s speeches still read today on special

occasions? .31 .24 .24
19. Do people still discuss ideas presented in the leader’s

speeches? .27 .19 .21

Note. r ≥ .19 significant at .05 level.



gies—prosocial argumentation (r = .29), follower-based appeals (r = .22), and
logical appeals (r = .22)—appeared useful for outstanding leaders in that they
all lead to the leader’s speeches continuing to be read and discussed.

Table 7.6 presents the results obtained when the general and study-specific
criteria were regressed on the discriminant function scores. Again, these analy-
ses were based on a blocked strategy where the discriminant function was added
to the regression equation only after the relevant controls (e.g., audience size,
number of speeches, frequency of speeches) had been entered. Thus, conclu-
sions drawn about the relationship of the discriminant-function scores to per-
formance are made after taking into account requisite controls.

In examining the general criteria, it is clear that the function scores, reflect-
ing alternative communication strategies, contributed to the prediction of
leader performance on the general criteria even when requisite controls were
taken into account. In virtually all these analyses, 9 out of 12, at least one func-
tion produced a sizable regression weight after being added to the controls.
More centrally, of the three functions under consideration, prosocial argumen-
tation consistently produced the largest regression weights. Moreover, these ef-
fects were sizable, producing an average regression weight of .42 for the seven
criteria where this function contributed to prediction of the general perform-
ance criteria. Apparently, prosocial argumentation is integral to the perform-
ance of outstanding leaders—a communication strategy characteristic of so-
cialized leaders.

A similar pattern of findings emerged in examining the speech-specific crite-
ria. More specifically, prosocial argumentation was related (β = .31) to the
leader’s speeches continuing to be considered relevant and influential. How-
ever, the tendency of people to continue to discuss and read the leaders’
speeches seemed to be linked to logical appeals—a finding suggesting that prag-
matic leaders, along with socialized charismatics and ideologues, exert a lasting
influence through the power of their ideas.

Summary

The findings obtained in the present study indicate that outstanding leaders dif-
fer in the communication strategies used to influence followers and convey the
leader’s prescriptive mental models. Socialized and personalized leaders dif-
fered in terms of socialized leaders’ tendency to present a positive prosocial im-
age cast in terms likely to connect to the lives of followers. Personalized leaders
tended to be more directive and rely on propaganda. It was also found that these
differences attributable to orientation varied as a function of leader type. So-
cialized charismatics and ideologues, in contrast to pragmatics, were likely to
make arguments based on followers’ needs. Socialized charismatics, and social-
ized ideologues, like pragmatic leaders, also tended to rely on logical appeals—a
communication strategy not used by personalized charismatics and personal-
ized ideologues.
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CONCLUSIONS

In considering these observations bearing on the communication strategies
used by outstanding leaders, certain issues bearing on the methods applied
herein should be noted. To begin, the present study was not based on direct ob-
servation of leaders as they communicated with followers. Instead, biographers’
summary accounts of the communication, its content, and its effects were ap-
plied as the basis for appraising leader communication strategies. Although this
historiometric approach is commonly applied in studies of leader communica-
tions (e.g., Deluga, 2001; Fiol et al., 1999), and may prove advantageous in that
a more balanced view of content and context is provided, it is also true that
some aspects of leader communication, for example, followers’ affective reac-
tions or leader wording emphasis, could not be readily assessed.

Along similar lines, it should be recognized that the focus of the present ef-
fort was on the leaders’ communications. In fact, our focus on leader communi-
cations is integral to the application of speeches, or formal mass communica-
tions, as a basis for appraising communication strategies. By the same token,
however, it should be recognized that all communications are, by definition, in-
teractive phenomena involving multiple parties—specifically, in the case at
hand, followers’ perceptions of the leader’s communications. Though historic
summaries of the sort applied herein provide some information in this regard, it
would also be desirable to examine communication effects from an audience
perspective.

Finally, it should be noted that communication, especially leader communi-
cation, is a highly complex phenomenon. We tried to take this complexity into
account by examining multiple dimensions of communications subsumed un-
der the rubrics of style (e.g., expression of positive affect), content (e.g., consen-
sus building), and strategy (e.g., rational persuasion). Although this approach
to the definition of dimensions helped ensure a reasonably comprehensive de-
scription of leader communication, it is also true that not all dimensions of com-
munication were, or indeed could be, considered.

Even bearing these limitations in mind, we would still argue that the results
presented in this chapter have some noteworthy implications for understanding
leader communication in general, and the similarities and differences among
outstanding leaders with respect to the communication strategies being em-
ployed. To begin, the results presented earlier indicate that socialized and per-
sonalized leaders do differ with regard to communication strategies. Personal-
ized leaders use a directive strategy that emphasizes propaganda. In contrast,
socialized leaders’ communications are based on a more positive prosocial ap-
proach that seeks to engage people in a cooperative enterprise. The differences
between the communication strategies applied by socialized and personalized
leaders are illustrated in Table 7.7, which presents speeches drawn from the bi-
ographies of a socialized and a personalized leader.
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The differences observed between socialized and personalized leaders in this
regard are not especially surprising given the earlier observations of O’Connor
et al. (1995). Negative life themes, object beliefs, and power motives, all charac-
teristics of personalized leaders, would be expected to lead to a directive com-
munication style stressing propaganda. In contrast, by virtue of their invest-
ment in and positive view of others, socialized leaders can be expected to
present more positive communications that seek to engage others through ra-
tional arguments. Thus, it appears that leaders’ beliefs and motives, in fact, con-
dition the kind of communication strategies they apply.

What should be recognized here, however, is that the communication strate-
gies employed by socialized and personalized leaders are related to performance.
On both the general and the domain-specific criteria, prosocial argumentation,
the variable discriminating socialized and personalized leaders, was found to be
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TABLE 7.7
Speech Abstracts for a Socialized Leader and a Personalized Leader

Winston Churchill—Socialized Leader

You ask, what is our policy? I will say: It is to wage war, by sea, land and air, with all our might and
with all the strength that God can give us; to wage war against a monstrous tyranny, never sur-
passed in the dark, lamentable catalogue of human crime. That is our policy.

You ask, what is our aim? I can answer in one word: victory, victory at all costs, victory in spite of
all terror, victory, however long and hard the road may be; for without victory there is no survival. Let
that be realized; no survival for the British Empire, no survival for all that the British Empire has stood
for, no survival for the urge and impulse of the ages, that mankind will move forward towards its goal.

But I take up my task with buoyancy and hope. I feel sure that our cause will not be suffered to
fail among men. At this time I feel entitled to claim the aid of all, and I say, “Come then, let us go
forward together with our united strength.”

Adolf Hitler—Personalized Leader

Since 1914 when, as a volunteer, I made my modest contribution in the World War which was
forced upon the Reich, over thirty years have passed.

In these three decades only love for my people and loyalty to my people have guided me in all my
thoughts, actions, and life. They gave me the strength to make the most difficult decisions, such as
no mortal has yet had to face. I have exhausted my time, my working energy, and my health in these
three decades.

It is untrue that I or anybody else in Germany wanted war in 1939. It was desired and instigated
exclusively by those international statesmen who were either of Jewish origin or working for Jewish
interests. I have made so many offers for the reduction and limitation of armaments, which poster-
ity cannot explain away for all eternity, that the responsibility for the outbreak of this war cannot
rest on me. Furthermore, I never desired that after the first terrible World War a second war should
arise against England or even against America. Centuries may pass, but out of the ruins of our cities
and monuments of art there will arise anew the hatred for the people who alone are ultimately re-
sponsible: international Jewry and its helpers!

Note. Churchill is from Churchill: A Life, by M. Gilbert (1991, p. 646). Copyright © 1991 by
Martin Gilbert. Reprinted by permission of Henry Holt and Co. Hitler is from The Life and Death of
Adolf Hitler, by R. Payne (1973, pp. 555–556). Copyright © 1973. Reprinted by permission of
Greenwood, Westport, CT.



related to performance with the prosocial communication strategy employed by
socialized leaders contributing to long-term performance. By building broader
engagement through presentation of an attractive positive image connected to
the lives of real people, socialized leaders can engage others in a broader enter-
prise—an engagement that allows effective influence.

In this regard, however, it is important to bear in mind a finding that emerged
in the regression analysis. Though prosocial argumentation exerted strong ef-
fects on leader performance, some noteworthy effects also emerged with regard
to leader type. In comparing charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders,
significant differences in the style, content, and strategy of leader communica-
tions were observed. The discriminant analyses indicated that these differences
were captured by two variables: (a) follower-based appeals and (b) logical ap-
peals.

As might be expected based on our foregoing observations, pragmatics
tended to rely on logical, problem-centered appeals differing from personalized
charismatics and ideologues, who applied more affective, personalized appeals
(Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001). Pragmatics, moreover, differed from socialized
charismatics and socialized ideologues who tended, instead, to rely on follower-
based appeals—eloquent emotional appeals focused on the personal and social
needs of followers. Apparently, visionary leaders, at least prosocial visionary
leaders, due to their focus on people and social systems, frame communications
to maximize their affective motivational impact on others (Conger & Kanungo,
1998; Shamir et al., 1993).

These differences among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders
are noteworthy for two reasons. First, they provide some support for the theo-
retical model underlying the distinction we have drawn between charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders. These three types of leaders apply different
communication strategies, and the strategies applied are consistent with the
prescriptive mental models constructed by leaders as part of their sense-
making activities. Thus, pragmatics preferred a problem-centered approach,
whereas charismatic and ideological leaders applied a person/system-centered
approach. In fact, the unwillingness of leaders, regardless of orientation, to de-
part from these preferred approaches drove many of the interactions observed
between the orientation and type variables. In other words, outstanding lead-
ers communicate what they are and what they believe. The question that
arises at this juncture, of course, is how a leader’s communication of his or her
prescriptive mental model shapes the models applied by followers and their
subsequent behavior.

Second, the differences observed among charismatic, ideological, and
pragmatic leaders in this regard are apparently noteworthy influences on
leader performance. Both follower-based appeals and logical appeals were re-
lated to the general and domain-specific criteria. Bearing in mind the lack of
overall performance differences among charismatic, ideological, and prag-
matic leaders, this pattern of findings suggests that the performance of charis-
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matic and ideological leaders, in contrast to pragmatic leaders, may hedge on
effective follower-based communication. This point is illustrated in Table 7.8,
which summarizes a speech given by a socialized charismatic and a speech
given by a socialized pragmatic.

One question broached by these observations pertains to the mechanisms
underlying the impact of follower-based appeals by charismatic and ideological
leaders. Follower-based appeals are, of course, more motivating and involving
than logical appeals. However, the impact of these appeals may be somewhat
more subtle. Follower-based appeals make models apparent in graphic emo-
tional terms to followers, thereby facilitating internalization of the vision or the
prescriptive mental model being applied by the leader. This internalization, in
turn, allows the leader’s communication to have a broad and relatively powerful
impact contributing to mass movements and institutional change.
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TABLE 7.8
Speech Abstracts for a Socialized Charismatic

Leader and a Socialized Pragmatic Leader

Martin Luther King Jr.—Socialized Charismatic Leader

We believe in the American Dream of democracy, in the Jeffersonian doctrine that “all men are
created equal and are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights, among these being
life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.”

Twice since September we have deferred our direct action thrust in order that a change in city
government would not be made in the hysteria of a community crisis. We act today in full concert
with our Hebraic-Christian tradition, the law of morality and the Constitution of our nation. The
absence of justice and progress in Birmingham demands that we make a moral witness to give our
community a chance to survive. We demonstrate our faith that we believe that the beloved com-
munity can come to Birmingham.

We appeal to the citizenry of Birmingham, Negro and white, to join us in this witness for de-
cency, morality, self-respect and human dignity. Your individual and corporate support can hasten
the day of “liberty and justice for all.” This is Birmingham’s moment of truth in which every citizen
can play his part in her larger destiny.

Warren Buffett—Socialized Pragmatic Leader

I mentioned that in 1910 there were 1207 cities in the country with daily papers, of which 689 had
two or more competing papers. In 1971, there were 1511 cities with daily papers, of which 37 had
two or more competing papers. Since I wrote that letter, the Washington Daily News, backed by the
enormously powerful Scripps-Howard chain, has folded, as has the Boston Herald-Traveler and the
Newark Evening News.

Suggestions are constantly made to me—frequently by academicians who are somewhat un-
happy with the editorial views of the local monopoly daily—that a wonderful future would await us
if we would convert to a daily paper. This advice is well intended and sincere. The inescapable fact
is that it has never been done . . . doesn’t register on these theoreticians.

Note. King is from A Biography of Martin Luther King, Jr., by L. Bennett (1976, pp. 133–134),
Chicago: Johnson Publishing Co., Inc. Buffett is from Lowenstein (1995, pp. 146–147), New York:
Random House. Reprinted by permission.



The other question broached by these findings pertains to the overall suc-
cess of pragmatic leaders despite their failure to apply follower-based appeals.
What should be recognized in this regard, however, is that the logical appeals
preferred by pragmatics work well with knowledgeable elites where there is no
need to build consensus (Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001). Thus, pragmatics’
success as communicators may lie in their appeal to, and communication
with, a more limited but potentially influential audience—a point attested to
by the positive relationship of logical appeals to both the creation and mainte-
nance of institutions.

Of course, these observations suggest that outstanding leadership may arise
through different mechanisms of influence giving rise to alternative pathways
to outstanding leadership. By the same token, however, one is left with a ques-
tion: When, and under what conditions, will follower-based, as opposed to logi-
cal, appeals prove particularly beneficial for leaders in the exercise of influence?
Moreover, it seems likely that the exceptional performance of socialized charis-
matics and socialized ideologues may be traced to their ability to harness fol-
lower-based appeals and logical appeals in a prosocial argument.

COMMUNICATION STRATEGIES 189



The term politics carries with it a negative, highly negative, connotation. We
tend to disparage the office politician. We often believe that politics are an in-
herently corrupt, and corrupting, activity. We see politics as a source of self-
serving compromise that undermines effective organizational action. Although
we have a negative view of politics, it appears that the leaders we cherish, and
look up to, are inherently political beings. In fact, the biographies of outstand-
ing leaders are replete with incidents of political behavior—incidents that are
critical in describing leaders’ careers.

Consider, for example, the building of the Panama Canal—a singular
achievement of Theodore Roosevelt’s career. To get the canal built, Roosevelt
had to do more than obtain the support and approval of Congress. He became
involved in the politics of South America, facilitating, through various means,
Panama’s separation from Colombia and, ultimately, sending gunboats to en-
sure that the revolution succeeded (Morris, 2001).

The political behavior of outstanding leaders is observed not only in interna-
tional events. One illustration of these more mundane forms of leader political
behavior may be found in Hirshon’s (2002) biography of George Patton. Like
most junior officers, Patton needed the support of more senior officers to further
his career. One way Patton garnered this support was by actively encouraging a
romance between his sister and Jack Pershing, the commander of American ex-
peditionary forces, during the First World War. Later in his career, Patton care-

8
Political Tactics—Getting Ahead:

How Charismatic, Ideological,
and Pragmatic Leaders
Use Influence Tactics

Michael D. Mumford
Brian Licuanan

Richard T. Marcy
Lesley Dailey
Cassie Blair

The University of Oklahoma

190



fully built connections with elected officials—a set of connections that did
much to move his career forward during the Second World War.

The pervasiveness and importance of political behavior in the careers of out-
standing leaders is not simply an issue of the controversy that surrounds their
ideas. Instead, the importance and pervasiveness of politics reflects a far more
fundamental phenomenon. Ultimately, outstanding leaders must exercise in-
fluence. Although the exercise of influence occurs, in part, through the pre-
scriptive mental models being articulated by outstanding leaders (Strange &
Mumford, 2002), one must remember that somehow outstanding leaders must
get people to go along with their model and take the actions needed to make
their model real. Thus, the articulation and implementation of prescriptive
models involves coalition building, the exploitation of situations, the manage-
ment of information, and effective self-presentation. In other words, articula-
tion and implementation depend on the effective exercise of influence tactics.
Accordingly, in this chapter, we examine the political tactics used by outstand-
ing leaders to influence others, considering the differences observed among
charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders with respect to the tactics ap-
plied and their influence on performance.

POLITICS AND OUTSTANDING LEADERSHIP

Political Behavior

In our theoretical model of outstanding leadership, we presented a rather
straightforward description of the origins of outstanding leadership. We argued,
more specifically, that outstanding leaders emerge in response to broad social
crises, with the key to outstanding leadership lying in the construction of a pre-
scriptive mental model that permits sensemaking in relation to the crisis at
hand. These propositions, however straightforward, have an important, albeit
often overlooked implication with regard to politics and political behavior on
the part of outstanding leaders.

Porter, Allen, and Angle (1981) argued that political behavior is more likely
to be observed in organizations under conditions of uncertainty. Crises of
course, by definition, give rise to uncertainty. As a result, one can argue that the
conditions giving rise to outstanding leadership will also give rise to political be-
havior as individuals, groups, and organizations seek to understand and cope
with uncertainty.

Other factors related to the conditions giving rise to outstanding leadership,
however, may also operate to create a link between political behavior and out-
standing leadership. First, crises undermine the effectiveness of extant organi-
zational structures and routines while bringing to question existing norms and
cultural practices. This disruption of extant social structures, in turn, leads to
political behavior as people, and organizations, attempt to define a new direc-
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tion and a new basis for interaction (Ammeter et al., 2002). Second, outstand-
ing leaders typically operate in upper-level leadership roles characterized by am-
biguity and differences in the goals of various constituencies (Jaques, 1976).
Ambiguity and differences of opinion will induce political behavior on the part
of leaders as leaders seek to engage relevant constituencies in their long-term
plans (Brass, 2001; Madison, Allen, Porter, Renwick, & Mayes, 1980).

Because the conditions giving rise to political behavior display substantial
overlap with the conditions giving rise to outstanding leadership, it is not sur-
prising that outstanding leadership and politics appear to be yoked phenomena.
Moreover, the pervasiveness of political behavior under the conditions con-
fronting outstanding leaders suggests that outstanding leaders may need to be
skilled politicians. Indeed, there is reason to suspect that political skill, the abil-
ity to understand and apply power effectively (Mintzberg, 1983), may be critical
to the performance of outstanding leaders (Perrewé, Ferris, Frink, & Anthony,
2000). In fact, the evidence accrued by Perrewé, Zeccans, Ferris, Rossi,
Kacmar, and Ralston (2004), in a study of oil company managers, suggests that
outstanding leaders may find the exercise of political skill gratifying such that
political demands increase engagement and involvement in the task at hand.

The fact that outstanding leaders need political skill does not tell us what the
exercise of political skills contributes to incidents of outstanding leadership.
One framework for understanding the function of political behavior may be
found in Sederberg (1984). He argued that political behavior not only helps
leaders build acceptance for sensemaking activities, it may play a role, an impor-
tant role, in construction of the prescriptive mental models that provide a basis
for sensemaking and the construction of shared meaning. Political behavior,
moreover, may be critical to effective articulation of the prescriptive mental
models that serve to reduce the ambiguity associated with crises (Bolman &
Deal, 1991).

Although at first it may be unclear why political behavior contributes to
sensemaking, this point might be clarified by considering a few examples. One
form of political behavior may be found in an influence tactic referred to as in-
formation management, or, more colloquially, spin control. By controlling the
presentation and interpretation of information, it becomes possible for leaders
to define and interpret events in terms of the prescriptive mental model being
articulated. Along similar lines, W. L. Gardner and Avolio (1998) argued that
outstanding leaders apply political tactics they referred to as vision promotion
and organizational promotion. In vision promotion, leaders highlight desirable
features of their vision while portraying alternatives in an undesirable light. In
organizational promotion, leaders selectively highlight the achievements of
their organization, portraying competing organizations in a negative light.
These contrasts not only build support, they serve to articulate critical differen-
tiating features of the vision being advocated by the leader.

In addition to providing a basis for sensemaking and effective articulation of
prescriptive mental models, leader political behavior serves two other func-
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tions. First, execution of a prescriptive mental model requires the support, or at
least the acquiescence, of various key constituencies—often, in the case of out-
standing leaders, constituencies that have substantial autonomy and their own
goals. Thus, outstanding leadership will require bargaining and coalition build-
ing (Ammeter et al., 2002; House, 1988). In keeping with the need to build
commitment and support, W. L. Gardner and Cleavenger (1998) found, in a
study of historically notable leaders, that transformational (charismatic) lead-
ers were more likely than nontransformational leaders to use ingratiation tac-
tics (e.g., compliments, flattery).

Second, outstanding leaders, by virtue of the crises they are addressing, must
call forth exceptional effort on the part of followers. One influence tactic em-
ployed by outstanding leaders to build commitment is exemplification or overt
displays of personal commitment. In keeping with this proposition, Jones and
Pittman (1982) and Mumford and Van Doorn (2001), in qualitative studies of
Martin Luther King, Mahatma Gandhi, and Benjamin Franklin, found that ex-
emplification, or manifest personal commitment, is a key influence tactic used
by outstanding leaders to motivate followers. In fact, the use of impression man-
agement tactics by outstanding leaders may arise from this need of leaders to
create a favorable personal image that allows exemplification to prove effective
(Ammeter et al., 2002).

Political Tactics

Our foregoing observations with regard to the functions of political behavior
implicitly underscore the selective use of certain political tactics, or influence
tactics, by outstanding leaders (W. L. Gardner & Cleavenger, 1998). This se-
lective use of influence tactics is noteworthy because a host of influence tactics
have been identified that might be used by leaders, albeit with varying levels of
success (e.g., Kipnis, Schmidt, & Wilkinson, 1980; Yukl, 2002; Yukl & Tracey,
1992).

In a review of this literature, Zanzi and O’Neill (2001) classified the influ-
ence tactics used by leaders into two broad categories: (a) sanctioned tactics
and (b) unsanctioned tactics. Sanctioned tactics reflect behaviors that are com-
monly held to be appropriate vehicles for the exercise of influence in organiza-
tional settings such as (a) coalition building, (b) rational persuasion, (c) image
building, (d) use of expertise, and (e) appeals to superordinate goals. Unsanc-
tioned tactics reflect behaviors that are commonly held to be inappropriate ve-
hicles for the exercise of influence in organizational settings such as (a) distort-
ing or misrepresenting the organization’s position, (b) control of information,
(c) blaming or attacking others, (d) co-option, and (e) the use of surrogates.
Fairholm (1993), in a study of unsanctioned influence tactics, noted that influ-
ence may also be exercised in an indirect fashion by manipulating the condi-
tions under which decision making occurs. Thus, he stressed the importance of
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influence tactics such as agenda control, brinkmanship, incurring obligations,
defining criteria, and creating ambiguity.

With regard to these tactics, and other tactics such as appeal to authority, re-
lationship creation, resource control, intimidation, coercion, rewards, resource
exchange, and consultation (e.g., Ammeter et al., 2001; Ashforth & Lee,
1990), it is important to bear in mind a point made by Ammeter et al. They ar-
gued that what is a sanctioned or unsanctioned tactic will, in part, depend on
the situation at hand. Thus, agenda control may be viewed as an acceptable in-
fluence tactic in political settings although it is frowned upon in business set-
tings. To complicate matters further, leaders may, at times, use unsanctioned
tactics to achieve legitimate goals. For example, agenda setting may be used to
focus attention on high-priority issues whereas ambiguity may be created to al-
low leaders to juggle potentially promising, but unpopular, alternatives.

Even bearing in mind the point that influence tactics are not, in and of them-
selves, a universal good or a universal evil, it does appear that some tactics are
more effective than others. For example, W. L. Gardner and Cleavenger
(1998), in their study of historically notable leaders, found that the tendency to
apply intimidation tactics, presenting oneself as a dangerous person willing to
harm others, was negatively related to indices of leader effectiveness and fol-
lower satisfaction. Along similar lines, rewards and coercion appear less effec-
tive vehicles for the exercise of influence than expertise, rational persuasion, le-
gitimating tactics, and inspirational appeals (Yukl, 2002). Apparently,
influence tactics limiting others’ discretion will generally prove ineffective, al-
though such tactics may have value under conditions where simple compliance
is needed rather than acceptance of the leader’s position.

In any discussion of the effectiveness of influence tactics, it is important to
bear in mind a point made by Yukl (2002). He argued that the effectiveness of
any given influence tactic will, to some extent, depend on the position and
concerns of the target of the influence attempt. Thus, tactics such as ingratia-
tion, exchange, and inspirational appeals appear particularly effective when
the leader is interacting with followers, although they may prove less effective
when leaders are interacting with peers. When leaders are interacting with
peers, or relatively powerful followers, rational persuasion, coalition building,
collaboration, networking, and expertise appear to represent more effective
influence tactics.

These shifts in the effectiveness of influence tactics across targets, how-
ever, has an important, although perhaps somewhat more subtle, implication.
More specifically, as leaders move through their careers, and acquire positions
of greater authority, it can be expected that the targets of influence will
change. These changes in influence targets, in turn, imply changes over the
course of leaders’ careers in preferred influence tactics. These changes will,
moreover, be associated with the shifts in relevant power bases that occur as a
function of position.
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Outstanding Leadership

Although it appears that situational factors, such as setting, target, and position,
have noteworthy effects on the influence tactics employed by leaders, evidence is
also available indicating some stability in the influence tactics employed by lead-
ers throughout their careers. Churchill seemed to prefer inspirational appeals
throughout his career, just as Stalin seemed to prefer intimidation. To account for
this apparent stability in preferred influence tactics, Fiol, O’Connor, and Aguinis
(2001) proposed the concept of power mental models. Power mental models can
be viewed as a schema, or a cognitive representation, of the sources of one’s own
power and the ways in which power can be effectively exercised to influence oth-
ers’ behavior. As schematic knowledge structures, power mental models are sub-
ject to change as a function of experience. By the same token, however, the avail-
ability and application of these schemata will induce some stability in the kind of
influence tactics applied by leaders.

One intriguing implication of this theory is that power mental models, by
identifying causes of others’ behavior, will influence construction of the pre-
scriptive mental model used by outstanding leaders in sensemaking. What
should be recognized here, however, is that the power mental models applied
by leaders may be influenced by broader cognitive structures that people use
to understand events in their lives. As a result, significant life events may play
a role in defining power mental models as well as the life narratives, or life sto-
ries, people apply in understanding their lives. If people frame their under-
standings of how power is exercised and the effects of influence tactics in
terms of their understandings of themselves, and their own lives, then one
would expect to see differences, stable differences, emerge among charis-
matic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders with regard to preferred strategies
for the exercise of influence.

