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Abstract

The following contribution attempts to develop a charisma model in the context of
business organizations, based on a social-cognitive information processing
approach in the perception of leadership. It tries to operationalize charisma, depart-
ing from prototypical attributes that are inherent in the cognitive category of lead-
ership. In contrast to the ‘New Leadership Approach’, we depart from a
‘polymorphous phenotype’ of charisma. This position is derived from the concept
of charisma as Max Weber understands it. Based on the concept of ‘archetypes’
of leadership, four different phenotypes are then defined: the hero (“heroic
charisma’), the father (‘paternalistic charisma’), the saviour (‘missionary charisma’)
and the king (‘majestic charisma’). The main idea of this model is the correlation
that is brought out clearly between charisma and stigma, and thus also the idea that
both ‘hyper-representativity’ and ‘anti-representativity’ as well as ‘social dramati-
zation’ and ‘social reversion’ can occasion the allocation of charisma.

Descriptors: charisma, leadership, information processing, impression management,
organizational symbolism

Introduction

In leadership research considerable efforts have been made during the last
15 years to analyze exceptional leaders who have extraordinary effects on
their followers both from a theoretical and an empirical point of view. In
this connection Bryman (1992) talks about a ‘New Leadership Approach’.
This approach can basically be subdivided into three different research per-
spectives: a distinction between management and leadership (e.g. Bennis
and Nanus 1985; Kouzes and Posner 1987; Kotter 1988), a distinction
between transformational and transactional leadership (e.g. Burns 1978;
Bass 1985) and an analysis of the charisma phenomenon (e.g. House 1977;
Conger and Kanungo 1987; Kets de Vries 1988; Conger 1989; Howell and
Frost 1989; House et al. 1991; Howell and Avolio 1992; House and Howell
1992; Shamir et al. 1993; Shamir et al. 1994; O’Conner et al. 1995; Steyrer
1995; Kirkpatrick and Locke 1996; Deluga 1997). The common core of
these frequently overlapping approaches lies in their viewing leadership as
the conveyance of values and meaning by means of exemplary action, as
well as in the articulation of an inspiring vision. The basic assumption is
that this kind of leadership transforms the needs, values, preferences, desires
and aspirations of followers from their individual interests to collective
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interests, so that followers become highly committed to the mission of the
leader and are prepared to make sacrifices in the interest of the mission.

Waeber's Charisma Concept and Theory

Charisma is a term from ancient Greek. ‘Charis’ can be translated by
‘favour’. The suffix *‘ma’, which is added to the root, forms a term the orig-
inal sense of which is ‘gift of favour’ (Sullivan 1984: 17). Weber, who
introduced this concept into sociology, indicates that he took it over from
Christian theology (Weber 1976: 124). In his work Economy and Society,
Weber gives a definition of the concept according to which the carrier of
charisma is:

‘set apart from ordinary men and treated as endowed with supernatural, superhu-
man, or at least (...) exceptional powers and qualities (...) which are not accessible
to the ordinary person, (....) and on the basis of which the individual concerned is
treated as a leader. (...) How the quality in question would be ultimately judged
from any ethical, aesthetic, or other such point of view is naturally entirely indif-
ferent for purposes of definition. What is alone important is how the individual is
actually regarded by those subject to charismatic authority, by his “followers™ or
“disciples™.” (Weber 1974: 358-359)

This definition shows clearly that in Weber's understanding of the concept,
on the one hand, the elements of the exceptional and the exemplary on the
part of the leader are of central importance, and that, on the other hand, it
is important how these qualities are ‘evaluated by the followers’, i.e. that
charisma clearly lies in the eyes of the beholders.

At least two conclusions can be drawn: on the one hand, a detailed analy-
sis of social-cognitive information processing has to be carried out when
perceiving leadership, because this seems to be the key to understanding
charisma; on the other hand, we have to ask in which way leaders in a
modermn organizational context can be exceptional/exemplary figures. Weber
explicitly leaves open how these qualities are to be defined. It seems to be
justified, however, to assume that in various social contexts different attrib-
utes are regarded as differing from the ordinary. In this sense, Weber also
defines numerous different sub-types of charisma. Hummel (1972: 95 ff.),
for example, proves 17 different phenotypes in his analysis of relevant texts
by Weber: e.g. revolutionary charisma; the politically effective prophet; the
magician as innovator; magician and warrior; genuine or personal political
charisma; plebiscitary rulership; individualistic charisma; conservative
charisma; hereditary kingship. Consequently, therefore, Weber explicitly
writes that charismatic relations lead the followers to a ‘devotion to hero-
ism, no matter which content it has’ (Weber 1976: 661).

This, however, is opposed to the fact that the formation and articulation of
a vision is perhaps the most commonly emphasized behaviour in the cur-
rent conception of charismatic leadership in organizations (Bennis and
Nanus 1985; Conger and Kanungo 1987; Westley and Mintzberg 1988;
House and Shamir 1992; Kirkpatrick and Locke 1996). Furthermore, charis-
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matic leadership is sometimes referred to as visionary leadership (Sashkin
1988; Shamir et al. 1993; House and Shamir 1993).

From the above remarks, however, it can be concluded that, in Weber’s
sense, charisma can manifest itself in polymorphous phenotypes, and that
the limitation of the ‘New Leadership Approach’ to the dimension of
‘prophetic charisma’, for which the articulation of a vision is a constitu-
tive element, is a very limited view of the phenomenon indeed.

Deficits of Charisma Research So Far

If we try to systematize the charisma concepts developed so far, we can dif-
ferentiate in principle between four different approaches: (1) leader-centred,
(2) follower-centred, (3) interdependency-oriented, and (4) context-centred
approaches. Since the latter approach refers to concepts that deal with the phe-
nomenon on a macro-level, and since the following model is based on micro-
theory, only the first three approaches will be dealt with below.
Leader-centred approaches depart from the assumption that charisma is a
phenomenon in which followers respond to exceptional, exemplary char-
acteristics of behaviour on the part of the leader by allocating charisma to
him/her. The explanation pattern has the following form: exceptional,
exemplary individual person + vision — (contextual crisis) = followers
under stress — allocation of charisma (e.g. Willner 1984; Conger and
Kanungo 1987; Howell and Frost 1989; Puffer 1990; Howell and Higgins
1990; House et al. 1991; Kirkpatrick and Locke 1996; Deluga 1997).
The basic assumption therefore is ‘that no one specific context (e.g. a con-
text of crisis) plays the determining role in the appearance or presence of
a charismatic leader’, but that specific characteristics of the leader cause
an allocation of charisma. The question therefore is: ‘If the follower’s attri-
bution of charisma depends on observed behaviour of the leader, then what
are the behavioural components responsible for such attributions’ (Conger
and Kanungo 1987: 640).

