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Abstract

Purpose – Although communal forms of leadership are being called for to provide contemporary
organizations with more responsive leadership platforms, the paper can find no compelling
description as to how such leadership might develop in a world of hierarchy. The purpose of this paper
is to fill this void.
Design/methodology/approach – Attempting to comprehend the sharing of leadership will require
contemplation of unconventional approaches in opposition to the dominant logic associated with
conventional organizational leadership. One current example of such unorthodox deliberation is the
emerging awareness of the Grateful Dead’s influence on business management and leadership.
Accordingly, the paper examined and interpreted the experiences and expressed beliefs of Jerry Garcia
of the Grateful Dead to offer a conceptualization of how shared leadership could emerge in traditional
organizational settings.
Findings – The analysis indicates that Jerry Garcia exhibited aspects of transformational leadership,
servant leadership, and authentic leadership that allowed him to influence the environment needed for
the emergence of shared leadership.
Research limitations/implications – As a single case study, the primary limitation is one of
generalizability. The paper accepts the trade-off, however, due to the significant conceptual insights
available with a case methodology.
Practical implications – Without greater understanding of how shared leadership might unfold
practitioners will assume the construct of shared leadership is laudable but naı̈ve. The paper must
begin developing plausible conceptualizations if the notion of sharing leadership is to be taken more
seriously in organizations.
Originality/value – The paper offers a counterintuitive, counterculture conceptualization of how
shared leadership could emerge and flourish in traditional hierarchical settings.
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This report shows how we really work. We do business the way artists do business. The
reason there is a Grateful Dead Productions is because the State of California requires that we
identify ourselves as a business. [y]

Grateful Dead Productions, Inc. is a legal fiction, not a working reality. It doesn’t represent our
real work. Just because we have an office doesn’t mean we have to feel we have to be office
workers, nor identify ourselves as a Corporation because we have a corporation.

The reason for the attempt to describe ourselves is to free all the people in our organization
from having to feel defined by what is actually an externally dictated fiction of convenience.
[y] ( Jerry Garcia).
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The verbiage above is taken from a June 12, 1981 report recounting the operations of
one of the most profitable bands of all time, the Grateful Dead. Though readers may
primarily think of the Grateful Dead, including the group’s lead guitarist Jerry Garcia,
as musicians symbolizing the counterculture of the 1960s, their impact on business and
management may ultimately become one of the more significant aspects of their legacy
(Green, 2010). In support, Goodwin (2010, p. 47) asserted that “the hairiest hippie band
of all time” were the “inspiration for Apple, Yahoo!, Google and the digital future.”
Moreover, their unique form of shared leadership may provide a valuable source of
learning for contemporary organizational leaders.

Specifically, Garcia, who was more than reluctant to label himself a leader, exhibited
consistent behaviors and expressed unconventional beliefs that speak volumes as to
his behavioral integrity (see Simons, 1999) and remarkable influence. Our examination
of his words and deeds revealed a portrait of an unorthodox leader who was masterful
at transcending the power of hierarchy, sharing leadership, generating trust, and
creating a sense of unity and cooperation amongst his peers and the broader community
of his diverse followers.

This portrayal is opportune as the current literature is replete with calls for more
communal forms of leadership (e.g. Pearce et al., 2009). Numerous articles have celebrated
the advantages thought to be attributable to distributing leadership (see Kocolowski,
2010). Regrettably, successful implementation of these idealistic conceptualizations of
shared leadership in business organizations has largely failed to materialize (Crevani
et al., 2007). Without greater understanding of how shared leadership could legitimately
emerge and thrive in a world of hierarchy, practitioners will continue to assume the intent
is laudable yet rather naı̈ve (Locke, 2003). As a result, Carson et al. (2007) proposed that
researchers should focus their attention on factors that might engender an organizational
climate that is more conducive to the sharing of leadership.

In addition, scholars have called for richer conceptualizations of less hierarchical
leadership processes (Werhane, 2007), more consideration of unconventional groups
and leaders (Peiro and Melia, 2003), and counterculture approaches (i.e. in opposition to
the dominate logic) to get past the “worn-out mindsets” engrained in the traditional
view of organizational leadership (Ghoshal, 2005, as cited in Werhane, 2007, p. 427). In
response to these calls, our focus on Jerry Garcia as an original, counterculture figure
that actually enabled shared leadership is warranted.

In this study, we address these proposals by examining Garcia’s unique leadership
role in the Grateful Dead and his facilitation of shared leadership. First, we review the
literature related to shared leadership and hierarchy. Second, we compare Garcia’s
leadership to existing leadership models to discern how he overcame hierarchy and
influenced the consciousness of community that collective forms of leadership require.
Finally, we reflect upon his experiences and expressed beliefs to offer a counterintuitive,
counterculture conceptualization of the conditions under which shared leadership could
emerge in traditional organizational settings.

Shared leadership and organizational hierarchy
We must first note that the idea of shared leadership is not new (O’Toole et al., 2002). For
example, Sally (2002) described the sharing of leadership in ancient Roman political
society. Also, we would be remiss without recognizing the extensive discussions
concerning shared leadership in the writings of Mary Parker Follett (1924). In addition,
although nearly forgotten today, the vision of sharing leadership was described in the
works of the sociologist Talcott Parsons in the 1950s (Heckscher, 2008).
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Although support for shared leadership has been largely anecdotal, advocates have
extolled the benefits of the approach. In their view, a shared leadership framework
should contribute to superior decision making (O’Toole et al., 2002), particularly in
complex situations (Palus et al., 2003), reduced stress for individual leaders (Pearce,
2007), greater synergy (Lee-Davies et al., 2007), enhanced creativity (Hooker and
Csikszentmihalyi, 2003), and improved team success (Hiller et al., 2006). Nonetheless,
the reality is that most real-world organizations are led by individuals who seldom
share leadership and prefer to retain power in a hierarchical fashion (Crevani et al.,
2007). Moreover, a recent review of leadership articles in top-tier academic journals
determined that 85 percent assumed a traditional, hierarchical leadership configuration
(Ancona and Backman, 2010).

