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PREFACE



Leadership has become one of the hot topics in the popular consciousness. Bookstores are filled with “how to” books on leadership, and colleges and corporations have discovered that the study of leadership is both popular and potentially quite useful. Unfortunately, leadership remains an ambiguous, amorphous, and frequently misunderstood concept, and is often portrayed in a negative light. Indeed, the well-respected commentator James MacGregor Burns once called leadership “one of the most observed and least understood phenomena on earth.”1


There is a widespread perception of a lack of leadership in our society, in the face of increasingly challenging problems and needs. Governments at all levels confront increasing demands for services, even as resources to satisfy those demands contract. Political leaders appear to have no plan of action or, worse, waffle as competing constituencies successively claim the leaders’ attention. The very complexity of issues such as health care, crime, and the problems of the poor give pause to anyone seeking an effective resolution. Similarly on the international scene perplexing and often dangerous questions constantly arise, while leaders and their constituents flounder in response. In the private sector, corporations seek skilled leaders to guide them in their struggle to adapt to rapidly changing conditions. Unfortunately, in such organizations, “leadership” is often confused with “management,” to the detriment of both. Even families seek the reassurance of effective leadership, yet family members do not understand how to realize this objective while maintaining healthy interrelationships.


This desire for effective leadership is hindered by a lack of understanding about the phenomenon of leadership. When one seeks advice on leadership in the “how to” books of the popular literature, one often finds a distressingly shallow treatment of complex human and organizational interactions. On the other hand, while many evince a lack of understanding about leadership or decry its absence, others are put off by an excessive focus on leadership. They fear a leader’s manipulation of others for selfish or evil ends (and they can produce an impressive list of examples from the recent past to buttress their position).


This volume seeks to counter the lack of understanding concerning leadership and misperceptions about its nature through the insights of a number of thoughtful commentators, scholars, and practitioners. Its contents spring from several premises which should be made clear at the outset. The first premise is that leadership is central to the human condition. Leadership is not a “fad,” but a concept that is both current and timeless. If leadership is viewed as a process by which groups, organizations, and societies attempt to achieve common goals, it encompasses one of the fundamental currents of the human experience. In one form or another, then, the leadership process has been central to human interaction since the dawn of society. At the same time, the particularly intractable problems facing today’s society have generated a seemingly universal call for leadership which gives the topic special currency today.


A corollary to the premise that leadership is a fundamental aspect of the human condition is that its study should be as all-embracing as the human experience itself. Such a broad view of leadership permits our investigation to rise above the current popular literature and seek insights in some of the great thought and literature of the past. Although such writers and philosophers rarely used the term “leadership,” it is the leadership process which often engaged their attention. Moreover, alongside the popular literature (albeit less visible), there has grown up in recent decades a substantial body of solid scholarship on leadership which yields real insights. In sum, because the issues relating to leadership cut across all types of human activity and thought, true understanding of such a complex phenomenon requires a broadly conceived approach, which this book seeks to represent.


The second premise of The Leader’s Companion is that leadership is the province of all, not just a privileged few. This collection of readings does not treat leadership as an elitist undertaking; rather, it is portrayed as a process ubiquitous in its presence and broad in its scope. Leadership in its full compass is neither a position or title nor the actions of an identifiable “leader.” It is instead an interactive process in which leaders and followers engage in mutual interaction in a complex environment to achieve mutual goals. Viewed in this light, leadership occurs at all levels of society and engages all humans. A proper approach to leadership must acknowledge all elements of the process, not just the actions of the leader.


The third and most important premise of this book is that it is important to understand leadership. Knowing more about leadership and how the process operates permits one to realize the real end of leadership: the achievement of mutual goals which are intended to enhance one’s group, organization, or society. This book assumes that the more that is known and understood about the process of leadership by all who participate in it, the more likely it is that the fruits of the combined efforts of leaders and followers will yield satisfactory results.


The Leader’s Companion seeks to fulfill the promise of an approach to leadership which is broadly conceived. It draws from a wide range of sources: observations on leadership by classical writers, seminal articles from major leadership scholars, insights from recent observers which expand the frontiers of our understanding of leadership, and the wisdom of leaders. Moreover, these eclectic readings have been organized into thirteen parts in a purposeful fashion to guide the reader through the complex phenomenon we call leadership. Part I is an introduction designed to orient the reader to some of the issues of leadership and to suggest some profitable ways of thinking about the topic. Part II explores the concept of leadership itself: what the term means, and how one might go about learning more about it. Part III pulls together insights on leadership from classical philosophers, literary greats and practitioners, while Part IV turns to the understanding provided by modern scholars. Parts V through VIII contain some of the best current writing on the essential elements of the leadership process—i.e., the leader, followers, and leadership environment, and how they interact. This part of the book, as others, considers how issues of gender, diversity, and multiculturalism influence leadership. Parts IX and X look at the process itself: how leaders and followers work together to achieve mutual goals. With the understanding gleaned in the previous sections as backdrop, Part XI turns to a consideration of the competencies needed to be effective in the practice of leadership. Part XII adds the insights of several leadership practitioners. Finally, Part XIII seeks to reinforce the desired ends of leadership by focusing on the application of this understanding of leadership to moral means and ends.