Even if, in the meantime, researchers have succeeded in formulating rela-
tively detailed indications regarding the specific modes of behaviour and
characteristics of charismatic leaders, one central point of criticism remains:
This approach departs from a downright ‘naive’ interpretation of the
charisma attribution process. Followers thus respond to the perception of
specific modes of behaviour/characteristics on the part of the leader by
mechanistically attributing charisma to him/her. The active part solely lies
with the leader, whereas the followers react passively. Their position in the
relation system can therefore be compared to a ‘plane mirror’ that reflects
a ‘real’ picture of the leader.

In follower-centred models, on the other hand, the question is what makes
followers project exceptional/exemplary qualities onto a leader, the main
emphasis being on the illusionary character of perception (e.g. Downton
1973; Miyahara 1983; Meindl 1990; Meindl 1992; Mayo et al. 1994). The
explanation pattern here has the following form: (contextual crisis) —
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followers under stress — appearance of leader + vision — attribution of
charisma.

Charismatic phenomena therefore emerge: *(...) within the context of lat-
eral relations that develop among followers and subordinates themselves.
These are, to a large degree, functionally autonomous from whatever forces
are emanating from the traits and behaviour of the leaders per se’ (Meindl
1990: 197).

Thus, compared to the leader-centred perspective, there is a reversion of
relations. The active part in the relationship is ascribed to the followers
who. as a consequence of group-dynamic processes and psychic conflicts.
respectively, project charisma on a focal person if this person proves to
be able to find an answer to critical experiences. Here, too, we find a one-
sided, distorted relation concept that interprets the leader as a socio-
psychologically conditioned draft of the followers.

Interdependency models, which deal with the interactive relation between
leaders and followers, have the following form: exceptional/exemplary
leader + followers under stress -* charismatic interaction. The decisive
factor here is the idea that charisma cannot be analyzed in a one-sidedly
linear manner, either top-down or bottom-up, but only while considering
the interactive correlation that is taking place (e.g. Schweitzer 1984;
Lindholm 1990; Pauchant 1991: Shamir et al. 1993; House and Shamir
1993).

Lindholm expresses the research perspective on which this model is based
as follows: ‘Charisma is, above all, a relationship, a mutual mingling of
the inner selves of leader and follower. Therefore, if the charismatic leader
is able to compel, the follower has a matching capacity for being com-
pelled, and we need to consider what makes up the personality configura-
tion of the follower, as well as that of the leader, if we are to understand
charisma’ (Lindholm 1990: 7).

The charisma concept of Shamir et al. (1992) and House and Shamir (1993)
appears to be promising in this connection. The target of their concept is
to supplement current theories of charismatic leadership with a motivational
theory that is able to better explain the relationship between leader behav-
iour and its effects on followers. Emphasis is, however, relatively one-sid-
edly put on visionary leadership, so that charismatic leadership is regarded
as being a synonym of visionary leadership.

The main point of criticism against research carried out so far, therefore, is
that cognitive processes have not been taken into consideration in the per-
ception of leadership. The resulting ontological polarization of charisma is
to be criticized in the light of a social-cognitive framework of relations.
Either a mechanistic allocation of charisma is implied, where the leader is
what he/she appears to be in the eyes of his/her followers; or the phenom-
enon is "diluted’ exclusively into ‘projective’ emanation, where the leader
becomes a carrier of charisma without any efforts on his/her part.
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Leadership and Information Processing

Cognitive processing research attempts to explain how people acquire,
store, retrieve, or use information during the perception of leadership. The
social individual is here defined as an active information processor who,
by means of a ‘subjective’ perception and processing of ‘objective’ stim-
uli, creates his/her own image of reality (Lord and Maher 1989, 1990,
1991). Basically a difference is made between inferential processes (how
do events and outcomes come about) and recognition-based processes (how
are traits and behaviours perceived). These processes can either proceed
automatically (perceptually guided, simplified causal analysis or prototype
matching based on face-to-face contact) or be controlled (prototype match-
ing based on socially communicated information or logically based, com-
prehensive causal analysis). Inferentially-based processing has to do with
the idea that a major function of leaders is to produce good performance
outcomes. Basically, it has been proved in this connection that success
enhances the perception of leadership, while failure limits it (e.g. Binning
and Lord 1980; Rush et al. 1981; Pillai and Meindl 1991).

For the present context, recognition-based models of perceptual processes
are particularly important. Since social interactions often place high pro-
cessing demands on actors, it makes sense to think of recognition-based
processes as proceeding more automatically (Lord and Maher 1991). Thus,
these processes involve the use of pre-existing knowledge about leadership.
Such knowledge has been referred to as ‘implicit leadership theories’ or
cognitive categories (Phillips and Lord 1982; Lord et al. 1984; Binning et
al. 1986; Lord and Foti 1986). Through general, day-to-day experiences as
well as through experience in a particular organizational context, people
develop detailed knowledge structures pertinent to leadership. Empirical
research shows that classifying an individual as a leader involves match-
ing certain stimulus properties to a prototype of a leader held in memory.
The ‘prototype’ here is defined as ‘an abstraction of features common
to leaders that is developed through experience’ (Lord and Maher 1991:
54), the whole perception process (selective attention, encoding, storage/
retention and retrieval) being selectively influenced by these prototypical
attributes.

Lord and his colleagues’ (1984) findings, based on an extensive analysis
of college students’ leadership categories, have led to a first list of proto-
typical leadership traits, such as: determined, open-minded, informed, intel-
ligent, verbal skills, strong character. Offermann et al. (1994) went one step
further and, by means of factor analysis, subdivided individually generated
prototypical characteristics of leaders into eight classes that represent col-
lective expectations. We will come back to this point later.