While scholars have called for more specific definitions of shared leadership,
our understanding of the construct is still in its “infancy” (Kocolowski, 2010, p. 27).
One reason is simply delineation of the concept (Carson et al., 2007) and the vernacular
describing it (Pearce et al., 2008). It is common to encounter the terms shared leadership
(e.g. Pearce and Conger, 2003), distributed leadership (e.g. Gronn, 2002), collaborative
leadership (e.g. Ansell and Gash, 2008), collective leadership (e.g. Crevani et al., 2007),
and liberating leadership (e.g Getz, 2009) used more or less interchangeably but with
varied meanings (Avolio et al., 2009).

To reconcile these different yet overlapping concepts, Pearce and Conger (2003, p. 1)
purposely defined shared leadership broadly as “a dynamic, interactive influence
process among individuals in groups for which the objective is to lead one another
to the achievement of group or organizational goals or both.” Although this definition
is general, it conveys our grasp of the concept and we will adopt it within our
examination and subsequent conceptualization.

A specific issue that should be addressed is the fact that some proponents (not all –
see Pearce et al., 2008) have described shared leadership as in large measure removed
from a hierarchical framework. The rationale of those advocating this perspective
is that hierarchical leadership is a downward process (Crevani et al., 2007) that is
generally authoritarian (Sirman, 2008) in nature. We argue that this is a misguided
perspective that leads many, most notably practitioners, to assume shared leadership
initiatives are not viable (Locke, 2003; Oman, 2005).

We think this dilemma of the expressly dimensional representation of hierarchical
leadership could be mitigated with a better representation of the spectrum of leader
power that could be conceptualized to vary from stringent, even autocratic, positional
authority to truly shared leadership. Clearly, all forms of hierarchical leadership are not
alike and it would be constructive if researchers acknowledged precisely their intent
within the hierarchical label. Such a categorical view of hierarchy omits important
information that is relevant in the progression from hierarchical authority in its many
forms to shared leadership.

We see leader power ranging from formal hierarchical structures such as
positional authority (Kohn and Schooler, 1983) and dispersed expertise (Jelinek and
Schoonhoven, 1983) to facilitative leadership (Maccoby, 1996), to informal hierarchical
forms (see Magee and Galinsky, 2008) like empowered teams (Pearce and Manz, 2005),
collaborative practice (Ansell and Gash, 2008), and self-leadership (Lovelace et al.,
2007) to, ultimately, shared leadership (Pearce and Conger, 2003). We are not,
however, advocating for a logical step-wise progression from formal hierarchy to
shared leadership along this continuum, as we view the emergence of such leadership
as much more complex than the degree of leader hierarchical power alone.
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Shared leadership is much more about the system (Pearce et al., 2008). As this is the case, we
take a process world view (see Thompson, 2011) with respect to the sharing of leadership.

In fact, we think the myopic focus on entity-based deductive strategies has hindered
conceptual development of such composite systems. We have “[y] fallen prey to our
deductive, empirical nature, attempting to break down the parts of a complex thriving
whole [y]” (Goeppinger, 2002, p. 77). Our favored modes of inquiry have focussed
on deductive reasoning where we slice up the whole and attempt to understand
the component parts. Often this approach is not only misleading but contradictory to
the natural flow of the complex interactional workings held by the systems within
which we function. We think this statement is especially applicable with the idea of
sharing leadership. Shared leadership can be “viewed as a property of the entire
system, as opposed to solely the property of individuals, effectiveness in leadership
becomes more of a product of the connections or relationships among the parts than
the result of any one part of the system [y]” (O’Connor and Quinn, 2004, p. 423).
In order for the notion of community to flourish, we must accept that it goes against
deductive reductionism. “There is really no need to rationalize the processes of
community and leadership, but there is a need to understand them. To accomplish this,
one needs only to observe, not break apart and measure” (Goeppinger, 2002, p. 82).
Therefore, we observed the beliefs, words, and actions of a leader who truly realized
this conceptualization of community and sharing leadership.

Jerry Garcia of the grateful dead
Rowley (2002) argued that single case studies are appropriate when the case is unique or
has something special to reveal. We think Garcia meets both criteria. We find him
a valuable example because his case is likely to contribute to: richer conceptualizations
of less hierarchical processes (Werhane, 2007), better understanding of the emerging
thoughts of the Dead’s influence on management (Green, 2010), heightened awareness for
the need to reflect on unconventional groups to better understand current organizational
issues (Peiro and Melia, 2003), and the acceptance of counterculture approaches as a
means to move beyond the traditional thinking that dominates our conceptualizations
of hierarchical leadership (Ghoshal, 2005). Moreover, Garcia’s leadership actually
overcame the power of hierarchy and promoted the sense of community needed for
shared leadership to develop. For 30 years he influenced not only his band mates but
also tens of thousands of fans (referred to as the Deadheads). From 1965 to 1995
the business of the Grateful Dead grew in size to 70 full-time employees and tens of
millions of dollars in annual revenue even though they had only one top ten single in
their long career. The Grateful Dead were a touring band that played roughly 75 concerts
each year driven in large part by Garcia’s passion for playing before live audiences
(Barnes, 2004).

