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Abstract 
Leadership is governed by over 66 theories which leaves many leaders and 
leadership scholars searching for an inclusive leadership theory. The existence 
of too many leadership theories obstructs progressive practice and research of 
leadership, hence there is need for leadership theory consolidation. This paper 
is an attempt to integrate leadership theories. The integration efforts are based 
on representative leadership theories and the review of the wider relevant lea-
dership literature. Initially, the integration was to be built around 66 leader-
ship theories but with further study 44 theories were eliminated to avoid ei-
ther repetition or miniature issues and it was established that the 22 leader-
ship theories are a good representation of the concepts captured in leadership 
theories. The review of the 22 leadership theories was enriched with insights 
from the wider leadership literature. The review and synthesis of leadership 
theories and the wider relevant leadership literature revealed that leadership is 
built on six (6) foundational domains, namely: character, characteristics, 
people practices, institutional practices, context and outcomes (CCPICO). 
The six domains occasioned the development of an integrative leadership 
model: ethical and effective leadership (EEL). As a consequence of the EEL 
model, one, the EEL subdomains are highlighted, two, leadership develop-
ment based on EEL model is proposed, three, leadership definition that is in 
line with EEL model is suggested. 
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1. Introduction 

Theories guide research and inform practice through modelling of some as-
pects of the empirical world (Northouse, 2016; Wright & McMahan, 1992). 
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Well-developed theories are used to solve problems in the real world (Stam, 
2007). Despite the centrality of theory to practice and research, the current status 
of leadership theory is best captured by an ancient Indian story of six blind 
(“blind” here is used figuratively) men who had never been exposed to an ele-
phant. One day, each of the six men was guided to touch a specific part of the 
elephant, each of the six men touched a part different from his colleagues. The 
first one held the trunk, the second one held the tusk, the third one held the ears, 
the fourth one held the legs, the fifth one held the belly area towards the back 
and the sixth blind man held the tail. 

After all the blind men had touched their respective parts, they were taken 
aside and asked to define an elephant. The blind man who touched the trunk 
said, “an elephant is a snake”, the blind man who touched the tusk said, “an ele-
phant is a spear”, the blind man who touched the ears said, “an elephant is a 
fan”, the blind man who touched the leg said, “an elephant is a pillar”, the blind 
man who touched the belly said, “an elephant is a wall” and finally, the blind 
man who touched the tail said, “an elephant is a rope”. When each blind man 
had stated his views of what an elephant was, an argument ensued among the 
blind men, each man insisting that his definition of the elephant was the right 
one. Each of the blind men promoted one aspect of the elephant as the whole 
elephant, not that they were wrong, they just did not consider all aspects of the 
elephant, they did not have the full picture of what an elephant was. Just like 
each of the blind men had some information about the elephant, many people 
have some information about leadership but they are yet to interact with the to-
tality of leadership (Northouse, 2016), hence, the existence of many incomplete 
perspectives on leadership. 

Like the six blind men, many leadership scholars never miss an opportunity to 
promote one leadership perspective as the entire truth about leadership (Keller-
man, 2012; Snook, Nohria & Khurana, 2012). The malaise of promoting one as-
pect or domain as a whole is often accompanied by neophilic tendencies. Re-
viewing the extant leadership literature, it is evident that love for new things (in 
this case, love of new leadership theories) bedevils leadership scholars and prac-
titioners alike, however, the love of new ideas at the expense of the existing ones 
is not limited to leadership scholars and practitioners. Some scholars and inter-
preters of knowledge, from diverse fields, once they discover a new perspective, 
they ridicule the old perspective or even set it aside. For example, when perfor-
mance management came into existence, performance appraisal was ridiculed, 
yet in real life, performance management and performance appraisals are inse-
parable (Armstrong, 2006). With the introduction of modern theories of leader-
ship, like transformational theory some scholars question the soundness older 
leadership theories like traits theory (Lawler, 2005; Allio, 2012), although the old 
leadership theories may not tell the whole leadership story, they tell part of it. 
Each theory offers a unique perspective on leadership which helps us to learn 
one or more aspects of leadership. However, House & Aditya (1997) warn that a 
few leadership theories miss the big picture of leadership because of the over-
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emphasis placed on one aspect at the expense of the other aspects of leadership. 
The leadership field is overcrowded with theories. Northouse (2016) has ex-

amined 16 theories, Kellerman (2012) asserts there are over 40 leadership theo-
ries while Meuser, Gardner, Dinh, Hu, Liden, & Lord (2016) contend that the 
number of leadership theories is in the upwards 66. Given the existence of too 
many theories of leadership, it is difficult to have focused research in the field. 
The tens of theories in existence violate the principle of parsimony because of 
the repetitions exhibited in different theories. In light of the challenges posed by 
the numerous theories in the leadership field, scholars are calling for consolida-
tion of leadership theories. It is high time that we should inject some hygiene the 
leadership field. The hygiene should take the form of integrating the leadership 
theories or approaches (Eberly, Johnson, Hernandez & Avolio, 2013; Meuser et 
al., 2016; Glynn & Raffaelli, 2010; Hernandez, Eberly, Avolio & Johnson, 2011; 
Dansereau, Seitz, Chiu, Shaughnessy & Yammarino, 2013; DeRue, Nahrgang, 
Wellman & Humphrey, 2011). This paper attempts to bring together the various 
leadership perspectives in order to tell one whole leadership story. 

Leadership is a paradox and like other paradoxes, it needs not be solved but it 
should be accommodated by accepting that there are many valid ideas and solu-
tions (Handy, 1994). Therefore, the question is why is the author attempting to 
piece together the various leadership perspectives while humanity is supposed to 
live with complexities? The idea that leadership theories/approaches can be 
pieced together despite that scholars disagree on the right leadership approach is 
in itself a paradox and as such we should also accommodate it. Whereas leader-
ship theories offer numerous viewpoints, they do not contradict each other, they 
complement each other and it is that very reason that makes it possible to bring 
the leadership theories together (Silva, 2015; Glynn & Raffaelli, 2010). 

Considerable efforts have been made toward consolidating leadership theo-
ries. Meuser et al. (2016) argued that majority if not all leadership theories can 
coalesce around six focal leadership theories: charismatic theory, transforma-
tional theory, leadership and diversity, strategic theory, participative/shared lea-
dership and the trait theory. While this approach integrates 66 leadership theo-
ries into six theories, six is still large numbers and also the components of each 
of the six theories are not clearly spelt out. Hernandez et al. (2011) contend that 
all leadership theories should be seen from two angles: loci—source(s) of lea-
dership and mechanism—how leadership is transmitted. The loci involves: lead-
ers, context, followers, collectives and dyad while the mechanism involves: traits, 
behaviour, cognition and affect. This approach is silent on the purpose(s) of lea-
dership. Dansereau et al. (2013) assert that establishing a common thread that 
cuts across the leadership theories is a good starting point in the effort to inte-
grate leadership theories. They identify self-expansion and boundary conditions, 
as the common thread, in addition, their effort to show and advocate for an in-
tegrating theory that brings leaders and followers together. However, like Her-
nandez et al. (2011), Dansereau et al. (2013) is silent about the purposes of lea-

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojl.2018.71005


E. Mango 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojl.2018.71005 60 Open Journal of Leadership 
 

dership and the fact that integration is meant to facilitate leadership serve its 
purpose. 