What can be concluded for the perception of charisma? If charisma is based
on the aura of the exceptional/exemplary quality of a leader, it cannot —
according to our thesis — have its origins in the prototypical. The proto-
typical, in this sense, is downright ‘anti-charismatic’ because it corresponds
to normative expectations, to what is anticipated.
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The following model is based on the thesis that the categorization of a stim-
ulus person as a charismatic leader emerges from the allocation of evalu-
ative borderline attributes. These borderline attributes are closely related to
socially stigmatized characteristics, consciously or unconsciously intended
by the leader. cither by means of social dramatization or by social rever-
sion (borderline behaviour) of prototypical attributes. The expressive qual-
ity of leaders and the cognitive impressive quality that they have on their
followers are only partly congruent.

The basic concept of this model is the assumption that stigma and charisma
mutually refer to each other and emerge from each other. This idea goes
back to a sociological study by Lipp (1985). In order to make this thesis
comprehensible it is necessary first of all to discuss the concept of stigma.
Then Lipp's theory will be explained, as far as this seems relevant in the
present context. Finally, our own model will be discussed.

Dialectics between Stigma and Charisma

Etymologically speaking, the concept of stigma is related to ‘sting’, origi-
nally meaning a tattoo, and in a broader sense a brand for a slave, crimi-
nal or traitor. In a sociological context, stigma refers to attributes that serve
as signals within a group or society to treat carriers of these attributes in
a way deviant from the norm. Goffman (1959, 1967) uses this concept in
connection with a person who ‘has a quality that distinguishes him/her from
others in this category of people’ (Goffman 1967: 19), a stigma being a
quality that ‘is deeply discrediting’ (Goffman 1967: 11). He differentiates
between three different kinds of stigmata: disfigurements of the body.
consisting in various types of physical deformation, individual character
defects. as well as phylogenetic stigmata based on race, nationmality or
religion. For our purposes, character attributes such as ‘a weak will, pre-
dominant or unnatural passions, malicious or inflexible opinions and
disreputability’ (Goffman 1967: 12f.) are particularly relevant.

Having a stigma therefore means that somebody is ‘other than anticipated in
some undesired way’ (Goffman 1967: 13). Stigma in this sense is the dialec-
tic counterpart of charisma, so to speak, where a person is different from
what is generally expected in a ‘desired’ way. Lipp departs from the assump-
tion that processes which lead to the formation of charismatic qualities origin-
ally have their roots in stigmatization: ‘Charismatic characteristics are closely
related to stigmatic characteristics, the latter defining their carriers as
primarily “miserable™, i.e. socio-morally deficient; (...) making connections
visible that are of a fundamental character’ (Lipp 1985: 11f.).

What does this fundamental character consist of? Lipp regards deviant
behaviour. which he calls ‘borderline behaviour’, as essential both for the
stigma and the charisma phenomena. Borderline behaviour is experienced
as being deviant because it pushes its carrier towards the edge or out of
the group. Borderline behaviour could, however, also make a group begin
to doubt the validity of the practice it assumes to be normal. Consciously
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applied, borderline behaviour could therefore create the possibility of
initiating social changes and of making oneself the centre of events, or even
of occupying a morally highly valued position. In this sociological sense,
the term ‘borderline behaviour’ therefore has nothing to do with psychi-
atric diagnosis criteria, as used e.g. by Kemberg (1984) for describing
severe personality disorders.

In this sociological context Lipp also talks about ‘self-stigmatization’.
Through the process of self-stigmatization, people could be capable of giving
the situation of the establishment a negative connotation and the situation
of the ‘oppressed’ a positive connotation, by revaluating the latters’ afflic-
tions cognitively and normatively, and by requiring potential addressees to
make a virtue of necessity, i.e. to actively and consciously identify with the
situation of the underprivileged members of society.

Lipp sub-divides self-stigmatization into the following phenotypes: exhi-
bitionism, provocation, asceticism and ecstasy (Lipp 1985: 131f.). Each of
these strategies, which Lipp further sub-divides into different expressive,
dominative and cognitive forms, reacts to the predominant order of a soci-
ety in different ways. ‘Originalism’, for example, can show itself as an
exhibitionist display of “‘natural” (...), unrestrained, uncouth, wild’ char-
acteristics (Lipp 1985: 174). In a civilized society, it carries the stigma of
being defective, naked, vulnerable, but it helps to attract attention and to
put forward one’s own claims to power. Other examples are: ‘Banditry’,
‘Sectarianism’, and ‘Messianism’.

These examples make clear that Lipp discusses the mutual interplay
between stigma and charisma within the framework of a sociology of
deviant behaviour. Charisma emerges from stigma or is rooted in self-
stigmatization. This leads to the question of what can be concluded from
analyses of socially deviant behaviour of members of social fringe groups,
such as provokers, ascetics, ecstatics, etc. when analyzing leaders in orga-
nizations. Such leaders are part of the core of the establishment in a soci-
ety, and their charisma certainly does not result from expressly deviant
behaviour.

Impression Continuum and Impression Dimensions of Leadership

The following model departs from the assumption that evaluative border-
line attributes can be derived from the prototypical attributes connected
with the concept of a leader. These evaluative borderline attributes can hold
their ground in the light of normative expectations of organizations, thus
not making their carriers members of social fringe groups. They are, how-
ever, in a dialectic relation with the prototypical, and they determine the
dialectics between stigma and charisma according to their specific expres-
siveness/impressiveness.

The dialectic relation can be based on a gradual increase of the prototypical.
This can be exemplified by means of the characteristic ‘dedicated’ as
follows: ‘dedicated’ — ‘passionate’ — ‘fanatic’. Observers can therefore
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not only judge each individual case, but they have got a ‘semantic continuum’
of attributes at their disposal by means of which they are able to evaluate
the leader’s individual attributes. ‘Passionate’ as an impressive attribute
(charisma) borders on ‘fanatic’, which is a discrediting attribute.

