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INTRODUCTION

MAPPING THE TERRAIN

Convergence and Divergence Around
Relational Leadership

Sonia M. Ospina and Mary Uhl-Bien

" Relation: an aspect ot qualily (as resemblance) that connects two or more things or
parts as being or belonging or working.

‘Relational: characterized or constituled by relations.

Relationality: the state or property of having a relational force; the state or condition

‘of being relational.

Relationship: the state of being yelated or interrelated; the relation connecting or
ding participants in a relationship; a state of affairs existing between those having

- relations or dealings.!

The “relational turn” has arrived to the scholarly field of leadership stud-
S, as it arrived earlier in other fields and disciplines (Berscheid, 1999;
Emirbayer, 1997; Slife, 2004). Many leadership scholars now acknowledge
hat both leaders and followers are “relational beings” who constitute each
ther as'such—Ileader and follower ... leader or follower—in an unfolding,
namic relationship (Brower, Schoorman, & Tan, 2000; Crevani, Lind-
Packendorff, 2007; Dachler & Hosking, 1995; Ford & Seers, 2008;

cing | _e[}.-l_imml Leadership Research, pages xix—xlvii
1ght © 2012 by Information Age Publishing

tits of reproduction in any form reserved. Xix




xx ® Mapping the Tertains

Ospina & Sorenson, 92006; Uhl-Bien, 2006). This powerfui idea is quite con-
sistent with the notion of syelationality,” an understanding that individuals
and collectives constitute a [field of relationships (Bradbury & Lichtenstein,
9000; Carroll, Levy, & Richmond, 2008). As Gergen (2009) claims in his
book Relational Being, “the individual represents the common intersection
of myriad relationships” (p- 150). Bringing relationality to the leadership
field means viewing the invisible threads that connect actors engaged in
teadership processes and relationships as part of the reality to be studied.
As these ideas have gained currency, the construct of relational leadership
has emerged to convey the intellectual efforts, theoretical reflections and
methodological ways of taking up relationality in leadership theorizing, re-
search, and practice (Drath, 2001; Uhl-Bien, 2006).

As scholars participate in the relational turn, their understanding of what
it means and how we ought to access the reality of leadership is challenged.
Important shifts occur in their ways of seeing. Noteworthy examples include
recent shifts of attention in the literature from the leader and/or the fol-

lower to the “reciprocal relationship” as a core target for conceptualizing

and studying leadership (Huxham & Vangen, 2000; Shamir, Pillai, Bligh,
& Uhl-Bien, 9007}, and from individual to shared and distributed forims

of leadership (Gronn, 2002; Mehra, Smith, Dixon, & Robertson, 2006; -
Pearce & Conger, 2003}. Of equal interest are calls to shift attention from :
leadership actors {0 relational practices, as well as to communicative and .
anizing Processes associated with the emergence of leadership {Drath,
McCauley, Palus, Van Velsor, O’Connor & McGuire, 2008; Fairhurst, 2007 :

org

Hosking, 1988; 900'7; Ospina & Foldy, 2010).
These examples from the literature reflect genuine interest in explor-

ing relational leadership. They are leading-edge thinking, however, IMore SO
than being a broad trend in the feld. The good news is that they suggest a

process of convergence around greater interest in relationality among scho

ars who otherwise continue to have profound philosophical differences (see
Chapter 1). The bad news is that there is still a long way to go. Indeed, clatk:
fying what it means to emphasize “relationship” or to introduce the idea of
“relationality” in leadership studies is still subject to considerable bemu_sé.-

ment and debate, as the passionate conversations in this volume attest. -

This is not surprising. The consequences of taking the relational turn for

the field as a whole can be quite disorienting. Doing so can challenge so
of our most ingrained assumptions and mental models of concepts direct!

associated with leadership, such as individuality, independence, rat'l()ﬂi_l_l}t_)’
and agency. Slife (2004) describes the shift toward a “relational ontol'ég){f’

in the practice of psychology as follows:

Suddenly, the engaged and situated character of our lives hecomes clear. Wé
are no longer primarily rational beings, with our minds and ideas as our only
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Or even our rimary TESOUIrCes. ‘i" Ontext bﬂi wiin i1 rbuilt 1
p Irces, € are C uaE ngs, 1 h 1t ﬁla
tl()naE resources to Othel COI!LeXtLial bc“lg&. (Qilfe, 2004 F}. 1;4)
3

Gergen (2009) goes further in hi
: 0 is book's conclusion: *...vi
21;13; (t)radmox‘lally attributed to the internal world of the :;::iuyril;s?:
n, motivation, memory, experience and i 56 ’
. . ! ’ th a i
performances within relationship” (p. 397). He goese oi?'{e e esentally

c.in ail th i
qmndpomta‘tv ;v; sa): a;)ld go we manifest our relational existence. From this
5 N ust abandon the view that thos :
ose around us : -t
Handpol . us$ cause our actions,
Others & e not the causes, nor we their effects. Rather, in whatever we think
er, create, and feel, we participate in relationship. (p. 397) ,

‘What i 7 :
erits cu:’r‘:idcléril::zﬂ tfsotzrhoulr u}x:derstandmg of leadership to seriously fil-
_ C rough a relational lens? Wh s
of “participating i ; P ? What would the notion
participating in relationship” imply for our ideas of leaders and follow-

f:jhfgz téhtelir ftger;.cy, and for the leadership phenomenon as such? What
: e implications of redefining actors who ar in

wo : ' e engaged -
ship processes and relationships from rational, self»containegdgifidii:ildlsggi;

contextual, relational beings?

“While . .
Mg ;) e :ﬁ:ie sc(};(f)lars are increasingly posing these guestions, they are
ered for the field as a whole. Despite significant efforts to ad-

‘dress i i i
them in the literature, relational concerns remain largely unresolved

the leadership conversation. Suffice it to say that as this challenge is tak-

.Eglht_tlg}ztn(g\; g\(r)zzf (;i' tackling the field’s recurrent concerns—process and
o Osbor éoegnt,’&:]auch, 2002), language and discourse (Dachler,
o ,2 b Yam, ' Y, tmye and levels of analysis (Marrone, Tesluk, & Car:
'emé:rge A’fger ?rllar;no, pmnne, Chun, & Dansereau, 2005)-have yet to
e z;b' a ,.t ese issues are at the core of unpacking what it mean

) talk about relational leadership. We believe that the time is ripe to faces

head-on. i i
Jeado giﬁ; l():;ddci;r;gs;:olnvgrgen'ce of interest in relational leader
o nt t;.dseize e opportani t;a ership scholars represents the perfect

& X

il tury::;::;;t ggf:;d to wait any longer. As we have entered the twenty-
ot the attendauor;ahty have be'come more evident and are now
1eadéf5hip, e Ehe:;nlo .th.ose experiencing the reality (and practice)
Qrship'SCholarshi’ iy 1:;)c1}11)}ent development of the relational turn in
¢ Lot pracgicep’[‘hges t.E ind the demand for relational solutions in
Sinizing chaue;; I rtz ;s 1: hunger to ‘ﬁnd novel ways to respond to
chaology.d gve stake .olders flace in our postindustrial, commu-
o A :C,hsocml rf}edza—onented, global society. A com-
lhterdependenc zx.“acte.rlzed b}f ctonditions such as scarcity, un-
en more eviders (h 16" iversity, participation, and paradox—rmakes
e e relational nature of social processes like organizing
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and leadership (Blandin, 9007; Rost, 1993; Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey, l
eness among practitioners that today, no

2007). There is increasing awar

one single person can provide jeadership acting alone (Crosby and Bryson,
200%). They recognize that complex, adaptive challenges (Heifetz, 1994)
require the collective action of many people, jocated in different parts of
interconnected networks, in systems of systems. Identifying the type of lead-
ership required to successfully address the demands of this complex and

nested environment is a task of utmost urgency (Heifetz & Linsky, 2002;

Raelin, 2010).