While recognizing the efforts of other leadership scholars like Meuser et al. 
(2016), Eberly et al. (2013), Hernandez et al. (2011), Dinh, Lord, Gardner, 
Meuser, Liden, & Hu (2014) and Dansereau et al. (2013), towards integrating 
leadership theories. In this paper, I deconstruct the most representative leader-
ship theories and rebuild them into one theory laced with new insights from the 
broader leadership literature on followers and context while taking into account 
parsimony, an all-important principle in theory building. Parsimony is when the 
theory is able to explain everything known and important about the construct 
(in this case leadership) with least variables and assumptions. 

At the heart of an extensive literature review was a thorough examination of 
22 leadership theories as shown in Table A1 in Appendix. The review targeted 
mainly the theory model (the most practical part of the theory) and in some cas-
es other key defining aspects of the theory. Initially, the study aimed at reviewing 
the 66 leadership theories as captured in the work of Meuser et al. (2016) but 
some theories were eliminated because there were much repetitiveness and un-
necessary miniature subdivisions. Many theories have propped up that shouldn’t 
be considered as mainstream leadership theories, for example, gender and cul-
tural leadership theories. Such theories are inventions to customize leadership 
to certain segments (male, female, students and others) of the society. Whe-
reas, looking at leadership from various prisms may serve a certain need, but 
how far should we go in compartmentalization of leadership? Should we have 
black leadership and white leadership? I contend that there should be a ba-
sic/foundational concept of leadership, which recognizes that leadership occurs 
in a context, hence, the issues like gender, age, race and organization are con-
textual issues. Contextual issues explore how the various segments of the society 
perceive, decode and apply leadership, however, the domestication of leadership 
cannot stand alone as a complete leadership theory. It ought to work with the 
basic/foundational leadership concept. Therefore, this paper attempts to estab-
lish and consolidate that relationship. Besides the 22 leadership theories re-
viewed for this paper, the author also examined the current wider leadership li-
terature to establish whether there are aspects of the wider leadership literature 
that can be tapped for the leadership theory. The study starts with the review of 
leadership theories as captured in Table A1 in Appendix. 

2. Lessons from the Leadership Theories 

The review of 22 representative leadership theories revealed a higher level of 
consistency in the themes across the different leadership theories, little if any, 
contradictions were established, contrary to what some scholars like Dansereau 
et al. (2013) have suggested. However, the review revealed among other things 
three key issues, first, much repetition was discovered, and one wonders why too 
many leadership theories are needed to say the same thing. It is this repetition 
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that may lead those who are new to the leadership field to assume that leadership 
is too wide and confusing, it leaves them asking for the best theory to inform 
leadership practice. Second, there are plenty of miniature subdivisions of lea-
dership components. The third issue, in the attempt to define one part of the 
“elephant”, the totality of the “elephant” is lost. Leadership is bigger than each 
individual approach represented by an individual theory. A thorough review of 
22 representative leadership theories revealed that leadership theories cover five 
areas (domains) with a differing degree of details in each domain. The domains 
are character, characteristics, people practices, institutional practices and out-
comes. Table A1 in Appendix shows how the key attributes of each leadership 
theory in the study are mapped to the five leadership domains. 

2.1. Character 

Different theories have adopted different nomenclature for character, including 
but not limited to ethics, morals, values and integrity but this paper adopted 
character to represent the rest. Numerous leadership theories contend that lead-
ers must be people of character (ethical/moral) in order to have the moral au-
thority to influence followers to achieve goals that serve the greater good. Cha-
racter is inevitable in organizations. When organizational leadership embodies 
values like humility, stewardship and integrity, it does not only give leaders the 
moral authority to demand the same from their followers but it also shows the 
followers how to practice those values. Theories that place character at the center 
of leadership include great man, trait, authentic leadership, level-five leadership, 
adaptive leadership, charismatic leadership, transformational leadership, ser-
vant, strategic and ethical leadership (Carlyle, 1841; Stogdill, 1948, 1974; George, 
2003; Collins, 2001; Heifetz, 1994; Weber, 1947; Bass, 1985; Greenleaf, 1970; 
Ireland & Hitt, 2005; Mihelič, Lipičnik & Tekavčič, 2010). 

Less than half of the leadership theories in Table A1 are explicit about the 
importance and the place of character in leadership. Despite the lack of centrali-
ty of character in the majority of the leadership theories, the few theories that 
address themselves on the place of character in leadership are clear that lack of it 
in leadership is the main problems bedevilling leadership today (Mihelič, 
Lipičnik & Tekavčič, 2010; George, 2003). It is my contention that the main and 
direct challenge to the place of character in leadership is the push to move lea-
dership away from the leader coupled with demonizing of traits. It may be true 
that teams or institutions can be moral/ethical agents, but this is only possible if 
people in those teams or institutions are moral agents themselves. In most cases 
when institutions fail the moral/ethical test, the failure can be traced back to an 
individual’s or individuals’ unethical acts. 

2.2. Characteristics 

The characteristics domain describes the leader’s qualities: it portrays the inhe-
rent attributes of a leader. Apart from the trait theory which views leader’s cha-
racteristics as the basis of any leadership, other leadership theories discuss lea-
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dership characteristics among other important elements of leadership. However, 
it is easy to identify characteristics from those theories. The main focus of lead-
er’s characteristics is on “what the leaders are or what they have, especially but 
not entirely what they were born with” not “what they can do”. Leadership cha-
racteristics cover the traits like intelligence; personality like extraversion; emo-
tional intelligence like self-awareness and other characteristics like being ambi-
tious, persistent and courageous. Possession of these characteristics enables one 
perform their leadership role better and those who don’t have the leadership 
characteristics, the opposite is true (Carlyle, 1841; Stogdill, 1948, 1974; Zaleznik 
& Kets de Vries, 1975; George, 2003; Weber, 1947; Greenleaf, 1970; Hambrick & 
Mason, 1984). 

This domain is not keen on followers (it must have been assumed that people 
with great leadership traits will automatically command a following), it is largely 
about the leader and her fabulous characteristics. The domain is largely silent on 
leadership outcomes, success has been assumed to be inevitable for great men 
and persons with leadership traits. The conundrum is that Hitler and Mandela 
have a number of traits in common (confidence, commitment, motivational, fo-
cused, persuasive and decisiveness. Therein lies a problem, the antithesis of lea-
dership and the saint of leadership cannot be that similar. There must be some-
thing about leadership that is not captured in this domain. 

2.3. People Practices 

The majority (over 80 percent) of the leadership theories in Table A1 describe 
what leaders do with and for the people in order to influence them to achieve the 
desired organizational goals. It is all about what leaders do not what they are. 
The argument advanced by this domain is that if leaders diligently carry out 
people practices they will equip, empower and inspire the followers to perform 
their roles, hence the organizational performance. This domain is ever growing 
since many practitioners and scholars are searching for “better” ways to lead 
people. Practitioners like Miller (2012) has helped Chic-fil-A develop a set of 
practices abbreviated as SERVE, while scholars like Kouzes & Posner (2012) 
have developed a set of practices called ‘the leadership challenges: how to make 
extraordinary things happen in organizations’. The numerous people practices 
may be an indication that scholars haven’t agreed on a single set of practices to 
influence the followers to achieve the desired outcomes. Some theories see the 
influencing process as leading by example (charismatic and authentic leader) 
while others advocate for use of reward and punishment (transaction) to influ-
ence. The domain is keen on people development because of the consensus that 
is building around, “leaders are made not just born”. Other people practices re-
vealed in the review include but not limited to monitoring and evaluating per-
formance, selecting and positioning people, supporting, directing and involving 
people in decision making (Zaleznik & Kets de Vries, 1975; Luthans & Avolio, 
2003; Katz, 1955; Blake & Mouton, 1964; Hersey & Blanchard, 1977; Fiedler, 
1967; Vroom & Yetton, 1973; Heifetz, 1994; Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003; 
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House & Mitchell, 1974; Bass, 1985; Greenleaf, 1970; Ireland & Hitt, 2005). 
The domain is keen on making followers better by working through and/or 

with followers while less emphasis is paid on improving institutions as a whole. 
Most theories that predominantly focus on this domain are silent of leaders’ 
characteristics, but keen analysis of these theories reveal the underlying leader-
ship characteristics, for example, in path-goal theory the leader who is suppor-
tive is assumed to be friendly and approachable. Therefore, it accurate to assert 
that leaders who advance theories that largely favour people practices, them-
selves possess certain leadership characteristics, although they do not mention it.  