We depart from the assumption that these evaluations are not completely
separated from the *actual’ characteristics of the leader and that — depend-
ing on regularities of interpersonal perception — leadership expressiveness
and impressiveness partly correspond to each other. Furthermore, we
assume that there are psycho-dynamically justifiable needs that prompt a
leader to advance towards becoming a carrier of charisma consciously/
unconsciously, or to function as a focal person in charismatic relations. A
means to achieve this end are actions of impression management or self-
presentation, where the prototypical elements of leadership are stylized and
exaggerated.

We call such behaviour-related accentuation and intensification of proto-
typical leadership qualities ‘social dramatization'. On the part of the fol-
lowers, these expressive qualities are connected with symbolic codes
(encoding) on the cognitive level. These qualities are ‘comparisons of pro-
totypical attributes’ and mark ‘hyper-representativity’ in the semantic sense.
The dialectics between stigma and charisma lies in the fact that overdraw-
ing action from a certain moment onwards becomes or appears to be
exaggeration.

Furthermore, the dialectic relation between these diametrical opposites can
lie in a gradual reversion of the prototypical. This can be exemplified by
means of the characteristic ‘dedicated’ as follows: ‘dedicated’ — “poised.
tolerant composure/tranquil’ — ‘indifferent, impassive’.

The prototypical leadership characteristics can therefore also be contrasted
with attributes which, in their first degree of intensity, signal that some-
body is different, in a positive sense. The carrier of these attributes appears
to be raised beyond everyday life and is characterized by exceptionality.
The stigmatic aspect lies in the fact that over-exaggerations of this expres-
sive quality easily turn negative. since they are diametrically opposed to
what is expected from leaders: tolerant composure/tranquillity, an impor-
tant attribute (charisma), borders on being impassive/indifferent, which is
a discrediting attribute (stigma).

We call these inverse behaviour-related accentuations and intensifications
of prototypical leadership characteristics ‘social reversion’. On the part of
the followers, these expressive qualities are connected with symbolic codes
on a cognitive level. They are also comparisons of prototypical attributes
in a semantic sense, but mark ‘anti-representativity’.

Therefore we can conclude that somebody who judges a leader using
leadership-related representativity heuristics has a continuum of evaluative
attributes at his/her disposal. Departing from prototypical assumptions,
intensifications are located in one direction on this continnum and reversions
in the other. Intensifications appear as “hyper-representativity’, reversions
as ‘anti-representativity’. Placing a stimulus person on this continuum out-
side the area showing prototypical features is at the same time an occasion
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for classifying him/her as a charismatic leader. The symbolic codes (cog-
nitive impressive qualities) can be plotted on a continuum that we term
‘impression continuum of leadership’.

Based on a list of 57 items of prototypical leadership attributes generated
by test subjects, Offermann et al. (1994) were able to generate an eight-
dimensional factor structure: ‘Dedication’ (e.g. dedicated, goal-oriented);
‘Sensitivity’ (understanding, helpful); ‘Tyranny’ (forceful, assertive);
‘Charisma’ (inspiring); ‘Attractiveness’ (well-groomed); ‘Masculinity’
(masculine); ‘Intelligence’ (intelligent, knowledgeable); ‘Strength’ (strong).
We call these collective expectations ‘impression dimensions’. On the one
hand, they function as cognitive points of orientation in the perception of
leadership, and on the other as social dramatization or social reversion
options, respectively.

In Table 1, a corresponding continuum is formulated by means of two attri-
butes for each of the ‘impression dimensions’ determined by Offermann
et al. Due to relatively high correlations between ‘strength’ and ‘mas-
culinity’, as well as between ‘attractiveness’ and ‘charisma’ (or ‘commu-
nicativeness’). these two pairs of factors are each combined into one
dimension.

At the centre of each impression continuum there is a prototypical attribute
based on the findings of Offermann et al. Therefore the continuum always
has to be read from the centre. The opposites of leadership with the max-
imum negative connotation are located in the columns at the very left and
right, respectively. The columns left and right of the centre show the pos-
itive opposites.

If during a further step we attempt to concisely express the polarizing
contrariety of the evaluative borderline attributes along the individual dimen-
sions, we arrive at the following differentiation: The ‘Dedication’ dimension
is located in the dialectic relation between ‘Severity/Consistency’ and
‘Gentleness/Openness’; ‘Sensitivity’ is located between ‘Involvement/Ability
to Promote Regulated Development’ and ‘Detachment/Ability to Promote
Independent Development’; ‘Tyranny’ is located between ‘Regulatory
Behaviour' and ‘Free Development’, the ‘Communicativeness’ dimension
extends between ‘Extroversion/Persuasive Behaviour’ and ‘Introversion/
Irritation/Authenticity’, ‘Strength/Masculinity’ lies between ‘Phallic Exhi-
bitionism’ and 'Phallic Discretion’. ‘Intelligence’ is located between ‘Lefi-
hemispheric Specialization’ and 'Right-hemispheric Specialization’.
Summing up the basic thesis, we can say that the classification of a stimulus
person as a charismatic leader results from the allocation of evaluative border-
line attributes (symbolic codes in the sense of hyper/anti-representativity)
which emerge from the prototypical core of leadership and are closely
related to stigmatized characteristics. Social dramatization of prototypical
attributes is perceived as attractive up to a certain level: the stimulus per-
son appears as a paragon, as ‘the’ incarnation of leadership (charisma). An
additional intensification, however, can be perceived as an invalidating
exaggeration (stigma). Social reversion of prototypical attributes makes a
leader a significant personality due to his/her positively connoted manner
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of behaving differently (charisma): The significance lies in the reversion
of what has been anticipated. Additional intensification evokes social aver-
sion (stigma).

