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I 
The need for focused leadership training in turbulent times

			Geert Bouckaert and Michiel S. de Vries

			
1.	Different leaderships in time and space

			This book addresses, as its title suggests, training for leadership in the second decade of the 21st century. The chapters in this book reflect the ideas, theories and practice being dominant today. This does in no way suggest that training for leadership is a new subject. Rather, it is to be seen as one of the core themes in Public Administration. It can draw on a rich literature already starting in ancient times. However, in those days, training for leadership was not that important as it is seen today. In Ancient Sumer you just had to age in order to become a leader and as one of the “elders” you controlled the community, handled complaints, conflicts and administered justice. In such cases training was not really needed. The training was provided by experience. In classic times leaders were characterized by personal traits such a length, weight, force, appearance, intelligence, religion, hereditary characteristics, charisma and gender. Such qualities were seen as indispensable features of leaders. The importance of such personal traits has far from disappeared. Classic traits still play their role, seen in the gender gap, which is nowhere more visible than in leadership and which is depicted as the glass ceiling and the discussion whether leaders are born or made is still one of the major issues in debates on leadership (Van Wart, 2003), although some features have changed in importance. Covey (1991), for instance, expected leaders to be slightly weird. This also is not easily trained.

			Although the importance of personal characteristics in explaining why some people become leaders and others not, has far from disappeared additional requirements for leaders did appear, such as the necessity of a certain knowledge, competencies, skills and attitudes. This implied that the importance of training for leadership also has been acknowledged more and more, because knowledge, competencies, skills and attitudes can be learned and trained. Nonetheless, the desired contents of such training can vary enormously. This variance can also be witnessed through the ages. In ancient Egypt good manners were of utmost importance. In medieval times, leaders were expected to be skilled to ride a horse and to handle a sword. Later on language skills, knowledge of the law and skills in using the law, and still later, knowledge of economy and diplomacy became crucial. More recently leaders are said to need vision, transformational skills, ambition, energy, integrity, intelligence, self-consciousness and self-reflection.

			One of the problems with this view on the requirements of leadership and the contents of the needed training is that it presupposes that leaders are indeed leading and in control. This is increasingly disputed. It was Fiedler (1972) who first argued that leadership is contingent and requires other skills than being trained in the classic method of training a personality. A good leader should especially be able to adapt to changing circumstances in which he or she has to operate. Such contingency theories address the requirements of leaders in dynamic contexts and the situational variables leaders must deal with. Leadership styles have to differ according to the necessities of the organization, the type of employees, the contextual dynamics in which the organization is situated, the culture, the abundance or scarcity of resources et cetera. Leaders must especially be able to adapt instead of assuming they can steer developments. Van Wart classified the dominance of this school of thought between 1948 and 1980 and characterized it by an emphasis on the situational variables leaders must deal with. It is also in these years that fierce criticism on leadership training is visible in the literature. Fiedler (Fiedler, 1972) argued that leadership training should be contingent. That the existing training programs are not effective could be caused by poor training methods aimed especially at managing an organization, where it should increase leaders’ situational preferences. It makes no sense to train a leader in an organization designed to centralize authority, in delegation practices. Only in organizations designed to decentralize authority managers need to be able to delegate effectively… managers in organizations with highly centralized authority are less likely to be motivated either to study or to accept delegation practices taught in leadership-training programs (Fiedler, 1972).

			To see leaders as totally dependent on their employees and the context in which they are working is also somewhat one-sided and this is reflected in leadership studies of the last two decades. Leaders are again expected to make a change. Modern leaders have to be visionary, with the skills to create and articulate a realistic credible, attractive vision of the future that grows out of and improves upon the present, they have to be neo-charismatic, in articulating that vision, to communicate the expectations, to set new values and to demonstrate that he or she is convinced about the need and feasibility of that vision. The modern-day leader is not only expected to be a transactional leader, who directs developments, but preferably also, a transformational leader who inspires in order to have impact on the performance of the followers and the organization. Then skills are needed such as self-confidence, goal-orientation, skills to articulate the vision, to communicate and convince others, to show unconventional behavior and to counter existing norms, able to create an image of change-agent, and simultaneously being seen as a realist who takes into account the limited resources and boundary conditions.

			There are many transactional approaches of which Fielder’s is just one. Importantly, they tend to reflect the need to pay attention to the situation, and to adjust one’s style accordingly. Early transactional approaches tended to distinguish 2 to 5 basic situations. These situations tended to be based on the specific American experience (although largely applicable to the Anglophone world) and managerial or even supervisory in that they often focused on the training of new workers and management of line workers. Transformational leadership returned the focus to executives. The charismatic school jumped into situations and personality with a vengeance, but it became mired in complexity and challenges of descriptive-prescriptive distinctions because of the focus on charismatic traps and odd classification schemes for crisis. Transformational leadership (the twin brother), as an emphasis on change management skills rather than personality, tended to look for the simpler universalistic fundamentals and did a good job of finding them in the context of the Anglophone countries. We know that both transactional and transformational leadership are important to civil servants, and in the U.S. federal context, they get better transactional leadership but want more transformational leadership from their leaders (Trottier et.al., 2008). We know much less in concrete terms about the numerous important contexts and situations, especially in terms of continental Europe, Asia, Latin America, African and other developing counties around the world. Transformational leadership was not so much wrong in its early theorizing as uninformative and/or untested in all the important details. Therefore, contemporary research (Van Wart 2011, 2012) is looking at leadership with more situational specificity related to:

			•	public sector settings (as opposed to generalizing from all organizational settings) given their special mandates, accountability, values, legal structure, employment contracts, pay structures, specific appeal (e.g., public sector motivation…), and so on across levels of government and countries;

			•	distinct domains within the public sector such as emergency management (Van Wart, 2011), policy community, community networks, etc.;

			•	societal culture differences based on geography (e.g., countries) or region (e.g., culture clusters), history (path dependence), political economy, (Van Wart, et.al. 2012).

			These lines of research have special importance to practitioners because it links particularly well with applied leadership models that can help countries, agencies, and individuals more accurately assess where they are vis-à-vis localized practice, what they need to do, and to think about how to get there. Thus it is helpful in designing competency profiles and other whole-of-government frameworks, recruitment strategies, broad development programs, specific training practices for narrower individualized gaps, etc. (Van Wart, 2012).

			Nowadays leaders are expected to distinguish themselves from managers by their “Innovative” instead of administering behavior, by doing original instead of routine tasks, by focusing on people instead of on systems and structures, by inspiring trust instead of relying on controls, by a long-term instead of short term perspective, by doing the right things instead of things right, interested in the what and why, instead of the how and when, and challenging the status quo instead of accepting it (cf. Raadschelders, 2004).

			
2.	Leadership versus crises

			If leaders have the capacity to solve problems, there should be a correlation between strong leaders and crises. Handling crises triggers a need for leadership. Increasingly, the wickedness of problems requires wicked solutions, which leaders have to invent. This is about handling uncertainty, ambiguity, complexity beyond imagination, and significant disagreements about what is going on, why, and what should happen.

			Future topics on leadership probably will be connected to the types of crises we will experience in the next decades.

			The global fiscal crisis results in major savings and budget cuts. One of the first budget line items that are cut is training. It is clear that many political leaders have lost their executive mandates because of the Euro-crisis. Also, the sequence of those taking the leadership is accelerating, with a change after each hard measure taken. This leads to a special time pressure for leaders.