2.4. Institutional Practices 

Institutional practices highlight leaders’ undertakings to expand the organiza-
tion’s capabilities to attain its goals. Whereas a few theories in this domain cover 
diverse area of institutional development, a majority of the institutional practices 
are geared towards clarifying the organizational goals and directions. Leaders 
seek ways to develop efficient organizational structure, craft and clarify the or-
ganizational goals, establish systems, policies, processes, procedures and monitor 
their implementation (Luthans & Avolio, 2003; Katz, 1955; Blake & Mouton, 
1964; Hersey & Blanchard, 1977; Vroom & Yetton, 1973; Heifetz, 1994; Ireland 
& Hitt, 2005; Hambrick & Mason, 1984). 

Besides people practices, institutional practices have received much attention. 
Leadership theories that are strong in this area are also strong in people practices 
and that is it. There is little discussion of the other elements of leadership. 

2.5. Outcomes 

Why does leadership exist and what should leadership achieve? This question 
alludes to the fact that leadership should serve a certain purpose, it is that pur-
pose that should be captured in the outcome domain. Only 6 out of 22 theories 
reviewed in this paper have attempted to deal with leadership outcomes. Some of 
the leadership outcomes outlined in leadership theories include but is not li-
mited to goals, performance beyond expectation, effective strategic leadership, 
profitability and team performance (Zaleznik & Kets de Vries, 1975; House & 
Mitchell, 1974; Bass, 1985; Ireland & Hitt, 2005; Hambrick & Mason, 1984; Hill, 
2016). 

Even the very few theories that address the issue of leadership outcomes they 
do not offer sufficient details on the same. Transformational theory refers to 
leadership outcomes as “performance beyond expectation” while path-goal 
theory refers to outcomes as a goal. It is not clear whether the outcome in the 
two cases the same. There is need to define what is expected of leadership or 
what leadership aiming at. The domain is not conclusive on what results are be-
ing sought by leadership, hence, the verdict about the purpose of leadership is 
not out yet. 

The current leadership literature indicates that leadership is broader than 
what is captured in the extant leadership theories. First, the theories are not 
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emphatic and conclusive in some domains like leadership outcomes and charac-
ters. Second, theories are largely silent on other domains like context. The next 
section will make emphasizes in areas lacking in substance and also include areas 
that leadership literature demands that they should be considered in leadership 
theory. 

3. Insights from the Wider Leadership Literature 

Certain aspects of leadership like character, followers, context and leadership 
outcomes are not accorded the emphasis they deserve in the leadership theories, 
Rothlin & Haghirian (2013); House & Aditya (1997); Kellerman (2012, 2015); 
Miller (2012), hence, this section will cover those aspects in light of the wider 
leadership literature and with the view of incorporating them in leadership 
theory. 

3.1. The Character 

Character gains prominence and heightened public interest when organizational 
scandals are exposed (Novicevic, Zikic, Martin, Humphreys, & Roberts, 2013). 
Given the importance of character/morals, the public should be watchful 
throughout, not just when scandals are exposed, to ensure that organizations are 
run by people of character. Leaders with moral identity rarely make decisions 
that sharply contrast their identity. Moral identity leads to responsible leader-
ship. Leaders with moral identity meet internal and external stakeholders’ needs, 
they are good role model to the followers, they are visionary and they are change 
agents who lead with integrity. Character predicts leader’s performance, influ-
ences followers’ behaviour and impacts team performance (Gomienchi, 2004). 
Leidner (2017) asserts that George Washington, more than all his brilliant com-
patriots, was chosen to lead the American Continental Army because he was a 
man of impeccable moral integrity. Character above anything else should in-
form/determine the choice of a leader. If character/ethics is removed from the 
leadership equation you end up with an effective Hitler. 

Companies are alive to the value of character, hence, they search for leaders 
with character to lead the organizations, and the main hindrance in this quest is 
how to evaluate character. However, Chic-fil-A stops at nothing in its quest for a 
person of character, Miller (2012), argues that the organization deploy the ice-
berg principle in its recruitment, where character accounts for 85 percent while 
skills account for 15 percent. Chic-fil-A may conduct up to 20 interviews before 
they hire a single person because they hire character and train for skills. 

Leader’s actions, unlike a private individual’s actions, impact many people, 
hence, the leader ought to act ethically (Flanigan, 2017). Safty (2003) faults the 
culture that is entrenched in many organizations that only focuses on making 
money for the investors, hence, managers seek and receive tips mainly on how to 
be productive. Morals are of least of concern, hence the prevalence of corporate 
scandals. The desired and achieved organizational goals and the process of 
achieving them must be ethical. It is leaders’ work to help organizations through 

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojl.2018.71005


E. Mango 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojl.2018.71005 65 Open Journal of Leadership 
 

moral conundrums since they are moral agents who are not only concerned with 
organizational immediate performance but also with its legacy (Thompson, 
2010). Leaders act on behalf of others’ interest, hence the need for them to be 
trustworthy (Thompson, 2010). Burns (1978) was alive to the fact that leadership 
is built on morality, a leader is a moral actor, who serves the interest of public 
good. Moral leadership is about meeting followers’ authentic needs and aspira-
tions and keeping values in the process. It is not only possible to make business 
decision through a moral prism but it is also possible to have business success. It 
is not either/or, it is both. Moral leadership “combines business expertise with 
the determination to bring the moral point of view to bear on all business deci-
sions. Its authority derives as much from moral authenticity as from business 
acumen” (Becker, 2013: p. 20). 

Rothlin & Haghirian (2013) contend that the current approach to business 
ethics (centred on the regulatory and legal framework) is not sufficient in solv-
ing the ethical challenges of the dynamic world. There is need to expand the 
business ethics framework to include virtue ethics. Virtue ethics is based on an 
individual’s character. Virtues go beyond individual proper behaviour (as many 
people look at virtue). For example, philanthropic activities should not be 
viewed as the hallmark of virtue ethics, they are merely symptoms/fruits of the 
same. 

Rothlin & Haghirian (2013) argue character traits like truthfulness, reliability, 
and honesty should be developed in and among individuals to solve the ethical 
challenges faced by organizations in the current dynamic world. However, in-
culcating character is not an easy thing. Drucker (2004) argues that character is 
not an outside job, it is developed inside, hence, most of the leadership devel-
opment programs do not develop character. 

3.2. The Followers 

Burns (1978) argues that a transforming relationship is not built on raw power, 
it is built on mutual stimulation and elevation between the leader and follower. 
The leader must know her followers, understand their goals and quality (know-
ledge, sophistication and willingness to act on their desire) in order to determine 
how to work with them for the mutual benefit of the organization. In situations 
where the followers are more knowledgeable than the leader, it is imperative that 
the followers take the lead and vice versa. Drucker (2004) points out that And-
rew Carnegie wanted to be remembered for his ability to put into his service 
more able men than he was himself. Able employees who are well-equipped and 
given space to work not only do they do their jobs well but they also participate 
in making leadership more effective. 