Table 1 Impression Continuum of Leadership

Anti-representativity Prototypicality Hyper-representativity
social reversion social dramatization
stigma charisma charisma stigma
‘Dedication’
indifferent, poised. dedicated passionate fanatic
‘Gentleness, Passive tolerant “Severity,
Openness’ aimless, fiexible, goal-oriented visionary dogmatic, Consistency
careless spontancous totalitarian
‘Sensitivity’
‘Detachment, Withholds holds back, helpful self- plays the ‘Involvement,
Ability to guidance, non- sacrificing martyr Ability to )
Promote indifferent interfering Promote
Independent , insensitive analytically understanding deeply patronizingly ~Regulated ,
Development critical empathetic considerate ~ Development
*Tyranny®
subservient conciliatory,  forceful dominant despotic,
‘Free harmonizing tyrannical ‘Regulatory
Development’ ¢ ene patient assertive aggressive belligerent, ~ Behaviour®
everything militant
passively
*Communicativeness’
causes productively  inspiring rousing indoctrinating,
‘Introversion, distrust disconcerting messianic ‘Extraversion;
Irritation, - . T ) ; —— Persuasive
Authenticity’ seedy indifferent to  well-groomed concerned vain. Behaviour’
- outward with outward  dandyish
appearances, impression
bohemian
‘Strength/Masculinity’
weak inconspicuous  strong self-assured.  presumptuous,
‘Phallic potent conceited ‘Phallic
Discretion”  pogijant circumspect,  bold heroic stops at Exhibitionism’
cautious nothing
‘Intelligence’
other-worldly  wise, intelligent sharp-witted,  genius on the
‘Right- intuitive analytic, verge of “Left-
hemispheric nearly a genius insanity hemispheric
- 3 . ) I — R - . . - 9
Specialization” 1,,4), has a good knowledgeable knows every  tunnel- Specialization
informed general idea detail visioned

of the whole
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impression Management and the Archetypes of Leadership

Dramatization and social reversion are acts of ‘self-presentation’ of a leader.
Processes of self-presentation are discussed in socio-psychological literature
under headings such as ‘impression management’, ‘image control’ or ‘self-
presentation’ (Mummendey 1990: 128). The core of this theory goes back
to Goffman (1959, 1967), according to whom individuals in social interac-
tions try to control the impression they make on their interaction partners
as far as possible. Individuals, therefore, are not only passively exposed to
social impressions, but they control the anticipated influence that is exerted
upon them by conveying a certain expressive quality of themselves. A def-
inition offered within this expansive perspective is that impression man-
agement is the regulation of ‘information about some object or event,
including the self’ (Schlenker and Weigold 1992: 138). Within the scope of
self-presentation, leaders therefore show behaviour which they hope will
trigger the desired conclusions and attributions regarding their personal qual-
ities (hyper/anti-representativity) with their target audience.

The question that now poses itself is whether certain patterns can be derived
by means of which leaders control the image others have of them by using
dramatization and reversion. One possible answer to this question is given
by Neuberger, who departs from the assumption that the ‘generic category
of leadership is not the last, but a derived analytic unit’ (Neuberger 1990:
72). He assumes that behind the category of leadership there is another and
more basic dimension, namely ‘archetypes’ of leadership that are struc-
tured according to the images of ‘fathers’, ‘heroes’, and ‘saviours'
(Neuberger 1990: 41ff). Under the concept of archetypes, Neuberger sub-
sumes ‘those mighty archetypes of the mind’ which ‘embody the manifold
phenotypes of one area of reality in a fundamental and typical way, thus
representing the original’ (Neuberger 1990: 42). The concept of the arche-
type goes back to C. G. Jung. It was first re-discovered for organization
research by Mitroff, who speaks of so-called ‘stakeholders of the organi-
zational mind’, a factor ‘which has been almost totally ignored in modern
theories of organization, but which nonetheless exerts a considerable hold
on the behaviour of individuals, groups, organizations, and even whole
societies’ (Mitroff 1983: 163).

Subsequently, we depart from the assumption that the archetypes of lead-
ership can be understood as ‘mythical “super” categories’ which deter-
mine which basic forms of leadership exist in the first place, and how
leadership becomes symbolic and significant — by means of dramatization
and reversion (borderline behaviour). At the same time, these mythical
‘super’ categories function as symbolically charged representativity heuris-
tics (identification signs) when perceiving leadership, and define imagin-
able and presentable polymorphic phenotypes of charisma.

Neuberger himself does not indicate how the archetypes he mentions
(father, hero, saviour) are incorporated in Western culture. However, in my
opinion, it is obvious that, in addition to the mythological component, as
often expressed in fairy tales and legends, he thus ultimately addresses the
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*Trinity’ of the Christian concept of God. This is manifested, for example.
in the Creed: ‘In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
Ghost™.

Subsequently. a short general description of the individual archetypes will
be given. and their connection to Christian theology will be outlined.
Furthermore, the typology will be exemplified by means of short case stud-
ies of leaders. as found in relevant management literature. In addition to
father, hero, and saviour. we will finally define a fourth archetype of leader-
ship, namely the ‘king’.

The Father

In Christian tradition, God as the father stands first of all for ‘fatherly love’
(inspires dedication, awe, confidence), ‘fatherly wisdom’ (puts relations in
order) as well as ‘fatherly care’ (opens up the soul). Eventually the rela-
tion to God the Creator is decisive, which is particularly evident in the
prayer: ‘I believe in God the Father Almighty. Maker of heaven and earth’
(Raidt 1993: 251).

In Neuberger's sense, the image of the father contains both the “despotic
sovereign-father’ and the ‘infantilizing benefactor’. In a patriarchally dom-
inated society, the Father represents the ‘archetype of the creator, generator
and absolute lord’. Corresponding to the despotic sovereign type, he appears
‘superior, strong, knowing, great and paramount, stable, dependable and reli-
able’. As an infantilizing benefactor, he appears to his followers both as
someone ‘understanding, forgiving, benevolent, protective, caring’ and
‘strict, demanding, punishing, threatening, predominant and castrating
(Neuberger 1990: 44 f. passim). Sennet gets to the heart of this ambiva-
lence: ‘The force of the paternalistic metaphor is ultimately based on the
substance of what it reconciles: custody and power, or to formulate it more
precisely and more irritatingly: love and power. Those have authority who
use their strength for caring for others’ (Sennet 1985: 101).