For example, the importance of proactive change and turning point events
in the life narratives of charismatic leaders might cause charismatics to stress af-
fective influence tactics and apply brinkmanship strategies. In contrast, the im-
portance of anchoring events in defining the narratives of ideological leaders
should lead to an emphasis on personal commitment as a preferred influence
tactic. Pragmatic leaders, by virtue of the importance of originating events in
their lives (events that stress goals and plans), may find strategic tactics and ex-
pertise tactics particularly attractive vehicles for the exercise of influence.

Not only will influence tactics differ across charismatic, ideological, and
pragmatic leaders as a result of life narratives, differences can also be expected
as a result of the boundary conditions under which they operate and the mecha-
nisms employed for the exercise of influence. For example, Mumford and Van
Doorn (2001) argued that pragmatic leaders rely on knowledgeable elites as a
basis for the exercise of influence. Accordingly, one would expect that exper-
tise, rational persuasion, and bargaining would represent preferred tactics for
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the exercise of influence. Charismatic and ideological leaders, however, oper-
ate under conditions where consensus is weak by building support for a broader
vision that provides a framework for collective action. These characteristics of
charismatic and ideological leaders would lend one to expect that vision promo-
tion, emotional arousal, exemplification, and impression management would
prove to be preferred influence tactics.

The notion that identity and setting condition the influence tactics em-
ployed by charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders also suggests that dif-
ferences will be observed in the influence tactics employed by socialized and
personalized leaders. The O’Connor et al. (1995) study, cited earlier, indicated
that personalized leaders, in contrast to socialized leaders, are more likely to
manifest negative life themes and object beliefs—characteristics of personal-
ized leaders that may be associated with exposure to contaminating events.
These narrative themes, in turn, imply that personalized leaders may be more
willing to employ intimidation and disinformation tactics while being less will-
ing to apply the relational and persuasive tactics employed by socialized leaders.

Again, however, it should be noted that setting, as well as identity, may give
rise to differences in the influence tactics used by socialized and personalized
leaders. Because personalized leaders will find it difficult to exert influence
through interpersonal relationships, intimidation, aggression, and resource
control tactics may be preferred. Socialized leaders, by virtue of their willingness
and ability to work through others, may stress relationship formation and per-
sonal commitment.

Summary

Outstanding leadership requires political skill to allow leaders to engage in
sensemaking and build support for implementation of the prescriptive mental
models they have proposed. A variety of influence tactics have been identified
that might be used by leaders with the value of these tactics varying as a func-
tion of setting, position, targets, and career stage. There is also reason to sus-
pect, however, that different styles of leaders, specifically charismatic, ideologi-
cal, and pragmatic leaders, will differ in preferred influence tactics due to
differences in identity and the conditions associated with the emergence of cer-
tain leader types.

METHOD

Study Method

Material Selection. To examine potential differences among outstand-
ing leaders with respect to preferred influence tactics, it seemed critical to take
into account career stage. Accordingly, incidents of political behavior were
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drawn from the rise-to-power, pinnacle-of-power, and fall-from-power chapters
included in the biographies of the 120 leaders under consideration. Incident
identification required an explicit definition of exactly what is meant by the
term political behavior. Accordingly, the literature was reviewed to identify alter-
native definitions of political behavior (e.g., Ammeter et al., 2002; Yukl, 2002).
Based on prior definitions, political behavior was held to be reflected in inci-
dents where the leader took actions intended to affect the behavior of others, or
ensure compliance, to achieve some goal through the exercise of power under
conditions of uncertainty or disagreement.

An incident of political behavior was considered significant if the issues at
hand had potentially important positive or negative outcomes for both the
leader and one or more parties involved in the incident. Four psychologists were
asked to review the rise-to-power, pinnacle-of-power, and fall-from-power
chapters included in the biographies to identify three to seven significant inci-
dents of political behavior on the part of the leader. Pilot studies indicated that
given this definition, and adequate practice, judges agreed more than 90% of
the time with regard to the significant incidents of political behavior abstracted
from the relevant chapters.

Typically five to seven significant incidents of political behavior were identi-
fied for each leader in a given chapter. Of the 1,611 incidents identified overall,
547 incidents were drawn from the rise-to-power chapters, 548 from the pinna-
cle-of-power chapters, and 516 from the fall-from-power chapters. Typically
these incidents were two to four pages in length and involved the exercise of 9 to
11 influence tactics by the leader.

Categorizing Influence Tactics. To assess the leader influence tactics
evident in the incidents abstracted from these biographies, the following proce-
dures were applied. Initially, the available literature on the influence tactics
used by leaders was reviewed (e.g., Ammeter et al., 2002; Bass, 1990; Kipnis et
al., 1980; Valle & Witt, 2001; Zanzi & O’Neill, 2001). This review was used to
identify a candidate list of influence tactics, taking into account both “sanc-
tioned” and “unsanctioned” influence tactics. Subsequently, this list of candi-
date influence tactics was reviewed by four psychologists. In this review, an at-
tempt was made to eliminate obvious redundancies and merge closely related
influence tactics. In all, this revised list included 149 distinct, or apparently dis-
tinct, influence tactics.

After this list of influence tactics had been constructed, four psychologists,
all doctoral students in industrial and organizational psychology, were asked to
review these influence tactics and group these tactics into broader categories
using a modified Q-sort procedure. In this modified Q-sort, judges, five in all,
were asked to group the incidents into categories and label these categories.
Following this initial grouping, judges met as a panel to review their categories
and category assignments. Based on the overlap observed in categories, and cat-
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egory assignments, a consensus list of categories was developed and influence
tactics were reallocated in these categories. Application of these procedures re-
sulted in the identification of 15 categories of influence tactics. The resulting
categories contained between 4 and 20 discrete influence tactics. Table 8.1 lists
these categories and the influence tactics assigned to each category.

Rating Procedures. Given the availability of these categories, and the
list of influence tactics assigned to each category, scoring of the incidents could
proceed in a relatively straightforward fashion. More specifically, four judges,
again all doctoral candidates in industrial and organizational psychology, were
asked to review each incident description abstracted from the biographies and
indicate each time a given influence tactic appeared in an incident. Scoring oc-
curred by determining the total number of times, across judges, the use of a
given influence tactic was observed. These incident scores were then aggre-
gated into category scores by summing the number of category-relevant influ-
ence tactics observed and then dividing by the number of incidents assigned to a
category to control for cross-category differences in the number of relevant in-
fluence tactics.

Prior to making these evaluations, the four judges were asked to participate
in a 48-hour training program extending over 4 weeks. In this training program,
judges were familiarized with the definition of leader political behavior and the
operational definition formulated for each of the various influence tactics under
consideration. Subsequently, judges were asked to apply the list of influence
tactics discussed earlier in evaluating a series of sample incidents. After making
their initial evaluations, judges met as a panel to review their evaluations and
discuss any observed discrepancies. This procedure was repeated until judges
evidenced adequate agreement.

Study-Specific Controls. In addition to evaluating the frequency with
which various influence tactics appeared in the incidents, judges were asked to
appraise a set of control variables as they reviewed each incident. In addition to
evaluating the length of each incident and the biographer’s reactions to politi-
cal tactics, judges were asked to evaluate controls concerned with the social
constraints placed on influence tactics and the visibility or impact of political
behavior. The social-constraint variables, rated on a 5-point scale, included: (a)
the number of targets of influence, (b) the number of actors involved in the inci-
dent, (c) public or private behavior (degree of visibility), and (d) the amount of
trust the parties involved put in the leader. The visibility and impact controls,
again control variables rated on a 5-point scale, included: (a) the amount of risk
for the leader, (b) the implications of the issues at hand for the institutions un-
der consideration, and (c) the amount of conflict surrounding the event. These
control variables produced an average interrater agreement coefficient of .52
using the procedures suggested by Shrout and Fleiss (1979).
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TABLE 8.1
Categories of Political Behavior and Associated Influence Tactics

Political Behavior Influence Tactics

Social Relationships Be a supporter of others’ needs
Building others’ self-esteem
Developing champions
Expressing respect for others
Maintain appropriate relations
Maintain rapport
Managing others
Recognition of people’s contributions
Recognize others’ interests
Recognizing and acting on others’ needs
Reducing tension/friction
Role modeling

Resources Managing resources
Offering inducements
Resource control
Utilize others’ resource to achieve goals

Authority Appealing to a higher authority
Asserting
Authority
Delegate
Disregarding rules
Establish regulations
Legitimating tactics
Limiting exercise of others’ power
Remodeling regulations
Rule citing
Use of power

Expertise Consultation
Display ability to accomplish goals through actions
Instruct
Personalized knowledge
Pointing out weaknesses
Portrayal as experts
Rationality
Reasoning
Recognizing success or failure
Straightforwardness

Common Decision
Strategies

Absence
Behind-the-scenes maneuvering
Convey one’s interests
Create compelling spectacles
Defining situations
Forecasting
Framing perspectives
Keep opponents in close view
Keep options open

(Continued)
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TABLE 8.1
(Continued)

Political Behavior Influence Tactics

Common Decision
Strategies (cont.)

Looking out for greater good
Lower defenses
Maintain a level of uncertainty
Maintain reasonable options
Obtain information discreetly
Provide reassurance to others
Remain flexible
Remain involved when seeking end goal
Retarding/delaying compromises
Strategize a game plan
Working the system

Managing Situations Co-opting
Maintain efficient planning time
Managing sanctions
Managing the use of others
Managing to maximize returns
Manipulating
Striving for centralization
Utilizing span of control

Information Appraising
Apprising
Articulating implication of crisis
Control the amount of factual information
Feedback
Focus on important issues
Highlighting important details
Limit the amount of information to be revealed
Limit your message revelation
Maintain a level of personalized information
Maintain confidentiality
Managing the representation of information
Revealing of information
Selective expression of issues
Selective presentation
Selectively prevent courses of action
Selectively withhold information

Coalition Building consensus
Coalition building
Collaborate with others but maintain own beliefs
Collaboration
Gather support groups
Networking
Selective association with others
Emphasizing group ideals

(Continued)



TABLE 8.1
(Continued)

Political Behavior Influence Tactics

Bargaining Accommodation
Appease difficult people
Bargaining
Compromise
Display social needs
Excessive contributions
Exchange
Invoke past behaviors
Promises
Trading of favors
Trading off commitments

Aggression Advise departure from responsibilities
Aggressive acts to hurt others
Display warnings
Pressure
Resistance
Stimulate negative affect

Status Make self known/visible
Self-affirmation
Self-marketing
Self-serving behavior
Stand firm on beliefs

Personal Commit-
ment

Appeal to others’ self-image
Display eagerness to learn
Display modesty
Exhibit reliance
Expressing commitment
Expressing loyalty
Ingratiation
Making requests
Personal appeals
Recognize others’ accomplishments
Simple requests
Tailor personal identity to reflect personal needs

Vision Promotion Appeal to others’ feelings and thoughts
Humility
Inspirational appeals
Keep issues and thoughts in an enthusiastic manner
Maintain a level of achievement ideals
Persuasion
Promoting an idea
Rational persuasion

(Continued)

201



Study-Specific Criteria. Although the impact of influence tactics on
performance could be appraised using the 12 general performance criteria de-
scribed earlier, it seemed desirable to examine performance attributes directly
relevant to political behavior in accordance with the recommendations of Am-
meter et al. (2002). Here four judges were asked to rate, on a 5-point scale, using
the material presented in the prologue or epilogue chapters: (a) the degree of
divisiveness arising from the leader’s actions, (b) maintenance, over time, of ar-
rangements brought about by the leader’s political behavior, (c) institution-
alization of the leaders’ base of influence, and (d) positive relationships of
groups to leaders. These evaluations of the success of leaders’ influence at-
tempts yielded interrater agreement coefficients in the .70s.

Descriptive Findings

Table 8.2 presents the mean, standard deviation, interrater agreement coeffi-
cient, and correlation coefficients for scores on the 15 dimensions of political
tactics under consideration. The interrater agreement coefficients obtained in
assessing the frequency with which relevant political tactics were evident in the
incidents abstracted from the biographies ranged from .57 to .99. The unusually
high agreement coefficients obtained for control of decision strategies and in-
formation reflects the tendency of biographers to “call out,” and expressly ana-
lyze, the leader’s use of tactics subsumed under these dimensions. Given this ob-
servation, it is not surprising that the average interrater agreement coefficient (r
= .64) was larger than the median interrater agreement coefficient (r = .58).
Regardless of the metric applied, however, the obtained agreement coefficients
fall in the range considered adequate when frequency data is being employed.
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TABLE 8.1
(Continued)

Political Behavior Influence Tactics

Disinformation Betray confidence
Covering up
Distort information
Masking emotions
Masking intentions
Mastering emotions
Pretend good intentions
Simulate lack of knowledge

Emotion Appealing to others’ emotions
Display calmness
Display confidence
Display enthusiasm
Mastering emotions (also in disinformation category)
Recognize each other’s feelings
Stimulate others’ emotions (also in aggression category)
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More centrally, the correlations among the dimensions provided some evi-
dence for the meaningfulness, or construct validity, of these evaluations. For
example, the frequency with which social relationships were used as a basis for
the exercise of influence was positively correlated (r = .35) with the use of co-
alitions as a basis for the exercise of influence but negatively correlated with the
exercise of influence through authority (r = −.40) and aggression (r = −.22)—
findings that are not especially surprising given the fact that authority and ag-
gression typically disrupt social relationships. Along similar lines, it was found
that the use of political tactics involving control of decision strategies was posi-
tively related to managing situations (r = .37), and information (r = .21), to
further one’s agenda. Finally, given the observations of Shamir et al. (1993), it
was not surprising that the tendency to exercise influence through vision pro-
motion proved to be positively related to the exercise of influence through emo-
tions (r = .30).

Given the evidence for the meaningfulness of the measures of political tac-
tics abstracted from the biographies, a new question comes to fore: Which of
these 15 tactics are most likely to be applied by outstanding leaders? The data
presented in Table 8.2 indicate that outstanding leaders use a variety of political
tactics. However, they appear especially likely to use control of decision strate-
gies (X = .15), aggression (X = .16), and status (X = .17) as tactics for influenc-
ing others. Although this observation may, at first glance, appear surprising, in
conflict and crisis situations, the situations that call for outstanding leadership,
it may be necessary for leaders to take strong, highly directive positions—a
point illustrated in Lyndon Johnson’s behavior in “pushing” through civil rights
legislation. This characteristic of the political tactics used by outstanding lead-
ers, in fact, may account for the finding that bargaining (X = .06) behaviors
were not frequently observed.

In addition, two other dimensions were observed relatively infrequently in
the incidents abstracted from the biographies. Outstanding leaders rarely
used tactics subsumed under the disinformation (X = .04) dimension. And,
they rarely used tactics involving control of information (X = .06). Appar-
ently, information, perhaps because it is widely available and often verifiable,
does not provide outstanding leaders with an especially useful tool for the ex-
ercise of influence.

RESULTS

Comparison of Leader Types

Table 8.3 presents the results obtained in the multivariate analysis of co-
variance examining differences across leader types (charismatic, ideological,
and pragmatic), leader orientation (socialized or personalized), and time (“rise
to power,” “pinnacle of power,” and “fall from power”) with respect to the politi-
cal tactics observed. As may be seen, a number of covariates produced signifi-
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cant (p ≤ .05) effects. As expected, incident length [F(15, 95) = 4.95; p ≤ .001]
produced a significant relationship due to the fact that longer incidents pro-
vided more opportunities to identify relevant political behaviors. Additionally,
the likelihood of political behaviors being observed increased with the size of
the organization [F(15, 95) = 1.71; p ≤ .10] and the amount of risk [F(15, 95) =
2.46; p ≤ .01] involved for the leader.

Whereas these relationships were quite straightforward, the remaining two
covariates produced a somewhat more complex pattern of relationships. The ef-
fects for prior conflict [F(15, 95) = 2.66; p ≤ .01] appear to reflect the fact that
hostile political tactics (or aggression) were more likely to occur when the parties
involved had a history of distrust and disagreement. The effects for authors’ reac-
tions to political tactics [F(15, 95) = 2.59; p ≤ .01] reflect the tendency of authors
to spend more time examining political behavior of which they approved.

When these controls were taken into account, only one significant effect
emerged in the multivariate analysis of covariance. More specifically, leader
type (charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic) produced a significant [F(15, 95)
= 2.26; p ≤ .01] main effect. Inspection of the associated univariate effects indi-
cated, in accordance with our foregoing observations, that pragmatic leaders
were more likely than charismatic and ideological leaders to exercise influence
through expertise [F(2, 109) = 2.15; p ≤ .15; X = .12, SE = .012 vs. X = .09, SE
= .012] and control of resources [F(2, 109) = 2.34; p ≤ .10; X = .12, SE = .017
vs. X = .08, SE = .01]. Charismatic leaders, on the other hand, were more likely
than pragmatic and ideological leaders to exercise influence through political
tactics intended to enhance status perceptions [F(2, 109) = 2.14; p ≤ .15; X =
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TABLE 8.3
Summary of Results of Multivariate Analysis of Covariance

F df p η2

Covariates
Incident length 4.95 15, 95 0.001 0.43
Amount of risk 2.46 15, 95 0.004 0.28
Prior conflict 2.66 15, 95 0.002 0.29
Author reactions to tactics 2.59 15, 95 0.003 0.29
Organizational size 1.71 15, 95 0.061 0.21

Main Effects
Orientation (socialized or personalized) 1.01 15, 95 0.443 0.13
Type (charismatic, ideological, or pragmatic) 2.26 15, 95 0.009 0.26
Time (“rise to power,” “pinnacle of power,” “fall from power”) 0.89 30, 80 0.662 0.25

Interactions
Orientation * Type 1.26 15, 95 0.241 0.16
Orientation * Time 0.80 30, 80 0.74 0.23
Type * Time 0.93 30, 80 0.57 0.25
Type * Time * Orientation 1.22 30, 80 0.222 0.31

Note. F = F-ratio, df = degrees of freedom, p = significance level using Roy’s Largest Root, η2 =
effect size (partial eta squared).



.21, SE = .021 vs. X = .16, SE = .021]. This finding, of course, is consistent
with the observation that charismatic leaders seek to convey an aura of success
to encourage personal identification and acceptance of the vision being articu-
lated. Finally, charismatic and ideological leaders, in contrast to pragmatic
leaders, were more likely to use coalition building [F(2, 109) = 2.75; p ≤ .10; X
= .15, SE = .016 vs. X = .09, SE = .016] as a vehicle for the exercise of influ-
ence. Given the focus of pragmatic leaders on rational self-interest, however,
this pattern of findings is not especially surprising.

The discriminant function obtained when scores on the political-tactics di-
mension were used to account for group membership produced a canonical cor-
relation of .53, which was significant at the .01 level. The dimensions yielding
sizable positive loadings on this function included expertise (r = .33), social re-
lationships (r = .28), and resources (r = .27). The dimensions yielding sizable
negative loadings on this function included control of decision strategies (r =
–.45), aggression (r = −.30), coalition building (r = −.29), and personal com-
mitment (r = –.25). This pattern of loadings suggests that with respect to politi-
cal tactics, charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders differ in their em-
phasis on rational economic influence. As might be expected, pragmatic leaders
(X = .88) obtained substantially higher scores on this rational-influence function
than charismatic (X = .33) and ideological (X = .54) leaders.

Performance Relationships

Table 8.4 presents the correlations of this rational-influence dimension with
the various performance criteria. Although scores on this rational-influence di-
mension were not strongly related to the 4 political criteria, they were signifi-
cantly (p ≤ .10) related to scores on 5 of the 12 general performance criteria. Use
of rational-influence tactics was negatively related to the leader’s ability to initi-
ate mass movements (r = −.35). The limited utility of rational-influence tactics
in mobilizing large numbers of people may account for the finding that use of ra-
tional-influence tactics was also negatively related to how much the leader con-
tributed to society (r = −.25), and the number of people affected by the leader’s
actions (r = −.17).

Although the exercise of rational-influence tactics may limit the leader’s im-
pact on people, it may prove beneficial to society as a whole by limiting the dam-
age that can be done by leaders. Thus, use of rational-influence tactics resulted
in fewer negative contributions (r = −.25) and fewer different types of negative
contributions (r = −.30). Because leaders applying rational-influence tactics
did less harm to society, they tended to be more favorably appraised by biogra-
phers (r = .26).

The question that arises at this juncture is whether these effects were still ev-
ident when the relevant covariate controls were taken into account. The results
obtained in the regression analysis where each criterion was regressed on the ra-
tional-influence dimension after first taking these controls into account are
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presented in Table 8.5. As may be seen, the rational-influence dimension pro-
vided significant (p ≤ .05) regression results for 4 of the 12 general criteria. In
keeping with the results obtained in the correlational analyses, pragmatics’ use
of rational influence made it less likely (β = −.27) that they would initiate mass
movements, thereby limiting their impact on society (β = −.18). By the same
token, however, use of rational-influence tactics limited the number of differ-
ent types of negative contributions (β = −.16) that might be made by a leader,
resulting in a more favorable appraisal of the leader’s performance by biogra-
phers (β = .26).

Summary

Outstanding leaders are apparently political beings who have at their disposal
and use a wide variety of political tactics to influence others. In fact, the use of
political tactics was not related to orientation—socialized versus personal-
ized—and outstanding leaders, regardless of orientation, employed some rather
harsh tactics such as control of decision strategies and aggression. Charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders, however, were found to differ in the kind of
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TABLE 8.4
Correlations of Performance Criteria With Discriminant Functions

Criteria
Rational
Influence

General Criteria

1) How much did the leader contribute to society? −0.25
2) How long did the leader’s contribution last? −0.02
3) How many people did the leader affect? −0.17
4) How favorably did the biographer view the leader? 0.26
5) How many positive contributions did the leader make? 0.02
6) How many negative contributions did the leader make? −0.25
7) How many different types of positive contributions? −0.05
8) How many different types of negative contributions? −0.30
9) Do institutions established by the leader still exist? 0.02

10) How many institutions were established by the leader? −0.05
11) Was the leader’s vision maintained after he/she left power? −0.04
12) Did the leader initiate mass movements? −0.35

Political Criteria

1) Amount of divisiveness arising from the leader’s positions? −0.02
2) Maintenance over time of arrangements brought about by

the leader’s political behavior? 0.12
3) Institutionalization of the leader’s base of influence? 0.12
4) Positive relationship of group to leader? 0.16

Note. r ≥ .18 significant at .05 level.
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political tactics they employed. More specifically, pragmatic leaders, in contrast
to charismatic and ideological leaders, were more likely to employ the tactics of
rational influence (expertise, resources, and social relationships) than the tac-
tics of control and intimidation (control of decision strategies, coalition build-
ing, and aggression). This tendency of pragmatic leaders to employ the tactics of
rational influence while limiting impact resulted in less harm to society and
more favorable appraisals.

CONCLUSIONS

These findings must be evaluated, however, taking into account certain limita-
tions of the present study. To begin, although the political tactics examined in
this study were based on a systematic taxonomy of the major kinds of political
behavior discussed in the leadership literature (Ammeter et al., 2002; Yukl,
2002; Zanzi & O’Neil, 2001), it is possible that other taxonomies of relevant po-
litical behavior might be developed that would perhaps result in a somewhat
different pattern of findings. Along related lines, although a wide variety of po-
litical behaviors were examined as potential manifestations of the various cate-
gories of political behavior under consideration, it is also true that not all possi-
ble political behaviors relevant to these categories were, or indeed could be,
examined in the present study.

In fact, in this study the focus was on the kind of political behaviors likely to
be described in the biographies of outstanding leaders. This point is of some im-
portance because political behaviors exist, often behaviors linked to ingratia-
tion, that are not commonly considered in academic biographies due to the pau-
city of historical evidence. As a result, the dimensions of political tactics, and
the specific political behaviors linked to these tactics, must be viewed as a select
sample of the domain of relevant dimensions and behaviors.

Finally, the results obtained in the present study were based on a particular
measurement strategy. More specifically, tactics were assessed in terms of the
frequency with which relevant behaviors appeared in incidents of significant
political activity drawn from the biographies of outstanding leaders. The use of
a frequency-based assessment strategy offers some distinct advantages with re-
gard to objectivity—a point of some concern in studies of leader political behav-
ior (Fedor & Maslyn, 2002). By the same token, however, certain attributes of
political behavior, such as impact and compliance, cannot be taken into ac-
count when a frequency approach is applied in assessment.

Even taking these considerations into account, however, we believe that the
results obtained in the present study have some important implications for un-
derstanding political behavior on the part of outstanding leaders. Earlier, we hy-
pothesized that differences would be observed in the political tactics employed
by socialized and personalized leaders. Although this hypothesis, a hypothesis
based on the tendency of personalized leaders to evidence negative life themes
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and power motives (O’Connor et al., 1995), seemed plausible, it was not borne
out by the results obtained in the present study. Put more directly, significant
differences were not observed between socialized and personalized leaders with
regard to the frequency with which different political tactics were used.

A potential explanation for this “nonfinding” may be found in the overall fre-
quency with which outstanding leaders, regardless of orientation and type, em-
ployed the various political tactics under consideration. More specifically, out-
standing leaders, across the board, displayed a surprising tendency to apply
tactics such as control of decision strategies and aggression. What should be
recognized here, however, is that outstanding leaders emerge under conditions
of crisis and conflict. The demands made by crisis and conflict, however, may,
regardless of orientation, require outstanding leaders to evidence a tough-
minded orientation toward politics. In other words, outstanding leaders do
what is necessary to get the job done, sometimes employing rather unattractive
tactics in the cause of a greater good. An illustration of this point may be found
in Table 8.6, which presents an incident of political behavior drawn from the bi-
ography of Franklin Roosevelt—a socialized charismatic.