Followers are a crucial part of the leadership equation (Carsten, Uhl-Bien, 
West, Patera, & McGregor, 2010). Followers play many roles but two stand out: 
co-workers and co-leaders. As co-workers, followers like leaders are employed or 
volunteer to carry out organizational activities. They have a role by the virtue of 
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their position to fulfil, needless to say, that if they fail to perform their role the 
organization’s performance will suffer. In the same breath the leader, like the 
follower, is assigned or assigns herself some activities to perform and failure to 
perform those activities will also negatively impact organization’s performance. 
In most cases followers do not fully take over the roles of the leader, they may 
offer advice to the leader in areas where they more versed than the leader or they 
may participate in leadership in order to bring in a different perspective to find 
answers to adaptive challenges (Heifetz, 1994). The overall responsibility, au-
thority and accountability still lie with the leader, hence, the followers are just 
participating in the same way a leader participates by giving her views on mat-
ters in different departments. The leader’s participation in those departments 
does not earn her the right to be a specialist in departments, so it shouldn’t earn 
the followers special recognition. The co-workers (followers) should have no 
special place in leadership theory beyond what is reserved for participation and 
involvement of team members (House & Mitchell, 1974; Hersey & Blanchard, 
1977). This is just coworking, relying on each other’s strength after all both the 
leader and followers are working towards similar objectives. 

Secondly, the follower as a co-leader, here the follower is performing in the 
role of a leader as a peer (Carsten et al., 2010). The responsibility, authority and 
accountability must be equally shared. At that moment the follower is a leader 
because a leader is not a specific person, it is any person performing the role of a 
leader. Leaders (the persons performing the role of leadership) are dispensable 
but not the role of a leader or leadership (Choi & Schnurr, 2014). For example, 
in self-directed teams, there is no designated leader but there is leadership; the 
team has to have direction, the team has to be equipped and inspired, moni-
tored, evaluated and eventually it has met its objectives (Hill, 2016). A follower 
may perform those roles, but it should not be lost to us that at that point the fol-
lower is a leader. As result, there is no need to have a special mention of the fol-
lower in the leadership theory, there is no distinction between a follower and a 
leader at that point. 

All agents (loci) or sources of leadership like leaders, followers or collection of 
persons, context dyads (Hernandez et al., 2011), must be governed by the six 
leadership domains proposed in this paper. To the extent that followers are 
co-leading, they ought to be judged by the same standards as leaders. They must 
have the character and characteristics of a leader. They must have the know-
ledge, ability and willingness to carry out people practices and institutional prac-
tices and have the understanding of the context in which the organization is op-
erating and in which leadership is being exercised. Finally, the followers per-
forming the role of the leader must understand and fulfil the purpose of leader-
ship to all the stakeholders (employees, shareholders and community) in the or-
ganization. When the followers perform leader’s role it means that they share 
responsibility, authority and accountability with the leader and in case of a fail-
ure or success, the pain or joy must be shared as well. The unfortunate aspect is 
that the louder and conspicuous voices calling for followers’ involvement in lea-
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dership are not so loud and unequivocal on where and who lies with the leader-
ship authority, overall responsibility and accountability or what is or should be 
the level of followers’ involvement (Kellerman, 2008, 2012; Eberly et al., 2013; 
Snook et al., 2012). 

If it isn’t a problem for accountancy being accountant centric, it shouldn’t be a 
problem for leadership to be leader-centric. We should not forget that leaders 
are hired to lead, just like an accountant is hired to keep books of accounts. It is 
not unusual for an accountant to be at the centre of accounting function in an 
organization. So it should not be unusual for leaders to lead. I agree, leaders 
need not be heroes (Manz & Sims, 1991), they just have to be professionals and 
do their work just like other professions do their work. Many employees request 
funds from the organization when they are travelling for work, while on the trip 
they keep records, including receipts, on return to the office they account for the 
money advanced to them. It is accountant’s work to account for organization’s 
resources particularly, financial resources and keep records yet when any em-
ployee travels he or she, in part, performs the work of an accountant. Should the 
non-account (the employee who had travelled) claim to be recognized as an ac-
countant, should she or he file a complaint that accountancy is accountant cen-
tric? 

In advancing self-leadership, team leadership, distributed leadership and other 
forms of follower-driven leadership, we must be careful not to come from the 
bad situation where leaders used to delegate responsibility without delegating 
authority to a worse situation where we delegate authority without responsibili-
ty. Even when both responsibility and authority are delegated where is accoun-
tability in this equation? The followers may give advice, initiate undertakings but 
if things go wrong as they often do, they are not held accountable. If the overall 
accountability remains with the leaders, then both leaders and followers are im-
portant but distinct. The custodian of leadership is the leader, just like other 
professionals are custodians of their respective dockets. The ultimate responsi-
bility of leadership lies with the leader. In the process of reclaiming leadership 
from dictators and other bad leaders, we must not forget that leaders serve a 
purpose, leaders are not identical to followers. The fact that leaders work with 
followers and through them doesn’t take away followers’ importance. Designat-
ing some people as leaders do not diminish the fact followers have a part to play 
just as leaders have a role to play. Leaders like other professionals (accountants, 
engineers and doctors) only thrive with the participation and involvement of 
other people in the organization. 

3.3. The Context 

Kellerman (2015) refers to context as the “setting within which work [including 
leadership] gets done”. Ethical and effective leadership is made of the context, 
the conviction and being credible (Leavy, 2003). Ethical and effective leaders 
understand the context in which leadership happens and how to utilize the con-
text for maximum organizational outcomes. The context is the backdrop on 
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which leadership happens, it is the theatre in which the drama of leadership oc-
curs. Weather leaders emerge because of the prevailing situations or not, leaders 
must overcome and/or use their context to achieve the set goals. Like politics, all 
leadership is local. Context affects leadership outcomes, hence, it affects organi-
zational performance. It is not only context that affects leadership, leadership 
also affects the context (Bredeson, Klar & Johansson, 2011; House & Aditya, 
1997). Leadership context affects leadership impact (Leavy, 2003). Context af-
fects the effectiveness of leadership (Blackmore, 2011). Despite that leadership 
manifest itself in the organizational context, the study of leadership for the long-
est time has never given context the preeminence it deserves (House & Aditya, 
1997). Hartley & Benington (2010) argue that in sectors like health care there is 
little to report about with regard to the all-important interaction between leaders 
and internal and external organizational context. 

In searching for a leader, the focus is not on the best leadership theory of the 
future, but on the current and future environment in which leadership will hap-
pen, hence, finding a leader better suited for both environments. Mikkelsen & 
Jarche (2015) assert that leaders in today’s dynamic world must be able to see 
around the corner and provide the way out of the minefield. Leaders can only 
see around the corner if they can read the organizational context. 

The assumption that a leader can thrive in any environment (social, demo-
graphic, economic, geographical and regulatory conditions) can only be true if 
such a leader develops context intelligence to excel in the different context. 
Churchill may not have excelled in post-war Germany just like Konrad Adenau-
er may not have been successful in leading the Britons in the Second World 
War, unless a great person, in a great country (time, circumstances and place) 
has a great issue to solve, they will never become great leaders. It is when the 
three meet that the end results are a great leader (Nixon, 1982). Context is never 
a peripheral issue, it is at the heart of successful leadership undertaking. Leaders 
should have a thorough understanding of the environment and how it affects 
their organization in its pursuit to achieve its objectives. A leader should have a 
rare understanding of the problem and how to solve it. Gandhi understood that 
the best way to solve Indians’ oppression by Britons was to solve the problem in 
a way that does not create victims and victors (Akella, 2009). He did not only 
understand the current and past environment but he understood the future en-
vironment. 