			The political crisis in democracies challenges the legitimacy of leaders which are polarizing their populations, using strategies of spreading fear and organizing distrust in their communities, up to defining scapegoats within the population. Leaders risk becoming misleaders.

			Societal dynamics increase the pressure on openness, transparency, accountability. This increases the pressure on leaders to be open, transparent, and accountable for big, but even more, for small or private issues. Turbulent societies also take spontaneous leadership roles with the social media as their vehicle. Suddenly, leaders are running behind events in society, and the rebellion of the masses becomes a popular type of leadership.

			International crises also affect leaders, especially national leaders. Suddenly, national leaders are not in control anymore, International leaders increasing take over, and economic leaders take over. This results in hierarchies of leaders. It also results in leaders of leaders.

			The implications are that leadership in the future will have to be redefined taking into account elements such as, e.g.:

			•	social media: how does it affect official leadership, how does it create new leaders?;

			•	religion and leaders also becomes a growing theme of interest;

			•	leadership fragmentation: we have more leaders with shorter leadership time;

			•	global leaders versus national leaders;

			•	lack of leaders: increasingly there is a vacuum of leadership, which also needs leadership (see e.g. the Young Mediterranean Leadership initiative);

			•	leadership interactions with other leaders: political, administrative, civil society leaders interact and this changes the position of leaders (Bouckaert, 2010).

			This brings us to the question of how leadership training is organized, or not (see also Pollitt et al., 2010).

			
3.	Developing leadership: what about training?

			Now we are in the second decade of the 21st century. But where are we in our training for leadership. What is being actually being done regarding training for leadership and what variance is seen in the world of today? Those are the questions underlying the contents of this volume. The subsequent chapters will address these questions from a theoretical as well as an empirical point of view. Their main answer is that perhaps we took a wrong turn when we dismissed the contingency approach and started focusing solely on transactional and transformational leadership, because leadership in the public sector is something special, quite different from leadership in the private sector. The public sector creates a unique context in which a specific kind of leadership is needed in order to deliver on its promises.

			In the second chapter, Giovanni Valotti, addresses the developments in theorizing about leadership much more thoroughly than we did in the above introduction. He views leadership in the public sector as a somewhat neglected issue. The consequence being that training efforts are not always that effective. However, if public sector leadership makes the difference among institutions, we need to turn public managers into leaders focusing on training programs that highlight the relationship of innate abilities, experience and formal training as drivers of leadership development. Perhaps it is the case, as Valotti concludes that leadership cannot be trained but can be learned. His conclusions in the form of questions are really interesting, that is, are public sector leaders really different from other leaders? What leadership style can they use to positively influence public performance and what are public sector leaders’ main competencies? How can schools and universities train the administrative leaders of tomorrow? And why is the literature about public sector leadership so scant?

			A first answer to part of these questions is given by Orazi and Turinni in chapter 3. They argue that leading public sector organizations is more complex than leading the private ones, that the goals are more ambiguous that good performance cannot be synthesized in a single economic measure, and leaders’ turnover in the public sector is higher, that public sector organizations are more bureaucratic that there are tougher constraints, strict reporting processes, higher levels of accountability, more rules and procedures, weak linkages with political leaders, and the absence of market incentives. Therefore, public sector leadership is emerging as a distinctive and autonomous domain in need training of a combination of leadership with strong transformational traits and a moderate level of transactional characteristics and the need that these training interventions deeply appreciate the context in which public sector managers have to operate.

			
4.	Leadership needs in turbulent times

			This contingent approach is according to John Mary Kauzya (chapter 4) especially needed because of the rapid changes taking place all over the world and the turbulence and uncertainty and unpredictability this creates. As Kauzya aptly states: “It is in times of turbulence that public policy leadership capability is needed most.” However, then Public leadership faces two serious problems: the first is that that services are mostly delivered at the local level, and boundaries are set in a mixture of the local, national and global arena, while public policy leadership often only pays attention to the national level. The complexities are much more chaotic than often acknowledged. The second problem is that transformational as well as transactional leadership often are inward looking inside the organization, while a keen eye for the public needs is missing. The third problem, especially in Africa is that what is slowly built up in knowledge skills and capacities is often quickly destroyed due to conflicts and violence within the country. Although solutions are not simple, Kauzya calls for integrative leadership that sees a national interest in distributing the fruits of development equally across the country and ensures inter-generation equity by paying attention to the way resources are utilized today so that the generations of tomorrow do not suffer the consequences of the actions of today. According to Kauzya we need a kind of leadership that preserves professionalism, laws, rules and regulations in order to counter the chaos, violence and turbulence constantly threatening societies.

			Aguilar continues on these points in chapter 5 when he asks the question that when we ask for a true public sector leadership how to build and develop political and administrative capacity for democratic governments. In order to realize this it needs to be acknowledged that within the public sector the process matters more than the content. It is not only what government does but how it does it. And in order to do it correctly, leadership should strive for the (re) building of a strict and sound Bureaucracy, a body of high-ranking and mid-level officers, observant of the law, skilled with proven technical expertise and accountable to their superiors, public authorities and citizens. Contrary to the dominant ideas in NPM, an efficient and effective public administration is relevant, perhaps essential, but is just one of governments’ functional conditions and key success factors. As important are certain hierarchical forms of governance and bureaucratic administration, which are especially required for a society to avoid losing its sense of direction, cohesion, to produce its desired targets. A hierarchical form that takes publicness as its core value and only enters partnerships with the private sector when public values are ensured. This is needed, because public private partnerships and the agreements involved are inevitable, but easily tend to neglect the public value the “value for many” and are inclined to just emphasize the “value for money” aspect. Training in public leadership needs to address skills to enter agreements, to manage public networks and to take care of the social conditions and the specific nature of public issues.

			These first chapters are followed by a vivid and personal account of Kiggundu how he experienced the changes that took place in Africa and especially his home-country Uganda and how needed adequate training is. The chapter illustrates the importance of contingences, which in this area is a euphemism of radical changes from colonial state through independency and democracy, to military dictatorship to full scale crisis and eventually restoration. He points to the mismatch between challenges to leadership (e.g. corruption, lack of strategic vision, mismanagement, misallocation and utilization of resources), globalization (such as the increasing dominance of China in African countries) and the little training and development for governance and leadership at different levels of government and society in which the importance of balance and grave impacts of the lack of checks and balances among the various branches of government and associated institutions is central. Most problematic is that such training and learning are still not provided, allowing newly independent states such as Sudan to make the same mistakes again. The crux of the personal account of Kiggundu is that if only someone would have assisted countries like Sudan, not even trained their leadership, but only shared experiences about the recent history of other African countries, perhaps developments towards independence in such countries would have met fewer difficulties.

			Why it is the case that training is absent in times when it is most needed, is told by Laila El Baradei, in her story on the aftermath of the recent revolution in Egypt in chapter 7. Although the curricula of the Public Administration studies were adapted, which benefitted future administrators, there was no money for training the present public administrators. The training recipients, who are mainly government and nonprofit organizations, did not have the means or the discretion to pay for training services. That called for creativity on the part of the trainers investigating what is urgently needed. Within government such turbulent times result in many reforms, ranging from changing contractual appointments into tenured appointments, to re-think and re-structure the government compensation system; especially on the fore-front are calls for increasing the minimum wage and capping the highest wage in the government sector and to answer the calls for increased transparency within the governmental apparatus. Such reforms need skilled leadership, but who is skilled in times of revolution?