Jerry Garcia formed the nucleus of the Grateful Dead in the early 1960s
first in Mother McCree’s Uptown Jug Champions with Bob Weir, Bill Kreutzmann, and
Ron McKernan. Garcia led the shift to rock and roll in 1965 when they added
bass player Phil Lesh and took the name the Grateful Dead (Jackson, 1999). They began
playing in a pizza parlor in Palo Alto, California for $50 a night, and by 1973
they played to the largest crowd in US history (estimated at 600,000 – nearly twice as
large as the crowd at Woodstock in 1969) at Watkins Glen, New York. In 1991 total
attendance at their concerts was 1.8 million with a 99.4 percent occupancy rate.
Demand for tickets was always strong, and sales reached $52.5 million in 1994, the
band’s last full year of touring.
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From the very beginning of the band, however, Garcia expressed his reluctance to
the idea that he alone was the leader. For example, in a 1972 interview and book, Garcia
said (Garcia et al., 1972, p. 76):

The way it works is it doesn’t depend on a leader, and I’m not the leader of the Grateful Dead
or anything like that, there isn’t any [y] leader. I don’t think you need it anymore [in the
band] because everybody is the leader.

In 1988 when asked to what extent he was the leader of the Grateful Dead, Garcia
replied, “Not to any great extent, but the guys in the band all trust me” (Sievert, 1993,
p. 88). Noticeably, his statements expressed his belief that leadership was shared and
that a hallmark of their relationships was trust. He also demonstrated humility.

Although Garcia resisted the label of leader, others around him believed differently.
Bass player Phil Lesh said that, “Jerry was definitely emerging as the undeclared
leader. As much as we all loved playing with one another, everyone’s primary musical
bond was with Jerry” (Lesh, 2005, p. 135). Sue Swanson, one of the earliest Grateful
Dead fans said, “It was always Jerry’s band” (Jackson, 1999, p. 111). Another insider,
Emily Craig, had much the same view saying, “Jerry’s vote was greater than the sum of
everybody else’s” (Jackson, 1999, p. 274). In addition, Dennis McNally (2002, p. 55), the
band’s publicist offered that he led “subtly and by example.” In any event, it is clear
that Garcia was attributed positional authority by those around him.

Garcia’s influence on the business of the Grateful Dead was enormous, and Robert
Hunter, Garcia’s lyricist and close friend, once said “the shape of the Grateful Dead
reflects the shape of Jerry Garcia’s mind” (McNally, 2002, p. 55). It was Garcia who
brought in Keith Godchaux on keyboards when original keyboard player,
Ron McKernan, became ill in 1971. It was Garcia who supported the creation of the
Dead’s own record label in 1973. It was Garcia who directed and edited the film The
Grateful Dead Movie in 1974-1976. It was Garcia who recommended keyboard player
Brent Mydland when Godchaux left the band in 1979 (Lesh, 2005). Furthermore,
Garcia’s influence extended well beyond his band mates.

Garcia was also the driving force behind fan taping of the band’s live performances
much as he himself had done in the late 1950s when he followed and recorded
bluegrass star Bill Munroe (Jackson, 1999). It was his position that, “When we’re
finished playing it, they can have it” (Barnes, 2004, p. 294). Allowing fans to tape
Grateful Dead performances may have been “the best decision we never made”
according to Phil Lesh (2005, p. 192). Although counterintuitive, rather than reduce
record sales as feared by their record company, the tapes of their live performances
were widely traded among fans (long before MP3) and led to a nearly insatiable
demand for tickets to their concerts for the rest of their career.

The audience for the Grateful Dead became a unique phenomenon in popular music,
and much has been written about them in both the popular press and academic
publications (Adams and Sardiello, 2000; Barnes, 2004; Rifkin and Hill, 1999). For them
there was a passion for the music that grew throughout the band’s history and even
after their demise. By the mid-1990s the band’s fan database included as many as
140,000 names. If leadership is transforming others to seek a common goal, then Garcia
was clearly a leader to the fans who sought to share the music.

Part of the Deadheads’ strong connection to Garcia was due to the understanding
by all parties that the audience was part of both the music and the band. They had
a shared vision and, in essence, they were parts of one system. Garcia “[y] always
considered the audience an integral part of the band, recognizing that one
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could not exist without the other” (Sievert, 1993, p. 88). Bassist Phil Lesh (2005,
p. 265) offered:

It’s hard to overemphasize the importance of the Deadheads, not just to the band’s career,
but also to the core values that made the music so unique. If the band onstage was a
microcosm, the audience, and by extension the larger Deadhead community, could be
considered a macrocosm.

Upon his death, singer Maria Muldaur (Jackson, 1999, p. 456) summed up Garcia’s
influence:

He had a flock. He didn’t choose it. He didn’t say ‘I want to be a big icon and guru’ to what is
now several generations. But I think it was because in his own unassuming way he made
himself completely an instrument of higher good energy, which is the real reason people need
music so much.

Just as he resisted being labeled the single leader of the band, Garcia also seemed
concerned about his influence on the Deadheads. He explained (Vaughn, 1987, p. 84):

I’ve made a real effort, so far anyway, to tell people that I’m not leading anybody anywhere.
I’m extremely paranoid. If you look at where we’re going, it has all the elements of the most
extreme fascism. So that scares me a lot. I worry about it. That’s not what we’re about. It’s not
what that power is about. It’s not about directing it somewhere. And it’s certainly not up to me
to decide what it’s for or what it even is or even if it exists. But if people find something to
believe in, in the midst of all that stuff, it’s OK with me. It’s just that I think there are better
places to look than in other human beings. Would you like to have the responsibility of
leading thousands of people off into some oblivion somewhere? If you thought that you were
capable of it, you would automatically be the wrong person. So I’m disqualifying myself early.
Whatever it is that the Grateful Dead does, it’s not me doing it.

His concern with misleading Deadheads continued and in a 1992 interview
(Meier, 1992, p. 57) he responded to a question about offering a political message to
the crowd by saying:

The power is frightening. If I’m going to be onstage I’m not going to say anything to anybody
or address the crowd, because it doesn’t matter what you say, sometimes just the sound of
your voice might inadvertently set somebody off.