Along related lines, it should be noted that the time, or career period, vari-
able also failed to produce significant differences in the political tactics used by
outstanding leaders. The obvious implication of this finding is that preferred po-
litical tactics are apparently quite stable across the course of leaders’ careers.
Thus, Joseph Stalin was equally likely to rely on aggressive tactics early as well as
later in his career. A more subtle implication of this observation, however, is
that something fundamental and enduring in leaders leads to substantial stabil-
ity in preferred political tactics once they have begun to assume significant lead-
ership roles.
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TABLE 8.6
Illustration of Tough-Minded Political Behavior

Franklin Roosevelt

In February, Ickes told FDR that everyone knew Farley was disloyal. “You only have to look at his
face at Cabinet to know that,” FDR replied.

In August, FDR invited Farley to Hyde Park to try to tell him that if he was nominated he had
no chance of winning. “I know perfectly well that you will have enough delegates at the next na-
tional convention to hold the balance of power,” he said, and then outlined Farley’s record, add-
ing: “You don’t want to spoil that record. Neither of us wants to nominate a ticket next year of
such a sort that as we leave the Convention Hall we will know that that ticket will be defeated.
Only liberal candidates on a liberal platform can win next year. I will not support anyone but a lib-
eral. I will not support either a conservative or straddlebug. I will not support a tweedle-
dumer. . . . I not only won’t support a reactionary on the Democratic ticket, I will not support
anyone who apologizes for the New Deal.” The message did not get through, for Farley still had
visions of the unattainable.

Note. From FDR: A Biography, by T. Morgan (1985, p. 517), New York: Simon & Schuster,
Inc.



One potential explanation for this apparent stability in preferred political
tactics may be found in Fiol et al.’s (2001) concept of power mental models.
These schemata about how power is acquired and the ways in which power can
be exercised to influence others, may represent stable, self-perpetuating, inter-
pretive strategies if people interpret and respond to political incidents on the
basis of schemata where events are appraised and outcomes assessed in terms of
certain models. In other words, power mental models may create a confirmatory
bias that results in substantial stability in people’s preferred political tactics over
time and situations.

Some support for this notion may be found in the differences observed
among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. Mumford and Van
Doorn (2001) argued that pragmatic leaders emerge, and succeed, under condi-
tions of consensus where influence is exercised through elites. Charismatic and
ideological leaders, however, emerge, and succeed, under conditions of conflict
where the leader’s vision serves as a basis for resolution and integration of di-
verse perspectives. Given the conditions of their emergence, and their ten-
dency to work through elites, it seems likely that pragmatic leaders will con-
struct power mental models that stress rational economic exchange (Yukl,
2002). Charismatic and ideological leaders’ power mental models, however, by
virtue of the conditions of leader emergence, are likely to stress themes involv-
ing conflict leading to the use of tactics such as control of decision strategies, co-
alition building, and aggression.

These differences in the power mental models of pragmatic leaders as op-
posed to charismatic and ideological leaders are, in fact, consistent with our
findings bearing on the use of rational influence techniques by pragmatic lead-
ers. This difference between pragmatic and charismatic and ideological leaders
is illustrated in Table 8.7, which presents the response of a pragmatic leader and
a charismatic leader to a crisis arising during their period at the “pinnacle of
power.” These illustrations, however, make a broader point. Although we may
find the tendency of charismatic and ideological leaders to eschew rational-
influence techniques for control unattractive, this control orientation may, at
times, prove highly effective.

These illustrations of the political tactics used by pragmatic leaders and the
political tactics used by charismatic and ideological leaders point to a funda-
mental paradox posed by outstanding leadership in its varied real-world mani-
festations. The rational-influence tactics preferred by pragmatic leaders allow
followers autonomy and freedom of action—autonomy and freedom of action
that charismatic and ideological leaders take from followers through control
of decision strategies, coalition building, and the threat implied by the poten-
tial for aggression. Though we may value freedom and autonomy, it comes at a
cost in that it limits the leader’s potential impact on followers, and society, at
least over the short run. Over the long run, however, as indicated by our find-
ings contrasting leader types with regard to performance, the rational-in-
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fluence tactics preferred by pragmatic leaders may prove more effective with
respect to the development of lasting institutions while minimizing the risk to
society imposed by the need for political behavior on the part of outstanding
leaders. In this sense, our findings seem to confirm the political wisdom under-
lying the U.S. Constitution, which, at least in some ways, was intended to sac-
rifice leader impact for the cause of rational influence and follower autonomy
(Ellis, 2001).
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TABLE 8.7
Illustrations of Effective Political Behavior by a Pragmatic

Leader and a Charismatic Leader in a Crisis Situation

Warren Buffett—Pragmatic

By early October 12, the yield on long-term bonds had risen to nearly 10 percent—up from only 7.4
percent as recently as March. On October 6, the Dow plunged 91.55 points, a one-day record. Mar-
kets had entered the vaporous territory in which events take on a life of their own and historical ac-
cidents may occur. In short, things were becoming serious.

On about October 12, Buffett cashed out the stock portfolio of at least one of Berkshire’s profit-
sharing plans. It cleaned the larder of stocks, save for his permanent three. According to a Buffett
associate, “It was a clear edict: ‘Sell everything.’ ”

Buffett was not making a forecast; he was merely obeying two cherished rules. Rule No. 1:
“Never lose money.” Rule No. 2: “Never forget Rule No. 1.” Munger said, “Warren would never
claim that he could call the market.” But perhaps Buffett had been glancing a bit more anxiously at
the newspaper clipping on his wall—the one from 1929. In the week following, interest rates
climbed above 10 percent. Japanese shares continued to rise, but now no one Wall Street cared
about Japan. On Friday, October 16, the Dow plunged 108 points.

Winston Churchill—Charismatic

Three days after this meeting, the Free State Government ended its economic blockade of Ulster,
and, as envisaged by the Treaty, Free Trade began at once between North and South. On January
30, as a further gesture of conciliation to the South, Churchill prevailed upon Lloyd George, against
strong War Office objections, to release thirteen Irish soldiers who had mutinied in India in 1920
and been sentenced by court martial to life imprisonment.

As friction broke out over the actual line of the border between North and South, Churchill
strove to calm the tempers that fared again into violence. “I am glad to have this task in my hands,”
he wrote to Clementine on February 4, “and hope to be able to steer a good course between all the
storms and rocks.” On February 15, after thirty people had been killed in Belfast in five days by Irish
Republican Army extremists who rejected the Treaty, Churchill again saw Collins in London. The
two men agreed to a Boundary Commission, made up of two groups, one from the North and the
other from the South, to consult together and resolve, from village to village and farm to farm, the
precise line of the border.

Note. Buffett is from Buffett: The Making of an American Capitalist, by R. Lowenstein (1995, p.
303), New York: Random House. Reprinted by permission. Churchill is from Churchill: A Life, by
M. Gilbert (1991, p. 444). Copyright © 1991 by Martin Gilbert. Reprinted by permission of Henry
Holt and Co.
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EARLY DISTINCT PATHWAYS
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In reading the biographies of outstanding leaders, one often becomes preoccu-
pied with a nagging question: Just how did the early life of the leader shape his or
her subsequent career? This question, a question clearly fundamental to under-
standing outstanding leadership, is not easily answered. The lives of outstand-
ing leaders, like the lives of most people, appear to be characterized by both con-
tinuity and change (Mumford & Manley, 2003)—a complex pattern of
continuity and change that makes it difficult to say exactly how early experi-
ences operate in determining the course of a leader’s career.

This point is aptly illustrated in Chernow’s (1998) biography of John D.
Rockefeller. Rockefeller’s father was something of a scoundrel, albeit a rather
charming scoundrel. This was a man who left his family to sell “snake oil” in a
traveling medicine show. In his personal life, Rockefeller, a devoted Christian
and family man, could not be more different from his father. With regard to cer-
tain business practices, however, Rockefeller seemed far more similar to his fa-
ther than one might expect based on his personal life. In fact, in old age, he be-
came something of a gambler, playing the market and playing the ladies.

Our intent in the present chapter is to examine how leaders’ early lives shape
their subsequent careers. More specifically, we examine how early developmen-
tal experiences begin moving leaders along a charismatic, ideological, or prag-
matic pathway and how these early experiences give rise to a socialized or per-
sonalized orientation. In this regard, it is necessary to bear in mind a point of
departure implied by this objective. Traditionally, studies of leader develop-
ment have focused on the acquisition of requisite skills (Day & O’Connor,
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2003). In this chapter, our concern is not skill acquisition but rather the devel-
opmental influences that shape people’s approach to leadership—a question of
differential development.

Differential development, like human development in general, is a highly
complex phenomenon. Accordingly, a number of models have been proposed
that might be used to understand differential development, and many of these
models have, in fact, been applied in attempts to understand leader develop-
ment. For example, Popper, Mayseless, and Castlenovo (2000) argued that
leader emergence and leaders’ careers are determined, at least in part, by early
attachment styles. In their model, secure attachments give rise to a prosocial
orientation and a willingness to engage others and engage crises. An alternative
model may be found in Fiedler and Chemers (1982). Fiedler and Chemers’
model flows from earlier work by Adler (e.g., Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1956).
Essentially, this model holds that leader development is driven by an attempt on
the part of the individual to compensate for deficiencies and capitalize on per-
ceived strengths. Still another model, one proposed by Erikson (1959), holds
that leader development, and the pathways people follow as leaders, are a re-
flection of the social identities formed in response to personal crises.

Identity, compensatory, and attachment models all have some value in ac-
counting for certain aspects of leader development. For example, Rockefeller’s
father may have been instrumental in both the formation of his son’s business
identity and his compensatory adoption of a Christian-family orientation. Al-
though we do not wish to dispute the potential value of these models for under-
standing the development of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders, in
the present chapter we argue that leader development is perhaps better under-
stood using an alternative model. More specifically, we argue that the nature of
the life narrative, or life stories, constructed by leaders as a mechanism for giv-
ing meaning to their life experiences provides the driving force underlying the
emergence of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders.

Sensemaking

Clearly, a number of general theoretical models are available that might be used
to understand the development of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic lead-
ership. The availability of these alternative models, however, begs a question:
Why apply a life narrative framework in accounting for the origins of charis-
matic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership? This question is perhaps best an-
swered by returning to the general theory of outstanding leadership presented
in chapter 2.

Essentially, this theory holds that outstanding leadership, regardless of type,
is a leadership of crisis. In other words, outstanding leadership occurs, and out-
standing leaders emerge, when change leads to suboptimal performance in a so-
cial system in which the leader is embedded (Hunt et al., 1999). Crises create
the opportunity for, and indeed the need for, outstanding leadership because
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people exposed to crises seek leaders who can make sense of the crisis (Drazin et
al., 1999). Sensemaking activities on the part of leaders not only reduce stress
and identify goals and paths to goal attainment, they provide a framework for
collective action and the maintenance of group and personal identity (Shamir
et al., 1993).

The theory of outstanding leadership presented in chapter 2 holds that lead-
ers’ sensemaking is based on the formation and articulation of a prescriptive
mental model. These prescriptive mental models are built upon a descriptive
mental model that describes the operations and objectives of the system “as is.”
Crises trigger reexamination and reconfiguration of these descriptive mental
models (Strange & Mumford, 2002) through an analysis of goals and of the
causes of goal attainment. In this framework, what distinguishes sensemaking,
and the formation of prescriptive mental models, from plans is that they involve
a self-analytical or self-reflective component. In other words, sensemaking and
the formation of prescriptive mental models are not simply reflections of the cri-
sis but rather the leader’s analysis of the crisis in terms of their personal history.

Some rather compelling support for this proposition may be found in Strange
and Mumford (2005). In this study, undergraduates were asked to form a vision
for a new experimental school after having been presented with good or poor
benchmark models under conditions where a search for goal and/or causes had
been activated. The positive effects of a search for goals when poor models had
been presented, however, were found to be moderated by reflection on past ex-
periences in relation to these goals and causes. Strong prescriptive models, as
defined in terms of viable vision statements, were obtained when people re-
flected on their past lives in relation to the situation at hand. This finding is of
critical importance because it indicates that leaders’ understanding of them-
selves, and their own lives, plays a key role in shaping the kind of prescriptive
mental models they construct.

Life Narratives

Life narratives, or life stories, are defined as cognitive schemata by which people
understand and make sense of the events that have occurred in their lives
(Bluck & Habermas, 2000). Thus, a life narrative may be seen as a cognitive,
conceptual construction that people use to summarize, organize, and interpret
life events. This summarization, a narrative or storylike summarization with a
distinct temporal causal orientation (Sarbin, 1986), is used as an explanatory
structure that allows people to maintain a sense of continuity in their lives and
establish a sense of identity (McAdams, 2001; Neimeyer & Metzler, 1994). In
addition to providing people with a sense of continuity and identity, life narra-
tives serve two other key functions (Bluck, 2003).

First, they appear to provide direction to the courses of people’s lives. Life
narratives are schematic structures that include information about goals,
causes, actions, and settings that have salient consequences for the individual.
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People appear to refer to these past events, using them as case models for under-
standing current events. In keeping with this proposition, Lockhart (1989) and
Pillemer (2003) found that people can abstract goals and causes from past
events and use this information to forecast the consequences of current events
and reactions to these events. More centrally, the available evidence suggests
that when people are exposed to crises, they are especially likely to apply life
narratives as a mechanism for understanding and responding to events (Bluck
& Staudinger, 2000; Pillemer, 1998; Taylor & Schneider, 1984). The tendency
of people to rely on life narratives as a mechanism for understanding and coping
with change or crises is, of course, consistent with the tendency of leaders to re-
flect on their past lives in the formation of prescriptive mental models.

Second, life narratives provide a vehicle for people to communicate personal
understanding of their lives and the situations in which they find themselves
(Alea & Bluck, 2003; J. M. Fitzgerald, 1995). In other words, we communicate
with, influence, and establish relationships with others in terms of our under-
standing of our own lives. How people convey life narratives, and the parts of
autobiographical experiences recalled in conveying narratives, appears to de-
pend on the content of the interaction (Barclay, 1995; Miller, 1994). This social
shaping of life narratives, moreover, allows people to convey, test, and refine
their understanding of the situation (Barclay, 1995)—its implications for them-
selves and its implications for others. These social interactional effects of life
narratives may, in fact, allow leaders to construct interpersonally evocative pre-
scriptive mental models and effectively convey these models to followers.

Taken as a whole, it appears that life narratives, and autobiographical rea-
soning based on these narratives, provide outstanding leaders with a basis for di-
rection and effective interaction. Thus, it is not surprising that reflection on
these narratives is critical to construction of prescriptive mental models and the
formation of viable vision statements. Given the impact of life narratives on for-
mation of prescriptive mental models, it seems plausible to argue that life narra-
tives, or life stories, may represent a key mechanism by which developmental
experiences influence the nature of, and actions taken by, outstanding leaders.

The potential influence of life narratives on leadership points to the need to
understand the content, structure, and development of narrative schemata.
Bluck (2003), Bluck and Habermas (2001), and Habermas and Bluck (2000)
argued that although life narratives are ultimately based on autobiographical
memory, they represent a selective reconstruction (Conway, 1995, 1996). Life
narratives do not contain, or reflect, all of the events that have occurred
throughout the entirety of our lives. Rather, they contain information that per-
mits the formation of a coherent narrative.

In Habermas and Bluck’s (2000) view, coherent narratives derive, or are
built, vis-à-vis four mechanisms that may be used to structure and organize life
events. First, coherence arises from cultural expectations about the narratives
of autobiographical material. Second, it is often brought about by imposition of
a temporal sequence to include a chronological sequence of life tasks
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(Havinghurst, 1953). Third, it may be based on the identification of general
causes influencing life events, especially goal-relevant, or consequential, life
events (Bluck, 2003; J. M. Fitzgerald, 1995). The fourth, and final source of co-
herence may be found in the themes, or principles, that bind causes, outcomes,
and events together.

The critical implication of this coherence theory is that life narratives, and
autobiographical reasoning with these narratives, will tend to emerge in late
childhood and adolescence as people acquire the ability to think about them-
selves, and their lives, in terms of abstract causes. In keeping with this proposi-
tion, Habermas and Paha (2001), in a content analysis of autobiographical nar-
ratives obtained from 12-, 15-, and 18-year-olds, found that life narrative
coherence increased with age as a function of the number and complexity of
causal linkages. Some further support for this proposition was provided by Bluck
and Habermas (2001) and Habermas and Bluck (2000). They found that peo-
ple, in describing their lives, tend to spontaneously report more events drawn
from late childhood, adolescence, and young adulthood—a pattern of recall
that would be expected if formation and consolidation of narrative schemata
was occurring during these developmental periods.

Although life narrative formation depends on the construction of a schematic
organizing framework based on causes and thematic principles, as is the case with
most knowledge structures, the overarching organization appears to be built
around prototypic exemplars, ongoing episodes, and key life events (Mobley,
Doares, & Mumford, 1992). The role of exemplar events in the formation of life
narratives was discussed by Korte (1995), McAdams (2001), and Pillemer
(2001). Broadly speaking, people tend to remember, and view as critical exem-
plars, unusual, unexpected, nonroutine life events that had important conse-
quences and were emotionally evocative (Brewer, 1986). These unique conse-
quential, emotionally laden events, particularly events encountered in late
childhood, adolescence, and early adulthood, appear to provide the substantive
basis, or key exemplars, around which life narrative schemata are constructed.

Leader Types

Having provided a description of life narratives and their development, the
question arises as to how narratives, and narrative differences, give rise to differ-
ent pathways to outstanding leadership. Broadly speaking, the nature and
structure of life narratives suggests that differences will be observed among out-
standing leaders in two domains. First, one might expect that outstanding lead-
ers, charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders, and the personalized and
socialized variants of each, will differ in the kind of events playing a preeminent
role in the definition of life narratives or life stories. Second, outstanding leaders
may differ with respect to the themes evident in key life events.

In fact, given the nature of the prescriptive mental models applied by charis-
matic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders, there is reason to expect that differ-
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ences will be observed in the kind of events used to define life narratives. For ex-
ample, by virtue of their importance in defining goals and values, it can be
expected that anchoring events will prove particularly important in shaping the
lives of ideological leaders. In contrast, one might expect that turning point and
redemption events, by virtue of their emphasis on positive, proactive change,
will prove especially important in lives of charismatic leaders. Finally, one might
expect that pragmatic leaders will tend to base life narratives on originating
events—events providing concrete action guidelines.

Not only is there reason to suspect that charismatic, ideological, and prag-
matic leaders will differ with regard to the salience, or importance, of event
types in narratives, one would also expect to see differences among socialized
and personalized leaders in this regard. Given the tendency of personalized
leaders to express negative life themes, outcome uncertainty, and power mo-
tives (O’Connor et al., 1995), it seems reasonable to expect that contaminating
events will play a particularly important role in defining the life narratives of
personalized leaders. On the other hand, the life narratives of socialized leaders
should tend to emphasize redemptive events.

In addition to cross-type differences in events, it seems likely that differences
will also be observed in the thematic organization of these events. A case in
point may be found in temporal organization. Charismatic leaders can be ex-
pected to organize events in terms of their causal implications for the future.
Ideological leaders, however, will tend to stress the casual implications of the
past whereas pragmatic leaders emphasize the present. What should also be rec-
ognized here, however, is that a variety of other thematic differences may arise
in contrasting charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. For example,
given their emphasis on proactive change based on people’s actions, one would
expect that personal achievements and risk taking will represent salient the-
matic constructs in the lives of charismatic leaders. In the case of ideological
leaders, it seems reasonable to argue that spiritual themes will prove important
in organizing life events. In the case of pragmatic leaders, themes stressing the
importance of evidence and incremental progress should prove to play a note-
worthy role in binding together relevant life events.

It can also be expected that socialized and personalized leaders will display
differences in the thematic content of their life narratives. Specifically, given
the characteristics of personalized leaders (e.g., negative life themes, outcome
uncertainty), it can be expected that themes stressing distrust and control will
be evident in the life events of personalized leaders. In contrast, themes stress-
ing the value of interpersonal commitment should be evident in the life events
of socialized leaders.

Summary

Our foregoing observations about development indicate that the kind of life
narratives constructed by leaders in late childhood, adolescence, and young
adulthood will represent a potentially powerful influence on the prescriptive
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mental models constructed by outstanding leaders. Moreover, the nature of
these life narratives, or life stories, suggests that a systematic pattern of differ-
ences will be observed among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders
with respect to both the kind of events found to be important in leaders’ lives
and the themes that tie these events together. These differences in narrative
content and themes may also help account for the expression of socialized and
personalized behavior on the part of outstanding leaders.

METHOD

Study Method

Event Content. The material examining leaders’ lives during late child-
hood, adolescence, and young adulthood, the period when life narratives are
being constructed, appears in the early-career chapters of biographies—typi-
cally chapters placed prior to the rise-to-power chapters. Accordingly, a psy-
chologist reviewed these early-career sections and identified those chapters
that described the childhood, adolescence, and young-adulthood experiences
of the leader. Thus, chapters examining general family background and experi-
ences in infancy and early childhood were not considered. Typically, three to
six relevant chapters were identified describing the leaders’ late childhood, ado-
lescence, and young adulthood, which, in total, were 40 to 50 pages long.

Four undergraduates unfamiliar with the intent of the present study were
asked to review the material presented in these chapters and identify (a) origi-
nating events, (b) anchoring events, (c) analogous events, (d) turning point
events, (e) redemptive events, and (f) contaminating events. Prior to this event
identification exercise, these undergraduates participated in a 16-hour training
program where they were familiarized with the nature of these events and given
training. The kappa coefficients for agreement in identification and classifica-
tion of these events ranged from .64 to .98 across the six event types. Thus, the
training appeared to result in reliable identification of the relevant events.
Typically, these events were a half to a full page in length with 15 to 30 events
falling into one of the six categories being identified for the 120 leaders included
in the sample. Thus, roughly 1,400 events were identified for the 120 leaders
under consideration in the present study. Table 9.1 presents illustrations of
each of the six event types under consideration.

Thematic Coding. After material describing salient events had been
abstracted from the biographies, a content analysis intended to capture the
themes appearing in these events was conducted. Initially, a review of the
available literature on charismatic (e.g., Conger & Kanungo, 1998), ideologi-
cal (e.g., Strange & Mumford, 2002), and pragmatic leadership (e.g.,
Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001) was conducted to identify thematic dimen-
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TABLE 9.1
Examples of Event Types Drawn From Leader Biographies

Event Type Benchmark Example

Originating
Event

“From an early age, the young Rupert [Murdoch] was aware of the power and the
glory and the sheer fun which accrued to his father from newspapers. Keith
[Rupert’s father] used to take his son around the Herald’s office on Flinders
Street, and Rupert often said later that the smell of the ink, the noise of the
presses and the highly charged atmosphere were irresistible. ‘The life of a pub-
lisher is the best life in the whole world. When kids are subjected to it there’s
not much doubt they’ll be attracted to it.’ ” (Shawcross, 1992, p. 27)

Turning Point
Event

“The most dramatic story concerns Lewis’s involvement in the 1903 disaster at the
Union Pacific Railroad Company’s coal mine in Hanna, WY. Passing through
the area by chance, Lewis arrived in time to assist a rescue team in carrying out
the torn, charred bodies of 234 miners . . . ‘what ripped his emotions to shreds
was the sight of the numb, mute faces of the wives now suddenly widows of the
men they loved.’ ” (Dubofsky & Van Tine, 1986, pp. 14–15)

Anchoring
Event

“In what Fidel calls, ‘a decisive moment on my life,’ Angel Castro decided during the
boys’ summer holiday after the 4th grade that they would not go back to school . . .
But Fidel [Castro] was determined to return to school. As he tells the story, ‘I re-
member going to mother and explaining to her that I wanted to go on studying; it
wasn’t fair not to let me go to school. I appealed to her and told her I would set fire to
the house if I wasn’t sent back . . . so they decided to send me back. I’m not sure if
they were afraid or just sorry for me, but my mother pleaded my case.’ Fidel was
learning quickly that absolute and uncompromising stubbornness was a powerful
weapon. This may have been the most important lesson he had drawn from his
young years at the finca, and he never forgot it.” (Szulc, 1986, p. 112)

Analogous
Event

“Almost forty years later, on the occasion of a commencement address at Fisk, and
perhaps under the influence of the occasion, DuBois recalled those three years
of ‘splendid inspiration’ and nearly ‘perfect happiness’ with teachers whom he
respected, amid surroundings which inspired him. The ten years after Fisk he
chronicled as ‘a sort of prolongation of my Fisk college days. I was at Harvard,
but not of it. I was a student of Berlin but still a son of Fisk. I used my days there
to understand my new setting. . . .’ ” (Broderick, 1959, p. 9)

Redemption
Event

“She [Betty Friedan], who had been the ringleader and chief instigator, the one
who generated all the excitement, was suddenly alone, abandoned by her
friends. The creator of clubs was not chosen for the most exclusive club at all—
the high school sorority. She was desolate . . . The year of loneliness that fol-
lowed was the lowest point of her life. She blamed it primarily on anti-Semitism
. . . The sight of the car full of friend, a vision that she yearned for, triggered
something in her, and she made a promise to herself: ‘They may not like me
now, but [someday] they are going to look up to me.’ ” (Hennessee, 1999, p. 15)

Contaminating
Event

“To Mao [Ze-Dong], the failure of the independence movement was a grievous
disappointment. All his efforts over the past year, he told friends, had been to
‘no avail.’ The Huaneses had shown themselves to be ‘muddle-headed, with nei-
ther ideals nor long-term plans. In political circles, they are lethargic and ex-
tremely corrupt, and we can say that there is absolutely no hope for political
reform.’ It was time to start afresh, he wrote, to ‘carve a new path.’ ” (Short,
1999, p. 109)
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sions apparent in the lives of each type of leader. This literature review led to
the identification of 63 candidate thematic dimensions. These dimensions
were then reviewed for redundancy, clarity, and criticality. This review re-
sulted in the identification of 28 key dimensions that appeared to capture crit-
ical thematic organizing principles applied by outstanding leaders. These the-
matic dimensions are presented in Table 9.2 along with supporting citations
and a set of two to four behavioral benchmarks intended to illustrate how
these themes are manifest in people’s lives.

Rating Procedure. A panel of six judges was asked to review the mate-
rial presented in each life event drawn from the biographies in relation to the
thematic dimensions and behavioral benchmarks. A modified Q-sort proce-
dure was then applied where judges were asked to assign an event to these di-
mensions reflecting relevant thematic content (McAdams, Hoffman, Mans-
field, & Day, 1996; McKeon & Thomas, 1988; Woike, 1995). Specifically,
judges were asked to indicate whether a given event did or did not reflect rele-
vant thematic content for each of the 28 dimensions under consideration.
Scoring occurred by determining those dimensions to which the majority of the
judges assigned an event. Dimension scores were obtained for a leader by deter-
mining the number of events identified for a leader assigned to a given dimen-
sion, and then dividing by the total number of events identified for the leader
under consideration.