			So what to do? Susan Woodward puts this question in a broader perspective in chapter 8. She acknowledges the moral need for developed countries to assist such fragile, failed and post-conflict states, but at the same time sees the dilemma because such assistance mostly fails and can even be counterproductive, because the developed world also does not know what to do. To quote Woodward: “What is […] remarkable […] is how very little we know”… because “our models of good public administration, management, and therefore training are based on conditions and countries, primarily wealthy, developed, and long-standing stable statehood, which do not correspond at all to conditions in the countries of this new concern.” And because of our ideas about a one-size-fits-all solution in which isomorphic mimicry, wishful thinking and expecting too much and too fast dominate. The only thing to do is then to conduct more serious research to build the empirically grounded knowledge on which practice can be improved and to change the focus on alternatives to accommodate the conditions of poor, “fragile,” or “conflict-affected” states.

			
5.	The kind of leadership needed

			This is the subject of the subsequent chapters which address the needed type of leadership especially in developmental countries in Africa and Asia.

			Lebohang Mothae & Moses Sindane in chapter 10 argue for the developmental state of South Africa that the problems of leadership in this country are specifically related to problems of implementation of public policies. They argue that it is necessary in a society in which many stakeholders are involved in the implementation of public policies that effective leadership and good governance practices are combined. In such a situation leaders need to develop a combination of interaction and communication skills and entrepreneurial skills. Interaction and communication skills are needed to evoke collaboration and concerted action among diverse and often competing groups, involving collaboration skills, problem solving abilities, diversity management skills, participation and networking abilities and people relations skills enabling team work and stakeholder involvement. Entrepreneurial competences are needed according to Mothae and Sindane in order to be able to achieve the goals, despite the complexities involved in such multi-actor implementation processes. This involves skills in creativity, risk assessment, innovation out of a customer focus.

			Ely Sufianti in chapter 11 argues for Indonesia that such a new kind of facilitative leadership replacing the traditional leadership is absolutely necessary for initiating collaborative processes involving all stakeholders especially when all the conditions are adversary to such processes. This chapter argues that when competences are absent, power disparity is huge, the culture is still somewhat feudalistic, and much depends on leadership to initiate collaborative planning processes and to ensure that they deliver on their promises. When one wants to involve the stakeholders in such a context one needs a leadership which gives power to participants instead of exercising power over participants and a leader that is inclusive rather than hierarchical. However, everyday practice is far removed from this ideal.

			Michel Mudikolele Tshiyoyo in chapter 12 disputes that leaders in Africa can only be categorized as democratic or autocratic which both result in a difficult balance between private and public interests. He goes even further than Ely Sufianti in asking for servant-leaders. The servant-leader model as described by Tshiyoyo places the interest of followers before the self-interest of a leader, emphasizes personal development and empowerment of followers. The servant-leader is a facilitator for followers to achieve a shared vision. Servant leadership promotes the valuing and development of people, the building of community, the practice of authenticity, the providing of leadership for the good of those led and the sharing of power and status for common good of each individual, the total organization and those served by the organization.

			To be noticed is that all authors ask for leadership that is less hierarchical and more interactive, collaborative, and takes stakeholders outside the public sector seriously. In fact all authors ask for a more feminine kind of leadership, since women’s leadership tends to use a more participatory, relational and interpersonal style as well as a different type of power-game. Women conceptualize leadership more often as being a collective rather than an individualistic effort, emphasizes responsibility toward others and empowering others to act and develop within the organization; and de-emphasize hierarchical relationships. Therefore, it is peculiar that so few women obtain a leadership position. Several explanations such as the glass ceiling, the sticky floor, tokenism, trapdoors and plain sexism. However, these are not always the main reasons. Chi Chun Chen argues in chapter 13 based on research within the Taipei local government, in which she investigates the determinants of obtaining a leadership position by women who did succeed, that government can promote female leadership by providing appropriate training courses to assist females in their promotions to high-level supervisors.

			
6.	The varying effectiveness of training institutes

			If the needs for training for leadership are this urgent, one can ask whether the training institutes are doing the right things.

			In chapter 9 on Africa John Mary Kauzya emphasizes that the leadership problem is especially urgent at the local level. He describes how the role of local government has changed from a relatively unimportant body that executes the tasks set by central government into a much more important body that is responsible for the development and implementation of policies. This development requires in his opinion that the central position of Public administration needs to be refocused and repositioned in the process of strengthening public administration at the local government level, not by retracting to its archaic self of exclusive regulatory control and paternalistic and monopolistic approaches to service delivery, but by recognizing and embracing the value and virtue of partnerships among the various sectors so that it joins hands with actors in the private and civil society sectors at local, national, regional and global levels. He concludes that the strengthening of public administration needs to combine the best attributes of the three concepts of Public Administration, Public Management, and Good governance to achieve effective, efficient, responsive, transparent, accountable and well networked functioning of the state and its subsidiary entities such as local governments.

			Lichia Yiu & Raymond Saner argue in chapter 14, that many a training even in service training, especially in the developing countries, continues to be plagued by supply driven thinking and ex-cathedra style of lecturing. This results in dubious assumptions such as that acquisition of knowledge automatically leads to action, that teaches by itself leads to learning, that simulations can be directly applied in reality and that the trainee is responsible for the transfer of learning. As these two authors argue there is much amiss in the world of training causing these assumptions to be violated all the time. To much trainings remain expert driven and supply oriented, looking at the performance of training services from a producer perspective; other than demand-driven and context specific. They ask for stakeholder based monitoring systems, which are needed to overcome inertia and to spur sustained effort to improve the results of the leadership development program offered in the public sector. Quality in this stakeholder based monitoring approach means designing institutionalized mechanisms for consultation, standards of engagement and resource allocation, defined evaluation criteria and standardized operating procedures for alignment and coherence. However, despite many improvements, few efforts have been made so far to ensure adequate quality of training by supplementing conventional measures with a quality management system approach. The basic premise of a stakeholder approach to quality assurance and training performance improvement is that several groups inside and outside of the public administration have a stake in training conducted for civil servants, especially at the senior level.

			However, implementing such approaches in management and training institutes is not easy as argued by. Elizabeth Kawuma Lwanga, Mary Basaasa Muhenda, & Agatha Wanderage in chapter 15. Several countries also in developing areas have special institutes for the training for leadership, such the Management Development Institutes in Tanzania and Uganda. The establishment of such Management Development Institutes in Africa was a direct response to the capacity development, advisory and expertise requirements of African Governments. Their role is to provide training, consultancy and research services to mostly top-level, senior and middle managers within Government.

			However well such institutes do their utmost to enhance leadership, the authors argue that knowledge sharing and searching which they deem very important for innovation practices is in dire need of improvement, even within such institutes and amongst their staff. This could negatively impact on the contribution of such institutes to train for better leadership. Such training institutes are also found in developed countries. Howard R. Balanoff, Emily K. Balanoff, & Marilyn K. Balanoff describe the National Certified Public Manager (CPM) Program: A Model Training Program for Public and Nonprofit Leaders and Managers in the USA in chapter 16. Specific to this program is the combination of academics and practitioners as trainers, the consultation of national bodies as the National Consortium of Certified Public Managers and the International City/County Management Association (ICMA) to specify the skills, knowledge, abilities and competencies to be addressed and the international orientation as provided in the “face to face” seminars and workshops that are held in Stockholm, Sweden. However, the costs for such training are of course far exceeding the possibilities of developing states.