Thriving in different context demands higher learning agility. Leader’s learn-
ing agility transforms the leaders from being effective in a fixed environment to 
thrive in numerous context. Seeking to understand the environment will among 
other things propel organizations to become learning organizations. Learning is 
at the centre of mastering and benefiting from context because context is dy-
namic. The ability to understand and predict the environment for the present 
and the future is enormous advantage for leaders (Hartley & Benington, 2010). 
The only assurance leaders have for tomorrow’s success is not having all the 
knowledge there is, but the ability to predict and/or create tomorrow. The ulti-
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mate weapon in leaders’ arsenal against a dynamic tomorrow is when leaders 
learn how to learn in the ever-changing context. Petrie (2014) argues that one of 
the four trends of the future of leadership development is that leadership devel-
opment must go beyond the individual leader to embrace the context since the 
context enables leaders to emerge and thrive. It is incomplete to study leadership 
and followership devoid of context, Morris (2014) argues that if a study of lea-
dership with/or followership is not anchored in context then it should not be 
taken seriously. 

Leadership discourse and practices should go beyond internal situation analy-
sis to consider the broader context in which leadership occurs and leadership af-
fects (Kellerman, 2015). Situation is more localized, more internal looking while 
context is both inward and outward looking (Janiesch, 2010). Leaders must un-
derstand the internal and external environment in order to be in a position to 
define the organization’s place in the world. Leaders should learn and embrace 
what strategists have known for years: context or environment is central to lea-
dership success. Leaders must consider mapping out how to win in the changing 
environment. Leaders must seek to understand the past, the present and the fu-
ture organizational context by analyzing the internal and external environment 
so that they can make and execute intelligent decisions. Table A2 in Appendix, 
provides tools and areas to conduct a comprehensive and effective context anal-
ysis. The context levels (internal, local, national or global) of analysis may differ 
depending on the markets the organization serves or intend to serve (Hartley & 
Benington, 2010). 

Given the importance of context and the argument that leadership happens in 
the context as captured above, hence context is a moderating variable in the lea-
dership relationship since it is not a direct driver of the leadership outcomes. 

3.4. The Outcomes 

Some leadership theories, for example, behavioural and trait theories do not ex-
plicitly show how the leadership behaviour or traits affect leadership outcomes 
(Northouse, 2016). Why are leaders hired and why are some leaders sacked? 
Some scholars say leaders influence people who in turn make things happen 
(Maxwell, 1998; Gardner, 2011; Huang & Paterson, 2017). Let us take a second 
that leaders influence followers, but the question begs: why do leaders influence 
followers? There is a reason why President Bush was blamed for poor handling 
of Hurricane Katrina’s aftermath, (Kellner, 2007), yet the president does not lit-
erally run the Federal Emergency Management Agency. There is a reason why 
Lee Kuan Yew was credited with raising Singapore from a third world country to 
a first world country in one generation (Yew, 2000). Outcome is the ultimate 
reason for the existence of leadership and why leaders are hired and some 
sacked. The argument that leadership is an influence is not only ambiguous 
since influence can be negative or positive, Kellerman (2004), but it is also nar-
row, leadership is more than that, leaders’ work is to deliver results for all orga-
nizational benefactors. Since organizations exist to enable both internal and ex-
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ternal stakeholders to thrive. This is not to say that the activities that leaders un-
dertake or their character and characteristic are not important, but it is to say 
that the activities that leaders undertake and who they are, both are revealed in 
leadership outcomes. Russell & Underwood (2016) question why outcomes are 
placed at the periphery of leadership, as such, they argue that it is time to rethink 
what is leadership success. Drucker (1996) argues that whatever else leaders do, 
they must produce results. Leadership is judged on the results. 

Given that leaders achieve results through people, numerous leadership theo-
ries advocate for outcomes that lead to better people and better working envi-
ronment, House & Mitchell (1974); Kouzes & Posner (2012), this is one step in 
the right direction but there is more to leadership, and it is author’s contention 
that leaders and leadership is hired for wholesome organizational success. First, 
it is leadership’s role to ensure that employees are fulfilled and equipped (Bass, 
1985). Second, leadership should ensure that shareholders sustainably benefit 
from their investment (Madison, Holt, Kellermanns, & Ranft, 2016). Third, the 
organization does not exist in a vacuum, hence, leadership must ensure that the 
organization participate in community activities (Greenleaf, 1970). Whereas 
team’s fulfilment is extremely important if the organization is bankrupt, the 
leaders will be sacked and organization auctioned. In pursuing leadership results 
it is not either of the three outcome areas, it is all or none. 

Two false dichotomies have been erected on leaders’ path. The first false di-
chotomy is that leaders cannot fulfil both the shareholders’ and employees’ 
needs at the same time (Miller, 2012). The truths is both the shareholders and 
employees can be happy at the same time. The second dichotomy is that leaders 
cannot achieve results and do it ethically (Rothlin & Haghirian, 2013). Ethical 
and effective leaders can achieve results and achieve them ethically. Whereas the 
argument that the leader’s work is to take care of the people, then people will 
take care of the results is plausible, since without the people the leader cannot 
achieve the result by themselves, but I contend that taking care of people is ne-
cessary but not a sufficient condition for a successful organization. Therefore, 
the primary focus of leadership should be in the three result areas. 

Safty (2003) posits that leadership is the ability to achieve results. Therefore, it 
is accurate to say that leadership is conditional on results. In this regard, no one 
can be called or call herself a leader without tangible results. Leadership is 
earned, it is a series of intended results. It is safe to say that not all people who 
achieve results are leaders but it is even wiser to say that people who achieve 
nothing cannot be leaders. Grint (2005: p. 23) argue that in the final analysis of 
things, people who are potential leaders but have accomplished nothing do not 
count as leaders, “without results there is little support for leadership”. It is my 
contention that very few people will be sympathetic to a leader who argues that 
he has put in place a clear strategic plan and that he has provided all the support 
that the team needs yet the team is not producing the required results. This be-
cause leadership is judged by it results not effort. One day the people of Kenya 
made this very clear to their president in 2016, the president hosted an an-
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ti-corruption conference at state house where he went on to complain that he 
provide everything his team wanted to fight corruption but nothing to show for 
that the provision (Uhuru, 2016). Many people responded that the president 
cannot be a crybaby, he is the leader, and he should eradicate corruption or re-
sign. It is results that justify leadership. 

4. Ethical and Effective Leadership 

This section covers the results of the review of the representative leadership 
theories and wider relevant leadership literature, under subsections: ethical and 
effective leadership model and EEL subdomains. In addition, the section also 
covers the consequences of EEL model on leadership development and leader-
ship definition. 

4.1. The Ethical and Effective Leadership (EEL) Model 

A review and synthesis of leadership theories and the wider leadership literature 
(imperatives of leadership) revealed that impactful leadership is both ethical and 
effective, leading to ethical and effective leadership (EEL) model. The EEL model 
is made up of character, characteristics, people practices, institutional practices, 
context and outcomes. Figure A1 in Appendix shows the EEL model for lea-
dership practitioners. 

Five propositions can be derived from both leadership theory and the wider 
leadership literature. 

Proposition 1: The character of the leader (or loci playing the role of the lead-
er) predicts the organizational outcomes. 

Proposition 2: The characteristics of the leader (or loci playing the role of the 
leader) predict the organizational outcomes. 