Thus, much like his unwillingness to be the sole leader of the band, Garcia was equally
sensitive to his power with the Deadheads. Reluctant or not, however, Garcia was the
leader of the Grateful Dead and the Deadheads, certainly at the beginning, and held
significant hierarchical sway. Yet he managed not to exploit the power of hierarchy and
created a sense of community where leadership could be more broadly distributed.
This is remarkable as “power is the currency of leadership” and “power-addiction”
is commonplace with leaders holding such staggering influence (Weidner and Purohit,
2009, p. 83). The question remains then as to how he achieved such a consistent,
communal, relationally based form of guidance.

Palus et al. (2003, pp. 28-29) surmised that “the ability to consistently apply
a relational understanding of leadership might be associated with postformal stages
of meaning-making such as Kegan (1994) described as interindividual [y].”
Unfortunately, most organizational leaders, particularly those at more functional
levels, operate at prior stages (Fisher et al., 2000). In addition, Peiro and Melia (2003)
called for more consideration of unusual leaders outside of typical organizations to
enhance our conception of sharing power, a notion that flies in the face of
organizational hierarchy. Accordingly, we describe Garcia’s leader behaviors and
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beliefs and examine them in the context of contemporary theories of leadership to
determine how this transcendent leader (see Crossan and Mazutis, 2008) overcame the
power of hierarchy and established such a robust sense of community and trust with
followers and fellow leaders alike.

The leadership of Jerry Garcia
We began our examination of Garcia with Palus et al.’s (2003) proposition that the
capacity to maintain a relational understanding of leadership is likely related to more
complex modes of understanding. A higher stage of development allows for greater
freedom for self and relational interpretation (Kegan, 1994). Consistent with these
constructive developmental assumptions, Kuhnert and Lewis (1987) offered that the
perceptual structures of transformational leaders were different from lower level
transactional leaders and that only at higher stages could leaders truly consider the
interests of others, as personal goals were transcended by a focus on interpersonal
relations. Thus, transformational leaders can alter the goals of those around them
allowing their influence to filter throughout the organization (Bass et al., 1987). Based
upon these studies and the reality of Garcia as such a transformative figure, Garcia’s
followers would undoubtedly label him as a transformational leader that fostered
a web of co-developmental relationships with them (see McCauley et al., 2006).

Garcia as a transformational leader
Building on earlier work by Burns (1978), Bass (1985), and colleagues developed their
theory of transformational leadership to explain how some leaders are able to inspire
followers to perform beyond expectations (Bass and Avolio, 1990). They suggested that
earlier leadership theories concentrated on a simple exchange relationship with
followers. Transformational leaders, on the other hand, are change agents who are
willing to alter their own behaviors when it is ineffective in order to move followers to
create new methods for achieving goals. Bass and Avolio (1990) asserted that
transformational leaders are likely to be viewed as charismatic by followers, creating
remarkable referent power, in large measure due to extraordinary trust.

Yukl (2006) explained that because of the trust created, transformational leaders
appeal to high-order needs and inspire followers to move beyond their self-interests for
the good of the organization. Transformational leader behaviors are generally thought
to be idealized influence which is often related to charisma, individualized consideration
which provides a supportive climate, inspirational motivation which creates high
expectations and enhanced team spirit, and intellectual stimulation which generates
creativity. These transformational leaders encourage higher levels of effort, effectiveness,
and satisfaction among followers who are then “more capable of leading themselves, taking
responsibility for their own actions, and gaining rewards through self-reinforcement” (Bass
and Avolio, 1990, p. 244).

In the community of Garcia, the Dead, and the Deadheads, all members were
concerned with the idea of transformation. In a 1991 interview (Henke, 1991, p. 37),
Garcia explained:

When we get onstage [y] we want to be transformed from ordinary players to extraordinary
ones, like forces of a larger consciousness. And the audience wants to be transformed
from whatever ordinary reality they may be in to something a little wider, something that
enlarges them.

By combining this quote with earlier comments on the audience being an integral part
of the band, it becomes easy to see that Garcia’s leadership moved beyond a simple
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transaction of exchanging tickets for a performance to an effort to transform their
entire community through the process of reciprocal co-development (Valcea et al.,
2011). In this process, Garcia acted as the prime catalyst with great charisma (idealized
influence), considering the needs of those around him (individual consideration),
through inspiring words and deeds (inspirational motivation), while stimulating others
to offer new ways of looking at previous issues (intellectual stimulation). He consistently
exhibited the behaviors associated with transformational leadership. The exceptional
levels of trust which he generated, and the ethically based empathy shown to accomplish
transformation of the community as a whole, however, point to his qualities as a servant
leader as well.

Garcia as a servant leader
Like the theory of transformational leadership, the theory of servant leadership also
emerged from the charismatic leadership genre as a distinct theory yet with some
conceptual similarities (Graham, 1991). This is not unexpected as transformational
leaders are thought to operate out of personal value systems that align comfortably
with the servant leader paradigm.

Graham (1991), however, argued that servant leadership is distinct in that it posits the
leader must become responsible for more than mere accomplishment of organizational
goals. Specifically, the servant leader conceptualization gives directionality to the moral
facet. According to Graham (1991, p. 110), “there is nothing in [y] transformational
leadership [y] that says leaders should serve followers for the good of the followers [y]
the primary allegiance of transformational leaders is clearly to the organization [y].”

Greenleaf (1977) proposed that servant leaders emphasize collaboration, trust,
empathy, and the ethical use of power. He contended that such leaders consciously
decide to lead in order to better serve others rather than to increase their own power.
Servant leaders aim to enhance the growth of the individuals in the organization
through teamwork and personal involvement through listening, empathy, healing,
awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, foresight, stewardship, commitment to the
growth of others, and building community. More recently others (Laub, 1999; Spears,
1998) have refined these elements to six distinct components. Specifically, servant
leaders value people, develop people, build a community, display authenticity, provide
leadership, and share leadership.