Georg Pullman, an American sleeping car manufacturer, can be seen as an
example for this type of paternalistic leadership. He cared for his staff like
a father and even built his own town, where his employees could live inex-
pensively, but they also had to submit themselves to his care and his ideas
of order, e.g. as regards smoking, drinking and cleanliness. Sennet describes
this as ‘large, efficient, moralistic, governed by stern discipline — the town
was a reflection of its founder’ (Sennet 1985: 77f.). In the framework of
his paternalistic benevolence, Pullman forced a father—child relationship
upon his employees, which culminated, among other things. in the fact that
he did not accept personal property in houses, his reason being that ‘fam-
ilies might settle down there who are not sufficiently familiar with the habits
[ want o develop in the inhabitants of Pullman City, and who put every-
thing good my work has created at risk by their presence’ (Sennet 1985:
78 f.). Despite the care and protection they received, the workers did not
accept this kind of patronage in the long run, and this resulted in a strike
which had to be suppressed by the national guard.
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Subsequently, we will talk of ‘paternalistic charisma’ in connection with
the phenotype of the ‘Father’. Hypothesis 1 is as follows: The phenotype
of the ‘Father’ is primarily connected with borderline attributes in the area
of ‘Involvement/Ability to promote Regulated Development’ (e.g. self-
sacrificing — patronizingly considerate), ‘Regulatory Behaviour’ (domi-
nant — despotic/tyrannical) and ‘Phallic Exhibitionism’ (self-assured/
potent, presumptuous/conceited).

The Hero

The word ‘hero’ derives from the Indo-European word kel- ‘to drive’ and
at first denoted the driver of the herd. The herdsman of primeval times,
however, had to defend his herd against human and animal robbers, at the
risk of his own life. Therefore, the word came to denote a courageous fighter
who is well aware of his task (Lurker 1987: 288).

In this sense, Jesus Christ is also described as the ‘Good Shepherd’ (John
10,1-16): ‘Here the Lord presents to us the ideal of authority (...): care,
carefulness, intimacy, disinterestedness, willingness to make sacrifices,
combined with strong leadership. (...) The Good Shepherd leads his sheep
to the pasture, and “he goes ahead of them”, he fulfils his leadership task.
He “lays down his life” for them. He is prepared to make sacrifices for
them, to pay a price for leadership’ (Raidt 1993: 249).

For Neuberger the hero is the ‘juvenile counterpart’ of the ‘patriarchal per-
son’, representing ‘what the father used to be: a hero well-proved in coura-
geous fights’. The hero goes ‘his way unwavering and lonely’ and defeats
‘all foes with super-human powers, gains admiration, appreciation and
immortality’. He ‘does not subordinate himself to others’, but realises the
‘collective dream of power and self-determination’; he can ‘do without com-
pany, fancies himself to be self-sufficient, mighty, strong, in short: magnif-
icent’ (Neuberger 1990: 45ff. passim). Hofstede defines heroes as ‘(...) real
or invented people (...) who function as models for behaviour within a cul-
ture’ (Hofstede 1993: 127). Founders of businesses in particular fulfil the
function of heroes within a company’s inventory of symbols.

The example of Steven Jobs, the co-founder of Apple Computers, illus-
trates how much he, in his self-presentation, aimed at staging the juvenile
hero. His biographer writes that Jobs, although being the son of devoted
parents, ‘wanted to look and feel like an orphan who had spent a few years
bumming around the country, hopping on freight trains or riding in eigh-
teen-wheelers’ (Butcher 1989: 41). Job did not change his appearance even
when he took on his first job at Atari Computer Company: ‘While at Atari,
Jobs was following Ehret’s mucousless diet, eating yoghurt and fruit. He
believed that the diet eliminated the need for bathing. Others disagreed’
(Butcher 1989: 49). When recruiting prospective employees, he would take
them to lunch at a nearby restaurant: ‘Often Jobs would throw his dirty
bare feet up on a table and attack them mercilessly’ (Butcher 1989: 119).
In numerous instances, it becomes evident with what intensity, virtually
bordering on fanatism, Jobs tried to put his objectives into practice. With
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regard to his intelligence. we find the following passage: “After hounding
an advertising representative Jobs wanted to represent Apple, he got him
to visit the operation. The representative said that within three minutes he
knew that Jobs “was an incredibly smart young man™" (Butcher 1989: 82).
Butcher shows that this ability to manage an impression of great intellect
may have been responsible for Jobs' success at persuading others. Once in
power, Jobs used the following leadership style: ‘He ruled by intimidation.
yelling and screaming at people’ (Butcher 1989: 96).

In connection with the ‘Hero’ phenotype, we now look at ‘Heroic Charisma’.
Hypothesis 2 is as follows: The phenotype of the ‘Hero’ is primarily con-
nected with borderline attributes in the area of *Authenticity’ (productively
disconcerting — causes distrust; indifferent to outward appearances.
bohemian — seedy). ‘Left-hemispheric Specialization’ (sharp-witted, ana-
Iytic, nearly a man of genius — genius on the verge of insanity): ‘Phallic
Exhibitionism’ (heroic — stops at nothing; self-assured, potent — pre-
sumptuous, conceited); ‘Severity/Consistency’ (passionate — fanatic).

The Saviour

In Christian theology the ‘Holy Ghost’ is described as the *animator in the
Holy Trinity’, it represents the ‘dynamic, creative principle’ and ‘is vital-
ity incarnate’. creating the ‘inner motivation’, giving ‘formation’ and rep-
resenting ‘enlightened leadership’ (Raidt 1993: S. 250 f.).

In ancient very advanced civilizations, as well as among the peoples who
had no writing system, these mythic figures appear as:

‘mediators of cultural goods; they bring fire, give food plants, instruct people how
to hunt or fish, or teach them religious truths. (...) An essential element of saviours
is their fight against the divine opponent, the Evil; (...) thus making them saviours.
redeemers’. (Lurker 1987: 282)

According to Neuberger, the saviour is the ‘charismatic innovator, the great
and magic transformer of the existing to the better’. He holds ‘the masses
spellbound’, breaks their ‘own will' and makes them ‘a willing tool’. The
‘ready subjection to the extraordinary charisma of this luminous figure, so
far removed from everyday life that it “can no longer be measured by earthly
standards”* (Neuberger 1990: 54) is at the centre of the saviour's impact.
Under the archetype of saviour, Neuberger therefore subsumes the pheno-
type of leadership which Weber referred to by the notion of prophetic
charisma. The function and position of the saviour, exemplified by means of
prophetic charisma, culminate in the statement ‘This is what was laid down
— but this is what I tell you'. As could be shown above, this phenotype of
charisma is also the focus of recent literature. The element of ‘salvation’ is
explained by means of the concepts of vision, mission, or transformation and
lies in offering strategies for overcoming current crises.