Proposition 3: People practices espoused by the leader (or loci playing the role 
of the leader) predict the organizational outcomes. 

Proposition 4: Institutional practices espoused by the leader (or loci playing 
the role of the leader) predict the organizational outcomes. 

Proposition 5: The context moderates the effect of EEL on the organizational 
outcomes. 

Chic-fil-A is one of the organizations, to a higher degree, that has modelled 
the ethical and effective leadership. Chic-fil-A’s leadership model is based on five 
pillars abbreviated as SERVE, which stand for See the future (Institutional prac-
tices), Engage and develops other (People practices), Reinvent continuously (In-
stitutional practices), Value results (Outcomes) and relationships (People prac-
tices) and Embody values (Character) (Miller, 2012). The only domain of EEL 
model that cannot be identified directly from Chic-fil-A model is characteristics; 
nevertheless, there is plenty to learn from Chic-fil-A on leadership. 

4.2. The EEL Subdomains 

The six domains of EEL model are made up of numerous sub-domains or as-
pects. This paper does pretend to offer an exhaustive list of all the aspects the 
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make up each of the domains, however, a few aspects are captured in Figure A2 
in Appendix. It is author’s proposition that the required aspects of a given lea-
dership situation may vary depending on the situation but the six domains of 
leadership remain the same. 

A genius leader is not the one who is endowed in all the aspects of each of the 
six domains but the one who is able to switch among the aspects of the different 
domains as the situation may demand. In ethical and effective leadership model, 
leadership styles can still be realized through combinations of aspects from one 
domain or different domains. Whereas leadership styles, as they are conceptua-
lized in the existing leadership literature, are traceable predominantly in the 
domains of people practices and institutional practices, it is the author’s conten-
tion that for such styles to be beneficial, the leaders who practice them must 
embody character, be cognizant of the context and aim at outcomes that benefit 
all the stakeholders. 

4.3. Leadership Development 

Empirical evidence shows that the variation in leadership is explained by 30 
percent genetics and 70 percent nurture (Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009). 
Scholars and practitioners alike must recalibrate their intentions and reasons for 
the search of definitive definition or prediction of who is a leader. The intentions 
must not be based on yesteryears’ notion that leaders are born rather than de-
veloped (made). Leaders are not stationed somewhere waiting to be discovered. 
Leadership developers should seek for potentials so that they can develop them 
into the leaders they desire. 

Despite the vital role played by leadership across different spheres of the so-
ciety, numerous scholars argue that extant leadership development literature is 
shallow on leadership development theories (Snook et al., 2012; Day, Fleenor, 
Atwater, Sturm, & Mckee, 2014; Volz-Peacock, Carson & Marquardt, 2016). It is 
the author’s understanding that leadership development is learning what lea-
dership is and how to lead, particularly how to be an ethical and effective leader. 
On the surface of it can be argued that leadership development is made up of 
two components. First, the conceptualization of leadership, particularly the lea-
dership components. Second, the how, which covers the length of the program, 
the delivery modes, the evaluation of leadership development, when who and 
where to conduct the leadership development. The latter does not need the 
reinvention of the wheel, it can be solved by borrowing wisely from the works of 
learning scholars and psychologist like Knowles, Holton III, Swanson (1998); 
Kegan (1982; 1994); Kolb (1984); Bandura (1977); Kirkpatrick (1998). This paper 
attempts to offer a solution to the former challenge, by defining the leadership 
components/domains. EEL is a good starting point for leadership development 
since it postulates on the six domains that make up leadership. Figure A3 in 
Appendix shows EEL model for scholars and students, which cover the content 
of leadership development. 
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A deeper look at leadership development, particularly impactful leadership 
development will reveal a third challenge that is both a leadership development 
challenge and challenge across several fields. Human resource developers are still 
hoping for a substantial improvement in employees’ performance after numer-
ous insightful pieces of training, Kivland & King (2015); the clerics are puzzled 
why their congregation behaves the same after 100s of sermons, academic con-
ference organizers are eagerly awaiting to see academic awakening in millions 
who attended conferences worldwide. The disappointing results lead stewards, 
particularly scholars and developers, to search deep into themselves, to develop 
better programs, to revamp program delivery mechanisms. The stewards also 
ask for more theories constantly, but the more they receive the more they ask for 
the next dose. It is understandable, stewards have a part to play in shepherding 
the next crop of leaders but how long shall it take for the stewards to admit that 
the current approach isn’t working, and return the ball in the students’ court 
while acknowledging that they cannot make them leaders but they can help them 
on their journey. 

Despite what leaders are taught or not, the decision to lead remains theirs, and 
for continued impact, the decisions have to be made daily. A person who has 
made up her mind to lead, even if she lacks the right leadership theory she will 
find a way to get it. Stewards should seek ways to help leaders choose to lead 
daily. The pursuit of answers to this question may be the missing ingredient in 
the leadership cuisines. Leadership scholars and practitioners have spent too 
much energy, for too long, asking and answering the same question: what/how 
can we teach leaders to lead better? Going forward the central question should 
be, how do we inspire leaders to choose to lead daily? This is a subject of another 
paper I am writing (Beyond Leadership). The current paper wants to tie the ex-
isting loose ends in the former questions as a signal for leadership fraternity that 
our work is done in that arena we need to expand the leadership territory to in-
clude the latter question. 

4.4. The Leadership Definition 

According to Kellerman (2012), there are over 1500 definition of leadership. 
Despite the arguments by Grint (2005) and Gabriel (2015) that we should live 
with the paradoxes or ambiguities that exist in definitions of leadership, I think 
an attempt to eliminate the paradoxes is one more paradox that we can live with. 
There is a need to reclaim the word leadership from Milosevic and Jezebel so 
that the mention of leadership automatically brings in memories of Martin 
Luther King or Mother Theresa. After all, inept leadership is not leadership. Al-
ternatively, every time we talk about leadership we have to be specific whether 
we are talking about good (ethical and effective) leadership or we are talking 
about bad (unethical and ineffective) leadership. Kellerman (2004) defines bad 
leadership as unethical and ineffective leadership while Gardner (2011) defines 
bad leadership as poor and ineffective leadership. The dual conceptualization of 
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leadership is cumbersome, but for the purposes of clarity, this paper will adopt a 
definition of leadership that is based on duality. Kellerman (2012) asserts that 
good leaders are both ethical and effective. First, here are some of the common 
definitions of a leader and leadership. 

“Leadership is a process whereby an individual influence a group of individu-
als to achieve a common goal” (Northouse, 2016: p. 6). 

A leader is a person who “by word and/or personal example, markedly influ-
ence the behaviours, thoughts, and/or feelings of a significant number of their 
fellow human beings” Gardner (2011). 

“The only definition of a leader is someone who has followers” (Drucker, 
1996: p. 54). 

“Leadership is influence, nothing more or less” (Maxwell, 1998: p. 3). 
The above definitions of leadership can apply to Martin Luther King as well as 

Slobodan Milošević, both were leaders who influenced several groups of follow-
ers to achieve common goals. This is a problem, I think when we are developing 
leaders especially through leadership education we ought to be clear whether we 
are developing a future Martin Luther King or Slobodan Milošević. I think lea-
dership is the only field that defines the angels’ work and the devil’s work simi-
larly. It should be made clear who is being multiplied, Jezebel or Mother There-
sa. If leadership is influence, are people pleased by the influence of Hitler or Idi 
Amin? If not there must be something more central to leadership than influence 
or if influence has to remain at the heart of leadership then one has to be cate-
gorical on which influence she or he is referring to. 