Although Garcia seemed to have consciously chosen not to be labeled a leader, many
if not all of Greenleaf’s servant leader characteristics can be applied to him. Listening,
empathy, awareness, foresight, and building community contributed to the symbiotic
relationship between the band and the audience. Reflecting on the earlier comments
and quotes about Garcia’s leadership, we can see his stewardship, interest in building
community, and concern for the ethical use and sharing of power. As another example,
Garcia said in 1992 (Meier, 1992, p. 57):

Is it fair to charge people $25 a ticket to go into an enormous stadium and see people on the
stage this big? ( Jerry holds his thumb and forefinger a half of an inch apart.) I don’t think it is,
unless you’re able to create a good enough sound and a large enough image to play to the
worst seat in the house.

Garcia and the Dead were also focussed on seeking constructive co-developmental
synergy which the Deadheads called the X-factor where, when things went “just right”
at a Dead concert, there was a remarkable synergy between the band members as they
played, and between the audience as well, that created a feeling of joy and ecstasy
(Barnes, 2004). We think this reflected his belief in healing and the growth of others.
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Expressed in the 1967 CBS television program, “The Hippie Temptation,” he offered
( Jackson, 1999, p. 120):

We would all like to be able to live an uncluttered life; a simple life, a good life, and think
about moving the whole human race ahead a step [y]. We want people to feel a little better
[y]. The music that we make is an act of love, an act of joy.

Considering these quotes and observations, it takes no conceptual leap to see that
Garcia’s servant leadership clearly valued people and focussed on building community
with great sincerity. Therefore, we argue that his leadership should be examined in
terms of the current conceptualization of authentic leadership.

Garcia as an authentic leader
Just as there is a conceptual relationship between transformational leadership
and servant leadership, the same is true for the relationship of these concepts
with authentic leadership (Avolio and Gardner, 2005). Again, this should come as no
surprise as authentic leadership proponents also speak to the moral dimension in the
operational definition of authenticity (see Walumbwa et al., 2008).

In fact, although others have called for more of an ethically neutral basis for
authentic leadership (e.g. Shamir and Eilam, 2005), Gardner et al. (2005, pp. 395-396)
invoked the words of Burns (1978) when defending their characterization:

[y] we have specifically taken the stand that authentic leaders [y] are of high moral
character [y] which is a prerequisite for such leadership, in the same way that Burns (1978)
defined transforming leaders as being of high moral character [y].

Because of this intersecting moral dimension, it has been suggested that authentic
leadership is describing what Bass and Steidlmeier (1999) referred to as authentic
transformational leadership. Conversely, authentic leadership supporters rightly
maintain that, “Although authentic leadership is closely related to the four behavioral
aspects of transformational leadership [y] the proposed dimensions of authentic
leadership are not explicitly encompassed by transformational leadership”
(Walumbwa et al., 2008, p. 104).

For example, Walumbwa et al. (2008) suggested that self-awareness, a key
element in authentic leadership, is not represented in transformational leadership.
Also, even though authentic leaders build solid relationships, they may not necessarily
be perceived as charismatic (Avolio and Gardner, 2005). Further, whereas Bass and
Steidlmeier (1999) admitted that transformational leaders may sometimes manipulate
followers for the common good, authentic leaders are thought to have no such
inclination because their values have become indistinguishable from their individual
self-concepts (Walumbwa et al., 2008).

By building networks of collaborative relationships with followers, authentic
leaders lead in a way that followers perceive as genuine (Avolio et al., 2009). Authentic
leaders are true to self and their exhibited behavior positively transforms or develops
associates into leaders themselves. Avolio and Gardner (2005, p. 321) declared that
authentic leaders “lead from their own personal point of view [y] based on their
personal values and convictions.”

The components of authentic leadership are (Walumbwa et al., 2008): self-
awareness, balanced processing, relational transparency, and an internalized moral
perspective. Self-awareness is the recognition of one’s affect on others; relational
transparency is the presentation of one’s authentic self to others as opposed to a fake
image; balanced processing is the objective analysis of all relevant data before making
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a decision; and internalized moral perspective is guidance by internal moral standards
and values rather than external pressures (Avolio and Gardner, 2005). Authentic
leaders are guided by a set of values that are oriented toward doing what’s right and
fair for all stakeholders (Luthans and Avolio, 2003).

Once again, demonstrating Garcia’s authenticity as a leader is not a daunting task.
The numerous quotes already presented showing his real concern for the influence he
held over others indicate a strong degree of self-awareness. He certainly went out of his
way to present a true picture of himself to others (relational transparency). His ability
to consider multiple perspectives (balanced processing) allowed him to rightly gauge
the implications from unconventional actions (e.g. taping of live performances). Lastly,
whether one agrees or not with Garcia’s notions of morality, there is absolutely no
doubt that he was guided by his own internal moral standards (internalized moral
perspective), doing what he thought was in the best interest for all in the community,
and doing so no matter what the consequences to him or even the demands from
society. A review of his leadership places him squarely within the description of
an authentic leader. Moreover, we submit that the combination of his authentic,
transformational, and servant leadership might explain how he created the context
needed to shift the dominance of hierarchical forces towards community and trust so
that shared leadership could emerge.

Understanding the emergence of shared leadership
The goal of establishing and sustaining shared leadership in business organizations has
not materialized (Crevani et al., 2007), primarily because we do not grasp the means of
restraining the power of hierarchy. As this is a commonly shared view, some find the idea
of shared leadership impractical (Oman, 2005) or, practical only with certain tasks
(Pearce and Manz, 2005), situations (Pearce et al., 2009), or professions (Adler et al., 2008).

We argue, however, that there are significant benefits to broadly shared leadership
in terms of giving an organization “a more flexible, dynamic, robust and responsive
leadership platform” (Pearce et al., 2009, p. 237). Yet, we are still searching for greater
specificity in how it might be accomplished, particularly at more functional levels
where “managerialism and performativity” tend to rule (Zepke, 2007, p. 311). To that
end, based upon our examination of Garcia’s leadership and the literature, we reason
we can offer a general conceptualization of the emergence of shared leadership from
formal, hierarchical positional authority.