The convergence around interest in the relational dimensions of leader-

ship has great potential to help close this gap and define the future direc-
tion of the field. This, however, requires an understanding of the inter-
section among very different views. Studies of relational jeadership today
fall somewhere between tWo radically different perspectives, each of which
speaks 1is own fanguage and draws from dissimilar logics of inquiry. On

the one side, an enfify perspective on relational leadership (independent of

which theoretical school it reflects) considers traits, behaviors, and actions
e in interpersonal relation-

of individuals or group members as they engag
ships to inflnence one another; on the other side, a constructionist perspec:
tive constders processes of social ¢
reflect common understan
and produces OutComes.
Although these two perspectives might together a
standings to relation
pluralism and fimited dialo
from interacting with one another in insightful an
stead, the work of entity and constructionist schol
parallel, and largely incommensurable, paths.
To address this problem, we suggest that interplay (Romani,
Topen, 2011) across the multiple views of relational leaders
stantially advance theoretical and empirical understand

dd rich new under-

and dynamics of leadership. Paradigm interp
nections between in

offer insights to help practitioners face challenges wi
ceptual handles (Vangen & Huxham, 2003) and for
of better understan
demonstrate, this is not an €asy task to un
perative for advancing new understandings of leadership.

We strive for interplay in this book by assembling a group of torwafd

thinking scholars representing a broad spectrum of perspectives. ‘We aske
he

them to engage in multi-paradigmatic dialogue regarding the critical ¢

retical and research challenges in the study ©
original invitation to contributors stated that we hoped to

onstruction and emergent practices that .
dings through which leadership gains legitimacy

al leadership, the lack of openness o methodological
gue across perspectives have prevented them.
d informative ways. In-
ars is occurring along.

Primecz, &
hip can sub-
ing of the processes
tay can clarify the intercom:

dividual and relational dimensions of leadership. krcan
th more useful con-

scholars to find ways

ding the intricate pature of leadership. As this book will
dertake, but we believe it is im

¢ relational leadership. Ou
develop a colt
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structive dialogue among scholars representin i
suuctve ) : g the diverse perspecti
cor Osrpti:;g :23{ gitilen (2006) coined Relational Leadership fil)"heofye&?z;‘j
and Cepina and Sore zog (h?()()ﬁ) referred to as the competing “mental
o of e ef (t ¢ field. RLT suggested a vision (not yet real-
e abodolonicnl o g framework for a variety of philosophical stances
i s oo, il;roaches to study re'iatz'onships (interpersonal rela-
s (socil imemc{, or as conteﬁfts for, interactions) and the relafional
dynamics {Socia. ind dlons and spcml constructions} of leadership. The
uision engage, " mif:ale;; Srfl ithelr ;mphasi§ o'n one or the other, scholars
e o leniorenip ng about their ideas of rlationality and its
In ourca icitly invi -
COnstmctiml}li Sf:);l;ii;;;s, wtlrl .exphcnly invited contributions from entity and
e, Wo sloo o ji,tc:; 1;11g for u.rork that would engage the perspectives
ot pesanectives) ot fi li ree pairs qf leadership scholars (representing
both perspectives) tor a(xi the contributions, engage in dialogue, and docu-
men thels refct bOOknThexchag‘ges so they would become additional con-
wibutions to the boo! tlo 1<]e‘pos:uve response to our call itself was evidence
that 1 Conmbuaoni thr t '15 c;onversauon. The diversity of the issues raised
i e o mm; y edpdsswn gen.ﬂtrated in the exchanges, and the per
refational leadership a!(s)z Z‘t;d?::(?éfiiefiﬁézi;dnmf Shmd oo
These responses surface a question that i e throush the v
e ‘ is woven through the n: i
o tCE*:; :}zirc;iuct}on and throu.g%lout the book: Is it possiblg o ﬁn(ri1 f;a:zz
gence for the theorizing, research, and clinical agendas Of? the

.. contributors, despite the di

: , e different perspectives t i

o . he di perspectives they bring? The an -

I‘eadd by con(;nbutors is neither a unified "yes” nor a “n;g)”' ultimast“;ertgf
. er must deci ' ith i : : y

| Jeadermused : id(;l. We strugg}ed with it curselves as co-editors and iea};ned

en szd m ihfa ienerauve tensions that emerged from our joint ef:

| uce this book given our diffi _
— ‘ 00k ifferent perspectives: Ma i

: n entity and Sonia from a constructionist tradition. e

-~ To help the
e r{; e rf:der undersm‘l:ld the nature of the challenge, in this in-
pter we offer a “map of the terrain” that locates the rich

- debates i

: Becausefgg?f:dni thfrzughf)ut t.he ch.apters and dialogues in this volume
s oo i(ge cz the parz?drgm.auc assumptions and assertions behinci
. gm b bt & zCko advanc_mg dlalogue in relational leadership, we be-
o 3readersgm . grounc.i in the philosophy and sociology of science to
_e_lziborate e i:fsg;s of mcommemq.;,mbélizy and paradigm interplay (We
| '(_é_'fship e dapter 1) In .this discussion, we contextualize lead-
s W then ;a er con\:ersat’i’on 'of organization and social science
of paradigmatic 2] sen‘t 01‘1r map” (Figure 1.1) that depicts a continuum
v perspectives brought by the authors in this book. This map

€ IPS readers V)
5 t i i
o see the not-so-obvious phliosophical assumptions and para

- SErions }.mp ici at ¥ £01 [ Y
o 1CIL 11} the 171
S h lzlng. COnCiude b de
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scribing the logic and structure of the book, and we provide an overview of
the book’s contents with a summary of the chapter contents.

THE NEED FOR INTERPLAY

This book aims to speak to leadership scholars—both those with 2 long
trajectory in the field and those in training—who aspire to produce knowl-
edge on leadership that is also relevant to practice. We hope the conversa-
{ion TeSONates ACToss Perspectives regarding what constitutes legitimate re-
search (more about this below). Because issues of legitimacy are critical to
establishing the basis for an interplay among diverse scholars, we introduce
below some ideas from the philosophy and the sociology of science to set
the stage for the conversations that follow.

The Contested Nature of Knowledge Generation

Embedded in contemporary social science research debates are ques-
tions regarding how can something be researched. Answering these questions
requires answering in tun que
about the world and what is the nature of the world and of human beings. These
questions, drawn from the philosophy of science, reflect concerns of meth-
odology (how can we capture the object of research), epistemology (how

do we know what we know) and ontology (what is the nature of reality),

respectively. The pragmatic methodology answer depends on responses to

ontological and epistemological
retical perspectives of the proposed research. This sequence of influence

happens whether the researcher is aware of it or not.

Scholars who have similar perspectives on questions of ontology and epis—_. :
temology will most tikely agree on the best way to do research (i.e., method- -
ology). Hatch and Yanow (2008) argue that the word “methodology” can _3_

be understood as “applied’ ontology and epistemology” (p- 3) because it
«refers to the philosophical presuppositions embedded in research meth-

ods—the assumptions, often unintentionally and even unconsciously made; :
about the ‘reality status’ of the subject under study and about its ‘know-abil .
ity Methodologies, they argue, “provide logical structures from which to-:
derive procedures of inquiry (methods), and they frame the ways in which
we understand their produc!;s” (p. 4. Hatch and Yanow (2008} invite man-:
hers to be more explicitly reflective:
holarship.

in organization studies. With this book, we see this call extending to leader

agement and organizational researc
about these presuppositions and assumptions, as a way to foster sc

ship, as questions of this nature pervade the discussion in a field where the

stions about how can we develop knowledge

questions, which in turn inform the theo- -
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science mode. This reduces the opportunity for innovation and

: @_ethodological pluralism.

M
o ;i:;:;erﬁhas passed fmder the bridge since Kuhn (1962) introduced
efined these ideas (Bird, 2000). Yet, the idea that “paradigm

- shifts” are ienti
b Whatat the core of scientific development permeates conversations
obacions a;:}(;nsut'utes I'egltamate “knowledge generation” in the context
t | social science. With some exceptions (e.g., Walker, 2006)
b b
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this conversation might be relatively new within conventional leadership '
studies (particularly in the context of the U.S.). Yet, it has been present
in exchanges about the sgcientific” identity of most disciplines {Boudon,
1088; Ritzer, 1980; Weiner & Palermo, 1973), as well as in mulddisciplinary
fields such as organization and management studies (Boisot & McKelvey,
9010; Daft & Lewin, 1990; Davis & Marquis, 2005; Hassard & Kelemen,
9002; Hatch & Yanow, 2003) and public administration (Ospina & Dodge,

9005; Riccucc, 2010).