The world is not looking for any influence, it is looking for ethical and effec-
tive influence: ethical and effective leadership. Drouillard and Kleiner assert that 
leadership is not only about influence and effectiveness, Hitler was good at both, 
yet his leadership is not worth emulating. Leadership that is worth pursuing 
must be built on and in morality or ethics. Drouillard and Kleiner further define 
moral or good leadership as, “the influencing of others, by means of reason and 
inclusion, to achieve organizational goals that are in the long-term best interest 
of all involved, with the wellbeing of society in mind” (Drouillard & Kleiner, 
1996: p. 30). Gardner (2011) argues that for the good of humanity and planet, 
deliberate effort must be made to increase good leaders, people who are dedi-
cated to the pursuit of ethical ends. Borrowing from Northouse (2016) and Kel-
lerman (2012) to answer the question of our time: what is good (ethical and ef-
fective) leadership? Ethical and effective leadership (EEL) is a process whereby 
ethical individual influences a group of ethical individuals to achieve common 
goals for the benefit of all stakeholders. 

If a corrupt (definitely, unethical) leader build a permanent road for his fol-
lowers, the product is ethical and the leader is effective, does it matter whether 
she is ethical or not? It is worth to note that unethical people love to imitate eth-
ical people, and the test of their actions is in longevity and consistency of their 
acts, not in one-off deed. The products of fraudulent individuals are likely to be 
fraudulent unless she can cheat herself in producing something she disagrees 
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with in order to hoodwink her followers so that she can live to cheat them 
another day. One has to look beyond the action into the doer of the action and 
the motives and the consistency of the action in order to identify and embrace 
ethical and effective leadership. Ethical and effective leadership is not a show 
business, it is from the heart of the leader to the hearts of the followers. 

5. Implications 

In identifying, selecting, developing and practising leadership, organizations 
should take into consideration context (environment) and not just situation. 

The person or group of persons (leader or followers) carrying out the du-
ties/roles of a leader should embody the six domains of EEL model. Whereas a 
person or group of persons may have strength in one or two domains, he must 
ensure that the other domains are covered in any given leadership situation. 

EEL constitutes the foundation of leadership development, particularly, it 
provides the components of leadership. 

The underlying structure of leadership revealed by EEL model offers a basis of 
leadership evaluation. 

Leadership outcomes should be at the centre of every leadership endeavour. 
Empirical research should be carried out to test the model, establish its com-

pleteness or otherwise, and if proven, then future leadership research should be 
guided by the model. 

Some of the areas for further study include but not limited to do all the do-
mains have equal importance? In developing leaders/leadership, are the domains 
learnt in a sequence or simultaneous? 

6. Conclusion 

The six foundational domains of leadership are character, characteristics, people 
practices, institutional practices, context and outcomes. The aim of this paper 
was not to pin down the ultimate combinations of leadership subdomains or as-
pects but to expose leadership underlying structure. Different leaders will suc-
ceed in different leadership context by emphasizing different aspects of the six 
leadership domains. 
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Appendix 
Table A1. Summary of Leadership Theories. The content of the table is mainly developed from the theory model (the most prac-
tical part of the theory), in some cases, other defining aspects of the theory are included. 

Theory Character Characteristics People Practices Institutional Practices Outcomes 

1) Great man 
Leaders are born and not made 
(Carlyle, 1841, Spector, 2016). 

Leaders are 
guided by  
morality. 

Leaders are divinely 
inspired  
(charismatic), they 
are full of wisdom 
and they are heroic. 

   

2) Trait 
Leaders share special  
characteristics, it is people who 
have those characteristics that 
become leaders (Stogdill, 1948, 
1974; Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1991). 

Leaders portray 
integrity 

Leaders are  
intelligent,  
determined, sociable 
self-confidence, 
responsible,  
insightful and  
tolerant. 

   

3) Psychodynamic leadership 
Leaders not only know their  
personality types, they also know 
their followers and they utilize this 
knowledge together with the  
relationship with their followers to 
achieve the desired goals (Zaleznik 
& Kets de Vries, 1975; Kets de 
Vries, & Cheak, 2016). 

 
Leaders are 
self-aware 

Leaders seek to gain 
insight into  
subordinates’  
psychological makeup 
(why do followers  
behave/act the way they 
do; what motivates 
them) in order to  
influence them to take  
actions that will lead to  
achieving the desired 
goals. 

 
Desired 
goals 

4) Authentic leadership (AL) 
According to Avolio, Walumbwa, 
& Weber (2009: p. 423) AL is  
“transparent and ethical leader 
behaviour that encourages  
openness in sharing information 
needed to make decisions while 
accepting followers’ inputs”.  
Luthans & Avolio (2003); George 
(2003) have similar  
conceptualization of AL to the one 
above. 

Authentic leaders 
have an  
internalized moral 
perspective, they 
have strong values 
to guide them in 
their endeavours 
and they are 
self-disciplined. 

Authentic leaders 
are self-aware, they 
know there purpose, 
they act from their 
hearts, hence, they 
are passionate about 
their missions. 

Authentic leaders have  
relational transparency; 
they maintain trusting 
relationship with others. 

Authentic leaders  
undertake “balanced 
processing” of information. 

 

5) Skills 
Leaders require certain skills in 
order to be effective in their work 
(Katz, 1955). 

  
Leaders should have 
human skills. 

Leaders should have  
technical and conceptual 
skills. 

 

6) Behavioural 
Leaders need to portray certain 
behaviour (people and task  
behaviour) to achieve desired goals. 
One of the behavioural approaches 
is managerial grid, where the  
ultimate goal is to practice team 
style leadership (9, 9). At 9, 9 both 
people and tasks are highly valued, 
(Blake & Mouton, 1964). 

  

Leaders are people 
oriented (provide  
conducive working 
conditions  
and employees’  
development). 

Leaders are task oriented 
(supports research and  
product innovations,  
organizational efficiency is 
achieved and processes are  
adhered to). 
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Continued 

7) Situational leadership 
Different situations require  
different leadership styles  
(Hersey & Blanchard, 1977). 

  

Leaders establish  
followers’ commitment 
levels and the  
developmental needs to 
meet task demands and 
then they deploy a style 
(directing, coaching, 
supporting and  
delegating) that will 
make the followers  
effective. 

Leaders have a clear  
understanding of tasks and 
what it takes to accomplish 
the tasks. 

 

8) Fiedler’s contingency  
leadership 
Fiedler (1967) argues that a right 
leader for the right situation is 
needed to achieve the desired goals. 
The leader relies on least preferred 
co-worker scores to predict his 
potential success with a given team. 

  

Leader’s effectiveness 
depends on whether she 
has a good relationship 
with her team. 

Leader’s effectiveness  
depends on whether the 
tasks are highly structured 
and whether the leader’s 
position power is high (the 
leader must have control 
over the situation). 

 

9) Vroom-Yetton decision 
process 
Leaders should identify the best 
decision-making style for the  
situation (in consideration of time 
constraint, quality of the decision 
and team commitment) (Vroom & 
Yetton, 1973; Vroom & Jago, 1988). 

  

In decision making the 
leader can be  
Autocratic (A1),  
Autocratic (A2),  
Consultative (C1), 
Consultative (C2) or 
Collaborative (G1) 
towards her team. 

The leader either has a clear  
understanding of the  
prevailing situation or she 
has some understanding 
and she needs the team’s 
input for better results. 

 

10) Level-five leadership 
Collins (2001) argues that  
organizations grow as leadership 
grows from highly capable  
individual to the executive  
(the level-5-leader). 

Leader portrays 
humility. 