We begin with the notion that shared leadership must in some way work in
conjunction with hierarchical leadership if we are ever to see it take hold in
organizations in any meaningful way. This assumption of hierarchical embeddedness
is made because those in positions of organizational authority demand it (Locke, 2003).
In the real world, where incentives to share are weak and resources are unevenly
distributed, specific vertical leadership intervention is often necessary (Ansell and
Gash, 2008). In addition, attempts to simply evade hierarchy inevitably result in that
hierarchy relentlessly rising to meet the challenge to its existence (Leavitt, 2005), as
“power hierarchies tend to be self-reinforcing” (Magee and Galinsky, 2008, p. 351).

Furthermore, we agree with Pearce and Conger (2003) that influence within leader-
follower relationships moves laterally, as well as up and down hierarchical processes.
Although counterintuitive, hierarchical leadership plays a significant role in creating a
culture where shared leadership might develop and thrive (Pearce, 2004). In other
words, we think that the attempt to move beyond powerful, hierarchical leadership to
more communal forms will require powerful, hierarchical leaders. These must be
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leaders that followers trust, both individually and collectively trust (Lewis and Weigert,
1985), as a means of tolerating the environmental uncertainty that is engendered
from the shift to shared leadership (O’Toole et al., 2002). So, we are making the case
that power can motivate, and not only corrupt, depending on the exhibited and perceived
form of leadership.

We do understand this is a tall order as, “People in positions of power are able to set
agendas, norms for discussion, rules for behavior, and standards for thought and
opinion, all of which constrain the psychological freedom experienced by individuals
lower in the hierarchy and help maintain the current power hierarchy” (Magee and
Galinsky, 2008, p. 367). We realize that those with hierarchical power sometimes act in
self-serving ways (Georgesen and Harris, 1998) and even create less harmonious social
relations (Sampson, 1965).

Social psychologists, however, have asserted that positional power does not always
corrupt and that the effects depend upon the person, situation, and context (e.g.
Lammers et al., 2008). Indeed, Chen et al. (2001) explicitly argued for the importance of
examining power and its relationship to communal versus exchange relationships.
Specifically, communally oriented individuals (e.g. Garcia) are more likely to be
focussed on the needs of others, while those who are exchange-oriented focus on
making sure they get their fair share. Follett (1924) would label the communally
oriented as focussed on co-active power (power-with) and the exchange oriented as
focussed on coercive power (power-over). Thus, hierarchical power interacts with the
particular leader variables in play to enact the budding leadership environment. For
these reasons, we view hierarchical leadership not in opposition to shared leadership
but, rather, as a critical and indispensable precursor. That is, for truly shared
leadership to eventually emerge, we must begin with a differentiation between leader
and followers with respect to power.

Accepting this premise preeminently elevates the leadership behaviors of the
positional authority. This should not be surprising, as few would dispute “that leaders
exercise influence, taking actions that [y] shape the behavior of others” (Mumford
et al., 2000, p. 11). If that authority is focussed on exchange relationships and the
maintenance of control, traditional hierarchical leadership will be the result as the
context will continue to reinforce the hierarchy. Conversely, if the positional authority
consistently exhibits the leader behaviors needed to shift the organizational
environment towards community, shared leadership can become a reality. We argue
these elements of leadership are those revealed by Garcia.

As presented earlier, Jerry Garcia epitomized many aspects of authentic, servant,
and transformational leadership. Although authentic leaders need not be charismatic
(Avolio and Gardner, 2005), Garcia was charismatic, which reflects transformational
leadership. In addition, his servant character produced the socialized form of charisma
(see Choi, 2006). Even when exhibiting socialized charisma, though, transformational
leaders can be manipulative (Bass and Steidlmeier, 1999) but this is not the case with
servant leaders (Ehrhart, 2004). We think Garcia’s servant nature allowed for the
benefits of transformational leadership while eliminating the threat of exploitation.

In addition, Garcia’s self-awareness, a hallmark of authentic leadership outside of
transformational leadership (Walumbwa et al., 2008), was an important element of his
interactions with followers. Thus, authentic leadership components must be included
as well. Moreover, based upon his example, we think we can represent a feasible path
from an individual authentic, transformational leader with servant qualities to the
appearance of shared leadership.
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Overall, we think the facilitation of shared leadership demands an authentic,
transformational leader with servant qualities for many reasons. On the one hand, we
know that aspects of these three leadership forms overlap and each promotes trust and
“without trust there is no hope of developing shared leadership” (Pearce, 2004, p. 52).
On the other hand, Carson et al. (2007) declared that effective hierarchical leadership
was an important antecedent to shared leadership. They found that shared leadership
was facilitated by the development of an environment characterized by the elements of
shared purpose, social support, and voice.

Shared purpose exists when team members have similar understandings of their
team’s objectives and take steps to ensure a focus on collective goals. This is an
expected outcome of transformational leadership (idealized influence) particularly with
a transformational leader whose charisma is the socialized form. Socialized
charismatic relationships provide followers with a means of expressing their values
within a collective framework (Howell and Shamir, 2005) and are more focussed on
follower needs than the desires of the leader (Choi, 2006).

Social support exists when team members and leadership provide emotional
and psychological support to one another, where they feel their input is valued and
appreciated (Carson et al., 2007). It takes no theoretical bound to see the characteristics
of servant leadership here (e.g. commitment to the growth of people, building
community, valuing people, sharing leadership), as well as the transformational
behavior of individual consideration (Laub, 1999).

Voice does not have a common definition but Carson et al. (2007) described it as
connoting participation and input. We can see clearly the role of relational
transparency and balanced processing of authentic leadership in achieving voice, as
well as transformational leadership’s intellectual stimulation and servant leadership’s
listening as a way of valuing and building trust.