From Paradigmatic Closure to Dialogue across
Perspectives

Twenty years ago the first editors of the journal Organization Science in-
voked Euhn (1962) to argue that the field seemed to have “prematurely
settled into a normal science mindset,” forcing researchers to move too so0n
toward few “conceptual and methodological boxes” (Daft & Lewin, 1990,
p. 2). They also highlighted the dangers of a situation when “convergent
thinking overtakes a field before it has matured” {p- 2)- Reiterating the
emergence of organiza
a case for taking seriously the scientific tas
normal science, rather than moving too quickly
normal science that result in paradigmatic closure.

The editors observed the fact that organizational scholars spanné
disciplines and fields of inquiry, from anthropology
organization behavior
it difficuit to find common ground—a single paradigm to govern
practice. They Jamented the limited set of topics considere

served barriers
ries or those not using “egitimate” methods. Finally, the €

ks associated with doing pre-

that the narrow focus typ
approaches from adequately addressing the
sionality of the subject of study.

These observations may very well apply
entity perspective (with its multiple theoretic
ditative bias) may have become 00 paradigmatic too s007.
that Organization
jackets could not be more relevant for the dialogue n
jeadership field. For example, they propose focusing on equ
lems—that is, problems whose solutions would be
independent of their stance. They also propose using “heretical” researt
methods—going beyond the dominant logical positivist tradjtion—

opening research to a new grammar, new variables, new definitions, an

eeded today in th

tion science as a Dew discipline, the editors made
to the narrow confines of -

d many -
1o economics, and from

to organization theory. They argued that this made
scientific
d. They also ob-
to publication of papers not anchored in established theo-

ditors thought

ical of paradigmatic closure precluded dominant
complexity and multidimen-

to leadership studies, where the
al manifestations and its quan
Some of the strategie

Science's editors proposed to loosen the existing straight

ivocal prob:
of interest to all scholass
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new logi

Suggesgisg ;ﬁi—t p:;duce novel theoretical explanations. In addition, the

e arre tfkine space for creativity, innovation, and “heresy,” ,aII oyf

Which reluire = g;a step bac}< from a methodological to a philosophical

A Ca]is nd ;);1 y then going forward to theory and methods.

With 16 sarcty of Ona;tf; st}"ongiy in r'elational leadership research today.

s & promicin eno oglc?ll and epistemic stances, relational leadershi l

ol e o i r s+ o et o

¢al pluralism from a philosophical }ongisng f;;‘ Sap 1;?;1;2;22 f::rti:i? 1(:}%-1—
: the

need to advance more seri
erious theoretical and i
‘ se ractica i
the complex social realities of leadership F Hunderstandings of

Incommensurability of Paradigms
Achieving multi- i i
i SChOlarg; " (j;;: paradigmatic the?ry building requires relational leader-
ot hgage one another in conversation. This, in turn, requi
, . El ¥
A :Ir;té: hotger sdperspecuves. We cannot reach this poin:1 urffi?
ardened positions of inc
: : ommensurabili
opt;:n (.and informed} mindsets of paradigm interplay o tovard more
" Entity a ioni i :
ot gzzn agfcconstrucvt.%omst leadership scholars often inhabit different
ommunities, and therefore do not know how to speak to on

e

1 e s”un.derst,an(‘}able that some would see their assumptions as “ir
Teconc able”—in Kuhn’s (1962) terms “incommensurable meaning no;
*

on o

z;r_c ;; (;?:zspz‘l;abblle by the same standards or measures. Discussions about th
oS Kuhz z?l .of paradzngs have filled many pages of social science d N
ate, n himself going back and forth on the issue (Sankey, 1993()3-

We see these i i
. ese issues come to life later in this book in dialogues about the

tent to whi i joni
[ ch entity and constructionist perspectives on leadership (and

 their preferred i
irp methodologies) can be integrated, reconciled, or even pro-

ugeiiinsights of common interest

ic chapters in thi also i

e génpe 1feartsem this book are also illustrative of this debate: of the ten

anéés_ e Chzﬁand of the barriers and opportunities for authentic ex:

o ;nges tend to come more strongly from the construc
) as long felt left out of the conversation by a lack of

Ol COIllI}S

86); Deetz (1996) summari -
Tl ' arizes this problem in hi ipt
.O__ng paradigmatic stances (19969, P 204):m his description of ter-

ny: i"eééarch T i
i ou i i
i the pro tﬁem Spoc:‘()thmlr;aung over time becomes inward looking, isolated
. 2 ! 1

ipacitis, Tis acts of e larger &:gouety, and filled with blinders and trained
rolicts bucome e perpf:tu'atlon exceed its attempts at social service, its
roﬁp'é have boad t(})) - :;s tSmruiau" to most societies, marginalized resca’rch
2 e N two systerns—thei ; .
S i, ystems—their own and the i

ant groups only one. (Collins, 1986) dominant one—
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For this reason, efforts to generate dialogue to date have mostly occurred
on the constructionist side, by scholars who have become frustrated that the
“dominant group” {entity schotars) has not acknowledged or understood
the issues. Their frustrations in trying to be heard have led them to make
louder and stronger arguments, which in turn further aggravates the entity
schotars, who do not fully grasp the problem or understand the concerns
because they have not had to “learn” the other system. Entity scholars, in
their own frustration, hence trn back to their own paradigmatic views and
ignore the calls—which further exacerbates the problem. It is this process
that gives rise to cycles of incommensurability.

We see the challenges of trying to break this cycle in each of the dia-
logues in this book. For example, in Chapter 18, Dian Marie Hosking sees
these perspectives as not commensurable. The epistemic communities they
represent, she argucs, make “totally different assumptions” about the re-
lationships between the self and others. They use words like relation or

process to imply different meanings; and they invite different research
questions and address different types of practical concerns. Therefore, she
argues for “multiple thinking spaces.”

An interesting impasse happens, however, when Hosking opens the di-
alogue organized for this book by inviting Boas Shamir to an exchange
framed around the relational cules that have guided both her own schotar-

ship and her relations (Chapter 16). This way, Hosking was inviting Shamir

to dialogue while defining the terms of engagement from within her para-
digmatic view. This was not comfortable for Shamir, who decided to first
step back and offer ideas for the dialogue from within his own perspective
(Chapter 17). .
Reframing Hosking’s invitation to speak from within his paradigmatic
view, Shamir urges us to find common ground around some core under-
standing of the essence ofleadership so that the conversation can take place.
Unknowingly, however, in searching for a commonly accepted definition of

leadership {a postpositive approach), he de-facto reduces the chances for a:

conversation with constructionists, whose “anti-essentialist” ontology would

argue against researcherimposed definitions (see Chapter 1). Consistent;

with his postpositive orientation, Shamir wants scholars to agree o a mini-
mal essence (Le., a common definition) of leadership. In inviting Hoskin'g
to agree Oon a definition, Shamir takes what, for Hosking, as a construction:
ist, is an incommensurable stance: Whereas postpositivism assumes that thé
essence of objects exists independently of the knower (and therefore we
need to have precise definitions of our COnStructs), constructionist inter-
subjectivism assumes there is no essence in objects themselves. (Instead;
meaning is given by participants as they co-construct it in context.)