Prior to making these assignments the judges were provided with a 24-hour
training program extended over 2 weeks. Initially, judges were familiarized with
the thematic dimensions and the nature of the events abstracted from the biog-
raphies along with the procedures to be applied in appraising the thematic con-
tent of these events. Following this initial training, judges were presented with
sample biographical material and asked to apply these rating procedures. After
making these initial evaluations, judges met as a panel to discuss observed dis-
crepancies. At that time, feedback was provided to clarify decision rules, di-
mensional definitions, and application of the rating procedure. These practice
sessions continued until the judges evidenced adequate agreement. The
interrater agreement coefficients resulting from application of these procedures
ranged between .56 and .63 using a kappa statistic. These agreement coeffi-
cients are considered adequate when assignments are being made to a relatively
large number of categories.

Study-Specific Controls. The control measures applied in the present
study consisted of the general historic and role attribute measures described
earlier. In addition to these general control measures, a select set of control
measures was obtained to capture variables uniquely relevant to developmental
influences. These study-specific controls included: (a) presence of theoretical
assumptions about the nature of developmental influences (Freudian, educa-
tional, etc.), (b) amount of objective, detailed information available for devel-
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TABLE 9.2
Thematic Constructs Used in Event Content Coding

Behavioral Examples Justification for Inclusion

FUTURE FOCUS • Speaking about concern for fu-
ture goals or conditions

• Prioritizing future goals over
present needs or past standards

Charismatic leaders communicate
visions that are loosely tied to a
set of future goals (House, 1977;
House & Howell, 1992; Shamir,
House, & Arthur, 1993)

INSPIRATIONAL
COMMUNICA-
TION

• Persuading others using emo-
tional or affective communica-
tion

• Practice in speaking techniques
such as debate or drama club

Charismatic leaders use affective
speech as primary means of in-
fluence (Conger, 1989; House &
Podsakoff, 1994)

IMAGE MANAGE-
MENT

• Role modeling desired behaviors
• Concern with appearance to

others

Charismatic leaders tend to exert
direct influence on followers by
role modeling desired behaviors
(House, 1977)

RISK TAKING • Engaging in risky endeavors
• Risk-taking behavior is rewarded

Charismatic leaders engage in pub-
lic risk taking to convey heroic
image for followers (Conger &
Kanungo, 1998; House, 1977)

PERSONAL
ACHIEVEMENT

• Making obvious contributions to
performance or letting others
know about achievements

• Direct-influence tactics such as
taking credit for accomplish-
ments

Charismatic leaders tend to take
credit for contributions and en-
gage in highly visible leadership
activities (House & Howell,
1992)

PERFORMANCE EX-
PECTATIONS

• Witnessing rewards for high ex-
pectations

• Viewing accomplishments in
terms of overall goal attainment
versus incremental progress

Charismatic leaders convey high
expectations to followers
through their visions and other
direct communications (House
& Podsakoff, 1994)

CHANGE EFFORTS • Witnessing dramatic change ef-
forts to status quo

• Large-scale change efforts are re-
warded

Visions of charismatic leaders por-
tray a model for the future that
is markedly different from the
status quo (Shamir, House, &
Arthur, 1993; Weber, 1947)

EXPOSURE TO
CRISES

• Experiencing some type of crisis
or emergency

• Witnessing control through a
crisis (having a role model of
how to effectively deal with cri-
ses)

Charismatic leaders often emerge
in times of crisis or events
marked with instability and
change (Hunt, Boal, & Dodge,
1999; House & Howell, 1992)

(Continued)
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TABLE 9.2
(Continued)

Behavioral Examples Justification for Inclusion

PAST FOCUS • Preferring past conditions, tradi-
tions, or way of life

• Focusing on history or historical
events and/or people

Ideological leaders often point to
past group status or traditions in
communicating their visions
(Strange & Mumford, 2002)

BELIEF COMMIT-
MENT

• Discounting alternative views
that are not congruent with be-
lief system

• Denying normal allowances
(e.g., types of food, material pos-
sessions) due to belief system

Ideological leaders use their belief
systems to make decisions, influ-
ence and select followers, and
motivate others (Robinson,
1996; Strange & Mumford,
2002)

SPIRITUALITY • Viewing faith, morals, and/or re-
ligion as primary directive in life

• Using symbols and/or rituals to
reflect religion or spirituality

Ideological leaders view spirituality
as most important aspect of daily
life and display this belief
through use of symbols and ritu-
als (Post, Ruby, & Shaw, 2002)

ENVIRONMENTAL
CONFLICT

• Experiencing societal events that
change the way that individuals
live and/or interact

• Witnessing war, leader assassina-
tion, and/or change in resources

Ideological leaders tend to arise
from conditions of marked soci-
etal turbulence (Post, Ruby, &
Shaw, 2002)

INJUSTICE • Witnessing inequitable distribu-
tion of resources or income dis-
parity between groups

• Seeing group as indebted by soci-
ety for past wrongs

Ideological leaders’ visions are based
on restoring past glory or rightful
place in society to group members
and may be based on a sensitivity
to injustice or victimization
(Bond, Kwan, & Li, 2003;
Hogan & Dickstein, 1972)

PRESENT FOCUS • Surveying current conditions
• Gathering information about

people and problems in current
situation

Pragmatic leaders place an empha-
sis on day-to-day current prob-
lems (Mumford & Van Doorn,
2001; Qin & Simon, 1990)

ANALYSIS • Applying a logical or step-by-
step process of problem solving

• Witnessing flexible or malleable
decision making

Pragmatic leaders amend their
problem-solving strategies based
on logical analysis of incoming
feedback (Bartone, Snook, &
Tremble, 2002; Mumford &
Van Doorn, 2001)

EVIDENTIAL PREF-
ERENCE

• Exposure to factual data (e.g.,
numbers, statistical analyses) use
in decision making

• Disconfirming beliefs and values
in face of conflicting facts or data

Pragmatic leaders prefer to use
concrete evidence to (a) make
decisions and (b) influence fol-
lowers (Mumford & Van Doorn,
2001)

(Continued)
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TABLE 9.2
(Continued)

Behavioral Examples Justification for Inclusion

INCREMENTAL
PROGRESS

Viewing need for gradual
achievements toward a goal
Delaying gratification for end
state/outcome in order to break
problem down into more man-
ageable steps

Pragmatic leaders rely on iterative
problem-solving activities to de-
fine and solve complex organiza-
tional problems (Reiter-Palmon
& Illies, 2004)

EXPOSURE TO DI-
VERSITY

Experiencing diverse people,
places, and ideas
Searching for similar and
nonsimilar properties of diverse
people and ideas

Pragmatic problem solving relies
on an integration of discrepant
concepts to form unique solu-
tions to everyday problems
(D. H. Feldman, 1999; H.
Gardner, 1993b)

POSITIVE VIEW OF
OTHERS

Appraising others positively or
kindly
Expressing concern for the safety,
needs, and happiness of others

Socialized leaders base their prob-
lem-solving efforts on the good
of others (House & Howell,
1992)

POSITIVE VIEW OF
SELF

Experiencing praise or assurance
from others about personal abili-
ties
Expressing confidence in one’s
own ability

Socialized leaders are able to trust
others based on prior experi-
ences of reliance and confidence
(McClelland, 1975)

COMMITMENT TO
OTHERS

Expressing sense of responsibility
to welfare of others
Making personal sacrifices for
good of the group

Socialized leaders prioritize group
needs above personal motives ( J.
A. O’Connor, Mumford, Clifton,
Gessner, & Connelly, 1995)

EXPOSURE TO SUF-
FERING

• Witnessing others suffer pain or
life strife
Empathizing with others’ suffer-
ing

Socialized leaders demonstrate a
marked concern for the well-
being of others; such empathy
may be developed through expe-
riences with others’ pain (Nidich,
Nidich, & Alexander, 2000)

UNCERTAINTY/
POWERLESSNESS

Experiencing powerless due to
rapidly changing situation
Experiencing insecurity due to
lack of control over one’s own
situation

Personalized leaders evidence a
strong need to protect them-
selves over the good of the group
(Goodstadt & Hjelle, 1973;
Martin, Scully, & Levitt, 1990)

NEGATIVE VIEW OF
OTHERS

Expressing distrust of others,
possibly due to abandonment
and rejection from others in past
Viewing others as objects or
means to an end with little re-
gard for their safety or needs

Personalized leaders are willing to
use others as tools or objects for
personal gain (Eisenberg &
Miller, 1987; House & Howell,
1992)

(Continued)
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opmental events, (c) number of developmental events, (d) length of develop-
mental events, (e) number of pages devoted to the development, (f) age at rise
to power, (g) amount of external documentation provided for developmental
events, (h) source of information about developmental events (teachers, sib-
lings, friends, etc.), and (i) the number of leader recollections used as a basis for
describing developmental events. The counts and rating scales used to appraise
these control variables produced an average interrater agreement coefficient of
.94 using the procedures suggested by Shrout and Fleiss (1979).

Study-Specific Criteria. To examine the influence of thematic content
on performance, the 12 general criteria derived from the prologue, or epilogue,
chapter were applied (e.g., how many positive contributions? how many people
did the leader affect?). Because the primary concern in the study at hand was
the influence of thematic event content on overall performance, no study-
specific criteria were applied. In the following chapter, however, we examine
the influence of these thematic dimensions on leader behavior in the areas of
problem solving, leader–follower relationships, communication strategies, and
political tactics.
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TABLE 9.2
(Continued)

Behavioral Examples Justification for Inclusion

NEGATIVE VIEW OF
SELF

• Viewing others as superior to
self, either internally or hearing
such appraisals from others

• Experiencing doubt in personal
abilities

Narcissism, or a motivated defense
of a weak-self system based on
early experiences (Emmons,
1981; Fromm, 1973) is associ-
ated with personalized leader-
ship ( J. A. O’Connor et al.,
1995)

POWER MOTIVES • Subduing or overpowering others
in pursuit of personal goals

• Converting others to serve per-
sonal goals with use of threat,
promise of reward, and/or per-
suasion

Personalized leaders have a high
need for power and justify harm
to others in pursuit of such per-
sonal needs (McClelland, 1975;
J. A. O’Connor et al., 1995)

NEGATIVE LIFE
THEMES

• Expressing a destructive image of
the world and one’s place in it

• Viewing world as evil, sinister,
and cruel

Personalized leaders’ lack of con-
cern for social system may be
due to their negative percep-
tions or worldview (J. A.
O’Connor et al., 1995)

FOCUS ON SELF
(OVER OTHERS)

• Prioritizing protection of oneself
over welfare of others

• Exaggerating one’s own abilities
and skills in presence of a group

Self-protection and self-aggrandize-
ment are positively associated
with personalized leadership
(House & Howell, 1992)



Summary

The present study was based on a two-stage methodological approach. Initially,
critical life events relevant to the construction of life narratives were abstracted
from biographies and these events were classified into one of six event types: (a)
originating, (b) anchoring, (c) analogous, (d) turning point, (e) redemptive,
and (f) contamination. The frequency with which these events were identified
as significant influences on leaders’ careers was then used to examine the simi-
larities and differences among outstanding leaders with respect to event expo-
sure. Next, the thematic content evident in the events identified for a given
leader was assessed using a modified Q-sort procedure. Leaders were to be com-
pared with respect to the themes evident in events occurring during the period
of life narrative construction. The implication of these differences in thematic
content for leader performance was to be assessed.

RESULTS

Life Events

Table 9.3 presents the results obtained in the chi-square analyses contrasting
socialized and personalized leaders with respect to the frequency with which
different types of life events appeared in the early-career chapters of leader biog-
raphies. Before comparing leaders in this regard, it might be useful to consider
the frequency with which different types of events were identified. Originating
and anchoring events, the key events used in constructing life narratives, were
frequently identified in biographies. As expected, turning point, redemptive,
and contamination events appeared less frequently than originating and an-
choring events. Relatively few analogous events were identified, however, per-
haps reflecting the fact that the focus of the present study was early develop-
ment of life narratives—a period where relatively few analogous events are
typically observed. Given the frequency of analogous events, we focus on differ-
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TABLE 9.3
Frequency of Event Types by Orientation

Originating Anchoring Analogous
Turning

Point Redemption Contaminating

Socialized
Frequency 150 236 14 93 127 117
Percenta 49.3 54.8 73.7 53.4 61.7 44.3

Personalized
Frequency 154 195 5 81 79 147
Percenta 50.7 45.2 26.3 46.6 38.3 55.7

aPercent within type of event.



ences among leaders with respect to originating, anchoring, turning point, con-
tamination, and redemptive events.

In contrasting socialized and personalized leaders with regard to the fre-
quency with which these event types appeared in leader biographies, a signifi-
cant [χ2(5) = 19.56, p ≤ .01] chi-square was obtained. As expected, contami-
nating events were observed more frequently in the biographies of personalized
leaders (n = 147 vs. n = 117) whereas redemptive events were observed more
frequently in the biographies of socialized leaders (n = 127 vs. n = 77). Appar-
ently, loss and disappointment result in the construction of negative life narra-
tives whereas unexpected progress, often progress attributable to the aid of oth-
ers, results in a more positive prosocial worldview (Gessner et al., 1993;
Oyserman & Markus, 1990).

In this regard, however, it should be noted that socialized and personalized
leaders also differed with respect to another kind of life events. More specifically,
anchoring events were identified more frequently in the biographies of socialized
leaders (n = 236) than personalized leaders (n = 195). This pattern of findings
suggests that events leading to the development of strong personal-value systems
are integral to the emergence of a socialized orientation in later life perhaps be-
cause these values buffer leaders against contaminating influences.

Table 9.4 presents the results obtained in contrasting charismatic, ideologi-
cal, and pragmatic leaders with respect to these events. Again, a significant
[χ2(10) = 51.58, p ≤ .001] was obtained indicating that charismatic, ideologi-
cal, and pragmatic leaders differ in the kind of events they encounter during the
period when they are forming life narratives. More specifically, charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders differ in the frequency with which redemp-
tive events, anchoring events, turning point events, and originating events are
reported in biographies.

Ideological leaders, consistent with their emphasis on beliefs and values,
were substantially more likely to be exposed to anchoring events during the pe-
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TABLE 9.4
Frequency of Event Types by Leader Type

Originating Anchoring Analogous
Turning

Point Redemption Contaminating

Charismatic
Frequency 102 116 7 71 71 93
Percenta 33.6 26.9 36.8 40.8 34.5 35.2

Ideological
Frequency 88 206 4 47 58 83
Percenta 28.9 47.8 21.1 27.0 28.2 31.4

Charismatic
Frequency 114 109 8 56 77 88
Percenta 37.5 25.3 42.1 32.2 37.4 33.3

aPercent within type of event.



riod of life narrative formation than either charismatic or pragmatic leaders (n
= 206 vs. n = 113). This effect of value anchoring was such that turning point
events were less likely to be evident in the lives of ideological leaders than the
lives of charismatic and pragmatic leaders (n = 47 vs. n = 63). Similarly, ideo-
logical leaders were less likely to evidence exposure to redemptive events than
charismatic and pragmatic leaders (n = 56 vs. n = 74). Thus, as a whole, it ap-
pears that ideological leaders, in contrast to charismatic and pragmatic leaders,
remain on a steady course—a course established by anchoring events that pro-
vides a basis for defining core beliefs and values.

In contrast, charismatic leaders were more likely than ideological and prag-
matic leaders to evidence exposure to turning point events (n = 71 vs. n = 52).
Turning point events, of course, play a particularly important role in shaping
the lives of charismatic leaders because they illustrate the value of proactive
change—an experience that may encourage charismatic leaders to act as
change agents in their later lives. Pragmatic leaders differed from charismatic
and ideological leaders (n = 114 vs. n = 95) in that they were more likely to evi-
dence exposure to originating events. This difference, however, is not especially
surprising when one remembers that originating events frame the plans and
goals—central components in complex social problem solving (Mumford &
Van Doorn, 2001).

In considering these general trends, however, it is important to bear in mind
the significant [χ2(25) = 93.02, p ≤ .001] chi-square obtained in examining the
interaction between the type and orientation variables. This interaction, illus-
trated in Table 9.5, appeared to be linked to four major effects. First, as might be
expected based on our foregoing observations, socialized ideologues were espe-
cially likely to evidence exposure to anchoring events (n = 114 vs. n = 63.4).
Personalized pragmatic leaders, however, were especially unlikely to evidence
exposure to anchoring events (n = 41 vs. n = 78)—a finding suggesting that op-
portunism resulting from the lack of value anchors may help account for de-
structiveness on the part of pragmatic leaders.

Second, in keeping with our foregoing observations, socialized pragmatics
were especially likely to evidence exposure to redemptive events (n = 45 vs. n =
32.2) whereas personalized pragmatics were especially likely to evidence expo-
sure to contamination events (n = 60 vs. n = 40). Apparently, pragmatic lead-
ers, perhaps by virtue of their willingness to adopt the position that they must
“look out for number one,” are particularly sensitive to the negative effects of
contamination events.

Third, personalized ideologues were substantially less likely than other lead-
ers to evidence exposure to redemptive events (n = 21 vs. n = 37) during the
period of narrative formation. The lack of exposure to redemptive events may
make it difficult for ideological leaders to see good in the world, resulting in the
adoption of a rigid, repressive, ideological orientation where the emphasis is on
change by any means.
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Fourth, consistent with this interpretation, personalized ideologues were less
likely than other leaders to evidence exposure to turning point events (n = 18
vs. n = 31.2). More centrally, however, personalized charismatics were more
likely to evidence exposure to a number of turning point events than other lead-
ers (n = 42 vs. n = 26.2). Apparently, very high levels of life instability lead
charismatics to adopt a personalized orientation—a point illustrated in the life
of Adolph Hitler.

Summary

The findings obtained in examining key events used to define life narratives in-
dicated that differential event exposure in late childhood, adolescence, and
young adulthood is related to the emergence of different pathways to outstand-
ing leadership. Socialized leaders were likely to be exposed to redemptive events
whereas personalized leaders were likely to be exposed to contamination events
with contaminating events proving particularly likely to be evident in the lives
of personalized pragmatics. Charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders also
differed in events held to shape life narratives. Ideological leaders tended to be
exposed to anchoring and redemptive events. Pragmatic leaders were more
likely to be exposed to originating events. Charismatic leaders’ lives were char-
acterized by exposure to turning point events.
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TABLE 9.5
Frequency of Event Type by Leader Orientation and Leader Type

Originating Anchoring Analogous
Turning

Point Redemption Contaminating

Socialized Charismatic
Frequency 52 54 6 29 45 48
Percenta 17.1 12.5 31.6 16.7 21.8 18.2

Personalized Charismatic
Frequency 50 62 1 42 26 45
Percenta 16.4 14.4 5.3 24.1 12.6 17.0

Socialized Ideological
Frequency 41 114 3 29 37 41
Percenta 13.5 26.5 15.8 16.7 18.0 15.5

Personalized Ideological
Frequency 47 92 1 18 21 42
Percenta 15.5 21.3 5.3 10.3 10.2 15.9

Socialized Pragmatic
Frequency 57 68 5 35 45 28
Percenta 18.8 15.8 26.3 20.1 21.8 10.6

Personalized Pragmatic
Frequency 57 41 3 21 32 60
Percenta 18.8 9.5 15.8 12.1 15.5 22.7

aPercent within type of event.



Correlations

Having examined differences in exposure to the various events involved in life
narrative formation, we now turn to the results obtained in thematic analysis of
these events. Table 9.6 presents the mean and standard deviation of scores on
the 28 thematic dimensions along with the correlations observed among these
dimensions. As might be expected in a sample of outstanding leaders, life events
were found to evidence themes involving power (X = 10.91, SD = 18.53). The
prevalence of events involving themes related to conflict (X = 13.96, SD =
18.50), uncertainty (X = 10.01, SD= 13.96), and injustice (X = 13.16, SD =
16.70) suggests that outstanding leaders begin their development in a turbu-
lent, conflict-laden environment where the leader forms strong belief commit-
ments (X = 13.56, SD = 17.70) about events. Given the tendency of outstand-
ing leaders to emerge from turbulent, conflict-laden environments (Erikson,
1957), the relevance of these themes is not especially surprising.

Of somewhat greater interest is the pattern of correlations observed among
the various thematic dimensions. Again, the magnitude of the correlations ob-
served among these dimensions was not sufficient to indicate operation of a
general biasing factor. More important, however, was the finding that dimen-
sions linked to a given type (e.g., thematic dimensions derived from an analysis
of pragmatic or socialized leaders) tended to display the expected positive corre-
lations. For example, themes stressing analytic problem solving, a preference for
objective evidence, incremental progress, and exposure to diverse people and
diverse ideas, all thematic dimensions associated with pragmatic leadership,
displayed the expected positive correlations (r = .48). Similarly, thematic di-
mensions linked to ideological leadership, such as belief commitment, spiritual-
ity, conflict, and injustice, produced sizable positive correlations (r = .28). No-
tably, these thematic dimensions linked to ideological leadership showed no
relationship with the thematic dimensions linked to pragmatic leadership (r =
.00). In the case of charismatic leadership themes, such as future focus, inspira-
tional communication, and image management, the expected positive correla-
tions (r = .22) were again obtained. These themes, however, were less strongly
related to thematic dimensions linked to pragmatic and ideological leadership.
Thus, at least some evidence is available for the convergent and divergent va-
lidity of the scores reflected thematic content of the life events abstracted from
the leader biographies.

In keeping with this observation, the various thematic dimensions linked to a
personalized orientation, for example, a negative view of self and others, uncer-
tainty, and negative life themes, produced the expected positive correlation (r =
.50). These thematic dimensions, however, were not strongly related to thematic
dimensions associated with charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership (r
= .02). Along similar lines, exposure to suffering, spirituality, and commitment to
others, thematic dimensions linked to socialized leadership, produced the ex-
pected positive correlations (r = .39). The existence of these coherent, substan-
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tively meaningful, dimensional relationships, in turn, brings to fore an important
question: How did the various leader types differ on these dimensions?

Comparison of Leader Types

Table 9.7 presents the results obtained in the multivariate analysis of covariance
examining differences across leader types (charismatic, ideological, and prag-
matic) and leader orientation (socialized and personalized) with respect to the
expression of the various thematic dimensions evident in significant life events
occurring during childhood, adolescence, and young adulthood. None of the var-
ious covariate controls under consideration produced significant (p ≤ .05) effects.
This finding is noteworthy in that it indicates that conclusions drawn with respect
to type and orientation were not influenced by potential confounds such as cross-
biography differences in sources and theoretical orientation.

More centrally, in the multivariate analysis of covariance, the orientation
variable provided a significant [F(28, 114) = 3.43; p ≤ .001] main effect. In-
spection of the associated univariate effects indicated that socialized leaders
tended, early in their lives, to be exposed to life events that would build moral
commitment to others. Thus, the commitment to others [F(1, 114) = 15.40; p
≤ .001; X = 15.80, SE = 1.84 vs. X = 5.55, SE = 1.84], positive view of others
[F(1, 114) = 6.64, p ≤ .01; X = 11.58, SE = 1.64 vs. X = 5.59, SE = 1.64], spiri-
tuality [F(1, 114) = 3.49; p ≤ .10; X = 9.39, SE = 1.77 vs. X = 4.69, SE = 1.77],
and inspirational communication [F(1, 114) = 4.65; p ≤ .05; X = 10.39, SE =
1.36 vs. X = 6.23, SE = 1.36] dimensions were more likely to be evident in
events occurring in the lives of socialized leaders than in the lives of personal-
ized leaders.

Although exposure to events reinforcing the value of prosocial behavior ap-
pear critical to the development of a socialized orientation among outstanding
leaders, the development of a socialized orientation may be somewhat more
complex than would be indicated by our foregoing observations. Socialized
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TABLE 9.7
Multivariate Analysis of Covariance Results Contrasting

Leaders With Respect to Developmental Dimensions

F df p η

Covariates
Nonea — — — —

Main Effects
Orientation (socialized vs. personalized) 3.43 28, 114 .001 .52
Type (charismatic, ideological, pragmatic) 2.52 28, 114 .001 .44

Interactions
Orientation * Type 1.16 28, 114 .289 .27

Note. F = F ratio, df = degrees of freedom, p = significance level (determined by using Roy’s
Largest Root), η = effect size.

aNo significant covariates were identified in this analysis.



leaders, as opposed to personalized leaders, are more likely to be exposed to
events indicative of an exposure to injustice [F(1, 114) = 7.72; p ≤ .01; X =
17.31, SE = 2.11 vs. X = 9.00, SE = 2.11] and exposure to others’ suffering
[F(1, 114) = 14.34; p ≤ .001; X = 11.68, SE = 1.61 vs. X = 3.02, SE = 1.61].
Apparently, socialized leadership arises not only from a commitment to others
but also from exposure to events indicating that actions must be taken to
change the current state of affairs in order to benefit others’ lives. In keeping
with this observation, socialized as opposed to personalized leaders were more
likely to be exposed to events indicating the value of risk taking [F(1, 114) =
9.35; p ≤ .01; X = 7.85, SE = 1.04 vs. X = 3.31, SE = 1.04]. Socialized leader-
ship, moreover, appears to depend on an active attempt to understand sources
of injustice and suffering and find an effective basis for action. Thus, socialized
leaders, as opposed to personalized leaders, evidenced more life events indica-
tive of analytical problem solving [F(1, 114) = 7.29; p ≤ .01; X = 13.67, SE =
1.94 vs. X = 6.25, SE = 1.94].