Donald Burr, founder of People Express, can be mentioned as an example
here. His vision was to establish an organization representing “a better way
of doing things’. and ‘a better way for people to work together within the
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American system of democracy’ (Chen and Meindl 1991: 529). Chen and
Meindl studied journalistic reports on Burr to find out how he was char-
acterized there. It emerged that the metaphor of the preacher was predom-
inant: ‘Highlighted in this system were the specification of a message
(horizontal-management philosophy), the unorthodox nature (not a minis-
ter or reverend or clergy), a strong sense of morality (he condemns and
praises), the whole-hearted dedication and commitment (fervour, zeal,
sweat-in-the-tent), and the spiritual hold (evangelic, the glue, the messiah)
the preacher had on his followers’ (Chen and Meindl 1991: 540). Such
characterizations of Burr were e.g.: ‘“He could’ve been a preacher”. They
don’t say “minister”, or “reverend”, or “clergy”, they say “preacher” because
it conveys exactly the right sense of sweat-in-a-hot-tent, evangelical fervour
that makes the pulse race. Burr works hard when he talks. He paces; he sits;
he stands; he throws out his arms; he condemns and praises, implores and
jokes. It takes almost a messiah, William Hambrecht says: “that’s the glue
that holds it together”’ (Chen and Meindl 1991: 550 f.).

Now we will look at ‘Missionary Charisma’ in connection with the
‘Saviour’ phenotype. Hypothesis 3 is as follows: The phenotype of the
‘Saviour’ is primarily connected with borderline attributes in the area of
‘Extroversion/Persuasive Behaviour® (rousing — indoctrinating, mes-
sianic); ‘Severity/Consistency’ (visionary — dogmatic, totalitarian); ‘Right-
hemispheric Specialization’ (wise, intuitive — other-worldly).

The King

Let us amplify Neuberger’s statements by defining a fourth archetype of
leadership: the king. This archetypal figure cannot be traced back to Christian
tradition, however, it plays a central role in European folk tales. To become
king is the ultimate target of the hero and is often the reason for his adven-
tures and travels: To become king is the final point of the hero’s maturing
process. Nobility by birth does not play a role here, but the message con-
veyed is that even central figures who come from a simple background are
capable of ‘becoming kings’ in the sense of reaching maximum develop-
ment of their individual talents (Biedermann 1989: 241).

Jung therefore sees the figure of the old king who appears in dreams as
another archetypal figure ‘who represents the wisdom of the collective sub-
conscious’ (Becker 1992: 150). Thus Jung distinguishes his understanding
of the king from the symbolic figure of paternalistic rule (father archetype)
and sees in it the archetype of ‘higher insight and wisdom in the resources
of inherited mental symbols’ (Biedermann 1989: 241). The figure of the
ideal king can finally manifest itself in the phenotype of the ‘wise old man
who is seen as the personification of the ‘spiritual principle’. Jacobi char-
acterises this type as follows:

‘Age-old, unlimited knowledge and understanding are drawn into the face of the
*“wise old man™. His eyes are inward-looking, his features are immobile, his mouth
is closed; they all express the highest spirituality, a spirituality that is as if it had
grown into one with nature, that has become nature itself.” (Jacobi 1980: 125)
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In their typology of ‘masculinity’ which goes back to Jung, Moore and
Gillette (1990) also refer to the ‘King® and give the following characteri-
zation: ‘seeks peace and stability, orderly growth and nurturing for all
people. (...) The King cares for the whole realm and is the steward of nature
as well as of human society’ (Moore and Gillette 1990: 62f.). Biedermann
furthermore points out that, in ancient cultures, the king ‘ideally’ counted
as ‘the greatest of heroes’, but was not allowed to ‘participate actively in
fights’ (Biedermann 1989: 240).

The following paragraphs are summaries of the author’s encounters with
famous CEOs and the common characteristics he believes to have found
in them:

‘Fifth common characteristic: the lack of any image neurosis. (...) Managers who
are still on the upward move vibrate. Managers who have already reached the top.
convey a peculiar kind of calm — similar to the eye of the cyclone, this uncan-
nily calm core zone at the centre of a tornado. Sometimes one can feel a touching
modesty — be it play-acting or grateful humility — which is almost embarrass-
ing. This happened rather unexpectedly, for example, with Helmut Maucher, the
powerful boss of Nestlé. Discussing with him (...) was similar to an informal talk
between mild monks, despite a very controversial topic, due to his friendly easi-
ness. In some cases, the layer of deep piety was on top of the modesty layer, as
e.g. with Jan MacAllister Booth, Polaroid’s number one, or Word-Perfect's Alan
Ashton, who rules at the heart of Mormon-dominated Utah. Relaxed normality (and
a sympathetic embarrassment when being photographed) were also found in
Hewlett-Packard's John Young, and Compaq’s ex-hero Rod Canion. (...) It would
be difficult to place Apple boss John Sculley or ex-Digital boss Ken Olsen in the
higher ranks of the modesty list. However, even sportive, caffeine-addicted ex-
Pepsi boss Sculley, and the gloomy, impressive, Ingmar-Bergman-type Olsen could
serve as models for many a middle manager as regards their manners, composure
and politeness (also towards their secretaries). (...) The sixth, final and at the same
time summarizing common characteristic of these international businessmen is that
they are personalities, they show a considerable degree of inner peace and appear
largely self-determined and confident.” (Gansterer 1992: 20f.)

Attributes and metaphors such as ‘inner peace’, *composure’, ‘politeness’,
conveying a ‘peculiar kind of calm’, ‘touching modesty’, ‘relaxed normal-
ity’, ‘friendly easiness’, ‘grateful humility’, ‘layer of deep piety’ document
the antithetical contrast with the Hero and the Saviour prototypes, respec-
tively.