The crux of the issue here is pot that {as Shamir seems (O conclude).

there is no “agreed upon” phenomenon called leadership. 1t is that post
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ositivi . oy .
ge per-t;éFH;h ;hm; geahst orientation, think leadership can (and must)
isely defined by the researcher,” whi i
: : \ ile constructionists, wi i
e y d \ . ‘ with their
;F ,::Z{ iu:})jeagwlst orientation, think leadership must be underst’ood as “de
i v those who construct it in their i i .
their interactions, in i
contexts. Predictably, therefo i s e
: , re, another impasse happens i
sation when Hosking, consi i bt and ot oop
. ) istent with her constructioni iti
: ‘ . ist and critical ori-
entation, resists the notion of a uni ol
universal core that defi
hoedenthion 1 3§ . nes the essence of
xed point of departure. In
. Instead, she advocates fi
need to explore the meani is gi ! o et
ng that is given to leadership i i
contexts in which it emerges. FHP i the spectie
We s
o zfgltge. c}I;mllengfzi of incommensurability again in the dialogue be
il Fairhurst and John Antonakis (Ch _
. apter 15). Less explicit th
. - an
Sha‘r:}q, but equally categorical, is Antonakis——coming from an eitity post
positivist perspective—in his dialo, i i :
I \ gue with constructionist Fairhurst
ing with Fairhurst about som oo
e of the methodological faults of i
research, he indicates that h i ; P
e welcomes any kind of leadershi
pesearch, ¥ ' : eadership study that
builds use ;jntktl;:ry as i?ngda.s it meets “four basic conditions of the scientific
. G se are listed, it becomes apparent
hod. t that they reflect
positivist approach to science—agai i 4 b i
' gain rendering de facto his a i
corInmensuf“able with interpretivist scholarship. * pproach I
me:n tthh.e 1({iilalogue between Bill Drath and David Day (Chapter 8), Day in
- ’ !
e epitsrtae ngl ab_ou!t a1 continuum rather than “truly discrete ontological
mological classes,” thus suggestin
' : log openness to comm i
ity. While pointing to so i ; -
me potential areas of conv i
theless categorical ab i e tomshins in lond.
out the primacy of agenc i i
: ' over relationships in |
ership (consistent with hi i . 1 P e
\ s entity paradigm). He recogni i
eronip it ' ity ). gnizes the potential
ensurability of this position, asserting that perhaps this d?fference

: isatthe i ioni
o fundaC()re of1 th‘e entity and constructionist impasse because it represents
_ mental disagreement about the ontology of leadership.”

. A.lt - > E
: hough constructionists Drath and Fairhurst, like Hosking, advocate

" allowi i i

: g tonf the perspectives to co-exist and inform one another and are will

cee i al F itivi .
g 1o ac ;c)it 1n51ghm gdm.ed from postpositivist research, they also make-

3 g paradigmatic assertions regarding the limits of postpositivism in ad

dressi : .

uge::llﬁlg :itéosr;a%lty. 'lI‘hey urge en_tity §ch0iars to take the notion of rela-
tor A, gsgia);otgl:xggflgng zt(,:shmore constructionist meanings.
e e ) : : Day (Chapter 8), Drath, while not deny-
';’jogim: :;c:,rtinc;of Iee;lders or tlheir agency, suggests these as less interesti?g
a_wh()le—syste;y ant e qu:a’suon, “What’s going on with leadership from
e perspective?” He also questions whether only one form of
A rom leader to follower——can be defined as leadership, and in-

vites Day and othe it
e r pOS[pOSIUViS{ scholar i isi i
] QFW!St et (S . b 1) $ Lo recognize and revisit this ob-
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In her dialogue with Antonakis regarding how relationality can be re-

searched empirically (Chapter 15), Fairhurst argues against the “heavy reli-

ance” she sees “on the study of individuals to discern relational patterns.”

Highlighting potential for complementary, she points out that most leader-
ship theorizing focuses on predicting and causally explaining leadership,
when what is needed is the use of theories “more heuristically to make lead-
ership relationships intelligible and open to insight in ways that we would

not otherwise have had.”
As we can sec throughout these dialogues, the genuine desire for com-

munication is as palpable as the tensions and passions that surface in the
exchanges. A key issue that arises, however, is the deep challenge of being
ia commmunication with one another when the basic assumptions across the
perspectives are not well understood (and are often misunderstood). The
tensions between the (wo perspectives become evident as soon as scholars
make choices on how to do research, whether they are aware of taking a

paradigmatic stance O DOt

In some cases, the dialogues again remind us of a degree of epistemic
closure that may be indicative of a field that became too paradigmatic t00
soon. But is this enough of a reason to engage a conversation that will “rock
the boat?” After all, leadership studies is experiencing great vitality and

legitimacy as an academic field. Why not just continue to let all flowers

bloom and let the quality of the products dictate their standing? We return -
to Deetz (1996):

As we gradually learn socially the positive effects of diversity—beyond “sepa-
rate but equal” and integration—organization science can also benefit from
better discussions. This does not mean that we each should automatically find
other groups’ issucs and procedures interesting or helpful, nor shiould we be-
lieve that all of them are. But letus make our claims and the relation between
our claims and procedures clearer 50 objection and conflict can be on those
grounds rather than impose traditional problem statements and methods on
those doing something else. In doing so, the ultimate point is not in arguing it
out to get it right, but to reclaim the suppressed tensions and conflicts among
the many contemporary stakeholders to negotiate a life together based in ap-
preciation of different and responsive decision making. (p. 204)

An Alternative to Incommensurability:
Paradigm Interplay

Consistent with this quote from Deetz {1996), we offer in this book an-
other approach to the issue of incommensurability across leadership per-

spectives. Our original-—somewh
this book was to generate dialogue that would create common ground.

at idealistic—motivation to produce’
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\If:t 11}1;:\; ;;eahze that not only was .this? goal unattainable, it is undesirable.
. an try to produce assirnilation across assumptions, a more ben-
?ﬁc1a1 approach is paradigm interplay (Romani et al. 201,1) Paradi ;
interplay rc.:cognizes the value of heterogeneous asszam;;tions a.n(i in 1%"“
from ‘muigple perspectives for advancing understanding. The focstiag i
parad%gm mt‘erplay is on highlighting connections and distinctions amo 5
paradigms-—~identifying resonances as well as tensions—and usi .
learn from one another. eing these to
‘ There is no need to give up one’s paradigm of choice. Rather, paradi
interplay represents a constructive way to develop theory when nf))rm ligﬂ?
ence reac:hjes a point where competition for legitimacy among incom venen
rable paradigms shuts down communication. Paradigm interpgia o ::mu'
a t;s_;})‘ace when competition has led to a narrowing of the feld, ztiﬂlzngsolzg
%011112; ;tc;acievc:op new ap.proaches .and generate broader understandings.
strate the value of interplay, in our concluding chapter we present a
paradigm interplay across the perspectives represented in this book in ord
to s;dvance a n}uitiq).ar‘adigmatic understanding of relational leadership -
o c;); ;z::imth Lhzs.mt_roductory chapte}r we reiterate the ideas that still
hold behi our motivation to produce this book. First, neither perspective
is ngh.t ; they are just different; each is more and less helpful in il} ? i
?Og viiious (llirziler;sions of leadership phenomena. Second, the diff;f;;nc?;
lo not preclude earning from the others’ gained understanding of
tional leadership; if anything, they promote it. Thir ine o K'ﬂa‘
and learning to happen, scholars%r? both “worEd?” r{:;ut:zrbie;?llenfosﬁigng
stand and recognize the worthiness of multiple perspectives and ot
what the others are trying to do and say. e et
Ca:\;;l;;l;z\:rg;}:; inegrz:gmg this cogve‘rsation around relational leadership
can el sl I;gd tconcerns m{lhm each paradigm. For scholars com-
ek barning pssos, such 28 how t0 more effeicly incorporace e
. S, more effectively incorporate time
con.text, ar?d intersecting levels of action {e.g., levels of analysis) and it
:;:c;;;;ca;nﬂuences. I'j‘or scholars comfortable with the const};nc)tionistt};;?r!:
» the conversation may open new and creative ways to theoretically

. trang i i ity i
: empil:zzldense 1d;as;l of relationality into usable constructs for advancing
research that are consistent with i

! their postmod i

poin Tes are p odern ontologies,

: nterested in either perspective, i insi

e HeTesic perspective, it may produce insights for

_O_fferinpmg thfz(?rxes with more practical implications for leadershif)—thus

ey gb 1psractmoners.scmru-:thmg more than simplistic formulas or hardt
nable and complicated propositions. ’

.~ Final i ioni
- ly, the entity and the constructionist perspectives of relational lead-

ershi ;
s éfs ﬁef);esent two ideal types, or what Max Weber would describe as “con-
il see’in t }?t can be used as the reference from which to compare what
e world (Roth & Wittich, 1978). Despite the gap that separates
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scholars espousing the two perspectives, neither reflects a single unitary
approach; instead, they represent clusters of “communities of inquiry” with
members who approximate (in different degrees) the same ontological
project and epistemic stance. These stances in turn motivate preferences
for similar theoretical lenses and methodological choices. For this reason,
rather than thinking of two separate “camps” we view leadership scholars
within a continuum between two poles.