			If training institutes do not address the needs of leaders it is essential to train the trainers and to reform the training institutes. However easily this is said, Sofiane Sahraoui & Raed BinShams argue that in practice this is not so easily accomplished. They narrate the efforts to restructure the Bahrain Institute of Public Administration (BIPA), which transiently failed, but inevitably brought the institute closer to fulfilling its mission and strategic objectives. They point to the need to address the absence of a clear governance structure for the redesign within such institutes, the lack of agreed upon design principles, and the disturbing effects of new recruits on the default of such management institutes. The authors emphasize the need of internal checks and balances within training institutes in which only the brightest are recruited together with the development of a culture of amity and fraternity that minimizes conflict by subjecting all projects to the scrutiny of all within a participative and constructive control framework.

			Such problems are not unique for developing countries. As Rick Borst et al. argue in chapter 19, also in OECD countries, such as the Netherlands, the expectations linked to the following of professional, skills-oriented, generic and company-specific courses are indeed extremely high and huge amounts of money are invested in training the public sector. However, work-related courses in the Dutch public sector only have an absolutely minimal effect upon job satisfaction, affinity with the organization and Public Service Motivation. In practice the effects of training are somewhat disappointing also in such developed countries. Millions of euros are spent on courses, the benefits of which are negligible and the effects of which have barely been researched.

			The same is also argued by Gianfranco D’Alessio in chapter 20 in his description of training for leadership in Italy. Serious dilemmas are mentioned regarding the recruitment of managerial leaders. Should they have an adequate pre-entry training ensuring that they have adequate skills and a proper public sector motivation as is done by the grand ecoles in for instance France, or should external candidates with more innovation skills be also allowed to enter into such positions? Gianfranco D’Alessio calls for a better management of training and recruitment within the public administration together with evaluations of training sessions and training institutes and for the improvement of the skills of training institutes.

			All in all the contributions in this book argue that there is a big gap between the courses that training institutes supply and the needs in different parts of the world. There seems to be no fit between training methods offered and needed in different parts of the world. Especially in Africa and Asia there is a need to transform traditional leadership by a modern type of leadership, irrespective whether it is called facilitative, servant of feminine leadership. The chapters in this volume argue that needs and training provisions in different parts of the world do indeed vary and reading the texts closer that it would be ridiculous to copy training modules used in the developed world without adaptations to the developing part of the world. All this calls for a serious reflection on the way in which we conceptualize training for leadership as if leaders should always be in charge. Perhaps they are when the conditions are favorable. However, when faced with the difficulties many developmental states face, a contingent approach towards leadership and the training thereof seems to make much more sense.

			How to understand from a theoretical Public Administration perspective that the needed training for leadership is so diverse and the training is so uniform is the subject of the last two chapters in this book. First Arthur Ringeling argues in chapter 21 how come that Anglo Saxon thinking about public administration and leadership, in which the dichotomy between politics and administration is emphasized, has become so dominant. He argues that there are factors that promote an inclination to refrain from normative discussions and to see procedures and the procedural state as the Holy Grail. This serves the powerful, because as Ringeling argues, it brings public administration organizations and the people that work in these organizations in the position to serve as a slave of the powerful. And meanwhile the administration functions as the instrument to suppress those not in power. Two worlds were created, separated from each other, with different rationalities, power bases, sources of knowledge and time horizons. The politicians making decisions and administration taking care of procedures. The apotheosis came with New Public Management in which it was propagated to run government like a business and government is only seen as the provider of goods and services and the citizen as only a client. Politicians embraced the idea out of no other idea than to stay in power, and acclaimed that a more efficient government was possible. Public managers also supported the idea and considered politicians more and more as a nuisance. Politicians hardly were necessary anymore, when they were discussing the same topics as public servants did. What this did according to Ringeling is change the values dominant in the public sector and to treat instrumental values and pragmatism as if they are the most important values. Therefore in any course and training session discussions about values should be central. According to Ringeling, it is necessary in order to train the needed leaders to put political philosophy at the heart of any curriculum. That is more than a short course in governmental ethics. This is needed because it would make them understand the essentials of the rule of law and the meaning of diversity.

			In the last chapter Luis Aguilar looks upon the same issues and wraps things up. He argues that it is time to move to an integrated vision of Public Administration and to bring back values and hierarchy into the Public Administration discipline and governmental structure; that we need to search for a balance in Public Administration knowledge and practice; acknowledge the key role of leadership in the public sector and to start using an inter / multidisciplinary approach in teaching and training on Public Administration subjects.

			
7.	In conclusion

			The question whether the field of public administration education is prepared for the future of the public sector in Europe is a complex question which needs to be unpacked to give a grounded answer. Unpacking this question means that we need to discuss not just what educating the field of public administration means, but also that we need to have some idea of how the future of public administration will look like, with a range of uncertainties, and then how these two topics are interacting. To cover this, at least three issues need to be discussed: what is the frame we take, including the leadership frameworks? How do we determine the content of our teaching and training for better leadership? How do we institutionalize this, to make sure our changes and improvements are accumulating and irreversible.

			The framework is an essential starting point. It is important to state what we do not want. We do not want the public administration teaching and training which we offer now for the current public administration to be offered for the future. If we were to take that position, it would mean that we are convinced that the current PA teaching and training is sufficiently generic or one-size-fits-all, also for changing circumstances, or we assume that the future public sector will look approximately the same as the current one. There are many arguments to think that both positions are suboptimal in their problem solving capacity. This is too much of single loop Education and Training.

			A second framework we do not want is that the public sector is shaping our teaching and training. This position could be a bit more disputable. Do we accept a contingency driven teaching and training. Circumstances, especially changing circumstances, are shaping and determining our teaching and training. Of course, our Education and Training should be responding to changing circumstances and take these changes into account. This happens in many programs and is needed as mental frame. It is necessary, however it is not sufficient. This position is to passive, to reactive, and puts Education and Training too much in an instrumental position which potentially becomes a weak part in the chain of PA since there are time lags in adjusting programs to realities, and it focuses to much on reproduction, even of new situations. This framework is too weak to consider Education and Training as a driver for innovation. It is too much adjusted single loop, perhaps some double loop learning. Also it is in many cases too little, and too late, when major reforms are needed and new leadership is necessary.

			Therefore we need to re-invent, anticipate, and innovate our teaching and training according to a mental framework where PA teaching and education is pro-actively shaping our future public sector. This assumes a conviction that ET has a voluntaristic capacity to change realities. It also assumes that innovative ideas are determining future practices, and that they become sustainable by importing these in organizational practices. This results in renewing organizational memories. This mental framework is not just voluntaristic, and idealistic (even perhaps Hegelian), it is also producing, not just reproducing, new realities. Teaching and training in PA, at universities, and even more at national schools, becomes smart double loop and meta-learning. It becomes smart double since it is about adjusting to future and expected standards, not just about brand new standards. It also becomes meta-learning (or deuteron-learning) since it includes, accepts, actively encourages key concepts such as risk, ambiguity, openness, change, flexibility, etc. This is not just about anticipating scenarios and different options. This is about a changed public sector which is able to handle unexpected situations.

			The key concepts in the mental framework are systemic features and questions such as responsibility and accountability, performance, state of law and due process, equity, transparency, checks and balances, ownership and partnerships, etc.

			The related question then becomes how to develop such a framework. There are probably three drivers to feed such a mental framework which needs to be made explicit. Teaching and training for the future needs to be research driven, it needs to be future-problem driven, and it needs to be future-context driven. This implies that a generic answer is not sufficient, even if generic elements and components should be considered for leadership development.

			All this does not happen automatically and spontaneously. There is a need to organize this by building and renewing institutions. In reality, PA is part of defined faculties or schools which increasingly are subject to accreditation. It is crucial that the structural embeddedness and the related accreditation and quality control systems are owned by the PA community, nationally and internationally. For this reason, at least four measures should be taken.