Beyond these elements, we think that transparency (Werhane, 2007) is a fourth
antecedent to creating an environment/context capable of producing shared leadership.
We view transparency as an environmental precursor to trust. Since shared leadership
is rooted in leadership as a social construct (Balkundi and Kilduff, 2006) and a
relational phenomenon (Carson et al., 2007) the relational transparency of authentic
leadership would be crucial.

Therefore, we propose that when an authentic, transformational leader with servant
qualities is placed in the hierarchical position of authority, shared purpose, social
support, voice, and transparency are all significant components of the overall
leadership context. This context creates the environment needed to shift the dominance
of hierarchy towards community. In making this claim, we borrow liberally from the
ideas of Adler (2001) and Ouchi (1980) to demonstrate this shifting from the dominance
of hierarchy and market towards the conception of community. While these authors
examined this shifting from the macro level, we find their general application equally
appropriate for the micro level of leadership.

Adler (2001, p. 215) described general organizational forms as hierarchy
(authority), market (price mechanism), and community (trust), although he
rightly asserted that real organizations typically “embody a mix of the three [y].”
He and others (e.g. Ouchi, 1980; Powell, 1990) have advocated for community
as a real alternative and have suggested that trust is the primary “coordinating
mechanism in the community form” (Adler, 2001, p. 217). Adler (2001) offered that the
objects of such trust could be in individuals, systems, or collectivities. Unfortunately,
the three-way tension between hierarchy, market forces, and community has radically
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slanted towards hierarchy and market over community in most organizations
(Adler, 2001).

We think that if we are to shift the supremacy away from hierarchical forces to some
degree at the group level, however, trust must first be directed around an individual
leader. We visualize this leader generating significant trust with followers by way
of the authentic, transformational, and servant leader behaviors described. This
enhanced level of trust, placed into a leadership context where shared purpose, social
support, voice, and transparency are consistently demonstrated, allows for community
to usurp some degree of the power associated with hierarchy. This transfer in
dominance away from hierarchy and towards community allows team members to
then begin building trust in the collectivity. As this is the case, we see trust as both an
antecedent and an outcome of the shift towards community.

We are not suggesting that the power associated with market and hierarchy goes
away, only that the power of community is enhanced to an extent that hierarchy and
market forces no longer completely govern the relationship. In fact, we do not want to
lose the value of hierarchy and market forces, as community must be balanced by
hierarchy to ensure stability and equity and balanced by market to ensure flexibility
and adaptability (Adler, 2001). Without these forces, a prevailing community might
become too inward looking. We think this rebalancing moves the potentiality of shared
leadership into reality. This is vital since the accumulation of social capital can be
mitigated or exacerbated by hierarchy and market forces (Adler and Kwon, 2002).

As the focus moves toward community, trust is building in the collectivity. This
focal shift is important because trust leads to mounting social capital which in turn
leads to norms of reciprocity and increased solidarity (Adler and Kwon, 2002). This
occurs as the leader begins to discount rank, encourages collective knowledge creation,
and dissemination, and focusses on collaboration as a strategy (Ireland and Hitt, 2005).
Eventually, the initial positional authority can evolve to a significant degree into the
communal leadership process, further strengthening trust as a relational bond and
enhancing the group’s sense of community (Adler, 2001).

Also, within this shift, the perception of power results from accumulated social
capital (Adler and Kwon, 2002), as the leader creates a sense of power for followers
(Martorana, 2005). This sense of power, which impacts the thoughts and behaviors of
followers, is more important than actual power because it allows followers to respond
voluntarily to their perception of empowerment (Gioia and Sims, 1983) in the process of
shared leadership. In other words, power has shifted from the hierarchical leader and
now lies in the co-developmental interactions that take place between the community
members (Goeppinger, 2002).

Our conceptualization posits that a powerful, hierarchical leader is needed to enact
an environment/context for shared leadership to take place, and that the antecedents
for the enactment of this environment are shared purpose, social support, voice, and
transparency. Specifically, we are proposing that an authentic, transformational leader,
with socialized charisma, and with servant qualities could create the environment for
shared leadership to emerge, influence the shift from the dominance of market and
hierarchy/power influences towards community/trust, engender the trust needed for
the sufficient accumulation of social capital, and establish appropriate norms of
reciprocity, so that shared leadership might emerge and flourish to an extent that the
initial hierarchical leadership has evolved in large measure into the collective
leadership process. Since the idea of a powerful, hierarchical leader (initial attribution
of positional authority) as a necessary precursor to shared leadership is
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counterintuitive, and we are encouraged to pursue a counterculture approach
to leadership (Ghoshal, 2005), we offer this counterintuitive, counterculture
conceptualization to explain how shared leadership might be initiated in a world of
power and hierarchy.

Contributions, limitations, and future research
This paper emerged as a response to the recent calls for further inquiry into the
triggers for shared leadership, facilitation factors, and the most conducive influence
approaches for the process of shared leadership (Kocolowski, 2010). As this type of
leadership was exhibited by Jerry Garcia, we examined his case to illustrate how
shared leadership might occur and flourish. We argue that our conceptualization based
on this case is relevant to real organizational contexts and points to a viable path for
practical implementation. We hope that we have in this way operationalized the
theoretical concept of shared leadership as a paradigm useful for practice.

We certainly think that another contribution of our work is the promotion of
management history as an appropriate lens for building leadership theory. “Moreover,
Shamir (2011, p. 312) recently called for the examination of more historical case studies
as a means to “narrate leadership phenomena as they unfold over time” (Humphreys
et al., 2013). We argue that our conceptualization could provide management
practitioners guidance as to behaviors that could lead to the creation of an environment
conducive to the sharing of leadership. Using the lens of historical exploration, we have
attended to both Ghoshal’s (2005) admonition of getting past our long-standing mindsets
concerning leadership and the appeal for greater consideration of unconventional
research contexts (Bamberger and Pratt, 2010) through our examination of Jerry Garcia
as an unorthodox catalyst of shared leadership.