In Chapter 1, we unpack the assumptions behind the various stances as-
sociated with each pole. We also more deeply discuss the way leadership re-
search is conceived by each perspective, and the problems these differences
have created for the field. In the sections below, our focus is on locating the
book contributors along the continuum to help readers better understand
where the authors fall in the complex terrain of today’s leadership studies.
As we will see from this discussion, what our mapping reveals is that the is-
sue is not one of dichotomies (pure entity, pure constructionist) but rather

one of a range of perspectives.

CONSTRUCTIVISM

Alvesson & Sveningsson
Hosking

Kennedy et al.
Drath

Interpretivist
Ospina

constructionists
-Reality is constructed-
Fairhurst

From least to most subjectivist
Barge

Ospina et al.

Fletcher

MAPPING THE TERRAIN: LOCATING AND
INTRODUCING CONTRIBUTORS

Fitzsimons
Uhl-Bien

A key purpose of this introductory chapter is to help the reader work their
way through the myriad assumptions and paradigmatic issues raised by the
authors in this book. We do this with our “map of the terrain” in Figure I.1.
Figure L1 is organized along 2a continuum of ontologies ranging from
fully modernist to fully postmodernist (cf. Boisot & McKelvey, 2010). At the
the belief that there is a single truth about

core of the modernist stance is

our objects of study, and that it is possible to approximate this truth with
some certainty, independent of any subjectivity (i.e., objectivism). At the
core of the postmodernist stance is the idea that there are multiple truths

about our objects of study, and that the most we can do is attain a glimpse
of these truths through interpretation of people’s negotiated subjective
understandings (i.€., subjectivism). (There are, of course, variations within
these stances, which are further developed in Chapter 1.)

Modernist assumptions resonate with the orientation to science origi-
nally called positivism, and its contemporary version, postpositivism {or
neo-positivism). Postmodernist assumptions resonate with the orientation
1o science called interpretivism (Hatch & Yanow, 2003; Yanow & Schwartz- -
Shea, 2006). Of particular interest to our discussion is one version of inter '

pretivism, called constructionism.

With modernism and postmodernism as poles, the continuum ranges
from soft to hard shades of gray between the poles. The most objectivist -
versions of postpositivism are positioned on the far left of the axis; the most

Crosby & Bryson

Seers & Chopin
Day?
Shamir

Postpositivists
Treadway etal.
Wassenaar & Pearce

Antonakis

-Reality is discovered-

Offermann

Ashkanasy et al.

From maost to least objectiviét

LOCICAL POSITIVISM

Figwre 1.1 T i : i
gur he contributors: A coniinuum from entity to constructivist stances on leadership

i . s
Names in bold indicate dialogue scholars and editors.
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subjectivist versions of interpretivism are positioned on the far right of the
axis. The shades in between reflect slight differences in orientation as a
function of the contributors’ distance from either one of the extremes.

We offer this table with two important caveats. First, the table repre-
sents our effort to make sense of the contributors’ positions in a complex
leadership terrain, and we alone are responsible for any misplacement;
scholars themselves might not agree with their location on the continuurm.
Second, the one-dimensional nature of written text does not do justice 0
this complexity. In reality, there may have been more overlaps and slight
movement to the right or the left of the continuum if we had been able
to physically align the contributors in a fwo-, Or evena three-, dimensional
representation.

As the table suggests, the various book contributors who use an entity
perspective fall under the broad umbrella of miodernism/ postpositivism;
the various contributors who use a constructionist perspective fall under
postmodernism/interpretivism. Some constructionists may be more post-
modernist than others-—just as some entity scholars may be more postposi-
tivist than others. This may be reflected in their theoretical orientation, as
well as in their applications of social science with consequent definidons of
rigor. Variations among postpositivist leadership researchers are mostly &
function of commitments to theoretical schools, and the consequent meth-
odological choices in their empirical research designs. Constructionists dif-

fer according to what each scholar accentuates when looking at leadership
as an emergent phenomenomn, for example, language and interpersonal
communication or narrative and organizational processes.

Specific contributions from each perspective approximate in different
degrees the exiremes o their left and right respectively, with no contribu-
tor falling on the far extremes on either side of the continuum. The arrows
are intended to represent degrees of movement away from objectivism and
toward subjectivism. A three-dimensional application of this model would
depict this continuum as & cylinder, in which the two extremes connect ac
cording to the privileging of the individual in both perspectives of leader-
ship. (We return to this topic in Chapter 1.) :

The continuum depicted in Figure L1, complemented with the longer
discussion presented in Chapter 1, is offered to help make sense of the

dense ideas and information provided in the chapters and the puzzies gen-.

erated by their juxtaposition. 1t also offers the backdrop against which to

consider the insights presented in the subsequent dialogues at the end of
each part of the book. Our goal here is to offer readers material that helps .
them better understand the question of whether convergence is possible
among the multiple perspectives, consistent with our aspiration to develop :

multi-paradigmatic understandings of relational leadership.
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The Book’s Logic and Structure

SOfrle clgriﬁcations will help readers understand the final product th
hold in their hands. The call for contributions to the volume did not s ec‘?y
any guidance for writing the chapter other than exploring the challin o
and opportunities of relational leadership to advance the field. On e
had the contributions, we classified and clustered the pieces aC(.:ordicrf ‘Atre
an emergent logic. We also asked the dialogue scholars to avoid doin oy
tiques of the pieces, and instead to think about what the contributed gdCﬂ'
oper%ed up for advancing the creation of the proposed space to e 11335
relational leafiership in ways that were helpful to the field as a wholexp >

The book is structured in three parts, bookmarked by the Introd;.iction
and Chapter 1 at the beginning, and the Conclusion at the end. In th
ﬁr:‘;t set of f:hapters, Part I: Theorizing the Practice of Relational .Le-ad :
ship, contributors are concerned with advancing theoretical ideas aboer—
the construct and practice of relational leadership. In the second set u;
chaptcrs, ‘Part II: Researching Relational Leadership, contributors aree .
cerned Wfth introducing ideas of relationality into research progra o
explore either previous treatments in the literature or o idengf gmfenrjﬂt(;
ways to operationalize (entity perspective} or translate (construc)t(if)) ist .
spective) relational assumptions in empirical research. In the final CI;:ESI ers
of Parfs I anfi i, “dialogue scholars” representing each perspective }C));;ffs
ref}ecuons triggered by reading the contributions and engaging in con u
sation af‘ound them. In Part I A Conversation Across Pers e%tives ;le"‘
tional dialogue scholars and the editors engaged in a final dii)aio ,ba a
on reading the entire set of contributions. e based

Contributors’ responses to the challenge posed by our invitation were

" not homogenous. Seme authors, like Seers and Chopin (Chapter 2) and

Kennedy, Carroll, Francoeur, and Jackson (Chapter 6), created an inter

. 23}0 fiialtog;e b.etween the paradigms to build insights within their chapter.
8 add;;.s ,Z;] 1{1;5113_[10113 (Chapter 5} also compared paradigms to show how ar;
o freShre ez;mnal approach Footed outside of the leadership field could
e gha : ag useful perspectives to the conversation. Others, like Fletch-
2k pter y and Crosby zfnd Bryson {Chapter 10), explored the com-

plementarity of the perspectives by proposing ways to combine them with

iltustrati i 7o)

Ht iii itions from their own work. Yet, others took up the challenge from

positions firmly rooted within their own paradigms. In some cases, con
f \ -

;}Ir:f::lionists. Ii‘ke Barge (Chapter 4) and Ospina, Foldy, El Hadidy, Dodge
. ann-Piniila, and Su (Chapter 9) “unpacked” the logic and implitfa:

tions (f i
ons (for theory, research, or practice} of relational assumptions that they

viewed as i i i

'A'!vesgois éngerenf: to this perspective. At the extreme of this group were
o et o velnr;:ngsson (Chatpter 7), who complemented construction-
i ical theory to question and deconstruct the meaning of leader-
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ship. Finally, postpositivists like Ashkanasy, Tee, and Paulsen (Chapter 11),
Offerman (Chapter 12), Treadway, Breland, Williams, Yang, and Williams
(Chapter 13) and Wassenaar and Pearce {Chapter 14) tried to “push the
envelope” of their own perspective by asking how the notion of relational
leadership could advance thinking about the nature of leadership or its ef-
fective study.
Reactions to these responses and the subsequent reflections they trig-
gered are reported in the concluding chapters for each part, where the
dialogues between Day and Drath (Chapter 8), Fairhurst and Antonakis
(Chapter 15} and Shamir and Hosking {Chapters 16-18) are documented.