			First, national and international public administration communities should include teaching and training for leadership in their agenda of critical reflections through study groups or panels. This should result in a grounded debate driven by research, problems, and context. It is important that national and international PA communities share this information and the lessons learned.

			Second, we need to connect different regions to make similarities and differences more explicit. This includes not just a leveling-up in certain cases, but also a possibility to recognize identity and diversity of PA teaching and training, and leadership. It also helps to organize quality control systems.

			Third, there is a need to define the governance system and principles of teaching and training, and also for accreditation. Market driven accreditation is very different from network and peer review driven accreditation. In any case there is a need to organize learning cycles and improvement strategies.

			There is also a need to have transparency, definitions of responsibility and accountability, and sufficient checks and balances in the whole system of our teaching and training, including its accreditation.

			Fourth, it is essential to organize the memory of our teaching and training organizations. This requires also a solid organization in itself, which guarantees an efficient and effective production of teaching and training, a receptive demand, and a sustainable and functional match of this qualitative supply and qualitative demand of PA teaching and training.

			This ultimately needs fair, sustainable and functional leadership.
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II 
Public sector leadership: theoretical antecedents and current debate

			Giovanni Valotti

			
1.	Introduction

			Leadership research in the last century has been very lively, thanks to the emergence of many different theories, many different approaches, and many different findings. The same, unfortunately, cannot be said for public sector leadership, not only because of the relative youth of the public management field in comparison with business studies or other social sciences, but thanks to a widespread belief that administrative leadership doesn’t exist to an appreciable degree in the public sector, and that many forces are beyond the control of administrative leaders (Terry, 1995). The goal of this introduction is therefore to be a reference point for those scholars committed to investigating the importance of leadership in the public sector. This introduction provides foundations for the debate on public sector leadership profiling definitions, boundaries and the main questions that scholars and practitioners in the public management field might focus on in the future.

			
2.	Leadership theory throughout the ages: before and after the transformational paradigm

			Without any doubt, leadership has been one of the most studied topics in the social sciences. In fact, the study of leadership started at the beginning of the nineteenth century with the great man theory: extraordinary men with outstanding traits were destined to rule and command. According to this theory, a few individuals might shape history and could lead mankind, willingly or unwillingly, in certain directions (Wallace, 1864; Borgatta et al., 1954). Due to its romantic and fascinating flavor, the great man approach has been pervasive for all the scholars investigating the specific traits a leader has to show or develop. In the first half of the twentieth century, in fact, the newborn emphasis on positivism led to scientific studies advocating that particular characteristics, such as intelligence, self-confidence, determination, integrity, flexibility, sociability, and emotional maturity, were traits related to a leader’s success (Van Slyke, 2006). Following this tradition, a multitude of scholars worked in this area, concluding with a long list of idealized leader traits, which, unfortunately, have not always constituted powerful predictors of leaders’ results (Mann, 1956; Kirkpatrick and Locke, 1991). As Fiedler (1996) stated: “the behaviors or attitudes [were shown] not [to] predict effective leadership performance”.

			After WWII, Ralph Stogdill started questioning the validity of these theories (Stogdill, 1948, 1974); little by little, leadership researchers shifted from studying individual traits and personality to investigating behaviors (Van Wart, 2005). According to Van Slyke (2006) what started to be important at that time was the correlation between the leader’s behavioral style and the organizational context in which leadership was exercised – the ‘contingencies’, in other words. As a result, contingency scholars have described ‘context’ in terms of the type of leaderfollower relationship, task structure or position power in terms of leaders’ orientation to achieve tasks (Blake and Mouton, 1964; Fiedler, 1967; Hersey and Blanchard, 1969; House, 1971). The prescriptive drawback of this contingent approach was that executives, in order to be successful, could adopt different leadership styles according to a given situation (Northouse, 1997). Literature on leadership highlighted the fact that two main behaviors were critical for the leader’s effectiveness: “consideration”, which included behaviors related to the “development, inclusion, and good feelings of subordinates,” and the “initiation of structure”, which included behaviors related to “defining of roles, control mechanisms, task focus, and work coordination both inside and outside the unit” (Van Wart, 2005). Here again, however, contingency theories tried to explain too much with too few variables (i.e. they failed to show why certain leadership styles were more effective in some situations than in others) (Kotter, 1999).

			From the ashes of the contingency approach, in the ‘1970s the so-called dyadic theories arose (Kets de Vries and Miller, 1986; Graen and Cashman, 1975; Graen, 1976). The leader/members exchange theory, for example, suggested that every organization has in-groups and out-groups who engage in decision-making processes to different degrees according to the leader-followers relationship. On the basis of this relationship and the outcome from in-group and out-group decisions, organizations could perform better. The principal weakness of this theory – and of dyadic theories in general – was the failure to explain how high-quality leader-followers exchanges might impact on organizational performance. Also, dyadic theories failed to consider the multiple ranges of stakeholder involved – directly or indirectly – in a decision. As a result, “these dyadic theories [were] too narrowly focused on leaders and followers and fail[ed] to include the range of actors within an organization’s internal and external environment that a leader needs to influence” (Van Slyke, 2006, p. 364).

			Nowadays, however, leader-followers alignment is still the focus of the most widely accepted and known theory on leadership dating back to Burns (1978). The so-called transformational paradigm, in fact, distinguishes between two types of leadership process.

			As is widely recognized, transactional leadership theory implies that leader-follower alignment occurs through the strategic use of pecuniary incentives; the use of contingent rewards, punishments, and corrective actions by leaders aims at realigning eventual different interests and preferences of followers. On the other hand, transformational leadership is often associated with leaders who set a vision and goals for an organization, who consistently communicate that vision, who motivate followers, and who make sense of the organizational strengths and weaknesses and the external opportunities and threats the organization has to face. In this case, transformational leaders can motivate followers by using non-pecuniary incentives, such as appeals to morality and ethics, persuasion and inspiration, and by using organizational culture to align the interests and preferences of subordinates with the vision and goals of leaders.

			In recent decades, many scholars have tried to assemble an integrated theory on leadership (Bass, 1985; Hunt, 1996; Yukl, 1999), which should “include[s] multiple types of leadership and substantially different contexts” and should focus on the complexity of leadership in all its components (Van Wart, 2005); in fact, an integrated approach would have a positive impact on the training and development of the leaders (Van Wart, 2005), even if “integration should not consist of the combined cataloguing of results from contradictory theories” (Robinson and Dobeck, 2004; p. 24). Contemporarily, different issues kept on emerging (i.e. the relationship between leadership and organizational change (Burns, 1978; Bass, 1985; Bennis and Nanus, 1985) or the relationship between leadership and charisma (House, 1977; Conger, 1998; Javidan and Waldman, 2003).

			As to the public administration and public management field, many constraints and issues have been emerging; above all, the normative lack of a unique definition of leadership (with several studies on leadership starting from different definitions) is the most controversial issue (Podger, 2004). As a matter of fact, as Van Wart (2003) observes, from 1980 until the end of the century, leadership research for the private sector tried to resolve the proliferation of definitions, while similar efforts were not made for public sector/administrative leadership research for three main reasons (Terry, 1995):

			•	a widespread belief that administrative leadership does not exist to any appreciable degree;

			•	the presence in the public sector of forces beyond the control of administrative leaders; and

			•	the low number of researchers in comparison with the enormous number of topics in the field, with the consequent preference for more attractive or easier research areas such as political leadership or bureaucratic processes.