Whereas socialized leaders appear to develop when committed individuals
are exposed to injustice and suffering, leading them to try to understand and
solve problems, personalized leaders appear to emerge from a different back-
ground. More specifically, the events evident in the lives of personalized, as op-
posed to socialized leaders, were indicative of themes bearing on a focus on the
self [F(1, 114) = 9.79; p ≤ .01; X = 12.31, SE = 1.71 vs. X = 4.71, SE = 1.71],
negative views of others [F(1, 114) = 31.08; p ≤ .001; X = 22.86, SE = 1.99 vs.
X = 7.16, SE = 1.99], negative life themes [F(1, 114) = 14.82; p ≤ .001; X =
10.08, SE = 1.36 vs. X = 2.63, SE = 1.36], and power motives [F(1, 114) =
24.46; p ≤ .01; X = 18.28, SE = 2.10 vs. X = 3.55, SE = 2.10]. These findings,
broadly consistent with the earlier observations of O’Connor et al. (1995), indi-
cate that narcissistic self-absorption, coupled with events that lead people to
believe that power is a way to get what one wants (the exercise of which is justi-
fied based on negative views of others) results in the development of a personal-
ized orientation.

The discriminant function contrasting socialized and personalized leaders
with respect to scores on these thematic dimensions was significant (p ≤ .001),
producing a canonical correlation of .71. Thus, socialized and personalized
leaders could be readily distinguished based on the themes evident in early-
career events—a finding suggesting that life narratives and autobiographical
experiences play an important role in shaping leader orientation. The the-
matic dimensions yielding the highest loadings on this function were negative
view of others (r = −.50), power motives (r = −.42), commitment to others (r
= .35), exposure to others’ suffering (r =.34), and negative life themes (r =
–.33). This pattern of loadings, involving dimensions stressing beliefs about,
and reactions to, others, led us to label this function interpersonal concern. As
might be expected based on our foregoing observations, socialized leaders (X
= 1.0) obtained higher scores on this function than personalized (X = −1.0)
leaders.
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A significant [F(28, 114) = 2.52; p ≤ .001] main effect was also obtained in
contrasting charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders with respect to their
scores on these thematic dimensions. Consistent with the notion that ideologi-
cal leadership is based on the formation of life narratives organized around
strongly held beliefs and values, ideological leaders were more likely than char-
ismatic and pragmatic leaders to be exposed to events that would build belief
commitment [F(2, 114) = 5.74; p ≤ .01; X = 20.68, SE = 2.70 vs. X = 9.99, SE
= 2.70] and spirituality [F(2,114) = 4.19; p ≤ .01; X = 11.55, SE = 2.17 vs. X =
4.79, SE = 2.17]. This focus on a “higher calling” was also associated with a ten-
dency on the part of ideological leaders not to evidence exposure to events illus-
trating the value of incremental change [F(2, 114) = 5.86; p ≤ .01; X = 1.94, SE
= 1.77 vs. X = 8.23, SE = 1.77].

As might be expected based on prior studies examining pragmatic leader-
ship, pragmatic leaders [F(2, 114) = 5.86; p ≤ .01; X = 10.48, SE = 1.77] were
more likely to evidence exposure to events illustrating the value of incremental
change than charismatic and ideological leaders (X = 3.94, SE = 1.77). Consis-
tent with their focus on solving immediate practical problems, pragmatic lead-
ers were more likely than charismatic and ideological leaders to evidence expo-
sure to events indicative of a focus on the present [F(2, 114) = 5.69; p ≤ .01; X
= 10.28, SE = 1.66 vs. X = 3.39, SE = 1.66] and events indicative of the value
of analytical problem solving [F(2, 114) = 13.74; p ≤ .001; X = 23.19, SE =
2.54 vs. X = 7.42, SE = 2.54], and a focus on factual information [F(2, 114) =
9.60; p ≤ .001; X = 18.47, SE = 2.38 vs. X = 5.70, SE = 2.38].

The focus of pragmatic leaders on practical problem solving in the present,
however, seemed to be accompanied by, and perhaps in part arise from, a distrust
of people and their intentions. Thus, pragmatic leaders, in contrast to charismatic
and ideological leaders, were more likely to evidence exposure to events indicat-
ing a negative view of self [F(2, 114) = 2.05; p ≤ .05; X = 9.23, SE = 1.54 vs. X =
4.67, SE = 1.54] and negative life themes [F(2, 114) = 5.87; p ≤ .01; X = 10.78,
SE = 1.67 vs. X = 3.84, SE = 1.67]. Apparently, pragmatic leaders, lacking faith
in others, rely on analytical effort, often personal analytic effort. Thus, pragmatic
leaders were found to obtain higher scores than charismatic and ideological lead-
ers on the dimension examining events indicative of a focus on self [F(2, 114) =
9.92; p ≤ .001; X = 15.57, SE = 2.10 vs. X = 4.98, SE = 2.10].

Pragmatic and charismatic leaders both seemed to differ from ideological
leaders with respect to the prevalence of power in significant life events [F(2,
114) = 5.87; p ≤ .01; X = 14.35, SE = 2.58 vs. X = 4.05, SE = 2.58]. Appar-
ently, ideological leaders, in contrast to charismatic and pragmatic leaders,
frame their lives more around a mission than control. In keeping with this prop-
osition, events illustrating the importance of change were more likely to be ob-
served in the life events of ideological leaders than pragmatic leaders [F(2, 114)
= 3.30; p ≤ .05; X = 7.54, SE = 1.35 vs. X = 2.71, SE = 1.35].

In contrasting these groups in the discriminant analysis, only one function
produced a sizable (r = .66), and significant (p ≤ .01), canonical correlation.
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The thematic dimensions yielding sizable loadings on this function included an-
alytical problem solving (r = .48), focus on self (r = .44), preference for evi-
dence (r = .39), incremental progress (r = .35), belief commitment (r = −.34),
and a focus on the present (r = .31). This pattern of loadings is indicative of a
pragmatic orientation. As might be expected, pragmatic leaders (X = 1.11) ob-
tained substantially higher scores than ideological leaders (X = −1.02) on this
pragmatism function. Charismatic leaders’ scores (X = .00) fell between these
two extremes.

Performance Relationships

Table 9.8 presents the correlations of scores on these discriminant functions
with the general performance criteria. As may be seen, the interpersonal con-
cern function, reflecting exposure to life events likely to develop a concern for
the well-being of others, was positively related (r = .28) to markers of leader
performance obtained from the prologue or epilogue chapters. Apparently, suc-
cessful leaders are those who form a life narrative and attempt to address com-
plex crises with the betterment of others in mind.

Although early developmental experiences linked to interpersonal concern
shape orientation, and subsequent performance, experiences linked to pragma-
tism tended to exert weaker effects on performance. Leaders evidencing prag-
matic themes in significant life events, however, were less likely to initiate mass
movements (r = −.39)—a tendency that may have limited their overall impact
on society (r = −.24). Nonetheless, pragmatism was related to establishing in-
stitutions that continue to exist (r = .22) and maintenance of a long-term
agenda (r = .22). Apparently, pragmatism limits social/interpersonal impact al-
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TABLE 9.8
Correlations of Performance Criteria With Discriminant Functions

General Criteria
Interpersonal

Concern Pragmatism

1) How much did the leader contribute to society? .24 −.24
2) How long did the leader’s contributions last? .29 .06
3) How many people did the leader affect? .11 −.15
4) How favorably did the biographer view the leader? .45 −.08
5) How many positive contributions did the leader make? .34 −.04
6) How many negative contributions did the leader make? −.28 −.15
7) How many different types of positive contributions? .36 −.02
8) How many different types of negative contributions? −.26 −.26
9) Do institutions established by the leader still exist? .33 .22

10) How many institutions were established by the leader? .09 .09
11) Was the leader’s vision maintained after they left power? .25 .22
12) Did the leader initiate mass movements? .43 −.39

Note. r ≥ .18 significant at .05 level.



though pragmatism may allow leaders to exercise ongoing influence through
their impact on institutions ( Jacobsen & House, 2001).

Table 9.9 presents the results obtained when the discriminant functions
were used to predict performance after first taking controls into account. After
adding the interpersonal concern and pragmatism scores to these controls (e.g.,
organizational size), it was found that these functions provided sizable and sig-
nificant (p ≤ .05) regression weights for 10 of the 12 general performance crite-
ria. As might be expected based on our foregoing observations, across analyses,
interpersonal concern exerted the strongest effects (β = .38). Apparently, suc-
cessful leaders think of themselves and their lives in terms of others.

Summary

In examining the themes tying together the events characterizing the signifi-
cant experiences of outstanding leaders in childhood, adolescence, and young
adulthood, it was found that thematic differences in events were related to the
subsequent emergence of both socialized and personalized leaders as well as
leaders’ adoption of a charismatic, ideological, or pragmatic approach. Social-
ized leaders evidenced a concern for others—a concern that led to an attempt
to take action addressing injustice and suffering. The themes evident in the
lives of personalized leaders indicated a concern with self and the exercise of
power over devalued others.

In addition to these differences in the thematic content evident in the signifi-
cant life events of socialized and personalized leaders, differences were observed
in the themes evident in the life events of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic
leaders. Ideological leaders’ lives were shaped by events defining their beliefs and
values. Pragmatic leaders, perhaps due to a lack of faith in themselves and in oth-
ers, stressed analytical problem solving. Charismatic leaders were less easily char-
acterized in terms of the themes apparent in significant life events, suggesting, po-
tentially, less coherence in the early lives of charismatic leaders.

CONCLUSIONS

In considering the results obtained in our analysis of event types and event con-
tent, with regard to the development of outstanding leaders, certain character-
istics of the methodology applied herein should be noted. Perhaps the most ob-
vious, and critical, concern along these lines bears on the nature of the source
material applied in the present study. Most studies of life narratives, or life sto-
ries, have examined the developmental impact of narratives based on stories
obtained from the individual (Habermas & Bluck, 2000; Habermas & Paha,
2001). In the present study, narrative material was drawn from secondhand
reports—specifically, from biographers’ descriptions of critical life events.
Although the use of biographers’ description of key life events offers some ad-
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vantages with regard to historic identification of relevant event descriptors, it is
also true that the individual’s subjective interpretation of these events was not,
and indeed could not be, examined.

It should also be recognized that the life events under consideration herein
were drawn from an a priori taxonomy of key life events (e.g., originating
events, anchoring events) developed by Pillemer (2001). Though application of
an a priori taxonomy in event identification is desirable for many reasons, par-
ticularly when biographical sources are being applied, it is, of course, possible
that other events relevant to the definition of life narratives exist that were not
covered in this taxonomy.

Finally, in considering the results obtained in the present effort, it is impor-
tant to bear in mind the point that events were examined within a particular de-
velopmental period. More specifically, in the present study, we examined only
life events occurring during late childhood, adolescence, and young adult-
hood—the period of life narrative formation (Habermas & Bluck, 2000). This
point is of some importance because events reflecting later influences on narra-
tive construction and application, for example, analogous events, could not be
examined in the herein. Along similar lines, it should be borne in mind that the
procedures applied in identification of these events made it difficult to draw
conclusions about the effects of differential event timing during the period of
life narrative formation. This point is of some importance because it is possible
that the effects of different types of events are contingent on the timing of
events in individuals’ formation of their life narratives (Mumford et al., 1987).

Although there is a need to take these limitations into account in drawing
conclusions, the findings obtained in the present study do point to some notable
conclusions about the nature and origins of outstanding leadership. Mumford
and Strange (2002) and Strange and Mumford (2005) have argued that forma-
tion of the prescriptive mental models, the models used in crisis resolution and
sensemaking, is not solely a matter of analysis of goals and causes. Instead, peo-
ple, in forming prescriptive mental models, reflect on their own lives in identify-
ing goals and causes. Indeed, because crises spur reflection on past life events
and application of life narratives in planning and direction, this reflection on
life narratives may be integral to the construction of viable prescriptive mental
models and effective sensemaking (Bluck, 2003).

Of course, the influence of life narratives and reflection on the formation of
prescriptive mental models suggests that life events, and the themes evident in
these life events, will influence the pathways people follow to outstanding lead-
ership. Moreover, due to the salience, or centrality, of events encountered in
childhood, adolescence, and young adulthood with respect to the definition of
these life narratives (Bluck & Habermas, 2000), one could expect that events
encountered during this period would be a particularly powerful influence on
the pathways followed by outstanding leaders.

Overall, the results obtained in the present study provided some compelling
support for this proposition. Differences were observed among personalized and
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socialized charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders with respect to the
kind of events appearing in leader biographies during the period of narrative for-
mation. Moreover, differences were observed among outstanding leaders with
respect to the thematic content of the life events biographers held to be note-
worthy influences on leaders’ careers.

These differences across outstanding leaders in the content and structure of
life events, of course, provide some critical support for the theory of outstanding
leadership underlying the present effort. More centrally, however, they suggest
that attempts to understand the nature and origins of outstanding leadership
may need to apply a developmental framework that moves beyond behavioral
change to incorporate the narrative structures outstanding leaders apply to un-
derstand themselves and their world (Mumford & Manley, 2003). Thus, there
would seem to be a need for research examining how leaders apply narrative
structures in identifying the causes of system problems and how they under-
stand operative goals and causes in terms of events drawn from their past life
events. For example, do leaders use critical life events as case models for under-
standing problems? And are the causes applied consistent with the themes evi-
dent in their past life events?

Not only do the findings obtained in the present effort point to some poten-
tially important directions for future research, they also allow us to draw at least
some preliminary conclusions about the development of various types of out-
standing leaders. Perhaps the most clear-cut conclusions that can be drawn in
this regard involve the origins of socialized and personalized leaders.

When one examines the events and themes evidencing differences across so-
cialized and personalized leaders, a coherent picture of leader development
emerges. Personalized leaders are exposed to a disproportionately large number
of contaminating events (apparently, positive events that had negative down-
stream consequences). These contaminating events, perhaps due to a sense of
loss, disappointment, and exploitation, result in the construction of life narra-
tives involving negative life themes, negative views of others, a belief that one
needs to look out for oneself, and a belief in the value power as a source of pro-
tection. These themes, in turn, result in a destructive, counterproductive form
of leadership that can, in the case of outstanding leaders, result in substantial
harm to society.

In contrast, socialized leaders are exposed to more redemptive and anchor-
ing events during the period of narrative formation. Exposure to redemptive
events (negative events with positive outcomes), coupled with anchoring
events defining strongly held beliefs and values, gives rise to themes character-
ized by a positive view of others and spirituality. These themes apparently sensi-
tize socialized leaders to injustice and suffering leading to an effort on their part
to understand the sources of mistreatment so as to bring about positive social
change. More succinctly, socialized leaders try to redeem others just as they
have been redeemed. Table 9.10 provides an illustration of these differences be-
tween socialized and personalized leaders.
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Not only do these differences in events and thematic content tell us some-
thing about the origins of socialized and personalized leaders, they also provide
us with some important clues about the development of charismatic, ideologi-
cal, and pragmatic leaders. Ideological leadership appears to be linked not only
to exposure to anchoring events that define strongly held beliefs and values but
also to a life in which these beliefs and values are confirmed rather than invali-
dated by others. Thus, turning point and redemptive events are observed less
frequently in the biographies of ideological leaders. These strongly held beliefs
and values lead to life themes where meaning is manifest in a higher calling. Ta-
ble 9.11 provides an illustration of how these beliefs and values shaped the ca-
reer of two ideological leaders.

Pragmatic leaders, in contrast to ideological leaders, are more likely to evi-
dence exposure to originating events—events involving definitions of goals and
plans. To achieve these goals and effectively execute their plans, pragmatic
leaders live in the present, stressing the values of incremental change, evidence,
and analytical problem solving in the themes tying these events together. This
focus on practical achievement in the present, however, appears to be linked to
a skepticism about the worthiness of their own efforts and those of others—a
skepticism that makes pragmatic leaders especially sensitive to anchoring, con-
taminating, and redemptive events in shaping their expression of a socialized or
personalized orientation. Table 9.12 illustrates this point considering the ca-
reers of two pragmatic leaders.
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TABLE 9.10
Illustration of the Influence of Developmental Events

on Socialized and Personalized Leaders

F. H. La Guardia—Socialized

The sensitive teenager [F. H. La Guardia] also noticed the exploitation of low-paid immigrant workers as
he caught sight of railroad gangs working on the spur to connect Ashfork, Phoenix, and Prescott—men
and draft animals side by side accorded the same rough treatment . . . labor and capital clashed violently
over the conditions and rights of workers, but the laborers Fiorella [sic] saw, in the main impoverished
Italian and Mexican immigrants, were unable to band together to demand higher pay and rights on their
own. When the 1893 depression threw many out of work, thousands of these displaced men lined the
roads or joined pools of migrant workers. Fiorella [sic] witnessed their suffering firsthand.

Andrew Carnegie—Personalized

The monitoring of the boiler’s temperature and pressure struck terror in Andy [Carnegie], however.
Nightmares denied him sleep and peace of mind, “It was too much for me. I found myself night after night
sitting up in bed trying the steam gauges, fearing at one time that the steam was too low and that the work-
ers above would complain they did not have enough power, and the steam then got too high and the boiler
might burst.” Although himself ready to explode in fear, Andy never told his parents.

Note. La Guardia is from Fiorello H. La Guardia and the Making of Modern New York, by T. Kessner
(1989, p. 13), New York: McGraw-Hill. Carnegie is from Carnegie, by P. Krass (2002, p. 29). Copyright ©
2002 by John Wiley & Sons, Inc. Reprinted by permission.



TABLE 9.11
Illustration of the Influence of Beliefs and Values on Two Ideological Leaders

Michael Collins

While at school in Edinburgh, she [Mary Collins] developed a sympathy with the Boers and on her return
for the holidays to Woodfield would tell Michael [Collins] of her fights at school with “pro-jingoists.” It was
from Mary that Michael heard “how gallant Boer farmers used to leave their work, take part in an ambush
and return perhaps to milk the cows the next morning. . . .” In its own unsophisticated way, the ballad
[sung by Mary to Michael] left a lasting impression on Michael’s mind. It summed up the Santry and Lyons
arguments and policy he advocated throughout his short, turbulent life: The condition of Ireland could
only be improved by the use of force.

Fidel Castro

Castro was fascinated by the Bible: the story of Moses, the crossing of the Red Sea, the Promised Land, and
“all the wars and battles.” He remembers, “I was in sacred history class when I first learned about war . . . I
began to acquire a certain interest in martial arts . . . it all interested me fabulously, from the destruction of
the walls of Jericho by Joshua to Samson and his Herculean strength capable of tearing down a temple with
his own bare hands . . . then came the New Testament, where the whole process of death and crucifixion
produced an impact.”

Note. Collins is from Michael Collins: A Biography, by T. P. Coogan (1990, p. 13), published by Hutch-
inson. Reprinted by permission of The Random House Group Ltd. Castro is from Fidel: A Critical Portrait,
by T. Szulc (1986, p. 124), New York: William Morrow.

TABLE 9.12
Illustration of the Influence of Developmental Events on Two Pragmatic Leaders

Andrew Carnegie

Self-reliance and independence: These were traits bred in young Andra’s [Carnegie] bone and because he
was small in physical stature, reaching only 5′3″ in adulthood, he had no choice but to rely on a quit wit to
solve problems. As a boy, he showed this acumen when he started keeping rabbits. His father was good
enough to build a rabbit hutch, but when it came to feeding the rabbits Andra was on his own. To manage
the task, the boy gathered his chums and made his first business deal: if they gathered dandelions and clo-
ver to feed the rabbits, he would name a rabbit after each of them. Playing upon vanity, the manipulative
Andra learned at a young age, was a clever means to motivate others to profit. It was a technique he used
time and time again to secure his desires.

Alfried Krupp

While Gustav [Krupp] was just beginning to weigh the advantages of putting the family’s resources behind
Hitler, his son [Alfried Krupp] was already contributing to the Nazi Party from his allowance. He had also
identified himself with its darkest fringe. In exchange for his monthly dues and oath of allegiance to the SS
he received a subscription to the Schutzstaffel magazine, a numbered swastika armband with the circular
inscription on it perimeter (Thanks to the SS for faithful assistance in time of battle); and a membership
book bearing a rousing poem by Himmler . . . Alfried’s Nazi Party number was high. He remained aloof
from the parent body until 1938, when the Fuhrer had consolidated his power . . . his faithful assistance to
the embattled SS in 1931 clearly puts him in the vanguard of the movement . . . Alfried [began his career
and] chose a party squadron. He was good, too; in six years rose from a second lieutenant to colonel.

Note. Carnegie is from Carnegie, by P. Krass (2002, pp. 13–14). Copyright © 2002 by John Wiley &
Sons, Inc. Reprinted by permission. Krupp is from The Arms of Krupp: 1587–1968, by W. Manchester
(1968, pp. 377–378). Reprinted by permission of Don Congdon Associates, Inc. © 1968, renewed 1996 by
William Manchester.
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Ideological and pragmatic leaders were sharply, and clearly, distinguished
with respect to event exposure and thematic content—a point underscored by
the findings obtained in the discriminant analysis. Charismatic leaders, how-
ever, were not clearly distinguished based on the thematic content evident in
narrative-defining life events. Instead, charismatic leaders were characterized
by event exposure—more specifically, exposure to turning point events.
Though definition of life narratives in terms of turning points is consistent with
the notion that charismatic leadership involves a tendency to focus on
proactive future-oriented change, it should also be recognized that these turn-
ing point events make it more difficult to identify stable thematic content char-
acterizing the lives of charismatic leaders. This point is of some importance be-
cause it suggests that charismatic leaders’ developmental trajectories may be
more chaotic and more situationally contingent than those of pragmatic and
ideological leaders—with excessive change often giving rise to personalized ori-
entations in charismatic leaders (Mumford et al., 1987).

Not only did outstanding leaders display an interpretable, substantially
meaningful, pattern of differences in terms of the events, and event themes,
relevant to life narrative formation, the thematic differences observed were
found to be related to subsequent performance. As might be expected, based
on our findings in comparing these leaders on the various performance crite-
ria, the interpersonal concern function, obtained in contrasting socialized and
personalized leaders, was a more powerful predictor of performance than the
pragmatism function obtained in contrasting charismatic, ideological, and
pragmatic leaders.

Even bearing in mind this caveat, the predictive power of the themes appar-
ent in the significant life events abstracted from the leader biographies points to
a broader conclusion. More specifically, at least in the case of outstanding lead-
ers, broader life experiences, particularly early developmental experiences, ap-
parently represent a significant influence not only on the pathways people pur-
sue to outstanding leadership but also on their performance in positions of
influence. This conclusion is of some importance because it suggests that more
attention needs to be given to developmental influences in an attempt to un-
derstand both the nature of leader performance and the kind of actions that are
likely to prove effective in enhancing leader performance (Mumford & Manley,
2003).
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When one studies the lives of outstanding leaders, we are often left to reflect on
a nagging question. Exactly how do early career experiences, and early life expe-
riences, shape the behavior of leaders when they reach a position of power? Did
Ronald Reagan’s experience as a lifeguard lead him to believe that the Soviet
threat must be countered to save human life (Bosch, 1988)? Did Theodore
Roosevelt’s early struggles with his health lead him to become an advocate of
American power abroad (Brands, 1997)? Did the violence in Fidel Castro’s
early life lead him to become a proponent of international revolution (Szulc,
1986)?

When we read biographies of leaders, we find it virtually impossible to avoid
these speculative questions. Despite their fascinating implications, one rarely, if
ever, finds answers to these questions in well-done academic biographies. The
reason biographers are loath to address these questions is quite straightforward.
The kind of qualitative data presented in academic biographies effectively
makes it impossible to provide sound, well-founded answers to these questions
bearing on the influence of life events on subsequent leader behavior.

The approach used in the present set of studies, however, does make it possi-
ble to answer these questions, at least in a preliminary fashion. In the preceding
chapter on development, we formulated a system for assessing the thematic
content evident in the early career experiences of outstanding leaders—a the-
matic scoring system that evidenced adequate reliability and good construct va-
lidity. Moreover, the approach applied in the present set of studies, a meta-
analytic approach where data are cumulated across biographies, allows us to
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demonstrate the generalizability, or replicability, of relationships observed be-
tween early career experiences and subsequent leader behavior. Accordingly,
our intent in the present chapter is to examine how the thematic content of sig-
nificant life events occurring early in leaders’ careers shapes subsequent behav-
ior. More specifically, we examine how thematic content is related to the be-
havioral dimensions found to distinguish both socialized and personalized
leaders and charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders.

Dimensions

In considering the relationship between developmental themes and subsequent
leader behavior, one immediately confronts a problem. Even the most cursory
review of the literature indicates that leadership involves a wide variety of dif-
ferent behaviors (Bass, 1990; Fleishman et al., 1991; Yukl, 2002). Thus the
question arises as to the kinds of behaviors that are of critical concern in at-
tempts to elucidate developmental relationships. A partial solution to this prob-
lem may be found in the various domains of behavior under consideration in the
present effort. Although outstanding leadership might be described and under-
stood in terms of many different kinds of behavior, there is also reason to suspect
that problem-solving processes, leader–follower relationships, communication
strategies, and political tactics represent critical behavioral domains likely to be
of concern in any study of outstanding leadership. Beyond the empirical evi-
dence provided in the preceding chapters, bearing on the relationship of these
behaviors to leader performance, there is, in fact, a sound substantive justifica-
tion for focusing on these domains in studies examining developmental influ-
ences on outstanding leadership.

Outstanding leadership, as noted earlier, is a leadership of crises—leadership
that requires sensemaking activities on the part of leaders (Drazin et al., 1999;
Weick, 1995). Without adequate problem-solving skills, it is unlikely that lead-
ers can make sense of crisis situations and formulate an effective response.
These crises, moreover, represent broad, ill-defined problems, often novel prob-
lems, of the kind known to call for creative problem-solving skills (Mumford &
Gustafson, 1988). Thus, Strange and Mumford (2005) found that combination
and reorganization of goals and causes, coupled with reflection on one’s per-
sonal life, was essential for vision formation.

For outstanding leadership, however, it is not sufficient just to formulate a
prescriptive mental model for use in sensemaking. Outstanding leaders must be
able to communicate this model, or their vision, to followers—providing follow-
ers with a framework that guides collective action (Fiol et al., 1999). In other
words, leaders must be effective communicators. Outstanding leaders must,
moreover, be able to exercise control or influence over multiple groups—often
multiple groups with different and competing interests. As a result, one would
expect that the political tactics through which leaders exercise influence would
be a critical component of outstanding leadership (Ammeter et al., 2002).
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Finally, the nature and scope of the issues confronting outstanding leaders in
their attempts to resolve crises indicate that outstanding leaders must have col-
leagues, close followers, or lieutenants who are willing to work with the leader in
crisis resolution (Jaques, 1976).