We believe all these exercises were quite helpful in unpacking the onto-
logical, epistemological, and methodological assumptions the contributors
brought to the conversation. They also made evident the tensions and pas-
sion these assumptions generated when posed side-by-side.

In the concluding chapter of this volume, we take up some of these as-
sumptions to advance paradigm interplay. For now, we close this introduction
with a brief description of how each contributor used the idea of relational
leadership to enter the conversation, followed by our closing remarks.

Overview of the Chapters

In Chapter 1, Competing Bases of Scientific Legitimacy in Co
ership Studies, we begin with a *
cal and epistemological assumptions brought by

We do this by contrasting the parad
leadership perspectives that represent competing paradigms 1

entity and constructionism. Our goal is to contex
toward convergence within a fiel
negative implication
the two perspectives.

In Chapter 2, we begin with the

cused on theorizing the practice 0
Production of Leadership: From Supervisor-Subordinate Linkages to Relatio

al Organizing, Anson Seers and Suzzette M. Chopin engage 2
among entity and constructionist perspectives o €xp
tionist thinking might advance entity-based views of rela

1cadership theory focusing on “re
not adequately framed the problem of rel

“relational organizing” framework that m
nizations” to a consideration of Jeadership as the organizing of behavior.

ntemporary Lead-
primer” that helps to unpack the ontologi-
the authors of this book.

igmatic assumptions of the two primary
n the field:

tualize both the trends_
d characterized by divergence, and the
s for the field as a whole of the existing gap between

first of the contributions in Part 1, for
£ relational leadership. With The Social

n interplay
lore how construc:
tional leadership
currently grounded in LMX theory. Arguing that present (eniity-based)
lationships” has been too static and has
ationality, they propose instead 2
oves beyond leadership “in orgd
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Af, the O O WO O -
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‘ﬂal !eia”(nlsi“ Iie“ e, they at [ i}la] Hle()]e” al III(P(ieES mna
IEL > I I } p I ? I amn o :tl} interac
on pr()(:eSSCS and [he 18&&18 tak y g 1 1)1“68 ASSOL la‘ﬁ{i W”]l
€n on b deﬁnln attnr
In b’ ~
g 11013 aﬂd relaﬂonal/constr I)I) cines o !eia““}lal
[eadershlp, argtuﬂ fO! COIIlpieI!lellmlity, Iath(’:l tila{l 111COIIlInenSUIabiiity
g 3
Aam ng 3 ,‘ -
O ”lffse VICWS. ACCOT dln-g 10 Fletchef enti SChOlaI‘S f()(:“s Qr} l?zte? [£2
!elaaonai leadersh]p that i8 mu(:h nﬂeded tOda}', CONStruconIsSt SChOlarS f( LS
CUus us on C()llS!(ierlﬂg hOW br()ad SySEemS Of(: 1) wer co-create
Ognltlon al’ld o)
3

_ sheur i
ges researchers to hold these perspectives together, even if this is “an

uneasy alliance.”
In b i i
er chapter, Fletcher identifies three micro-processes of relational

" practic i i
zmceS: bt;:;:ntck;ethen(t;tydperspecuve must address: fluid expertise, growth
: e dyadic, and achieving effecti ’
| . s veness outcomes th
. arefational stance. She al iy o
. 50 uncovers three relational { ioni
(R reiano . . . : constructionist) pro-
behmioratdundfz:mme rel.auonahty: misunderstanding motives of reIat)itl))nai
! , devaluing relational practice through language, and conflating

relationality wi inini ingi

pacor Pi‘lzt:’;::r’t;e?lmmry. IBirmgmg; personal agency back into construc-

i . ramework helps practiti 5 i

e . : : p itioners reflect on their leader-
p. by comparing dimensions associated with entity and constructionist

relati ] 1 ;
ional practice, non-relational practice, and relational malpractice

0 c . o
hapter 4, Systemic Constructionist Leadership and Working from Within

‘the Prese i
nt Moment, J. Kevin Barge focuses on exploring the implications of

ocial ¢ jonist i { ;
_:tha?;s;g;i?(::zi 1d‘e?;s_ for dgveloping leadership practices, recogniz-
ndscapes. According‘:ltB];rgC: I:; lv:vl: ?izei‘;l(:jﬁng' andf(:hanging draetion
" din . notion of soctal con i
o gﬁi};;:(%ﬁ;?p is ;:bout meaning work and managing contex;t.r;;?a?;
Aniratiobs, and So';vi::t. tci construct leadership positions within teams, or
versation and develies neec.l to learn how to operate within the flow of
8 that shas o op practices that al.iow them to “make sense of it” in
pe direction. Barge accomplishes this by moving from a third-
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person perspective focusing on “What are they doing?” and “How are they
doing it?” to a first-person perspective focusing on “Whatam I doing here?”
and “What should I do next? "

From Barge’s systemic constructionist point of view, “]eadership may be
viewed as ‘a co-created, performat_ive, contextual, and attributional process
where the ideas articulated in talk or action are recognized by others as
progressing tasks that are important to them’ (Barge & Fairhurst, 2008,
p. 232)." This conception is relational in that it sees leadership as occurring
in the joint action between or among people: It “cannot be understood in
terms of the behaviors or utterances of a single individual.” Barge views re-
lationality in the contextual nature of leadership: « . [O}ur understanding
of what counts as leadership or 2 Jeader depends on the unique combina-
tion of people, task, context, time, and place,” and in its attributional pro-
cesses of meaning-making that are “always performed in relation to tasks.”

In Chapter 5, The Contribution of Psychodynamic Theory to Relational Leader-
ship, Declan J. Fitzsimons introduces concepts from the systems psychody-
namic perspective to break the polarization between entity and construc-

tionist ontologies’ focus on either the individual or the collective in the

study of leadership. Psychodynamic Theory, he argues, embeds individuals’

feelings, thoughts, behaviors, and actions within collective sources of expe-

rience (e.g., upconscious group-level processes) that go beyond the individ-

ual self. Fitzsimons proposes that psychoanalytic perspectives add consider
able conceptual weight to three debates within the relational leadership

conversation: how the self is theorized; the nature of relational dynamics;

and how to engage process in leadership research.

In his chapter, Fitzsimons deseribes how psychodynamic perspectives
break the polarity between entity and constructionist approaches. He also
shows how Object Relations Theory, with its notion that connection drives
human existence, offers a unit of analysis consistent with relational ontol-
ogy: “the interactiona! field within which the individual arises and struggles

to make contact and articulate himself.” This offers a novel understanding -
of relational dynamics by privileging social context and recognizing the:

“complex field of systemic forces” in leadership that are both psychologi-
cal and social. Two constructs in the psychoanalytic perspective are offered
that deepen this notion: First, the relational drive originates io a fully em-
bodied self, and second, the group-as-a-whole (not the aggregate of individual
psychologies) induces behavior on individual members through collective
UnCcoNscious projective processes. Fitzsimons sums this up by arguing that
understanding relational leadership requires uncovering the “powerful sys-
temic emotional dynamics unleashed” when groups work collaboratively.