Now we will look at ‘Majestic Charisma’ in connection with the ‘King'.
Hypothesis 4 is as follows: The phenotype of the ‘King’ is primarily con-
nected with borderline attributes in the area of ‘Gentleness/Openness’
(poised, tolerant — indifferent, passive); ‘Phallic Discretion’ (holds back.
non-interfering — withholds guidance, indifferent); ‘Right-hemispheric
Specialisation’ (has a good general idea of the whole — badly informed).

Conclusions and Research Perspectives

The central thesis of the model can be summed up as follows: Leaders
whose self-presentation is located in the border areas, i.e. outside the area
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showing prototypicality, always have to find the right balance because, in
the eyes of their followers, they are moving on a razor’s edge: Too little
social dramatization or reversion means that they will not be distinguished
from the mass of their competitors. If there is too much mise-en-scéne.
charisma turns into stigma. The classic charisma-dilemma, therefore, is the
dramatic/playful approximation to the corresponding border zones, without
actually crossing the Rubicon. If borderline behaviour turns into the direc-
tion of invalidating exaggeration, behaviour which for a long time has been
considered awe-inspiring, becomes repulsive; what has long been impres-
sive becomes grotesque and hypertrophic. In this sense, charismatic lead-
ers in organizations are not border crossers who ‘“turn” social order “inside
out” and turn it into its contrary’ (Lipp 1985: 44) — this is reserved for
members of social fringe groups — but they are ‘border crossers’ at the
periphery of social expectations in the context of leadership. Social drama-
tization and social reversion are respectively those modes of impression
management from which charisma seems to emerge. On a mythical-reli-
gious basis, the archetypes determine which basic forms of self-presenta-
tion of leadership exist. They are based on common cultural heritage and
determine well-tried models of behaviour which regulate human inter-
course, reducing the amount of thought required.

Following Burrell and Morgan (1979), leadership research can also be
placed along an ‘objectivist-subjectivist continuum’. For the traditional sci-
entific or objectivist position, leadership is ‘real’, can be measured in a rel-
atively objective manner, and has generalizable and lawlike relationships
waiting to be discovered. In contrast to that, the subjectivist position argues
that reality cannot be objectively depicted and can only be understood when
considering the actors’ perspectives and their relations of significance. The
mainstream of leadership research is, however, ‘extremely objectivist in
nature’ (Hunt 1991: 52). Therefore, If we try, summing up, to enable some
statements to be made on possible research perspectives in connection with
the archetypes of leadership, we have to depart from the assumption that
an ‘interpretative approach’ seems particularly suitable here. Besides a man-
ifest-material dimension of leadership, the symbolic dimension could also
be explored, in the sense of a theatre, drama and cultural perspective which
sees leaders and followers as actors. using symbols to interpret and enact
meaningful relationships with their world (Dandrige et al. 1980; Pondy et
al. 1983). The individual archetypes could therefore, among other things,
acquire the following ‘symbolic functions’ in organizations: The Father
symbolizes the admissibility of an emotional dimension in addition to the
objective-rational dimension, as well as the fact that there is an authority
where all power is centralized and where reality is defined. The Hero acts
as a symbol for the ideal of success and the fact that superhuman achieve-
ments are within human power, and that individuals are capable of having
their way against large, anonymous. and non-transparent systems. The
Saviour makes it clear that there are still large-scale perspectives worth
supporting, and that there are solutions for urgent problems. The King cre-
ates a diametric counterpart to organizational ordinariness. thus stabilizing



824

Johannes Steyrer

the latter’s general validity. It becomes obvious that the top of the hierar-
chy is different from the rest of the organization and that being admitted
to the Olympus of leadership is worthwhile, because there, all severity, ten-
sion, extroversion and caiculated effect seem to be at an end.

By means of individual case studies, trend analyses and hermeneutic inter-
pretations of texts (Silverman 1985) we can trace social dramatization/
reversion strategies of leaders and can demonstrate phenotypical forms of
attributes. By means of ‘constant comparative methods’ (Lincoln and Guba
1985) and of procedures of qualitative content analysis a content-oriented
examination of this typology could be carried out.

First of all, a positivist approach would have to develop a scale that can
be used as an impression continuum for measuring charisma. This scale
would have to be used in the sense of a polarity profile as used by Osgood
(1952). Gerstner and Day (1994) prove that ‘implicit leadership theories’
are strongly dependent on culture, so that lists of attributes deriving from
US studies cannot be applied one by one to Europe. In addition, the list
by Offermann et al. (1994). which is used here. is based on ‘effective
leaders’, so that we have to assume that some of the dimensions already
contain hyper-prototypical attributes. By means of this scale, test subjects
could describe both a charismatic and a non-charismatic leader in order to
be able to measure the attribution of prototypicality, hyper-representativity
and anti-representativity. This would allow an empirical answer to the
question as to from which degree of hyper-representativity or anti-
representativity onward charisma can be attributed. By means of indicators
which measure the degree of identification of the rater with the leader’s
objectives, the hypothesis as to whether compatibility with objectives makes
borderline behaviour appear charismatic and incompatibility with objec-
tives makes it appear to be stigmatized would have to be ecxamined.
Eventually, an empirical test of the typology could be carried out by means
of cluster analyses.

Finally, there is the problem that the derived archetypes are decidedly mas-
culine. Here we have to state that the social connotations connected with
the concept of ‘leadership’ are, to a large extent. influenced by patriarchy
(*‘Masculinity’ is an empirically determined impression dimension!). The
Christian-theological roots of these archetypes are also relevant in this con-
text. Morgan (1986) has defined several female types of leadership (e.g.
Great Mother, Amazone, Daughter, Jeanne d’Arc). Here we would have to
examine whether — based on specifically feminine attributes — an attri-
bution of charisma could be provoked, or whether leadership and charisma
only emerge by means of masculine forms of self-representation. If this is
the case, then this might be one of the reasons why access to leadership
positions is still much more difficult for women: Neither women nor men
would then have secure role patterns as to how they should behave and
present themselves in the context of leadership.
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