If it is granted that problem-solving processes, leader–follower relationships,
communication strategies, and political tactics represent critical behavioral do-
mains that must be considered in any discussion of outstanding leadership, then
a new question comes to fore: Exactly, what aspects, or attributes, of the many
behaviors lying in these four domains should be used as referent points for ap-
praising the influence of life events on subsequent behavior? One way this ques-
tion might be addressed is by examining how various life themes are related to
the behaviors involved in problem solving, communication, leader–follower re-
lationships, and political tactics. The problem with this approach, however, is
that the number of rating dimensions under consideration makes it difficult to
formulate general conclusions about experiential influences on subsequent
leader behavior.

Of course, a variety of analytic techniques are available that might be used to
summarize the various behaviors, or observational dimensions, lying in each of
these four domains. A particularly attractive approach to this summarization
problem, however, may be found in the various discriminant analyses, used to
capture the key behavioral dimensions accounting for the differences observed
among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders and socialized and per-
sonalized leaders. One reason this approach is attractive is because these di-
mensions reflect attributes known to be critical in accounting for the differ-
ences evident in the behavior of leaders following different pathways to
outstanding leadership. Another reason is because the nature of the dimensions
identified in the discriminant analyses tells us something about the behavioral
requirements associated with outstanding leadership.

The dimensions identified in the various discriminant analyses, in fact, paint
a rather compelling picture of these behavioral requirements. As indicated in
our study of problem-solving processes, outstanding leadership requires some
expertise in, and understanding of the social system at hand. Expertise, how-
ever, is not fully sufficient to ensure outstanding leadership. Instead, outstand-
ing leaders need to bring together ideas for understanding the problem (concep-
tual integration), and, more centrally, they need to be able to integrate these
ideas with the demands imposed by the external environment (external inte-
gration).

Expertise, conceptual integration, and external integration provide a basis
for problem solving, sensemaking, and crisis resolution. If one grants this point,
the next question that comes to fore is: How is the leader to go about building a
committed cadre of lieutenants who are willing to work with the leader in crisis
resolution? The need for a committed cadre of followers flows from the fact that
no individual, no matter how gifted, can fully resolve the kind of complex sys-
tem problems entailed in the crises that give rise to outstanding leadership. In
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fact, the discriminant analyses conducted in contrasting outstanding leaders
with respect to leader–follower relationships indicated that outstanding leaders
must build a team (team leadership), motivating members of this team through
intrinsic incentives, shared direction, follower support, and mutual exchange of
support. In other words, outstanding leaders build motivation in close followers
by engaging followers as partners in a broader effort of real significance where
the leader actively and visibly supports others’ efforts.

Of course, outstanding leaders, and their followers, must influence others.
Our study of leader political behavior indicates that the effective exercise of in-
fluence was based on use of rational influence tactics—influence tactics that in-
volved expertise and resource allocation. Consistent with this observation, in
communicating with followers, outstanding leaders tended to rely on prosocial
argumentation, logical appeals, and follower-based appeals. Thus, outstanding
leaders, at least outstanding leaders who have a positive impact on society, do
not tell people what to do or force them to do it. Instead, they explain why it is in
people’s interest to follow the course of action being advocated by the leader
and his or her lieutenants.

Leader Types and Experiential Influences

The fact that the dimensions emerging in the discriminant analyses provided a
coherent description of the behavioral requirements for outstanding leadership
suggests that these dimensions might provide a useful framework for examining
the relationship of early career experiences to subsequent behavior. What
should be recognized here, however, is that different types of leaders were dis-
tinguished by different patterns of scores on these dimensions. This observation
is of some importance because it suggests that different experiential themes evi-
dent in leaders’ early careers may give rise to different pathways to outstanding
leadership and thus different behaviors as leaders moved into, or attained, posi-
tions of power.

In contrasting leader types with regard to the thematic content manifest in
significant life events, the discriminant analyses produced two dimensions that
appeared to summarize early developmental influences: (a) pragmatism and (b)
interpersonal concern. Socialized and personalized leaders were distinguished
with respect to thematic content manifest in early career experiences, by virtue
of their scores on the interpersonal-concern dimension. As might be expected,
socialized leaders obtained higher scores on the interpersonal-concern dimen-
sion than personalized leaders (House & Howell, 1992; O’Conner et al., 1995).
The specific themes defining this dimension indicated that socialized leaders
were more likely than personalized leaders to be exposed to life events reinforc-
ing the value of prosocial behavior, events engendering a sense of injustice, and
events providing models for effective social change acts. In contrast, personal-
ized leaders as opposed to socialized leaders were characterized by events giving
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rise to narcissistic self-absorption and a belief that power is the way to get what
one wants.

In the context of the present discussion, these observations have some im-
portant implications for understanding the relationship between early career
events and subsequent leader behavior. It is difficult to see how a narcissistic,
power-oriented individual can share leadership. And, it seems unlikely that
such individuals will support others. In contrast, life events emphasizing a
prosocial worldview can be expected to allow leaders to build a cadre of close
followers who are motivated to solve problems for the sake of others—a power-
ful form of intrinsic motivation. These observations, in turn, suggest that
themes characterizing interpersonal concern will be positively related to intrin-
sic motivation, and shared direction.

A prosocial orientation has another, perhaps somewhat more subtle effect.
A prosocial orientation encourages people to become engaged with the lives
of others and to think about the problems they are encountering in their lives.
This engagement with, and analysis of, others’ lives should, in turn, make it
possible for leaders to develop prosocial arguments and effective appeals to
followers. In other words, it seems reasonable to expect that life experiences
giving rise to a prosocial orientation will contribute to leader communication
skills through prosocial argumentation and the effectiveness of follower-
based appeals.

Unlike social behavior (e.g., leader–follower relationships and communica-
tions), problem solving and political-influence tactics represent more cognitive
or analytical forms of behavior. Accordingly, one might expect that life themes
giving rise to interpersonal concern would not be strongly related to cognitive
analytical behaviors such as rational influence, expertise, and conceptual inte-
gration. The exception to this rule of thumb, however, may be found in external
integration. External integration, of course, implies an integration of problem
solutions with the concerns of others. Because a prosocial orientation promotes
a concern with and analysis of others’ lives, it seems reasonable to expect that
life themes contributing to the development of prosocial concerns would be re-
lated, positively related, to external integration.

The second dimension obtained in contrasting leaders with respect to the
themes evident in their early lives was pragmatism. This pragmatism dimension
was defined by events concerned with a focus on the present, along with events
stressing the importance of factual information, analytical problem solving, and
incremental change. In addition, this pragmatic dimension was associated with
events linked to the development of a skeptical worldview and an awareness of
others’ limitations. Those attributes of the pragmatism dimension are, of
course, consistent with Mumford and Van Doorn’s (2001) description of prag-
matic leadership. Given Mumford and Van Doorn’s arguments, and the nature
of the life events associated with this dimension, one would expect that life
events linked to pragmatism would be positively related to the use of rational-
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influence techniques in political interaction and a tendency to rely on expertise
in problem solving.

Summary

The various dimensions obtained in contrasting charismatic, ideological, and
pragmatic leaders along with socialized and personalized leaders in terms of
problem-solving activities, leader–follower relationships, communication strat-
egies, and political tactics appear to provide a plausible basis for describing the
behavioral requirements for outstanding leadership. There is reason to suspect,
moreover, that leaders’ expression of these behaviors is related to the nature of
events occurring in late childhood, adolescence, and young adulthood.

METHOD

To examine the relationship between life events and leader behavior, scores on
the discriminant functions obtained in contrasting leaders with respect to prob-
lem-solving activities, leader–follower relationships, communication strate-
gies, and political tactics, were correlated with and regressed on the 28 develop-
mental themes identified in the analysis of significant life events. Due to the
number of thematic variables, no attempt was made to include the various con-
trol variables in the regression analyses.

The method used to define these discriminant functions has been described
in the earlier chapters of this book. For the sake of clarity, however, we briefly
review the procedures used to define these functions. Initially, rise-to-power,
pinnacle-of-power, and/or fall-from-power chapters were used to assess leader
behavior with regard to problem-solving activities, leader–follower relation-
ships, communication strategies, and political tactics. A multivariate analysis of
covariance was then conducted where relevant controls served as potential
covariates. If type (charismatic, ideological, or pragmatic), orientation (social-
ized or personalized), or the type × orientation interaction produced significant
effects in the multivariate analysis of covariance, then a discriminant-function
analysis was conducted to identify the dimensions summarizing the cross-group
differences observed in (a) problem-solving activities, (b) leader–follower rela-
tionships, (c) communication strategies, and (d) political tactics. A
discriminant function was retained only if it produced a significant (p ≤ .05) ca-
nonical correlation. This function was then labeled based on the behavioral
variables yielding sizable loadings.

Across the analyses conducted for problem-solving activities, leader–fol-
lower relationships, communication strategies, and political tactics, 11 signifi-
cant discriminant functions were obtained. Table 10.1 presents the labels as-
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signed to these functions and describes the groups receiving high and low scores
on these functions. The problem-solving analyses produced three significant
discriminant functions: (a) an expertise function that distinguished pragmatic
leaders (high) from charismatic leaders (low), (b) a conceptual integration
function that distinguished ideological leaders (high) from charismatic and
pragmatic leaders (low), and (c) an external integration function that distin-
guished socialized leaders (high) from personalized leaders (low). The analyses
examining leader–follower relationships produced five significant functions:
(a) a shared-direction function, related to upper-level role relationships, that
distinguished ideological leaders (high) from charismatic leaders (low), (b) a
team leadership function, related to upper-level role relationships, that distin-
guished socialized leaders (high) from personalized leaders (low), (c) an intrin-
sic versus extrinsic function, related to lower-level role relationships, that dis-
tinguished socialized leaders (high) from personalized leaders (low), (d) a
leader–follower support function that distinguished socialized leaders (high)
from personalized leaders (low), and (e) a mutual exchange of support function
that distinguished charismatic leaders (high) from pragmatic leaders (low). The
communication analyses produced three significant discriminant functions: (a)
a prosocial-argumentation function that distinguished socialized leaders (high)
from personalized leaders (low), (b) a follower-based appeals function that dis-
tinguished socialized ideologues and charismatics (high) from pragmatics (low),
and (c) a logical-appeals function that distinguished pragmatics (high) from
personalized ideologues and charismatics (low). Only one significant dis-
criminant function was obtained in the analysis examining political tactics. The
rational-influence function obtained in this analysis distinguished pragmatic
leaders (high) from ideological and charismatic leaders (low).

The predictors of scores on these discriminant functions were the thematic-
content dimensions. These thematic dimensions were derived from an analysis
of the early-career chapters examining the leader’s life during late childhood,
adolescence, and young adulthood—all material examining leaders’ lives prior
to their “rise to power.” These chapters were reviewed to identify significant life
events (Pillemer, 2001) falling into one of six categories: (a) originating events,
(b) anchoring events, (c) analogous events, (d) turning point events, (e) re-
demptive events, and (f) contaminating events. Roughly, 1,400 events falling
into these six categories were identified in the biographies obtained for the 120
leaders under consideration—with 15 to 30 events being identified for a given
leader.

Subsequently, a panel of judges was asked to review the content of these
events. Judges, using a modified Q-sort procedure, were asked to assign these
events, based on event content, to one, or more, of 28 thematic dimensions
drawn from the literature on outstanding leadership. The nature and origin of
these thematic dimensions are described in greater detail in the chapter on
leader development. The number of events assigned to a given thematic dimen-
sion divided by the total number of events identified for the leader provided the
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scores used to assess frequency of exposure to relevant life events. These expo-
sure scores provided the basis for assessment of the predominance of a given
theme in the lives of outstanding leaders.

RESULTS

Problem Solving

Table 10.2 presents the correlations and regression weights obtained in exam-
ining the relationships between life themes and subsequent problem-solving ac-
tivities on the part of outstanding leaders. The multiple correlations obtained
when expertise, conceptual integration, and external integration were re-
gressed on the life themes ranged from .44 to .59. Thus, it appears that early life
experiences are related to leaders’ problem-solving activities. However, the re-
lationships obtained for expertise were weaker than those obtained for concep-
tual integration and external integration. This pattern of findings is not espe-
cially surprising when one remembers that expertise is primarily a matter of
learning and experience. Nonetheless, positive view of self was found to be re-
lated to expertise in the correlational (r = .20) and regression (β = .29) analy-
ses—a finding that may reflect the effects of feelings of self-efficacy on people’s
ability to learn from experience.

Conceptual integration, however, produced a stronger pattern of relation-
ships with early life themes. The correlational analysis indicated that concep-
tual integration was less likely to occur when people evidenced experiences
linked to a negative view of others (r = −.21), a negative view of self (r = .20),
and negative life themes (r = −.23). Apparently, if leaders do not learn to value
their own and others’ ideas, they are less likely to engage in conceptual integra-
tion. In this regard, however, it should be noted that a somewhat different pat-
tern of results was obtained in the regression analysis. Although negative life
themes were again found to be negatively related to conceptual integration (β
= −.28), experiences that would lead people to adopt a preordained worldview,
spirituality (β = −.32) and performance expectations (β = −.33), were also
found to be negatively related to conceptual integration. In contrast, experi-
ences that would engender intellectual investment in an issue, specifically be-
lief commitment (β = .20) and risk taking (β = .39), were found to be positively
related to conceptual integration.

Like conceptual integration, a leader’s willingness to engage in activities
linked to external integration also appeared to be related to early life experi-
ences. As might be expected, the correlational analysis indicated that life
themes emphasizing analysis (r = −.25) and an evidential preference (r = −.21)
were negatively related to external integration. This pattern of findings suggests
that a bias toward objective problem analysis may inhibit the social contact
needed for external integration. Although the findings that exposure to diver-
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sity was negatively related to external integration (r = −.25) may at first glance
seem surprising, this relationship may reflect the tendency of people exposed to
high levels of diversity to adopt the belief that external integration is too uncer-
tain to be useful. In keeping with the interpretation, and the effects of self-
esteem on social engagement, events linked to a positive view of the self were
positively related (r = .19) to external integration.

Although a positive view of the self was related to external integration (β =
.28) in the regression analysis, the regression analysis produced a somewhat dif-
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TABLE 10.2
Correlations and Standardized Regression Weights Obtained

in Regression Problem-Solving Functions on Early Life Themes

Expertise
Conceptual
Integration

External
Integration

Themes r β r β r β

1) Belief Commitment .01 .04 .20 .04
2) Spirituality −.02 −.15 −.32 −.17 −.26
3) Injustice −.01 −.16 −.04 .24
4) Environmental Conflict .05 −.08 .03
5) Past Focus −.03 .02 .08
6) Uncertainty/Powerlessness .03 −.15 −.06
7) Negative View of Others −.04 −.21 −.08
8) Negative View of Self .05 −.20 .08 .22
9) Power Motives .02 −.13 −.01

10) Negative Life Themes −.02 −.23 −.28 −.07
11) Focus on Self .03 −.16 −.03
12) Analysis −.11 −.09 −.25
13) Evidential Preference −.12 −.08 −.21
14) Present Focus −.02 −.01 −.13
15) Incremental Progress .08 .02 −.02
16) Exposure to Diversity −.08 −.14 −.25
17) Positive View of Others .03 −.09 .05 −.24
18) Positive View of Self .20 .29 −.04 .19 .28
19) Commitment to Others −.14 −.24 −.18 −.08
20) Exposure to Suffering .04 −.15 −.32 −.17
21) Exposure to Crises .01 .05 .06
22) Future Focus .02 .02 .05
23) Inspirational Communication −.02 .02 .05
24) Performance Expectations .03 −.16 −.33 −.04
25) Personal Achievement .02 .02 .01
26) Change Efforts .07 .12 −.03
27) Risk Taking −.03 .03 .39 −.05
28) Image Management .07 .01 .01

Multiple Correlation .44 .59 .57

Note. r ≥ .18 significant at .05 level. β = standardized regression weight reported only if sig-
nificant past .10 level.



ferent pattern of relationships. More specifically, experiences linked to injustice
(β = .24), negative view of self (β = .22), a negative view of others (β = .22),
and a failure to experience events linked to a positive view of others (β = −.24)
were found to be related to external integration. Apparently, experiences lead-
ing to lack of trust in self or others may cause leaders to engage in external inte-
gration as a defensive strategy. This interpretation, of course, is consistent with
the finding that spirituality is (β = −.26) negatively related to external integra-
tion.

Leader–Follower Relationships

Table 10.3 presents the correlations and regression weights obtained when the
relationship between life themes and leader–follower relationships were exam-
ined. Across the five discriminant functions obtained in this domain, multiple
correlations ranged between .49 and .69. Thus, it appears that events encoun-
tered earlier in leaders’ lives do influence subsequent interaction with followers.
As might be expected, exposure to life events linked to a negative view of others
(r = −.39), power motives (r = −.39), negative life themes (r = −.27), and a fo-
cus on the self (r = −.26) were all negatively related to the tendency of leaders
to motivate followers through intrinsic motives. In the regression analysis, a
negative view of others (β = −.38) and power motives (β = −.24) were found to
exert particularly strong effects in this regard along with environmental conflict
(β = −.33). In contrast, commitment to others (r = .29), exposure to suffering
(r = .24), and risk taking (r = .20) were found to be positively related to the ten-
dency to motivate followers through intrinsic rewards in the correlational anal-
ysis. In the regression analysis, only exposure to suffering (β = .29) and image
management (β = .19) were found to be related to the leader’s tendency to mo-
tivate followers through intrinsic rewards.

A similar pattern of relationships emerged in considering the team leader-
ship functions. In the correlational analysis, it was found that themes indicative
of a negative view of others (r = −.34), power motives (r = −.34), and a focus on
self (r = −.21) all made it difficult for leaders to work with followers as a team. In
the regression analysis, similar findings were obtained for negative view of oth-
ers (β = −.26) and power motives (β = −.35). However, the willingness of lead-
ers to work with followers was, in the regression analysis, found to be positively
related to exposure to diversity (β = .22) and a negative view of self (β = .21).
Apparently, more humble leaders who are used to working with people from a
range of backgrounds are more likely to build effective leadership teams.

In accordance with these findings, findings indicating that a controlling nar-
cissistic orientation inhibits effective interactions with followers, the corre-
lational analysis indicated that a negative view of others (r = −.24) and power
motives (r = −.24) were negatively related to shared direction of the group
by leaders and followers. In the regression analysis, however, power motives (β
= −.45) were found to be a particularly powerful influence inhibiting shared di-

256 CHAPTER 10



T
A

B
LE

10
.3

C
or

re
la

tio
ns

an
d

St
an

da
rd

R
eg

re
ss

io
n

W
ei

gh
ts

O
bt

ai
ne

d
in

R
eg

re
ss

in
g

Le
ad

er
–F

ol
lo

w
er

R
el

at
io

ns
hi

p
Fu

nc
tio

ns

In
tr

in
sic

vs
.

E
xt

rin
sic

T
ea

m
Le

ad
er

sh
ip

Sh
ar

ed
D

ire
ct

io
n

Le
ad

er
–F

ol
lo

w
er

Su
pp

or
t

M
ut

ua
lE

xc
ha

ng
e

of
Su

pp
or

t

T
he

m
es

r
β

r
β

r
β

r
β

r
β

1)
Be

lie
fC

om
m

itm
en

t
.0

6
.0

4
.2

0
.0

5
.0

7
2)

Sp
iri

tu
al

ity
.1

0
.0

8
.1

8
.2

7
.0

3
.0

1
3)

In
ju

st
ic

e
.0

7
−.

04
−.

14
−.

05
.0

4
.2

3
4)

En
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

lC
on

fli
ct

−.
11

−.
33

−.
07

−.
17

−.
01

−.
07

5)
Pa

st
Fo

cu
s

−.
01

.0
4

−.
01

.1
0

.0
2

6)
U

nc
er

ta
in

ty
/P

ow
er

le
ss

ne
ss

−.
09

−.
10

−.
17

−.
23

−.
02

.0
6

.2
6

7)
N

eg
at

iv
e

V
ie

w
of

O
th

er
s

−.
39

−.
38

−.
34

−.
26

−.
24

−.
31

−.
50

.0
4

8)
N

eg
at

iv
e

V
ie

w
of

Se
lf

−.
09

−.
01

.2
1

−.
04

.0
1

−.
05

9)
Po

w
er

M
ot

iv
es

−.
39

−.
24

−.
34

−.
35

−.
32

−.
45

−.
07

.0
5

10
)

N
eg

at
iv

e
Li

fe
T

he
m

es
−.

27
−.

17
−.

04
.3

7
−.

16
−.

08
−.

27
11

)
Fo

cu
so

n
Se

lf
−.

26
−.

21
−.

15
−.

11
−.

03
12

)
A

na
ly

sis
.0

1
.0

9
.0

9
.0

1
−.

19
13

)
Ev

id
en

tia
lP

re
fe

re
nc

e
.0

8
.0

9
.0

8
.0

6
−.

18
14

)
Pr

es
en

tF
oc

us
.0

7
.1

1
.1

4
.0

2
−.

25
15

)
In

cr
em

en
ta

lP
ro

gr
es

s
−.

05
−.

01
−.

04
−.

01
−.

06
16

)
Ex

po
su

re
to

D
iv

er
sit

y
.1

5
.1

6
.2

2
.0

7
.0

7
−.

01

(C
on

tin
ue

d)

257



T
A

B
LE

10
.3

(C
on

tin
ue

d)

In
tr

in
sic

vs
.

E
xt

rin
sic

T
ea

m
Le

ad
er

sh
ip

Sh
ar

ed
D

ire
ct

io
n

Le
ad

er
–F

ol
lo

w
er

Su
pp

or
t

M
ut

ua
lE

xc
ha

ng
e

of
Su

pp
or

t

T
he

m
es

r
β

r
β

r
β

r
β

r
β

17
)

Po
sit

iv
e

V
ie

w
of

O
th

er
s

.1
9

.0
6

.1
2

−.
02

.0
6

.3
0

18
)

Po
sit

iv
e

V
ie

w
of

Se
lf

.1
5

−.
05

.0
8

−.
01

−.
11

−.
27

19
)

C
om

m
itm

en
tt

o
O

th
er

s
.2

9
.1

4
.0

9
−.

08
−.

28
.0

5
20

)
Ex

po
su

re
to

Su
ffe

rin
g

.2
4

.2
9

.0
6

−.
04

.0
2

−.
08

21
)

Ex
po

su
re

to
C

ris
es

.1
3

.1
4

.0
1

.0
7

−.
03

22
)

Fu
tu

re
Fo

cu
s

.1
2

.0
2

−.
06

−.
03

−.
02

23
)

In
sp

ira
tio

na
lC

om
m

un
ic

at
io

n
.0

9
.1

8
.0

9
.0

9
−.

03
24

)
Pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
Ex

pe
ct

at
io

ns
.1

3
.0

3
.0

1
−.

01
.0

8
25

)
Pe

rs
on

al
A

ch
ie

ve
m

en
t

.0
3

.0
4

−.
32

.0
1

.1
2

26
)

C
ha

ng
e

Ef
fo

rt
s

− .
10

.0
3

.0
2

−.
05

.0
1

27
)

R
isk

T
ak

in
g

.2
0

.0
8

−.
02

−.
02

−.
12

28
)

Im
ag

e
M

an
ag

em
en

t
.1

4
.1

9
−.

07
−.

07
.0

1
.1

8

M
ul

tip
le

C
or

re
la

tio
n

.6
9

.5
5

.5
9

.4
9

.5
4

N
ot

e.
r≥

.1
8

sig
ni

fic
an

ta
t.

05
le

ve
l.

β
=

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

re
gr

es
sio

n
w

ei
gh

tr
ep

or
te

d
on

ly
if

sig
ni

fic
an

tp
as

t.
10

le
ve

l.

258



rection. Shared direction, moreover, was inhibited by uncertainty/powerless-
ness (β = −.23)—a finding suggesting that power and control may serve as a
means of reducing uncertainty (O’Conner et al., 1995).

Shared direction, however, was positively related to negative life themes (β
= .37). Apparently, bonding occurs among individuals who share exposure to
negative life experiences. And, this bonding may encourage outstanding lead-
ers to share direction. Bonding, however, may also be brought about by spiritu-
ality (β = .27), as indicated by the regression results, or belief commitment (r =
.20), as indicated by the correlational results. Thus, it appears that ideological
commitments, and the resulting contact with like-minded individuals, may
contribute to the willingness of leaders to share direction of the group.

Leader–follower support was found to be negatively related to negative views
of others in both the correlational (r = −.31) and regression (β = −.50) analy-
ses. Apparently, we are less likely to offer support to people we dislike. In this re-
gard, however, it should be noted that commitment to others was found to be
negatively related to leader–follower support (β = −.28) in the regression anal-
ysis. Although this finding may, at first glance, seem surprising, it is possible it
reflects a tendency on the part of outstanding leaders to sacrifice followers in
the service of broader social commitments.

Mutual exchange of support produced significant negative relationships
with analysis (r = −.19), evidential preference (r = −.18), and present focus (r
= −.25). This pattern of findings suggests that a pragmatic orientation may in-
hibit exchange of support among leaders and followers, perhaps because a prag-
matic orientation results in depersonalized relationships. However, as indicated
by the findings obtained for image management (r = .18), even in depersonal-
ized relationships people may be willing to exchange support if they believe it is
a normative expectation.

In the regression analysis, however, a somewhat different pattern of relation-
ships emerged. Here it was found that mutual support was positively related to
earlier life events involving injustice (β = .23) and powerlessness/uncertainty
(β = .26). Apparently, equity concerns may encourage mutual exchange of
support. In keeping with this observation, mutual exchange of support was neg-
atively related to exposure to events linked to negative life themes (β = −.27).
Moreover, it appeared that mutual exchange of support was also linked to de-
velopment of a servant orientation in that mutual exchange of support was
found to be positively related to a positive view of others (β = .30) and nega-
tively related to a positive view of self (β = −.27).

Communication Strategies

The findings obtained for the communication strategies functions again indi-
cated that earlier life experiences influenced later leader behavior. The results
obtained in the correlation and regression analyses examining the relationships
between communication strategies and themes evident in leaders’ earlier life
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experiences are presented in Table 10.4. As may be seen, the regression analysis
produced sizable multiple correlations ranging between .56 and .62.