In Chapter 6, A Tale of Two Perspectives: An Account of Entity and Social Con
structionist Approaches o “Conflict” in Leadership Development, Fiona Kennedy,
Brigid Carroll, Joline Francouer, and Brad Jackson tackle the issue of para
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jom i .
ﬁ: ﬁg; Sl,r;f(;'}ziay .head I;)n. In this chapter, Kennedy et al. describe the chal
nsions that occur when academics holdi i :
: olding multi-paradigmati
tic
Elegilzecnves attempt to work together in delivering Ieadersll)lip dfivzliop-
i programs. Using the characters of “Rachel” and *Meg,” they describe
e assumptions associated with differi i i :
ering paradigmatic views of | i
development and the tens i e one come 1
nsions that arise when these i
‘ . : assumptions come i
conflict. This chapter brin i ' it
gs to life the challenges of comm ili
even among scholars who are fuli i i e
y committed to working with
At the core of Kenned ! B e ot subiee
y et al.’s chapter are issues of reali j
- al : ism and subjec-
ggspr;lr.n}\:g;hel,l fthe constructivist “entity” scholar focuses on training Ij:)ar
in self-awareness using “objective” —
1 tools, methods, models
* . ow and
;e;chnc?loggs}l Meg,' Fhe subjectivist “constructionist” scholgu' focuse;s on
‘ gabgzlng with participants in the moment, using metaphor, imagery, and
nyﬁ otis to1 proc?uce generative spaces in the face of unpredictability v\;here
t::n Seie(cmvethean;mg wz%l take place. These differences are sources of severe
; , that play out in struggles as the scholars work to maintain positions
o ;)pegéless, and even respect, toward one another.
n a " - . )
G ?ﬁ;;’ Iﬁ tc:n;il Re-Packing Leadership: Context, Relations, Construc-
s, Ma vessont & Stefan Svenings it
son use critical th
to deconstruct what the ive vi ; frec,
v see as a naive view of leadership: i
. . ip: a tension-free
o
Egri!zcs.:)enor co—c;)nstrucuon around shared common goals Highiight’
ial context of “politically charged i ‘ :
co-constructions” where subj
are not equal, they explore fou i teomno
r problematic assumptions of
rary scholarship (leader-centri iti P amnd objectvin.
“ sm, entitism, romarnticism, and objectivi
TTRO) The e ‘ ) , and objectivism-
. que targets both entity and constructioni i
” et _ ructionist scholars, since
e latter tend to romanticize shared meaning while neglecting the ;ole of

- power and multiple voices in co-construction.

- The i
authors argue that leadercentrism and entitism are socially invent-

“ed truth intai i i

Bawy: vte ;i Ittéat help' mamtiun dominant discourses. According to Alvesson

- sson, viewing leadership as a social ph i

| o0 oreningsson, viewins pas phenomenon must involve
.« cro dynamices like “ideology, di insti
ttonalized practices” i i vl relatonetin, One
__ nduce the micro dynami i
. _ cs of local relationshi

e ; ) onship. One

i 1: ;l:l(:eenuredgelstag——-not just the leadership relationshipufs lead-
€ . r words, leadership is not an already existi ti

e  i8 ¢ ady existing entity (a given),
i 1;1;1 emergent outcome of situation;” it is not an objectixz phgeinon')l
_enon, but the outcome of how peaple construct it as such.

P i
art I concludes with Chapter 8, A Dialogue on Relational Theorizing,

“whe i i i

..g_érer‘;e fafdfay and Wilfred (Bill) Drath document the conversation trig-
B anszv eeahmg the .chapters in this part of the book. In Part 11, contribu-

-i:tﬁey o ;‘i: re question of how a “relational” perspective chang,es the way
1 esearch. Independent of whether the context of the research

1

escribed i i
I throic; ;IS ?;)nproﬁt :and pubifc {Chapters 9 and 10) or private (Chapters
5 ), contributors discuss methodological implications of rela-
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tional assumptions and constructs, as well as challenges and oppormnities{
for advancing relational leadership by way of empirical research.
Chapter 9, Social Change Leadership as Relational Leadership, is the sole
contribution in Part II that takes an explicit constructionist perspective.
Here Sonia M. Ospina, Erica G. Foldy, Waad El Hadidy, Jennifer Dodge,
Amparo Hofmann-Pinilla, and Celina Su describe a large research program
focusing on leadership in community-based organizations. In this research,
they explore the consequences of bringing constructionism to frame, de-
sign, choose methods, analyze and interpret the data. They describe two re-
search decisions at the core of their commitment to relationality. First, they
focus on the collective experience of leadership as manifested in group-
generated narratives about how the social change work was advanced, rath-
or than on leaders’ traits, behaviors or activities. Second, they use practice
theory as the anchor for interpreting the findings. :
Their findings identify three leadership practices—reframing discourse,
bridging difference, and unleashing human energies—as distinct types
of leadership work that help the group move their own collective effort
forward. Placing their findings in conversation with insights from trans-
formational, neo-charismatic and team leadership studies, they highlight
the advantages of their approach for documenting the “how” of leader-
ship. The key achievement of this research, the authors claim, was o find
practical but rigorous ways to do social-science-based empirical research
that shifts attention from the individual dimensions of leadership—exhaus-
tively documented in entity perspectives as well as in some constructionist
approaches—to it collective dimensions. According to Ospina et al., ex-
ploring these dimensions will require devising more creative and innovative
research methods that are consistent with relationality assumptions, rather
than merely mixing methods or shifting from variance to process methods.
In Chapter 10, Integrative Leadership and Policy Change: A Hybrid Relational
View, Barbara C. Crosby and John M. Bryson advocate the need to con-
sider both individual and collective dimensions in understanding the role
of leadership in tackling complex public problems. Building on Gidden’s

theory of structuration, the authors identify a specific set of social practices .
through which policy entrepreneurs contribute to successfully mobilize
agendas for policy reform or social transformation (e.g., the creation and.

communication of shared meaning). They view these as reflecting the col-
fective side of leadership for the common good.

Acknowledging the role of particular individuals in moving these pro-.
cesses, the authors then focus on the individual dimensions of leadership
and identify eight leadership capabilities. Policy entreprencurs must enact.’
these in their leadership roles (as champions and sponsors) to successfully ;
achieve their goals toward public problem solving. Drawing from structura- :
tion theory, the authors recognized that in shared power situations, out-
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comes are not achieved directly by leaders. That is, leaders do not “cause”
them, but instead, outcomes are produced when formal leaders work tl\fieh
other actorsl“to shape the ideas, rules, modes, media, and methods tht t
help determine outcomes.” Through their integrative leadership framew 2;:
.Cro.sl.ay and Bryson offer a view of “relationship” in leadership that is bgj;lf;
md.mdual and collective. This framework is illustrated using four successful
poisz chz}nge efforts around the unemployment of African-American ven
tir?e isolation of elderly adults, information barriers for governmental mien,
ning, z}nd urban traffic congestion. P
Whlle the first two chapters in this section rely on sociclogical and publi
policy frameworks, the next four are anchored within the psycholo : : 1:12
management literatures. The reflections of the study of leadershi alfcf c;xnf
from p}tblu: to private contexts. These chapters explore what itp meanss }tt
try to incorporate a relational perspective of leadership into an existi .
research. agenda that highlighis leaderfollower exchanges within the maflg
stream hseraFure. They all share a firm commitment to a postpositivist o
f;earch paradlgxn; they differ in the emphasis given to particular ¢ o
in making their research more relational. omes
. In Chapter 11, Extending Relational Leadership Theory: The Role of A
tive Processes in Shaping Leader-Follower Relationships, Neal M. Ashkanas I\JI?;ME~
Paulﬁen, anq Eugene Y.J. Tee integrate the latest developments iny’LNf)I{
an‘d in emotions research to emphasize the affective dimension of leade
ship. They push the relational envelope by suggesting that relational ar:
i?rgaches to ieac‘ie‘rship must conceptualize leadership processes more hg—
zst‘lcaiiy, recognizing that organizational phenomena are produced b
of intrapersonal and interpersonal exchanges. T
A§hkanasy et al. offer “a multi-level conceptualization of relational lead
ership processes that incorporates the influence of followers and affecti :
[S)roctesses as key determinants of the leaderfollower relationship qua(i:i o
ep:;:ﬁcally, they examine affective exchanges between leaders and fOH;yV;F—
; ased on processes of emotional contagion, and argue for the relevance
of evaluating their impact on effectiveness. To address this research pro-
gram, they advocate for combined orientations and triangulated methods.