			So far, literature in the field has also overcome some methodological flair which arose in the past, such as the temporal nature of panel studies, measurement issues related to multilevel constructs and hierarchically nested data, lack of specification in the analysis level (Van Slyke, 2006) and the need to avoid assumptions regarding leaders, subordinates, contexts and processes (Hunter, 2007).

			
3.	Public sector leadership: definition(s)

			As we have seen, the development of many different theories throughout the decades resulted in a variety of different definitions of leadership in the social sciences. As Bass says:

			The earlier definitions identified leadership as a focus of group process and movement, personality in action. The next type considered it as the art of inducing compliance. The more recent definitions conceive leadership in terms of influence relationships, power differentials, persuasion, influence on goal achievement, role differentiation, reinforcement, initiation of structure, and perceived attributions of behavior that are consistent with what the perceivers believe leadership to be. Leadership [actually] may involve all these things. (Bass H., 1990)

			This approach is surely exhaustive and is well-known among academics, but lacks practical application. In fact, more recent definitions have tried to focus on single aspects of leadership, in order to give a clear shot. Northouse, for example, states that leadership can be defined as: a process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to attain common goals by mobilizing and motivating the workforce (Northouse, 2004) while Robbins and Coulter (2005) define leadership as “the process of influencing a group towards the achievement of goals” and a leader as “someone who can influence others and who has managerial authority (Robbins & Coulter, 2005)

			We might embrace this minimalist perspective when defining public sector leadership. In fact, this approach is similar to that of Monty Van Wart, one of the first public administration scholars to investigate this issue. In his 2003 PAR paper, Van Wart sees leadership as a process aiming at the production of useful change through the focus on:

			•	technical performance, (i.e. to get things done, fostering efficiency and effectiveness);

			•	development of people (i.e. to motivate the followers to achieve the goals);

			•	organizational alignment (i.e. to match the organization to external needs and opportunities).

			Leadership is therefore a complex process in the public sector as well (Trottier, Van Wart & Wang, 2008); it involves actions regarding assessing one’s environment and one’s leadership constraints, the development of the numerous and necessary leadership traits and skills (such as integrity, self-confidence, a drive for excellence, and skill in communications and influencing people), the refinement and modifications of one’s style for different situations, the achievement of predetermined goals and the continuous self-evaluation of one’s performance and one’s potential development. Although other authors have tried to give their own definitions in more recent years and in more original ways (see the following section by Orazi and Turrini for a review), this has often been used as a “category-anchor” definition for subsequent scholars in public management literature.

			
4.	Public sector leadership: boundaries

			Public administration scholars have recently tried to better define the boundaries of the leadership domain in comparison with other concepts. In general terms, it is natural to support the slogan of Nanus and Dobbs (1999), according to which leadership is different from management, because “management is about doing things right while leadership is about doing the right thing” (Nanus & Dobbs, 1999).

			In other words management produces order and consistency, while leadership produces change and movement. The perspective that focuses on management is called managerialism and has been defined by Wallace and Pocklington (2002, p. 68) as “the belief that all aspects of organizational life can and should be managed according to rational structures, procedures, and modes of accountability in the pursuit of goals defined by policymakers and senior managers.” (Wallace & Pocklington, 2002).

			According to the managerialism approach, public management thus has three main functions:

			•	planning and budgeting: establishing agendas, setting timetables and allocating resources;

			•	organizing and staffing: providing structure, making job placements and establishing rules;

			•	controlling and problem solving: developing incentives, generating creative solutions, and taking corrective actions.

			On the other hand, the perspective that focuses on leadership is called leaderism, defined by O’ Reilly and Reed (2010, p. 962) as “the belief that many core aspects of social life can and should be coordinated by one or more individuals who give direction and/or purpose to social activity conducted by themselves and others.” Public sector leadership (in contrast to public management) is then based on more relational and visionary dimensions, i.e.:

			•	establishing direction: create a vision, clarify the big picture and set strategies;

			•	aligning people: communicate goals, seek commitment and build teams;

			•	motivating and inspiring: inspire, energize, empower and satisfy unmet needs.

			In conclusion, we would again emphasize that public sector leadership is a process that focuses on various behaviors, not connected to a position or a particular trait. Leadership relies more on personal power than positional power, and its central concern is coping with change, inspiring and motivating followers to realize the organization’s vision. If management is about coping with complexity, particularly by setting goals and plans, organizing and staffing, and solving problems and monitoring results, then leadership involves coping with organizational change by developing a vision and strategy for change, communicating the vision, and motivating employees to attain it.

			
5.	Public sector leadership: questions

			While the elements described above represent the foundations or building blocks for public sector leadership debate, the interest in the public leadership topic led to detailed research agendas, in particular:

			•	Are public sector leaders different from other leaders (i.e.: political leaders, business leaders, social entrepreneurs)?

			•	What leadership style can they use to influence performance positively?

			•	What are public sector leaders’ main competencies?

			•	How might schools and universities train the administrative leaders of tomorrow?

			•	Why is the literature about public sector leadership so scant?

			For now, we can only observe that public sector leadership research has been underestimated and different contributions in the field encourage the development of new studies on this topic. As mentioned at the beginning of this brief introduction, the great man theory was widespread in social science in the past; the idea that leaders were born and not made was commonly accepted in an age when leadership usually required belonging to an elite. It was not difficult to believe.

			In the modern era, relevant factors of the past, such as exclusive education and elite networks, are less dominant, and perhaps leadership cannot be taught, but it can surely be learned. Certainly, many scholarly contributions underline the fact that public sector leadership makes the difference among institutions. If this is the case, then we need to turn public managers into leaders, focusing on training programs that highlight the relationship between innate abilities, experience and formal training as drivers of leadership development.

			As the New Public Management paradigm requires public executives to utilize leadership skills in order to survive in a context of higher accountability, higher expectations and constant change, the challenge of how ‘to develop’ leadership is still open, and as Lemay (2009) states, “the innate-acquired debate [on leadership] is irrelevant […] as […] the individual development of leadership (innate) is favored by the position held in an organization (acquired).”

			On these grounds, the recent birth of many national leadership development programs highlights the strong wish of governments to improve public leaders’ and managers’ skills and performances. The limited success of training to date, however, arises from a lack of appreciation of the operational and organizational context in which it is assumed that managers would apply and transfer their learning. Research into leadership development programs should focus more on which features of public sector organizations accelerate or slow down the development of leadership within public sector organizations.

		

	
		
			
III 
Public sector leadership: a matter of style

			Davide C. Orazi and Alex Turrini

			
1.	Introduction

			Leader-followers alignment is nowadays the focus of the most widely accepted and known theory on leadership in organization studies: the transformational paradigm. This theory distinguishes between two types of leadership. Transactional leadership occurs when pecuniary incentives (i.e.: rewards, punishments, and leaders’ corrective actions on a group of followers) are used to achieve convergence of interests and preferences (Bass, 1990; Rainey, 2003). On the other hand, transformational leadership is basically described as a process of organizational change: a leader sets a vision and goals for the organization (i.e.: a group, an organizational unit, etc.), later communicating that vision, and motivating the organization to follow it (Kotter, 1999). Transformational leaders motivate followers by using non-pecuniary incentives, such as appeals to morality and ethics, persuasion and inspiration, and by leveraging on organizational culture (Burns, 1978; Howell and Avolio, 1992).