The results obtained for prosocial argumentation indicated that life experi-
ences likely to develop a concern for others, specifically, spirituality (r = .20)
and exposure to others’ suffering (r = .22), were positively related to prosocial
argumentation. Although development of concern contributes to prosocial ar-
gumentation, it appears that negative life experiences represent an inhibitor, a
relatively powerful inhibitor, of prosocial argumentation. Thus, in the corre-
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TABLE 10.4
Correlations and Standardized Regression Weights Obtained

in Regressing Communication Strategy Functions

Prosocial
Argumentation

Follower-Based
Appeals

Logical
Appeals

Themes r β r β r β

1) Belief Commitment .15 .25 −.02
2) Spirituality .20 .24 .08
3) Injustice .16 .24 .09 .07
4) Environmental Conflict .01 .13 −.04
5) Past Focus −.01 .06 −.01
6) Uncertainty/Powerlessness −.07 −.21 .04
7) Negative View of Others −.34 −.28 −.27 −.16
8) Negative View of Self −.12 −.18 −.01
9) Power Motives −.26 −.32 −.07

10) Negative Life Themes −.26 −.24 −.12
11) Focus on Self −.24 −.35 −.02
12) Analysis .13 .37 −.21 .25 .35
13) Evidential Preference .08 −.32 −.22 .19
14) Present Focus .13 −.21 .24 .24
15) Incremental Progress .01 −.23 .11
16) Exposure to Diversity .14 −.08 .18
17) Positive View of Others .12 .03 .09
18) Positive View of Self .05 −.04 .01
19) Commitment to Others .12 −.22 .03 −.25 .10
20) Exposure to Suffering .22 .25 .23 .14
21) Exposure to Crises .09 .02 .09
22) Future Focus .04 −.09 .12
23) Inspirational Communication .19 .18 .17
24) Performance Expectations .07 −.15 .20
25) Personal Achievement −.05 −.08 .01
26) Change Efforts −.01 .13 −.15
27) Risk Taking .18 −.07 .23
28) Image Management .04 .03 .08

Multiple Correlation .59 .62 .56

Note. r ≥ .18 significant at .05 level. β = standardized regression weight reported only if
significant past .10 level.



lational analysis, negative view of others (r = −.34), power motives (r = −.26),
negative life themes (r = −.26), and a focus on the self (r = −.24) were all nega-
tively related to prosocial argumentation. Apparently, a negative narcissistic
orientation resulting from earlier life events makes it difficult for people to
frame arguments with respect to the needs of others.

In the regression analysis, negative views of others were again found to in-
hibit prosocial argumentation (β = −.28). However, exposure to events linked
to injustice (β = .24) and analysis (β = .37) were found to be positively related
to prosocial argumentation. This pattern of findings suggests that a willingness
to analyze social problems may also be necessary for prosocial argumentation.
This observation, moreover, is consistent with the finding that strong commit-
ments to others (β = −.22) and a focus on the evidence per se (β = −.32) were
negatively related to prosocial argumentation—both a strong commitment to
others and an undue focus on the facts may inhibit effective social analysis.

Follower-based appeals produced a pattern of relationships with the life
theme scores similar to those obtained for prosocial argumentation. Again, in
the correlational analysis, it was found that spirituality (r = .24) and exposure
to others’ suffering (r = .23), along with belief commitment (r = .25) and inspi-
rational communication (r = .18), were positively related to the tendency of
leaders to make appeals to their followers’ needs and values. The ability of lead-
ers to make these appeals was also found to be diminished by exposure to events
linked to development of a negative narcissistic orientation—specifically un-
certainty/powerlessness (r = −.21), negative view of others (r = −.27), negative
view of self (r = −.18), power motives (r = −.32), negative life themes (r =
–.24), and a focus on the self (r = −.35). In addition, follower-based appeals
were inhibited by events causing leaders to adopt a strongly analytical mind-set
such as events reflecting themes bearing on the value of analysis (r = −.21), evi-
dence (r = −.22), present focus (r = −.21), and incremental progress (r = −.23).
In the regression analysis, a weaker pattern of relationships emerged with only
exposure to others’ suffering (β = .36) and commitment to others (β = −.25)
producing sizable regression weights.

In contrast to the findings obtained for follower-based appeals, use of logical
appeals in communication was positively correlated with early exposure to
events causing leaders to adopt an analytical orientation. More specifically, log-
ical appeals were positively related to life themes linked to analysis (r = .25), ev-
idential preference (r = .19), present focus (r = .24), and diversity (r = .18).
Additionally, themes linked to risk taking (r = .23) and high performance ex-
pectations (r = .20) also proved to be positively related to the tendency of lead-
ers to make logical appeals, suggesting that a focus on performance demands
may engender in leaders a preference for logical appeals.

The regression analysis, like the correlational analysis, indicated that themes
indicative of analysis (β = .35) and a focus on the present (β = .24) were posi-
tively related to logical appeals. Logical appeals, however, could also be stimu-
lated by early exposure to injustice (β = .22), perhaps because exposure to injus-
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tice induces analysis of social problems. The negative relationship observed
between environmental conflict and a leaders later use of logical appeals (β =
−.23) may simply reflect the fact that people learn early on in their lives that logic
does not work in a conflict-laden environment (Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001).

Political Tactics

Table 10.5 presents the results obtained when the rational influence dimension
obtained in contrasting outstanding leaders with respect to their political be-
havior was correlated with, and regressed on, the themes evident in significant
early life events. In the regression analysis, the multiple correlation obtained
was .40. Events associated with a negative view of the self (β = .27) were found
to be positively related to the use of rational-influence attempts, perhaps be-
cause they contribute to development of a skeptical orientation. Negative life
themes, however, were negatively related to the tendency to employ rational in-
fluence (β = −.30). Apparently, when people are exposed to events lending to a
negative worldview they see rational-influence tactics as relatively ineffective
in an irrational, and potentially hostile, world. In the correlational analysis,
whereas the overall pattern of findings was weaker, negative view of self, and
the skepticism it entails, was again found to be positively related (r = .18) to the
later use of rational-influence tactics.

Summary

The relationships observed between the life event themes and critical leader be-
haviors (problem-solving activities, leader–follower relations, communication
strategies, and political tactics) indicated that later leader behavior is influ-
enced by early experiences. Broadly speaking, the effects of early experiences
were more pronounced for social-interactional behaviors, leader–follower rela-
tionships and communication strategies than for problem-solving activities and
political tactics. With regard to interactional behaviors, life experiences con-
tributing to a negative, controlling, narcissistic orientation were found to be
particularly powerful influences on leader behavior, decreasing the likelihood
that leaders would engage in productive activities such as prosocial argumenta-
tion, follower-based appeals, induction of intrinsic motives, shared direction,
and team leadership.

CONCLUSIONS

In considering our observations with regard to the relationship between early life
themes and later leader behavior, certain limitations of the present effort should
be kept in mind. To begin, the measure of leader behavior applied in the present
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study, the discriminant functions obtained in contrasting outstanding leaders
with respect to problem-solving activities, leader–follower relationships, commu-
nication strategies, and political tactics, appeared to provide a systematic and rea-
sonably comprehensive basis for examining the key behaviors involved in out-
standing leadership. By the same token, however, it should be recognized that
these dimensions describe leader behavior in only four domains. Thus, caution is
called for in extrapolating our findings to other domains of leadership behavior
such as decision making and empowerment (Yukl, 2002).
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TABLE 10.5
Correlations and Standardized Regression Weights Obtained

in Regression Political Tactics Functions on Early-Career Life Themes

Rational Influence

Themes r β

1) Belief Commitment −.03
2) Spirituality −.02
3) Injustice .01
4) Environmental Conflict −.01
5) Past Focus −.02
6) Uncertainty/Powerlessness .01
7) Negative View of Others .02
8) Negative View of Self .18 .27
9) Power Motives .04

10) Negative Life Themes −.05 −.30
11) Focus on Self .08
12) Analysis −.07
13) Evidential Preference −.05
14) Present Focus .01
15) Incremental Progress −.03
16) Exposure to Diversity .02
17) Positive View of Others −.08
18) Positive View of Self .01
19) Commitment to Others −.05
20) Exposure to Suffering .01
21) Exposure to Crises −.04
22) Future Focus −.05
23) Inspirational Communication .02
24) Performance Expectations .04
25) Personal Achievement −.09
26) Change Efforts −.06
27) Risk Taking −.13
28) Image Management −.02

Multiple Correlation .40

Note. r ≥ .18 significant at .05 level. β = standardized regression weight reported only if sig-
nificant past .10 level.



Along related lines, it should be recognized that these discriminant func-
tions were expressly intended to account for differences, or variation, in the be-
haviors of different types of outstanding leaders. This point is of some impor-
tance for two reasons. First, our findings with regard to development speak not
to outstanding leadership in general, but rather to different pathways to out-
standing leadership. Second, it is possible that examination of alternative path-
ways, pathways outside the socialized and personalized and charismatic, ideo-
logical, and pragmatic pathways under consideration, might give rise to
different variables that evidence different forms of relationships with early life
experiences.

Our foregoing observations about early life experiences point to another
characteristic of the present effort that should be noted. More specifically, in
this study early experiences were assessed through thematic content of signifi-
cant life events (Bluck & Habermas, 2001; Pillemer, 2001). Although use of
this strategy allowed for a reasonably comprehensive examination of experien-
tial influences, the processes by which developmental experience shapes later
behavior (Baltes, 1997; Lerner, Freund, Stefanis, & Habermas, 2001) could not
be examined using this thematic approach. Along related lines, these themes, as
indicated by the different findings obtained in the correlational and regression
analyses, represent interdependent and integrated sets of experiences. Accord-
ingly, future research should examine how these themes operate together in
shaping leader behavior.

Even bearing these limitations in mind, we believe that the results obtained
in the present study have some important implications for understanding the
nature and origins of different forms of outstanding leadership. To begin, expe-
riences of leaders in late childhood, adolescence, and young adulthood appar-
ently have a persuasive impact on subsequent leader behavior—effects that are
evident in multiple domains. Moreover, these early career experiences give rise
to differences in the expression of behaviors, such as prosocial argumentation,
intrinsic versus extrinsic motivation of followers, team leadership, and external
integration, that have been shown to be important influences on leader per-
formance. This point is of some importance because it indicates that the influ-
ence of developmental experiences on subsequent leader performance may be
mediated by leader behavior.

Of course, the question that arises at this juncture is exactly how early expe-
riences operate to shape subsequent leader behavior. Perhaps the most clear-
cut conclusion that can be drawn in this regard is that the relationship between
early experiences and subsequent leader behavior is quite complex. For exam-
ple, initially we hypothesized that external integration would be positively re-
lated to experiences linked to interpersonal concern. Although this hypothesis
seems reasonable, our findings in this regard indicated that external integration
was more closely linked to experience leading to a lack of trust in others. In
other words, external integration seems linked to experiences underscoring the
need for self-protection in one’s dealings with others.
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Another example of the complex nature of these developmental effects may
be found in the relationships obtained for prosocial argumentation and fol-
lower-based appeals. Initially, we hypothesized that experiences contributing to
the development of interpersonal concern, by virtue of their influence on lead-
ers’ willingness to think about and address others’ concerns, would influence
subsequent use of communication strategies of the sort subsumed under the
prosocial argumentation and follower-based appeals dimensions. In fact, the
findings obtained for belief commitment, spirituality, and exposure to others’
suffering provided some support for this proposition. By the same token, how-
ever, it appeared that exposure to negative events, events linked to a negative
view of others, power motives, negative life themes, and a focus on the self, ex-
erted powerful, asymmetrically powerful, negative effects on prosocial argu-
mentation and follower-based appeals.

This general pattern of relationships was not specific to the communication
strategies dimensions. As expected, social-interactional behavior, communica-
tion strategies, and leader–follower relationships were more strongly related to
earlier life experiences than more cognitively oriented behaviors such as prob-
lem-solving activities and political tactics. In the case of these social-
interactional behaviors, experiences linked to the acquisition of a negative view
of others, power motives, negative life themes, and a focus on the self consis-
tently produced strong negative relationships. Apparently, when experiences
cause leaders to see others in a negative light, others who must be controlled,
the likelihood of leaders evidencing effective interactional patterns is greatly di-
minished. Put more directly, bad leadership apparently emerges from bad expe-
riences although good experiences do not ensure good leadership.

One explanation for the pattern of effects may be found in our earlier discus-
sion of life narratives (Habermas & Bluck, 2000; Habermas & Paha, 2001;
McAdams, 2001). Other people, especially significant others, are a salient core
component of people’s life narratives. When experience with people is inher-
ently negative and controlling, narrative structures will be constructed that are
built around negative cases—cases that may be especially important in shaping
interpretations of events, particularly social events, due to recall and self-
protection biases. Because leaders, in responding to crises, will reference these
narratives, narratives where negative social experiences are salient compo-
nents, the resulting interpretation of events will tend to generate counterpro-
ductive interpretations of others and their likely intentions. These expecta-
tions, in turn, will result in ineffective patterns of interaction.

Given the apparent impact of experiential themes such as negative views of
others and negative life themes on the effectiveness of leaders’ interpersonal be-
havior and the strong positive relationship observed between these social-
interactional dimensions and subsequent leader performance, one must con-
front a paradox. Despite lacking critical behavioral skills needed to influence
followers and ensure effective performance, personalized leaders, leaders evi-
dencing a self-serving narcissistic orientation and a disdain for others, emerge
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rather frequently. The findings obtained in the present effort, however, suggest
one way this paradox might be resolved. More specifically, negative views of
others, negative life themes, power motives, and a focus on the self were less
strongly related to problem-solving activities and political tactics than were the
social-interactional dimensions. Thus, given their exceptional willingness to
work for power, and adequate problem-solving and political skills, personalized
leaders can emerge despite an ineffective pattern of interactional behavior. An
illustration of this point may be found in Table 10.6.

Not only do our findings have something to say about the emergence and
performance of personalized as opposed to socialized leaders, they also have
some noteworthy implications for understanding the origins of charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leadership. Ideological leaders differ from charis-
matic and pragmatic leaders with respect to their willingness to share direction.
The ability of ideological leaders to share direction, however, appears to lie in
common hardships and a shared set of beliefs and values—beliefs and values
such as spirituality that make it possible to deal with these hardships. An illus-
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TABLE 10.6
Illustration of Personalized Leader’s Use of Politics and Problem Solving

Lavrenti Beria—Personalized Ideologue

Once in his new post, Beria set about “cleansing” the NKVD of undesirable elements. In other words,
he initiated a full-scale purge of the Exhovites, executing or imprisoning hundreds of officials. Even
before his promotion Beria had moved against several NKVD officials who closely associated with
Ezhov, such as M.I. Litvin, Leningrad NKVD chief, and A.I. Uspenskii, NKVD chief in the
Ukraine. Another victim was Beria’s olf boss, Stanislav reddens, who was serving at the time of his
arrest as head of the NKVD in Kazakhstan. Reden’s wife, Anna, who was the sister of Stalin’s de-
ceased wife Nadezhda ALliluyeva, reportedly went to see Beria in an effort to save her husband, but
Beria told her that she would be wise to forget about her marriage, which had never been registered.
Redens was shot shortly thereafter. Another victim was NKVD staffer Igor Kedrov, son of the old
Bolshevik and former Chekist Mikhail Kedrov, who had complained about Beria in the 1920’s. Af-
ter Beria’s appointment as NKVD chief, both Kedrovs addressed their negative views of Beria di-
rectly to Stalin. Igor was arrested and shot immediately, and his father was killed a few months later.

By early 1939 Beria had succeeded in arresting most of the top and middle-level hierarchy of
Ezhov’s apparatus, replacing these men with members of his Georgian group. It is possible to iden-
tify at least twelve Beria men—several of whom had been associated with him since the early
1920’s—appointed to key NKVD posts between November 1938 and January 1939. . . . According
to Merculov (a Beria man in an NKVD post) “so many of us came to Moscow from Georgia that
later Beria had to send some back, because Stalin had noticed it.”

Among Beria’s associates who assumed republican and regional NKVD posts were Sergei
Goglidze, appointed to head the Leningrad NKVD; Laventri Tsanava, who became NKVD chief in
Belorussia; Grigorii Karanadze, NKVD chief in the Crimea; Aleksei Sadzhaia, in Uzbekistan. . . .
This group of men, all of whom owed their allegiance to Beria, formed the core of his extensive
power base within the NKVD.

Note. From Beria: Stalin’s First Lieutenant, by A. Knight (1993, pp. 90–91). Copyright © 1993
by Princeton University Press. Reprinted by permission.



tration of the role of these bonding experiences in shaping the behavior of ideo-
logical leaders is provided in Table 10.7.

These observations, of course, underscore a point made earlier. Early life
experiences, experiences occurring during late childhood, adolescence, and
young adulthood, represent a powerful mechanism shaping the pathways
people pursue to outstanding leadership. These experiences not only define
narratives, and thus approaches to the crises that give rise to outstanding
leadership, they also determine the repertoire of behavioral skills available to
leaders. By conditioning available behavioral skills, these experiences may
also act to determine when and where charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic
leaders emerge.
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TABLE 10.7
Illustration of Bonding in Shared Direction by Ideological Leaders

Jane Addams—Socialized Ideologue

Ellen Gates Starr and Jane Addams were freshmen together in Rockford in 1877. Ellen Star flashed
brilliantly through her first year, then left college to teach, first for a year at the little town of Mount
Morris, Illinois, then in Chicago, at the famous old Kirkland School for Girls, fashionable but stren-
uously educational too. The reputation of Miss Kirkland as a teacher and director of the daughters
of “old Chicago families” has never had a rival in that city. Ellen Starr taught English and “art”—
not drawing and painting, but appreciation. Her preparation for such teaching was not remarkably
extensive, but her delight in it was keen. She thrilled to beauty, then and all her life thereafter. For
ten years she and Jane Addams maintained their girlhood acquaintance, until in 1887 they were
abroad together. Ellen had gone to continue her study of “appreciation”. When however, in Ma-
drid, on Easter Day 1888, Jane confided in Ellen Starr her scheme for a house among the poor peo-
ple somewhere in Chicago, Ellen embraced it at once, with that vivacity, sincerity, and confidence
which have always been characteristic of her. She would live there too. Together they would live
and work. And so they did, for forty years.

Note. From Jane Addams: A Biography, by J. W. Linn (1935, p. 130), New York: by Appleton-
Century.



It is difficult to dispute the impact of outstanding leadership on our lives and the
broader social context that shapes the character of our lives. Martin Luther
King changed the fundamental nature of racial relationships setting the course
for a debate about integration rather than separation. Ronald Reagan initiated
a strategy that brought an end to a conflict that literally put the world at risk.
We drive to work every day on highways, highways that have shaped the fabric
of our day-to-day lives, that in no small measure exist due to the efforts of
Dwight D. Eisenhower.

Given the apparent impact of outstanding leadership on our lives, and our
society, it is not unreasonable to argue that few topics in the social sciences war-
rant more attention. Yet, despite notable progress over the last 20 years (e.g.,
Conger & Kanungo, 1998; House, 1995), studies of outstanding leadership re-
main few and far between. The relative dearth of research on outstanding lead-
ership is not attributable to a tendency to discount the importance of outstand-
ing leadership. Instead, it is an epiphenomenon of the methodical approach
applied in the social sciences.

Modern social science is, of course, a diverse, and multifaceted enterprise.
Nonetheless, social science remains firmly grounded in the empirical, positivist,
tradition. This tradition, and the methodological procedures it entails, make it
difficult to study outstanding leadership in a systematic fashion. One reason for
this difficulty is attributable to the fact that outstanding leaders are not readily
available for study—outstanding leaders don’t have the time to be “subjects.”
Another, perhaps somewhat more subtle, reason is that outstanding leaders,
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leaders immersed in the conflict surrounding crises, are unlikely to reveal too
much to anyone regardless of whether they are journalists, colleagues, lobbyists,
or social scientists. Still another reason we find it difficult to study outstanding
leadership is that ultimately outstanding leadership is a rare event—and it is
only with the passage of time that it becomes possible to obtain a sufficient num-
ber of cases to permit quantitative analysis. Indeed, one might argue that it is
only with the passage of time that one can say who was, and who was not, an
outstanding leader.

The present book represents one attempt, hopefully a reasonably successful
attempt, to overcome these challenges by conducting a quantitative analysis of
the material drawn from multiple qualitative analyses of historically notable
leaders. More specifically, in this book we attempted to apply a meta-analytic
strategy where conclusions were drawn by aggregating observations across biog-
raphies, high-quality academic biographies, of multiple leaders. Our intent in
this analysis was to provide some evidence that multiple pathways exist to out-
standing leadership—pathways we have characterized as charismatic, ideologi-
cal, and pragmatic. We sought, moreover, to determine how these three types of
outstanding leaders differed with regard to critical behaviors—problem-solving
activities, leader–follower relationships, communication strategies, political
tactics, and development.

Limitations

As noted earlier, the quantitative analysis of multiple cases is not the only ap-
proach that might be used to study outstanding leadership. One might, for ex-
ample, employ a dimensional-approximation approach (e.g., Jung et al., 2003;
Lowe et al., 1996), experimental simulation (e.g., Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1996;
Sosik et al., 1999), or qualitative case studies (e.g., Hunt & Ropo, 1995;
Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001). The intent of the present study, the examina-
tion of cross-type differences, however, recommends the quantitative-case ap-
proach, in part because it represents the approach best suited to identifying the
similarities and differences among different types of outstanding leaders and in
part because it permits general conclusions to be drawn about typical behavior
and experiences.

The quantitative-case approach applied in the present study was guided by
an overarching hypothesis. More specifically, an attempt was made to confirm
our hypothesis that the charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic types reflect dis-
tinct pathways to outstanding leadership that exist even when the distinction
between socialized and personalized leaders (House & Howell, 1992) is taken
into account. This theory-guided approach required a priori specification of the
leaders who, at least apparently, had followed each of the pathways of interest.
We suspect informed readers will, from time to time, dispute some of our classi-
fications. Such disagreements are an inherent characteristic of this approach.

CONCLUSIONS 269



Indeed, in some cases, Malcolm X, for example (Mumford & Marcy, 2004), real
and reasonable differences exist among scholars. In this regard, however, two
points should be borne in mind. First, the classification of leaders in the present
study does converge with the classification applied in other studies applying the
quantitative-case approach (e.g., Fiol et al., 1999; O’Connor et al., 1995;
Strange & Mumford, 2002). Second, error in classification of leaders decreases
rather than increases the likelihood of finding expected cross-type differences.
Thus, if we erred, it is an error that merely makes our findings more conserva-
tive.

A more significant limitation associated with the a priori specification of
leader types arises from the constraints imposed by the selective, albeit system-
atic sampling, called for within this approach. Because we examined only lead-
ers who illustrated each type, this study cannot rule out the potential existence
of additional pathways to outstanding leadership beyond the charismatic, ideo-
logical, and pragmatic pathways. Along similar lines, the present study has little
to say about the existence, and potential significance, of mixed-type leaders
(Strange & Mumford, 2002). Finally, because we sought equal representation
for each type, the present study does not have much to say about the “natural
rate” with which charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders emerge.

As is the case in most successful studies applying the quantitative case ap-
proach (e.g., Deluga, 2001; Emrich et al., 2001; Fiol et al., 1999; Strange &
Mumford, 2002), the available qualitative data was not applied “as is.” In-
stead, the approach applied herein involved the systematic abstraction of
relevant behaviors from textual material accompanied by the application of
coding procedures expressly developed to be appropriate with respect to rep-
resentation of these behaviors in the material under consideration. The care-
ful selection of textual material, the abstraction of relevant behavioral inci-
dents, and the development of rating procedures appropriate to the material
at hand may, in conjunction with the careful training of judges, account for
the reliability and validity of the behavioral and experiential measures applied
in the present investigation.

Despite the evidence accrued for the reliability and validity of the measures
applied in examining the similarities and differences among charismatic, ideo-
logical, and pragmatic leaders, our conclusions in this regard might be ques-
tioned on other grounds, including reporting biases in biographical material,
the kind of events typically considered in biographies, role differences, and so
on. What should be recognized here, however, is that (a) an extensive set of
control variables were developed and applied in the present set of studies, and
(b) inferences about cross-type differences were drawn only after taking these
controls, both general and study specific, into account. Thus many, although
not all, of the biases associated with the use of qualitative biographical material
were taken into account.

Nonetheless, one must remember that the biographical approach to the
quantitative analysis of cases represents only one type of source data that might
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be used to characterize leaders’ careers. For example, one might conceivably
analyze the writings of contemporaries or examine leaders’ autobiographies.
We did not apply these approaches preferring to rely on the vetted, well docu-
mented, material presented in academic biographies. However, we would not
rule out the value of these alternative sources for confirming the results ob-
tained herein and for examining other phenomena, such as changes over time
in perceptions of outstanding leaders.

Summary of Findings

As noted earlier, the primary concern in the present effort was demonstrating
that behavioral and experiential differences exist among charismatic, ideologi-
cal, and pragmatic leaders. Put more directly, we hoped to demonstrate that
charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership represent distinct pathways,
viable pathways, to outstanding leadership. The significance of this objective is
perhaps best understood by considering the current approach to outstanding
leadership.

Traditionally, outstanding leadership is viewed as emerging from a single
pathway. Here, of course, we refer to current theories of charismatic and
transformational leadership (Bass, 1985, Conger & Kanungo, 1998; Shamir et
al., 1993). Although theories of charismatic and transformational leadership
evidence some noteworthy differences, they are bound together by the notion
that outstanding leadership ultimately depends on the leader’s effective articu-
lation of a viable, future-oriented vision. Although the available evidence indi-
cates that vision articulation has a profound impact on performance (e.g.,
Jacobsen & House, 2001; Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1996), the question remains as
to whether there are alternative pathways to outstanding leadership.

This question is of some importance for three reasons (Foti & Miner, 2003).
First, charismatic leadership may not prove universally effective across all set-
tings and situations. Second, our nearly exclusive focus on charismatic leader-
ship may have led us to lose sight of other attributes, or other strategies, that
make possible the exercise of exceptional influence. Third, in our focus on vi-
sion and charisma, we may have created an overly restrictive model of outstand-
ing leadership that leaves other talent to waste as we “force-fit” all leaders into a
rigid charismatic model.