. They also promote multilevel quantitative methods, with a shift from a dy-

- adic to a team contex
: text, to explore how context impacts behavio th
- varjous levels. ' tmpacts behavior at the

In Chapter 12, Relational Leadership: Creating Effective Leadership with Di-

7
o ﬁ::i g;?z;dlgy;n;{“.rolﬁe.rmaﬁn describes'her efforts to shift from a “relation-
in ervsedemegra (;1 ;tiona fxpgroach in a research project on leadership
v 0B (1):;_ ne (i_rganll'zat.lonal contexts. Offerman expands upon
s o Hotons of ationality in postpositive research by introducing “is-
ing the ; g" more typical f)f constructionist approaches. Problematiz-
; quality of the leadership relationship in contexts where followers
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are demographically different, she links constructs like social categoriza-
tion from relational demography theory to constructionist assumptions of
leadership to argue that leadership emerges from shared agreements, and
therefore a key leadership function is that of managing meaning.
Offerman identifies «pelational best practices” in leading diversity and
characteristics of highly successful diversity leaders. She discusses her find-
ing that one’s mother tongue poses a “potential relational leadership ob-
stacle” in diverse contests, acting as a barrier for “creating 2 shared leader
ship process.” She also reflects on the decision Lo use mixed methods, first
{o test the hypotheses, and second, to bring in the voices of diverse actors.
In Chapter 13, Political Skill, Relational Control, and the Self in Relational
Leadership Processes, Darren C. Treadway, Jacob W. Breland, Laura A. Wil-
liams, Jun Yang, and Lisa Williams set out to expand the relational leader-
ship theory framework by exploring how political communication process-
es impact the quality of the leadership relationship. Their comprehensive
model of relational leadership integrates the concepts of influence and
control to highlight political activity and behavior (such as impression man-
agement, influence tactics, and self-presentation) as a dynamic reciprocal
process that constitutes the relational context, where “abilities and motiva-
tions of both the actor and the target” help to define the actual leadership

relationship. The authors expand our views of relationality by introducing -

the idea of self as “a socially constructed relational entity.”
Treadway et al. explore the role of political communication processes as
relational mechanisms that moderate the leadership process, and influence

the emergence and quality of the leadership relationship via individual per- :
ceptions and interpretations of self (by both leaders and foliowers). This
attention to the emergence of self-concept within dyadic interactions high-
lights the role of political skillfulness of subordinates on relational control,
in contrast 1o leadercentered models that highlight leaders’ actions and’
motivations. To test their model, the authors propose methodologies that.”

address network embeddedness, temporal considerations, and multileve

issues, including social network analysis, longitudinal designs, hierarchical ©

linear modeling, and linear growth modeling.

In Chapter 14, Shared Leadership 2.0: A Glimpse into the State of the Field
Christina L. Wassenaar and Craig L. Pearce argue that insights from empirk
cal research on shared Jeadership can shed light on relational leadership:
theory, given that they “occupy a similar conceptual space.” They enumer:,

ate myriad antecedents and outcomes of shared leadership as documen

ed in literature, reporting recent qualitative and quantitative studies, an

drawing from a variety of organizational and cultural contexts. Among the.
proad range of antecedents mentioned are followerrelated factors like’
trust in the hierarchical leader, interventions such as team training and

coaching, processes {e.g. communication), and conditions {e.g., relatio
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i};g)nizgiev}i)tg;)l. C?utc;)mes include changes in attitudes (e.g., satisfaction)
. s avior {e.g., constructive i i em .
tiveness, and company performancel. ¢ interaction sule), employec effec
JOhI:txzit ;1; tll:e t?ook conchudes with a dialogue between Gail Fairhurst and
John Anior nz; el,s in kiﬁlhapter 15,.A Research Agenda for Relational Leadership
o of the b gkts ; ; c?n;elrsauon triggered by reading the chaptersin thi;
' . This is followed by Part I, which i
ancIi rtgl}::cnons about the entire set of contrii;:ti(;fls recouds the diogues
n Chapter 16, On Entitative and Relation scou
' In Ent al Discourses, Dian Mari -
H;li afnd BoashSh'am.zr 1fnuate their dialogue with a letter by Hxisskiar: . i:;OSk
ies c::::ie:,i zh e invitation to Shamir within a relational discooursc@:‘g éhariii
indlz v da request to ta.ke a step back so he can develop his ideas in an
mmg J;:nt. ocument, which is the content of Chapter 17, Leadership R
search orB ost-é‘eadm:shzj) Research? Advancing Leadership Theory versus Tfm "
fofpi;o gf&l?a C;isu;f;;)hefath ;Vater. In Chapter 18, Exploring the Prospe;f;
. ' ectives, the two come together again, al it}
z?x:};)ersi; to :r(l_gagle ;ln a spirited dialogue that draws fro:gn Pejzrtsolniwgildtilli
ook (including the ideas developed in C 7
o . loped in hapters 16 and 17).
W ;Oi;)ur;iliuge in Chz?pter 1?, Paradigm Interplay in Relational Leaa)!ership' A
, by returning again to the issues raised in this introduction a;rad

- elaborated i i
d in the book. We draw the issues out by attempting ourselves to

e . o :
(;gitlg)e 1;; p{;;lr::iﬁn z:lfe;play, using the guidelines faid out by Romani et al.
- o ohis cha si nt, he que content from the authors as the “empirical
material,” o pre t ree.mterplays that emanated from the multi-par-
g iscussion of relational leadership: leadership is c0~c0nstru(:}t)ed
]

] if;;i;f?ﬁ}; Oli a ;(ziimon‘al process, and leadership can and should be devel-
e and di%er eese mterpis.tys, we were able to analyze areas of conver-
i Wewere atsgor;(l:s, revealing new insights regarding relational leader
. Ve we > able to engage in the tensions, rather than get bogged
o y them, to identify a way forward for relational leadership reseafgch

CLOSING REMARKS

is book i
is a product of our strong and passionate beliefs that leadership

research can i
e O Ontl)est a(ffvafxce tl'qrough miulti-paradigmatic conversation. We
Are ; y ones with this belief. Like us, many scholars, independent

the sta ingi
nce they hold, are becoming increasingly dissatisfied with existing

approache izi i
.thgm'shar es :;rtheonzmg, researching and practicing leadership. Many of
c! concern that both entity and constructionist scholars n};ed

take mor i i
Thi com(j seriously issues of relationality in leadership research
ergence of interest around relational 1eadership—deépite the

existing diver i A
: € i
gence 1n perspectives on leadership between entity and con
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structionist scholars—offers a rare opportunity to advance 2 needed con-
versation in the field. An important St€p toward engagement in productive
dialogue and mutual learning consists of making visible the ontological,
epistemological, and methodological scaffolding of both perspectives on
leadership. We lay the ground for this work in Chapter 1, and the contribu-
tors of the book continue to deepen it in the chapters that follow.

With this book, we invite the leadership studies community to think
about how we might do our research differently if we see the value of mul-
tiple stances and embrace epistemological and methodological pluralism
for the field. Our motivation is to create the “thinking space” 0 which
Hosking {Chapter 18) refers. Uhl-Bien (2006) proposed Relational Lead-
ership Theory (RLT) as such a space, where scholars can think and tatk
about questions around relationality in leadership research. At the time,
she believed it would lead to integration. As it turns out, in the develop-
ment of this book, we now envision this as multi-paradigmatic theorizing,
which requires paradigm interplay.

We see the goal of paradigm interplay as learning to share the assump-
tions, designs, and insights of multiple perspectives without trying to elimi-
nate what makes each unique. It is in creating the conditions for interplay
among multiple perspectives where the greatest potential lies for moving
the field forward. We hope you will join the conversation.
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