			More recently, many scholars have tried to blend transactional and transformational leadership into an integrated framework suggesting the adoption of multiple leadership styles according to different contexts (Bass, 1985; Hunt, 1996; Yukl, 1999). At the same time, different approaches have also kept on emerging: second range theories have been developed regarding leadership and organizational change (Burns, 1978; Bass, 1985; Nanus, 1992), charismatic leadership (House, 1977; Conger, 1998; Javidan and Waldman, 2003) and entrepreneurial leadership (Peters and Austin, 1985; Hammer and Champy, 1995).

			All these ‘schools’ or ‘approaches’ have contributed to reinvigorating the discussion on leadership but this has also generated a considerable degree of confusion. According to Gordon and Yukl (2004), much of the leadership research so far has in fact failed to explain the processes underlying the relationships among leadership styles, situational factors and organizational performance. Furthermore, the lively debate on leadership also showed serious methodological issues connected to: (1) wrong assumptions made by researchers (which have led to inappropriate conclusions) (Hunter et al., 2007); (2) the lack of control of potentially biasing effects (de Hoogh, den Hartog, and Koopman, 2004; Elenkov and Manev, 2005); (3) the weak research designs (Hunt, 1999; Yukl, 1999); and (4) different measurement defaults (Van Slyke and Alexander, 2006).

			Despite these flaws, the leadership debate has recently also affected public administration and public management scholars (Van Wart, 2003; Trottier, van Wart and Wang, 2008). The reason for this upsurge in interest in the topic is surely related to a change in the workings of public administration. In fact, the implementation of public management reforms throughout the US and in Europe has enabled senior bureaucrats to assume a ‘management by objectives’ mindset at work, to exert more freedom on decisions, and more responsibility and autonomy in leading groups and achieving objectives (Osborne and Gaebler, 1992; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2000). The empowerment of public sector executives has thus accelerated the emergence of new types of leader, striving for more efficient and effective public sector organizations and muddling through the boundaries set by elected political leaders, administrative processes, regulations, and society claims (Cristofoli et al., 2011).

			This chapter aims to delineate the extent to which public sector leadership is emerging as a distinctive domain on which public administration/public management scholars are currently focusing. In particular, we investigate whether public sector leadership is different from leadership that develops in businesses, which leadership styles are more frequent in the public sector, and whether leadership matters (i.e.: whether it helps to improve public administration performance). The chapter ends with recommendations regarding future directions in public sector leadership research.

			In describing below the state of the art in leadership research in organization studies, we categorize the main studies of public sector leadership in order to assess whether administrative leadership in the public sector might be distinctive and worthy of further investigation.

			
2.	Is public sector leadership different from leadership in the private sector?

			The first step in assessing the originality of public sector leadership is to contrast it to other forms of leadership, such as those developed in businesses. Considerable debate still exists as to the degree to which public and private organizations are similar or different and as to how these differences influence leadership styles and processes (Rainey and Bozeman, 2000).

			Leading public sector organizations is more complex than leading those in the private sector (Andersen, 2010; Heifetz, 1994). In 1987, for example, Baldwin noted some major differences between public and private sector organizations: (1) in public sector organizations, goals are more ambiguous than those of businesses, as good performance by public sector organizations cannot be synthesized in a single economic measure; and (2) the turnover of leaders in the public sector is higher than in private sector organizations, often because of governmental changes (Baldwin, 1987).

			Another striking difference between public and private sector organizations relates to the higher levels of formalization and regulations typically evinced by the former. In particular, Rainey, Pandey, and Bozeman (1995) show that public sector organizations are more bureaucratic in the implementation of personnel policies, in human resource management and in public procurement (this may be why Rainey and Bozeman (2000) found that managers in the private sector would prefer a greater number of rules than managers in public agencies). Hooijberg and Choi (2000) listed other differences between private and public sector organizations, stressing that public sector leaders know tougher constraints such as higher rigidity in the application of reward systems, highly specialized and invariant job designs, strict reporting processes, higher levels of accountability, more rules and procedures, weak linkages with political leaders, and the absence of market incentives. While these researchers found higher degrees of formalization or enforcement of rules in public agencies (see also Chubb and Moe, 1990; Bozeman and Bretschneider, 1994), others found no substantial differences between the public and private sectors (Buchanan, 1975; Bozeman and Loveless, 1987). In fact, it is more likely that public sector leadership is affected by formalization and regulations depending on the sectors in which the organization is operating or according to the type of activity public administration develops (Rainey and Bozeman, 2000); in areas such as starting a new project, red tape levels are quite similar among private and public organizations. On the other hand, any activity related to the personnel administration (such as hiring or rewarding subordinates) involves much longer delays in public agencies. As previously mentioned, very extensive studies and surveys of federal employees in the US also report that public sector organizations experience longer delays in getting approval to purchase goods (Lan and Rainey, 1992; Rainey et al., 1995). We might infer as a conclusion that public sector organizations differ sharply from private organizations on formalization and red tape in processes subject to strict jurisdictional rules and the authority of other supervisory agencies.

			Further relevant differences relating to the exercise of leadership have been outlined by Rainey and Bozeman (2000). They reviewed the majority of research done between 1980 and 2000 in order to test some a priori assertions about public-private differences in organizational and managerial research. Above all these authors stress concerns about performance measurement systems. In fact, the differences were striking: private firms have a range of measures and measurement tools, such as profit margins, stock prices, and various industry and market indicators that can guide and help a leader to assess his or her decisions and the organization’s performance. This is not the case for the public sector: leaders have more ambiguous measures of performance, largely because they pursue multiple goals simultaneously, many of which are non-economic by definition. These differences in measurement tools typically lead to higher complexity in goal achievement for public sector administrative leaders if compared with those of the private sector (Rainey and Bozeman, 2000). Again, Morris and Jones (1999) highlighted a number of additional unique characteristics of public sector organizations that might impact on leadership and evaluation of performance. According to them, since public sector organizations are (mainly) different, due to (1) being funded by taxation with less exposure to the market and customers (whoever they might be); (2) being subject to public scrutiny; and (3) constantly struggling with risk/reward trade-offs that strongly favor resistance to change, leaders in public sector organizations may well find it difficult to identify and pursue opportunities and hence enact innovativeness, risk-taking and pro-activity within their organizations.

			Finally, although private managers are accountable to important stakeholders, they typically do not extend in significant and influential ways beyond shareholders, boards, networked partners, customers, financial analysts, and regulatory bodies. In contrast to this, in public sector organizations, stakeholders also include citizens, interest groups, elected officials, the courts, direct service clients, and media across levels of government, organizations, and even political boundaries. These obligations resulted in higher transparency and accountability regulations and a constant need for technological innovation aiming at reducing the information asymmetries that can exist in public administration and society. Here, Kunthia and Suar (2004) have provided evidence that public sector leaders are pushed to be more ‘ethical’, especially when they have to deal with businesses.

			
3.	Public sector leadership styles

			So far, we have drawn a clear line between public sector leadership and business leadership. In the next section, we will describe the various public sector leadership styles and behaviors. Lawler’s assertion (2008, p. 27) that “leaders are seen variously as visionary, heroic, transformational, transactional, charismatic, inspirational, flexible, sensitive, innovative, but the enduring theme is that leadership is individualized”, allows us to introduce the multiplicity of leadership styles applied in the public sector.