A leader has an 
intense professional 
will/fierce resolve. 

The leader finds the 
right people and she 
gives credit where it is 
due and asks for help. 

Leader confronts the brutal 
facts, she determines the 
optimal strategic path, 
encourage a culture of 
discipline and encourage 
adoption of critical  
technology. 

 

11) Adaptive leadership 
In a complex and changing world, 
there are increasing numbers of 
adaptive as opposed to technical 
challenges. Adaptive challenges 
(AC) do not have ready-made 
solutions. The leader relentlessly 
helps followers to solve the AC 
(Heifetz, 1994; Northouse, 2016). 

The leader creates 
a trusting  
atmosphere 
through the 
holding  
environment. 

 

Leader regulates distress,  
maintains disciplined 
attention, gives the work 
back to the people and 
protects leadership 
voices from below. 

Adaptive leader gets on the 
balcony and identifies 
adaptive challenges. 

 

12) Charismatic leadership 
The leader possesses divinely  
inspired characteristics with unique 
power (Weber, 1947; House, 1976; 
Northouse, 2016). 

The leader is 
guided by moral 
values. 

The leader is  
dominant and 
self-confident. 

Charismatic leader is a 
good role model and 
communicates high 
expectations to the  
followers. 

Leader articulates the goals 
and shows competence. 

 

13) Kouzes and Posner’s  
leadership challenge 
Extraordinary things happen in 
organizations when leaders carry 
out five tested leadership practices 
(Kouzes & Posner, 2012). 

  

Leaders should model 
the way, enable others to 
act and encourage the 
heart. 

Leaders should inspire a 
shared vision and challenge 
the process. 
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14) Transactional leadership 
Transactional leaders use rewards 
and punishment to encourage 
followers to accomplish  
organizational goals (Bass,  
Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003). 

  

Leaders agree on the  
performance and the 
reward that will  
accompany it  
(contingent reward), the 
leader actively search for  
contract/agreement 
breach and offer  
punishment (active  
management by  
exception) or the leader 
only steps in to punish 
the follower when goals 
are not met (passive  
management by  
exception). 

  

15) Leader-member exchange 
Lunenburg (2010) argues that the 
leadership process in LMX depends 
on the dyadic relationship between 
the leaders and members  
(followers) in both the in-group 
and out-group. 

  

Leader creates and 
maintains a close  
relationship with the 
in-group and the  
opposite is true for the 
out-group. The  
responsibilities,  
attention and rewards 
that a follower gets from 
the leader depending on 
the level of their  
relationship (stranger, 
acquaintance and  
partnership). 

  

16) Path-goal 
Theory advocates for alignment of 
leader’s behaviour, followers’  
characteristics and task  
characteristics. Leader’s  
behaviouris subject to tasks’ and 
followers’ characteristics  
(House & Mitchell, 1974). 

  

The leader motivates the 
followers to achieve 
planned goals through 
the following  
behaviour: directive, 
supportive, participative 
and  
achievement-oriented 
leadership. 

The leaders understand 
tasks characteristics, work  
environment, followers’  
characteristics and how to 
motivate them to carry out 
the tasks. 

Goals 

17) Transformational leadership 
The leader motivates followers to 
perform beyond expectation (to 
make huge changes in the  
organization). Both the leader  
and followers work together  
toward a higher level of  
productivity (Bass, 1985). 

High moral  
standards 

 

Leaders offer idealized  
influence, inspired  
motivation, intellectual 
stimulation and  
individualized  
consideration to their 
followers. 

 
Performance 
beyond 
expectations 

18) Servant leadership 
Servant leader is a servant to his 
followers first and foremost. He 
also ensures that followers are 
well-equipped for their roles 
(Greenleaf, 1970; Spears, 2002). 

Leader serves the 
followers with 
sheer humility. 

Leader is a listener, 
he heals, he  
empathizes with 
others, he is 
self-aware, he is 
persuasive and he 
has foresight. 

The leader is committed 
to people’s growth and 
community building 

The servant leader  
conceptualizes the vision 
for the organization. 
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19) Team leadership 
It is a dynamic leadership:  
leadership can be shared, or  
different people can provide  
leadership at different times of  
the team tasks (Hill, 2016). 

  

Leader fulfils relational 
roles e.g. managing 
conflicts and  
environmental roles e.g.  
networking. 

Leaders fulfils the task 
roles e.g. goal focusing. 

Team  
performance 
and  
development. 

20) Strategic Leadership 
Strategic leadership ensures that 
the firm competes effectively in the 
turbulent environment, not just in 
the present but also in the long 
term (Ireland & Hitt, 2005). 

Leader helps with 
emphasizing 
ethical practice. 

 

Leader helps with  
exploiting and  
maintaining core  
competencies and  
developing human  
capital. 

Leader helps with  
determining strategic 
direction, establishing  
balanced organizational  
controls and sustaining an  
effective organizational  
culture. 

Effective 
strategic 
leadership 
 

21) Ethical leadership 
Ethical leadership is guided by 
moral values or universally  
accepted principles (Mihelič, 
Lipičnik & Tekavčič, 2010;  
Northouse, 2016). 

Leaders set ethical 
standards and 
ethics governs 
decision making. 
They respect 
others, show 
justice and value 
honest. 

 

Leaders model  
behaviour for followers, 
they explain to followers 
why they made certain 
decisions, serve others, 
and build community. 

  

22) Upper echelon 
Why do organizations behave the 
way they do? The top executives 
(upper echelon) make company 
after its own image; what we see in 
organizations is as a result of  
executives’ characteristics  
(Hambrick & Mason, 1984). 

 

Leaders’  
characteristics can 
be psychological like 
cognitive base value 
or observable like 
age. 

 

Leaders make strategic 
choices like product  
innovation and  
acquisition. 

Variability in 
profitability, 
growth and 
survival. 

 
Table A2. Environment/Context analysis. 

Internal Environment 

External Environment 

General Business 
Environment 

Industry Competitor Customers 
Collaborators 

(Partners,  
Alliances) 

Stakeholders 

1) Strength (organizational 
resources & capabilities) 
2) Weakness 
3) Performance 
4) Vision, mission and  
strategies 
5) Climate and Culture 
6) History 
(Hill & Westbrook, 1997; 
White, 1984; Johnson,  
Whittington, Scholes,  
Angwin, & Regner, 2014) 

1) Political/legal 
2) Economic 
3) Social 
4) Technological 
5) Ecological 
6) Demographic 
7) Global 
(Aguilar, 1967; 
Porter, 1985; Jindal, 
Jee, & Thakur, 2011) 

1) Threat of new 
entrants 
2) Power of  
suppliers 
3) Power of buyers 
4) Threat of product 
substitutes 
5) Intensity of  
rivalry among  
competitors 
(Porter, 2008) 

1) Long medium 
and short-term 
objectives 
2) Current and 
future strategies 
3) Strengths and 
weaknesses 
4) Market share 
5) Positioning 
(Porter, 1985;  
Garsombke, 1989) 

1) Market size 
2) Market growth 
3) Wants and needs 
4) Demographic 
5) Motivation to 
buy 
(Jeyaraj,  
Muralidharan, 
Senthilvelan, & 
Deshmukh, 2014; 
Rao, 2016) 

1) Strengths and 
weaknesses 
2) Performance 
(Išoraitė, 2009) 

1) Wants and 
needs 
2) Level of 
influence 
(Hawker & 
Edmonds, 2014) 
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Figure A1. EEL model for leadership practitioners. 
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Figure A2. Selected subdomain. 
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Figure A3. EEL model for leadership scholars/students. 
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