We also hope to motivate researchers to investigate other atypical leaders consistent
with the theme of leadership as art (see Ladkin and Taylor, 2010). We ground this
motivation in the words of Barnard (1938, p. 235) who declared that leadership is “[y]
a matter of art rather than a science, and is aesthetic rather than logical.” We can learn
unique lessons from artists because artists approach leadership from a different
starting point than do traditional organizational leaders (Novicevic et al., 2011). For
example, we evoke Garcia’s insightful statement that he would “really like to see what
could be created from joy.” We agree with Ladkin and Taylor (2010, p. 236) that today’s
leaders would be “well-advised to look to the artist, whose purpose throughout the ages
has been to navigate unchartered territories and reveal the difficulties as well as the
glories lurking within them.” As this is the case, we think future examinations of
artistic leaders and forms of leadership (Bathurst et al., 2010) could prove beneficial.

Finally, we would like to think the greatest contribution of our conceptualization will
be the generation of future research. We believe our description will promote debate
among leadership scholars and allow for further theorization and subsequent empirical
examinations, primarily with the relationships among the variables we have described.

We do, however, recognize the limitation of generalization of single historical case
studies. While we readily acknowledge the limitations of a case approach, we find the
offsetting strengths provide justification (Humphreys et al., 2011; Siggelkow, 2007).
“Moreover, even flawed case studies (e.g. Hawthorne Works of Western Electric) have
significantly altered the evolution of some of our most basic theoretical assumptions
(Stuart et al., 2002)” (Ahmed and Humphreys, 2008, p. 47). We also note that with
various forms of ethno-methodology, the achievement of generalizability is often
considered at best premature (see Fairhurst, 2009).
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Due to the limited scholarly knowledge available concerning the sharing of
leadership, we argue a case study is appropriate (Yin, 2003). Eisenhardt (1989)
suggested case studies were applicable when the goal was conceptualization to avoid
the potential bias of previous assumptions. In fact, such historical approaches often
allow us to create a richer mode of description and understanding (Booth, 2003) and
develop new paradigms (Voss et al., 2002).

We also find support in the work of Siggelkow (2007, p. 20), who asserted that
examinations of single cases can be “powerful” and “desirable.” Although the validity
of case-based approaches has been questioned from a strict positivist perspective
(see Gibbert et al., 2008) inductive conceptualization from cases can also “offer insights
that might not be achieved with other approaches” (Rowley, 2002, p. 16). We argue
that historical case studies can generate explanatory knowledge (Tsoukas, 1989) that is
valuable to the practice of management (Ahmed and Humphreys, 2008) and the
extension of theory (Shamir, 2011).

We find this avowal fitting with the unique case of Garcia. Emulating the proposal
of Siggelkow (2007), this case was not randomly selected, as we reasoned it offered
compelling insights with regard to the effective sharing of leadership. Furthermore,
Siggelkow (2007, p. 21) declared that the study of such cases could make valuable
contributions to the literature by way of “illustration” and/or “inspiration,” allowing
qualitative conceptual researchers and practitioners to judge the illustrative properties
of the case while offering those that view case methodology as less robust the ability to
focus on our grounded conceptualization and view the case as simply inspiration for
that conceptualization.

Even so, the question of bias always surfaces, and legitimately so as, “The historian
displays a bias through the mere choice of a subject” (Gilderhus, 1992, p. 80). We
obviously believed Garcia to be an unusual and effective leader and proceeded from
that standpoint. When a case of exemplary leadership is examined the “requirements
of reasonable objectivity do not rule out individual interpretation and judgment [y].”
(Daniels, 1981, p. 92). We agree with Scott (1996, p. 85) that “historical facts and
contextual imagination are necessary.” We think this viewpoint conforms well to
Weick’s (1989) idea of disciplined imagination. Moreover, we pursued a reasoning
strategy of contextualization and asked readers to judge the plausibility of our ideas
concerning shared leadership on this basis.

Yet, we must acknowledge another limitation of the leadership described. Although
we think we have more than adequately made the case for Jerry Garcia as an authentic,
transformational leader with servant qualities, the inclusion of such leadership does
raise the issue of reasonable applicability. Can identify and/or develop leaders across
organizations and levels who consistently exhibit leader behaviors associated with
these three powerful leadership forms? While we agree this could prove difficult, there
is a modicum of evidence that at least some of these elements are potentially learned
behavior (Dvir et al., 2002), leading us to conclude that some portion of such influence
exists as a social and attributional process. Besides, we are of the opinion that we must
first develop possible conceptualizations if we hope to ever have the notion of sharing
leadership taken seriously in organizational circles.

As to future research, the field is wide open. Shared leadership is nascent
theory, even more so for researchers who may be more practically inclined. While
we have offered a general conceptualization of potential variables involved, empirical
studies should commence in the effort to create true models of shared leadership.
We also think future studies should attempt to refine the continuum of leader
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hierarchical power. We have a long way to go in truly comprehending the effective
sharing of leadership.

Conclusion
The increasing complexity of leadership in contemporary organizations has initiated
a “rethinking of what leadership is, where to find it, and how it can be practiced and
developed” (Palus et al., 2003, p. 26). In particular, the idea of effectively sharing
leadership is emerging at the forefront of this debate.

Although communal forms of leadership are being called for to provide more
responsive leadership platforms, we find no compelling narrative as to how such
leadership might develop in a world of hierarchy. Without greater understanding of
how this process might work, practitioners will assume that shared leadership is a
naı̈ve proposition and lose the many potential benefits associated with successfully
distributing leadership. Accordingly, we examined the experiences and expressed
beliefs of Jerry Garcia of the Grateful Dead to offer a counterintuitive, counterculture
conceptualization of how shared leadership might transcend hierarchy to emerge and
flourish in traditional settings.
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