The present effort is based on the proposition that at least two other path-
ways to outstanding leadership exist—the ideological and pragmatic path-
ways—in addition to the charismatic pathway, which has been the primary fo-
cus of recent research on outstanding leadership. In our view, the origins of all
three pathways lay in the fundamental nature of all forms of outstanding leader-
ship. More specifically, we have argued that it is not vision per se that is the basis
of outstanding leadership but rather the leader’s construction of prescriptive
mental models that provide a basis for sensemaking as people, and systems,

CONCLUSIONS 271



grope for ways to cope with the crises that bring about the emergence of out-
standing leaders (Drazin et al., 1999; Hunt et al., 1999; Weick, 1995).

Within this framework, articulation of a future-oriented vision is one way of
using a prescriptive mental model to exercise influence. Another way prescrip-
tive mental models might be used to exercise influence involves the construc-
tion and articulation of a vision that reinitiates a shared collective past vis-à-vis
common beliefs and values—an ideological pathway. Still another way one
might exercise exceptional influence is quite simply by using expertise and pre-
scriptive models to resolve the various problems brought forth by a given cri-
sis—a pragmatic pathway.

Taken as a whole, the results obtained in the series of studies conducted as
part of the present effort provide some rather compelling evidence that these
three alternative pathways to outstanding leadership, in fact, exist. In the pres-
ent effort, we compared these three types in terms of four behavioral domains
held to be critical to performance in the roles occupied by outstanding leaders:
(a) problem-solving activities, (b) leader–follower relationships, (c) communi-
cation strategies, and (d) political tactics. Across all four of these domains, sig-
nificant differences were observed in the pattern of behavior evidenced by char-
ismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders, even when the distinction drawn
between socialized and personalized leaders was taken into account.

Charismatic. This observation, of course, brings to fore a new question:
Exactly what do these behavioral differences tell us about the nature of charis-
matic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders? As might be expected (Yorges et al.,
2001), the great strength of charismatic leaders, particularly socialized charis-
matics, lies in communication through follower-based appeals. Apparently
charismatic leaders are unusually skilled at engaging others in the vision they
are advocating vis-à-vis emotional persuasion, eloquence, a focus on followers’
personal needs, and a focus on followers’ social needs. Given the impact of cre-
ating a shared image of the future and building a consensus around this image, it
is hardly surprising that follower based appeals would prove critical to defining
the charismatic pathway.

Ideological. What should be recognized in this regard, however, is that
ideological leaders, particularly socialized ideologues, evidenced the same
strength. In fact, it appears that ideologues were better able to make follower-
based appeals than charismatic leaders, perhaps because such appeals could be
framed around extant shared beliefs and values. The power and potential im-
pact of ideological leadership, the power of shared ideals, was evident in two
other ways in which ideological leaders differed from charismatic and pragmatic
leaders. First, ideological leaders, in contrast to charismatic leaders who must
maintain personal control in pursuing their unique vision of the future, were
better able to share direction of the group with key lieutenants. In a sense, this
finding is not especially surprising because the shared beliefs and values ideolog-
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ical leaders find in, or create in, their lieutenants provide a basis for effective
delegation. What should be recognized here, however, is that the creation of an
effective top-management team greatly enhances the potential impact of ideo-
logical leaders (Boal & Hooijberg, 2000). Second, ideological leaders, despite
our stereotype of ideologues as thoughtless advocates of a given doctrine, in fact
appear to display problem-solving skills that are substantially better than those
of charismatic leaders; indeed, in some ways, their problem-solving skills come
close to equaling those of pragmatic leaders. In fact, ideological leaders seem
particularly skilled at conceptual integration—a finding that may reflect their
concern with ideas and the need to integrate change and crises with the key
communalities arising from shared beliefs and values.

Pragmatic. Not only was evidence accrued in the present effort for a dis-
tinct ideological pathway, a pathway that cannot simply be lumped under the
rubric of charismatic leadership, substantial evidence was also obtained for the
existence of a distinct pragmatic pathway. Pragmatic leaders relied on exper-
tise, logical appeals, and rational persuasion—a pattern of behavior consistent
with the earlier observations emerging from Mumford and Van Doorn’s (2001)
study of Benjamin Franklin. Pragmatics’ use of expertise, logical appeals, and
rational persuasion, in turn, suggests, consistent with our theory, that the suc-
cess of pragmatic leaders is based in their ability to craft viable solutions to the
problems posed by crisis or change. Although pragmatic leaders may not have
the direct emotional impact of charismatic and ideological leaders, their ability
to craft coherent solutions to the problems posed by crisis situations may allow
them to exercise unusual influence through institution building—a point illus-
trated in our examination of performance differences.

Performance Differences

Leader Performance. The existence of distinct charismatic, ideologi-
cal, and pragmatic pathways brings to fore a number of questions. Perhaps the
most straightforward question in this regard concerns the existence of potential
performance differences among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic lead-
ers. The findings obtained in our examination of the general outcome measures
drawn from the epilogue, or prologue, chapters indicated that marked differ-
ences in overall performance were not observed among charismatic, ideologi-
cal, and pragmatic leaders. Thus, in a general sense, it is fair to say that charis-
matic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership represent alternative, potentially
equally viable pathways to outstanding leadership.

In this regard, however, it is important to note that the differences in path-
ways were linked to differences in the kind of outcomes pursued by leaders and
the strategies used to bring about the attainment of these outcomes. Thus, prag-
matic leaders did not initiate mass movements nor were they capable of exerting
broad social impact. However, they did build institutions that were maintained
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over time at minimal social cost. This institution building was linked to skill in
practical problem solving—problem-solving activities consistent with the value
pragmatic leaders place on expertise and rational influence attempts. In con-
trast, ideological and charismatic leaders seemed to build their performance
around others, exercising broad general social effects through communication
and relationship building. In other words, charismatic and ideological leaders
perform by moving people while pragmatic leaders perform by solving the prob-
lems of institution building.

Leader Emergence. These observations about performance strategies,
in turn, bring to fore a new question: Are there differences in the conditions, or
environment, giving rise to charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders?
Strictly speaking, the present effort has little to say about how the environment
and local conditions shape performance requirements and the likely emergence
of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. The importance of this issue
for future research, however, is underscored by one finding that emerged in the
present effort. More specifically, different types of outstanding leaders emerge
in different organizational settings. For example, ideological leaders are found
in political and service organizations, whereas pragmatic leaders are found in
military and business organizations. The tendency of certain types of outstand-
ing leaders to emerge in certain organizational environments, however,
broaches a number of other questions:

1. What environmental mechanisms (e.g., selection, socialization, perform-
ance demands) act to channel outstanding leadership along certain ave-
nues?

2. Do followers perceive, and respond to, different types of outstanding
leaders in different ways depending on the role, or setting, in which they
are operating?

3. Is the nature of the crisis more important than setting, and follower ex-
pectations, in determining the type of outstanding leader likely to
emerge?

These cross-organizational differences in leader emergence and perform-
ance, however, also imply that multiple different types of leaders will be inter-
acting around select issues. This observation, in turn, suggests that there might
be value in studies examining the nature of the interactions that occur among
charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders. In fact, these interactions
might take a variety of different forms. It is possible that differences in leader
types result in miscommunication and conflict. It is also possible that leadership
teams may be able to capitalize on each others unique strengths and weaknesses
resulting in synergistic effects. Finally, it is possible that different types of leaders
emerge at different times depending on the degree of structure or chaos in the
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situation, with ideologues emerging relatively early and pragmatics relatively
late in a cycle of crisis resolution activities. Although the present study could
not address these leader by leader, and leader by time, interactions, there would
seem to be value for further research along these lines.

Socialized Versus Personalized Leaders. The results obtained in
the present effort not only confirm the existence of the charismatic, ideological,
and pragmatic pathways, they point to the importance of the distinction drawn
between socialized and personalized leaders (House & Howell, 1992; O’Con-
nor et al., 1995). Although marked differences were not observed in the per-
formance of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leaders, marked perform-
ance differences were obtained in contrasting socialized and personalized lead-
ers on the general performance criteria drawn from the prologue and epilogue
chapters. As might be expected, socialized leaders performed better, substan-
tially better, than personalized leaders.

Traditionally, students of leadership have tended to construe the differences
observed between socialized and personalized in terms of integrity or ethics.
The results obtained in the present effort, however, indicated that integrity is
not just another desirable characteristic for leaders, it is perhaps the single most
important characteristic shaping leader performance. In keeping with this ob-
servation, it was found that variables discriminating socialized and personalized
leaders were often the most powerful predictors of leader performance in the
various regression analyses.

One explanation as to why socialized leaders are better performers than
personalized leaders may be found in the results obtained in examining
leader–follower relationships. Personalized leaders are less able than social-
ized leaders to create, and work with, teams in the management of complex
crises. Given the controlling, narcissistic orientation of personalized leaders
(O’Connor et al., 1995), this finding is not especially surprising. It is signifi-
cant, however, in explaining the performance differences observed between
socialized and personalized leaders because leader performance is known to
depend on the development of a strong “top management” team (Boal &
Hooijberg, 2000). In the case of outstanding leaders, moreover, this team of
close followers may be essential for both dissemination and maintenance
initiatives established by the leader. Lacking this support, the impact and per-
formance of leaders will be limited.

The findings obtained in the present effort, however, point to two other fac-
tors that may act to undermine the performance of personalized leaders. First,
personalized leaders, in contrast to socialized leaders, were found to motivate
followers through extrinsic as opposed to intrinsic rewards. This lack of intrinsic
motivation, in turn, implies that followers are unlikely to internalize the pre-
scriptive mental model, or ideas, of the leader—making it difficult to maintain
the leader’s agenda over time. In fact, personalized leaders may be able to exer-
cise influence only as long as they remain able to control rewards and contin-
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gencies thereby resulting in a transitory form of influence limited by the leader’s
current possession of a position of power.

Second, personalized leaders differed from socialized leaders in terms of
prosocial argumentation. In their narcissistic concern with personal control, it
becomes difficult for personalized leaders to grasp the needs and concerns of
others. Their inability to understand the needs and concerns of others, in turn,
makes it difficult for personalized leaders to craft communications that will
evoke sustained positive action on the part of the followers. When the sub-
optimal communication, failure to induce intrinsic motivation, and lack of an
effective top-management team are considered in light of the negative effects of
a personalized orientation on information appraisal (Mumford, Espejo, Hunter,
Bedell, Eubanks, & Connelly, 2005), it is not surprising that personalized lead-
ers display poor performance when compared to socialized leaders.

This observation, given the frequency with which personalized leaders
emerge across the pages of history, begs a question: How is it possible that his-
tory seems replete with personalized leaders? One answer to this question may
be found in the fact that personalized leaders, in contrast to socialized leaders,
seek power and control. This search for power and control, of course, may in-
duce extraordinary effort to attain positions of influence. Another answer to
this question, however, lies in the fact that problem solving and political tactics
were not strongly related to leader orientation—socialized versus personalized.
Thus, through political manipulation, and viable solutions to immediate press-
ing crises, personalized leaders may attain a position of local advantage that al-
lows them to move into significant leadership roles. In fact, personalized leaders
may create such crises as a vehicle to promote their advancement—a point il-
lustrated in the early career of Adolf Hitler.

Theory and Development

The differences observed among charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic lead-
ers, as well as the differences observed in comparing socialized and personalized
leaders seem to provide some rather compelling support for the theory of out-
standing leadership underlying the present effort. For example, consistent with
the observations of Mumford and Van Doorn (2001), and the notion that prag-
matic leaders formulate localized, problem-centered prescriptive mental mod-
els, pragmatic leaders were found to differ from charismatic and ideological
leaders in problem-solving performance, their emphasis on the use of expertise,
and the tendency to make rational appeals. Along similar lines, it was argued
earlier that ideological leaders construct prescriptive mental models around
shared beliefs and values (Strange & Mumford, 2002). In keeping with this
proposition, it was found that capitalization on these common beliefs and val-
ues allowed ideological leaders to share direction of the enterprise.

Although other examples of this sort might be cited, the foregoing examples
seem sufficient to make our basic point. The behavioral differences observed
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among the various types of outstanding leaders under consideration were,
broadly speaking, consistent with the theory of outstanding leadership under
consideration. Essentially, this theory holds that outstanding leadership is a
leadership of crisis (Bligh, Kohles, & Meindl, 2004; Halverson, Holladay,
Kazma, & Quionnes, 2004; Hunt et al., 1999) where crises are broadly defined
as novel change events leading to decrements in organizational performance.
The impact of outstanding leaders is, within this framework, contingent on
their ability to help followers make sense of the crisis at hand (Drazin et al.,
1999; Weick, 1995). These sensemaking activities provide followers with an
understanding of the situation along with a framework that might be used to
guide collective action in responding to the crisis.

The basis of sensemaking, however, is held to lie in the leader’s construction of
a prescriptive mental model (Mumford & Strange, 2002). The construction of
prescriptive mental models, mental models that, in the case of ideological and
charismatic leadership, provide the basis for vision formation (Strange & Mum-
ford, 2005), is dependent on analysis of the causes of the crisis and the goals that
should be pursued in crisis resolution. However, analysis per se is not a fully suffi-
cient basis for crisis resolution, sensemaking, and construction of prescriptive
mental models. Instead, the construction of prescriptive mental models is held to
depend on the leader’s reflection on these goals and causes in relation to the ex-
periences they have encountered over the course of their careers.

The need for reflection on past experience suggests that the nature and con-
tent of prior life events, the events used to define life narratives (Habermas &
Bluck, 2000; McAdams, 2001; Pillemer, 2001), will represent critical influ-
ences on the nature of the prescriptive mental models constructed by outstand-
ing leaders. In fact, the way people apply life narratives in understanding and re-
sponding to events in their lives suggests that life narratives, or life stories, will
play a critical role in sensemaking and the construction of prescriptive mental
models. Life narratives provide people with a system for understanding and re-
sponding to complex, ambiguous events—and most crises are complex, ambig-
uous events. These narratives, moreover, provide a framework for guiding ac-
tions and communication with others. In fact, at least three pieces of evidence
accrued in the present effort provide some support for these hypotheses with re-
gard to the role of life narratives, and prescriptive mental models derived from
reflection on these narratives, in shaping the pathways people follow to out-
standing leadership.

First, people are exposed to a number of different kinds of significant events
in the course of their lives—significant events that provide the keystones for
narrative construction. In contrasting leaders with regard to significant events,
specifically originating events, anchoring events, analogous events, turning
point events, contaminating events, and redemptive events, it was found that
different types of events took on special significance in the lives of different
types of outstanding leaders—events that were consistent with the prescriptive
mental model held to characterize a certain leader type. Thus, it was found that
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anchoring events, events defining core beliefs and values, appeared more fre-
quently in the biographies of ideological leaders than charismatic and prag-
matic leaders. Originating events, events defining goals, appeared more fre-
quently in the biographies of pragmatic leaders than charismatic leaders and
ideological leaders. Redemptive events were observed more frequently in the
early lives of socialized leaders, and contaminating events were observed more
frequently in the lives of personalized leaders.

Second, when the thematic content of significant events was examined, it
was found that the content of these events was consistent with the general na-
ture of the prescriptive mental models held to be applied by a certain type of out-
standing leader. For example, in the case of ideological leaders, the themes evi-
dent in significant early life events stressed the importance of beliefs and values.
The early experiences of pragmatic leaders, however, were characterized by
themes that stressed the value of practical analytic problem solving and a cer-
tain skepticism about others.

Third, consistent with the general theoretical model under consideration,
and the notion that life narratives provide guidelines for action, these themes
were found to be strongly related to differences observed among various types of
outstanding leaders in the discriminant analyses. Thus, spirituality and belief
commitment were found to be related to the tendency of outstanding leaders to
engage in shared direction—a common attribute of ideological leaders. Simi-
larly, the use of logical appeals, a communication strategy found to characterize
pragmatic leaders, was linked to early life events giving rise to an evidential pref-
erence, logical analysis, and a focus on the present. Taken as a whole, these
findings not only confirm the distinctions drawn among the various types of
outstanding leaders, they also underscore the role of personal experience, and
reflection on this experience, in defining the pathways people follow to out-
standing leadership.

Beyond this general conclusion, however, a number of other findings emerge
in this analysis of developmental influences that warrant attention in further
studies. One of these findings pertains to the nature of charismatic leadership.
More specifically, charismatic leaders were less readily identified in terms of
thematic content than were ideological and pragmatic leaders. Instead, the key
to understanding charismatic leaders seemed to lie in their exposure to change
events or turning point events—a finding that suggests that proactive individ-
ual adaptation to change may be critical to the development of charismatic
leaders. Because change may be for good or ill, the role of turning point events in
shaping the careers of charismatic leaders points to a pernicious problem. More
specifically, excessive exposure to change events may result in attempts to man-
age uncertainty through control. In other words, charismatic leaders, even so-
cialized charismatic leaders, may have a dark side, and a predilection to follow a
personalized as opposed to a socialized path to outstanding leadership due to
their need for personal control. Indeed, concern about this predilection was one
force driving the framework of the U.S. Constitution (Ellis, 2001).
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Finally, with regard to the development of socialized and personalized lead-
ers, a noteworthy, potentially significant, asymmetry emerged. More specifi-
cally, contaminating events, especially events associated with a negative view
of others and the need for control, exerted particularly strong effects on the be-
havior of personalized leaders—effects stronger than the influence of positive
developmental events on the behavior of socialized leaders. Apparently, experi-
ence, bad experience, gives rise to personalized leaders. This observation, how-
ever, broaches the question. Why do negative experiences play such a powerful
role in creating destructive behavior on the part of outstanding leaders?

Behavioral Dimensions of Outstanding Leadership

Not only has the present study provided us with an understanding of the nature
and origins of outstanding leadership, it has also provided some important new
information about the behavioral dimensions that make outstanding leadership
possible. In fact, the dimensions obtained in the discriminant analyses contrast-
ing outstanding leaders with respect to problem-solving activities, leader–fol-
lower relationships, communication strategies, and political tactics seem to
paint a rather coherent picture of the requirements for outstanding leadership.

Outstanding leadership requires expertise and experience with the opera-
tions of the social system under consideration (Fleishman et al., 1991). Indeed,
without expertise, it is difficult to see how someone could accurately appraise
relevant goals and causes and construct a viable, plausible, prescriptive mental
model. The findings obtained in examining problem-solving activities, how-
ever, indicated that expertise per se is not sufficient to ensure outstanding lead-
ership. Outstanding leadership also requires conceptual integration and exter-
nal integration. In other words, outstanding leaders must bring ideas together in
such a way that they are consistent with the demands imposed by the external
environment. Although it may not be surprising that outstanding leaders are
integrators, what one must bear in mind in this regard is that integrative activi-
ties, both conceptual and external integration, are unusually demanding activi-
ties—intellectual demands a leader must be able to address if they are to make
sense of the complex crises that give rise to the need for outstanding leadership
(Jacques, 1976).

Outstanding leadership, however, is clearly not simply a matter of expertise,
conceptual integration, and external integration. Outstanding leadership
emerges in response to complex multifaceted crises—crises making demands
that go well beyond any particular individual, however gifted. This point is of
some importance because it suggests that outstanding leaders are not heroes
working alone. Instead, their work, and the success of this work, will depend on
a cadre of dedicated lieutenants. Our examination of the behaviors involved in
leader–follower interactions indicated that to build this cadre of dedicated lieu-
tenants, leaders cannot just reward followers, they must engage followers by
building intrinsic motivation. Leaders must, moreover, put their egos aside,
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leading not as an individual but through a team with whom they are willing to
share direction of the enterprise (Boal & Hooijberg, 2000).

The ability to involve others and share leadership, however, will not prove
fully sufficient for outstanding leadership. Outstanding leadership requires that
leaders be able to reach out to others through effective communication and the
appropriate exercise of influence (Yukl, 2002). High-impact communication,
however, requires prosocial argumentation (Fiol et al., 1999) as well as fol-
lower-based appeals and logical appeals. Thus, outstanding leadership requires
the capacity to present arguments in a positive social context. Of course, com-
munication, especially prosocial argumentation, is only one way to exercise in-
fluence. Another way leaders exercise influence is through political tactics.
And, our findings with regard to political behavior indicated that outstanding
leadership calls for rational influence. In other words, outstanding leaders do
not force compliance; rather, they allow autonomy by seeking to shape people’s
personal decisions based on their articulation of the issues at hand.

Practical Implications

These dimensions of outstanding leadership are of interest for both practical
and theoretical reasons. At a practical level, an understanding of these dimen-
sions has much to say about how we might go about creating the capacity for
outstanding leadership. For example, we might expressly seek leaders who have
the background and basic capacities that make conceptual and external inte-
gration possible (Mumford, Zaccaro, Harding, et al., 2000). Alternatively, we
might train leaders to use prosocial argumentation techniques. Finally, we
might formulate strategies or procedures that help leaders motivate, manage,
and share direction with other members of a top-management team.

Not only do the dimensions underlying outstanding leadership have some
noteworthy practical implications, both the alternative pathways identified in
the present effort and the mechanisms underlying the emergence of these path-
ways point to some potentially noteworthy applications. To begin, organiza-
tions have, at least historically, sought to identify a single type of ideal leader.
The emergence of the charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic pathways, how-
ever, suggests that organizations confronting different conditions should seek
out different types of leaders. Thus, in searching for leaders, organizations
should examine the nature and structure of the crises at hand, or those likely to
emerge, seeking out leaders following a pathway that will allow them to respond
effectively to the demands imposed by these crises.

For example, in chaotic situations—and chaos often characterizes entrepre-
neurial organizations—ideological leadership may be necessary. Although it
may, at first glance, seem strange to argue that entrepreneurs may often be
ideologues, when one considers the careers of Scott McNealy and Bill Gates this
notion may seem less farfetched. In contrast, in large stable organizations, it is

280 CHAPTER 11



not the ideologue or the charismatic who will be needed but rather the prag-
matic leaders who can manipulate key causes to build an institution.

In addition to indicating the type of leader likely to prove effective in differ-
ent settings, the results obtained in the present study remind us that organiza-
tions, if they are to avoid devastation, must minimize the advancement of per-
sonalized leaders. Clearly, personalized leaders undermine organizational
performance. What should be recognized here, however, is that it is not prob-
lem-solving and/or political skills that allow us to identify personalized leaders
but rather their relationships with others and their modes of communication.
Clearly, relationships and communication strategies represent only one of a
number of interpersonal behaviors that might be applied in attempts to identify
and screen out personalized leaders.

The model underlying the present effort, and the results obtained in the de-
velopmental study, point to another noteworthy practical implication. We
may know outstanding leadership when we see it, but it has proven singularly
difficult to develop outstanding leaders (Strange & Mumford, 2005). How-
ever, the importance of sensemaking to outstanding leadership suggests that
by developing procedures that help leaders analyze the causes of crises, iden-
tify critical goals, and select and reflect on relevant case models, we may do
much to facilitate leader performance. Moreover, by providing leaders with
viable case models, and the opportunity to reflect on these models, one may
do much to make outstanding leadership a real possibility, especially if we can
find ways to encourage reflection during the crises that often promote action
in lieu of reflection.

Theoretical Implications

At a theoretical level, the findings obtained in the present study point to a need
to reformulate the current paradigm applied in studies of outstanding leader-
ship. One aspect of this paradigm derives from the influence of the romantic tra-
dition. We tend to conceive of outstanding leaders as heroes—heroes acting
alone. However, the findings obtained in examining leader–follower relation-
ships suggest that far more attention needs to be given to the role of followers,
and the nature of leaders’ interactions with followers, in shaping the nature and
success of outstanding leaders.

Another aspect of the paradigm currently applied in studies of outstanding
leadership involves the decontextualization of the leader and his or her activi-
ties. In other words, we study the leader, not the context of the crisis giving rise
to outstanding leadership or the life context in which the leader seeks to under-
stand and resolve the crisis. What should be recognized here, however, is that
prosocial argumentation, like the narratives around which leaders build their
arguments, is inherently a contextual phenomenon. Thus, if we are to build a
truly comprehensive understanding of outstanding leadership, we must begin to
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develop and apply models that expressly consider key contextual variables in at-
tempts to describe and explain the behavior of outstanding leaders.

Another assumption evident in the paradigm currently applied in studies of
outstanding leadership involves the tendency to explain outstanding leadership
in terms of social-interactional behaviors (e.g., Shamir et al., 1993). Given the
findings obtained in the present study, we do not wish to dispute the value of
this approach. By the same token, however, in our focus on social interactions
we appear to have lost sight of a more fundamental phenomenon. Ultimately,
outstanding leaders must think—they must think about crises, ideas, relation-
ships, and their lives to permit sensemaking, integration, and the construction
of viable prescriptive mental models.

Current theories of outstanding leadership have, in my view, suffered due to
a search for a single “magic bullet” that makes outstanding leadership possible.
Here, of course, I refer to the emphasis placed on vision in attempts to under-
stand and explain outstanding leaders. The results obtained in the present
study, however, indicate that while vision may be important to outstanding
leadership, visioning is not the only key characteristic of outstanding leader-
ship. Outstanding leaders must build a cadre of followers, they must think
integratively, and they must communicate. Until we recognize the inherent
multidimensionality of outstanding leadership, it seems unlikely that we will de-
velop truly viable models of this complex, multifaceted phenomenon.

More centrally, from a theoretical perspective we must, as a field, begin to try
to understand outstanding leadership as it operates in a complex field. It is not
to identify and understand the behaviors of outstanding leaders. We must un-
derstand how they make sense of crises, why they view these crises as signifi-
cant, and how they create and articulate an understanding of complex, rapidly
unfolding situations to others. Hopefully, the present effort will provide an im-
petus for further work intended to elucidate how leaders come to understand
and appraise the complex crises that provide a basis for the sensemaking that
underlies the charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic pathways to outstanding
leadership.

Concluding Comments

This call for the need for greater complexity in our models of outstanding lead-
ership is underscored by the broader conclusions resulting from the present ef-
fort. The key finding emerging from this effort is that there is not one way, or
one set of behaviors, that makes outstanding leadership possible. Rather, the
fundamental nature of outstanding leadership makes possible multiple alterna-
tive pathways to outstanding leadership. To make real progress in our under-
standing of outstanding leadership, we must begin to try to understand the ori-
gins and implications of these pathways. Hopefully, the present effort will
provide an impetus for further research along these lines.
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