			Transformational leadership is probably the most discussed style in recent public administration literature, with a general consensus on a few specific usual behaviors of transformational public sector leaders: (1) articulating a future vision; (2) building credibility and commitment to that vision; and (3) creating emotional challenges and encouragement for followers. According to Paarlberg and Lavigna (2010), transformational public sector leaders are also in charge of aligning employees’ values and organizational ideology, communicating inspirational ideology, creating value convergence within the organization, setting clear and important public service goals, clarifying the boundaries of work, stressing the social significance of the job, creating work structures empowering employee participation and modeling pro-social behaviors. Before the 2000s, this set of characteristics was associated with charismatic leadership in the general leadership research stream. Charismatic leaders communicate an idealized goal or vision they want the organization to accomplish over a period of time (House, 1977; Yukl, 2002).

			Recent scholars have criticized transformational leadership applied to the public sector. Heifetz (1994) was critical of charismatic leadership because it perpetuates an arrogance and grandiosity that allows public sector leaders “to flee from the harsh realities […] the myth of leadership is the myth of the lone warrior: the solitary individual whose heroism and brilliance enable him to lead the way” (Heifetz, 1994; p. 145) Other authors have stated that transformational leaders are expected to be less effective in public sector organizations than private sector organizations because the former are thought to rely more on bureaucratic control mechanisms (Bass and Riggio, 2006; Lowe, Galen Kroeck, and Sivasubramaniam, 1996). Some other scholars used the term “transactional leadership” to stem public sector leadership as a reaction of transformational or charismatic approach in the public sector. This “technical” leadership included different behaviors, such as management by exception (i.e.: monitoring followers’ performance, intervening when standards are not met and taking corrective action when deviations occur), contingent reward (i.e.: clarifying what needs to be done and exchanging psychic and material rewards for service rendered) and individualized consideration (i.e.: diagnosing and elevating the needs of each follower). Transactional leadership is then defined as an exchange process based on the fulfillment of contractual obligations, and is typically represented as setting objectives and monitoring and controlling outcomes (Trottier, Van Wart and Wang, 2008). Finally, Currie and Locket (2007) have also criticized the ‘transfer’ of transformational leadership logics and traits from the private to the public sector. In addition to pointing out the well-known differences between public and private sectors, the authors cite the lack of ethics in applying business versions of transformational leadership to the public sector.

			Whatever the approach, there is a general consensus that public sector leaders seem more heavily oriented towards change than expected. Innovative public sector leaders are actively engaged in management systems, and encourage employees to propose and implement new ideas and practices without fear (Moynihan and Ingraham, 2004). Innovative public sector leaders are action-oriented and make a strong commitment to changing established routines and practices; ongoing communication with employees is particularly important in order to reduce uneasiness, as innovation tends to face highly uncertain future returns. Innovative public leaders are also ‘entrepreneurs’, willing to take risks and consistently undermining the obstacles faced by their innovations (Sanger and Levin, 1992).

			Entrepreneurial leadership has in fact been of some interest in public administration studies. Currie et al. (2009), for example, in their effort to explore the possibility of the enactment of entrepreneurship in the English public sector, describe entrepreneurial leaders: they can be seen as being able to identify and exploit opportunities while showing innovativeness, risk-taking and pro-activeness. The entrepreneurial leader in the public sector is, then, a ‘political’ agent able to understand, assess and predict the political landscape shaping the public administration environment, a ‘stakeholder’ agent able to align interests among a range of internal and external stakeholders with the variety of organizational processes that must be adhered to in order to gain wide consent for entrepreneurial development, and an ‘entrepreneurial’ agent able to identify and exploit opportunities individually or by supporting, motivating, manipulating and empowering colleagues to turn innovative ideas into organizational profit through entrepreneurial endeavors (Currie and Lockett, 2007). This entrepreneurship, however, has often been seen as a ‘luxury’ in government where accountability pressures encourage public officials to be cautious, rigid, and resistant to change (Romzek and Ingraham, 2000). Concerns have also been raised about the risk of a public sector entrepreneur without ethics and integrity who misuses public funds, dominates or coerces others, and implements radical change that ignores tradition (Bellone and Goerl, 1992; DeLeon and Denhardt, 2000). In short, entrepreneurial leadership has often been seen as an antagonist of ethical behavior, as public sector leaders are called upon to accept a higher level of public accountably in more open environments.

			These concerns about public sector leaders being ‘too’ entrepreneurial generated the emergence of another type of leadership style, so-called ethical leadership. (Kakabadse et al., 2003). This leadership style includes four features: quality of dialogue (which requires openness, patience, an ability to listen and absorb and a capacity to resist the rush to judgment), vision (conceptualized as strength of purpose that goes beyond personal ambition, and a conviction to craft future uncertainty), discipline (defined as the ability of the leaders to behave constantly in accordance with their agreed vision and to communicate key messages in a disciplined way so that initiatives can be effectively cascaded down the organization), and cabinet responsibility (conceptualized as agreed behavior among a team of senior managers that upholds debated and agreed initiatives in a cohesive and disciplined way) (Kakabadse et al., 2003). Ethical leadership is often advocated as one of the best leadership styles a leader can adopt, because (1) it reduces the manipulative behavior of subordinates as well as their risk of cheating in performance and misusing finance; (2) it significantly increases job involvement and affective commitment as well as the job performance of subordinates; (3) it can change and mobilize the minds of subordinates, promoting positive work attitudes and enhancing performance; (4) it can counter any poor performance, alienation, and non-commitment that may occur because of the prevailing cultural values and group pressures; and (5) it might enforce the adoption of professional management practices such as quality circles, total quality management, and employee participation in management. (Kunthia and Suar, 2004). In fact, in a recent study by Orazi et al. (2012) integrity-oriented leadership style proved to be the only behavior able to increase subordinates’ performance in the public sector (Orazi et al., 2012).

			Finally, in the last decade the public sector leadership debate moved to an integrated leadership approach (Moynihan and Ingraham, 2004; Van Wart, 2003). This leadership behavior shares common elements of different styles as described above. Effective leaders use a combination of both types of transactional and transformational leadership by increasing followers’ public service motivation as well as by adopting varying degrees of transactional interaction with subordinates (Rafferty and Griffin, 2004; Rainey, 2003). The definition of Van Wart (2003) summarizes this approach: public sector leadership arises from the process of: (1) providing the results required by authorized processes in an efficient, effective and legal manner when the focus is on technical performance; (2) developing and supporting followers who provide the results when the focus is on the development of subordinates; and (3) aligning the organization with its environment, all seen through the lens of the public sector. Embracing the same integrated approach, some authors have focused on the process of leadership development in the public sector. According to Fairholm (2004), for example, the leadership development process starts with a leader understanding the one best way to promote and maintain productivity among the ranks of the employees (management). The second step is values-displacement leadership, defined as building a relationship between leader and followers allowing for typical management objectives to be achieved primarily through shared values, not merely through direction and control. The next step is represented by developing leadership in a trust culture, which shifts the focus toward the organizational culture where interaction between the leader and followers is based on trust founded on shared values. This mindset emphasizes teams, culture, and mutual trust between leader and follower, which are the methods leaders use to institutionalize their values. Finally, the development of spiritual leadership enables the leaders to focus attention on the whole-soul nature of each follower. Whole-soul (or spiritual) leadership integrates the components of work and personal life into a comprehensive system that fosters continuous growth, improvement, self-awareness, and self-leadership in such a way that leaders see others as whole persons with a variety of emotions, skills, knowledge, and abilities that go beyond the narrow confines of job needs. Spiritual leadership is essentially the linking of our inner world of moral reflection with our outer world of work and social relationships, and is considered by Fairholm to be the best style to adopt, because it encompasses all the previous leadership styles with a moral and ethical dimension.
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