Taken together, these selections should enhance the reader’s understanding and practice of an enormously important process which lies at the heart of all of our efforts to improve our surroundings, our lives, and our world. This is not to say that the selections assembled here are the only ones—or even the best choices—to achieve this goal. One of the beauties of exploring leadership is the remarkable richness and diversity of relevant source materials. Nevertheless, this collection is intended as a starting point for those who want to know more about the art and science of leadership.
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PART I


THE CRISIS OF LEADERSHIP



Many groups of people—citizens, workers, students, politicians and business executives—are troubled by a lack of strong leadership. Is this a valid concern? Part I addresses this issue. In the first two selections, two giants in the field of leadership studies, John Gardner and James MacGregor Burns, suggest that there is indeed a “crisis of leadership” in today’s society, and that it is incumbent upon all responsible individuals to redress the problem. In the third reading, Richard Couto takes issue with the premise that there is a dearth of good leadership in our society. Couto argues that individuals who make such statements are simply looking in the wrong places for effective leadership; it exists in the form of great numbers of “citizen leaders.” This debate is moderated by Robert Greenleaf in the final reading of this initial section, who articulates a middle way between the jeremiads of Gardner and Burns and the optimism of Couto. Greenleaf is well aware of the challenges to leadership in today’s world, and presents a solution to the “crisis of leadership” which parallels the “citizen leader” of Couto. Greenleaf argues that what is really needed in our attempt to address society’s woes are “servant leaders”—in our neighborhoods, in politics, and in private industry.
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The Cry for Leadership


John W. Gardner


John Gardner has served six presidents of the United States in various leadership capacities. He was Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, founding chairman of Common Cause, co-founder of the Independent Sector, chairman of the National Coalition, and president of the Carnegie Corporation and Foundation. He is currently the Miriam and Peter Haas Centennial Professor at Stanford Business School.


Why do we not have better leadership? The question is asked over and over. We complain, express our disappointment, often our outrage; but no answer emerges.


When we ask a question countless times and arrive at no answer, it is possible that we are asking the wrong question—or that we have misconceived the terms of the query. Another possibility is that it is not a question at all but simply convenient shorthand to express deep and complex anxieties. It would strike most of our contemporaries as old-fashioned to cry out, “What shall we do to be saved?” And it would be time-consuming to express full your concerns about the social disintegration, the moral disorientation, and the spinning compass needle of our time. So we cry out for leadership.


To some extent the conventional views of leadership are shallow, and set us up for endless disappointment. There is an element of wanting to be rescued, of wanting a parental figure who will set all things right. Such fantasies for grown-up children should not lead us to dismiss the need for leaders nor the insistent popular expression of that need. A great many people who are not given to juvenile fantasies want leaders—leaders who are exemplary, who inspire, who stand for something, who help us set and achieve goals.


Unfortunately, in popular thinking on the subject, the mature need and the childlike fantasies interweave. One of [my] tasks . . . is to untangle them, and to sketch what is realistically possible.


Leadership is such a gripping subject that once it is given center stage it draws attention away from everything else. But attention to leadership alone is sterile—and inappropriate. The larger topic of which leadership is a subtopic is the accomplishment of group purpose, which is furthered not only by effective leaders but also by innovators, entrepreneurs and thinkers; by the availability of resources; by questions of morale and social cohesion; and by much else that I discuss. . . . It is not my purpose to deal with either leadership or its related subjects comprehensively. I hope to illuminate aspects of the subject that may be of use in facing our present dilemmas—as a society and as a species.


The Issues Behind the Issues


We are faced with immensely threatening problems—terrorism, AIDS, drugs, depletion of the ozone layer, the threat of nuclear conflict, toxic waste, the real possibility of economic disaster. Even moderately informed citizens could extend the list. Yet on none of the items listed does our response acknowledge the manifest urgency of the problem. We give every appearance of sleep-walking through a dangerous passage of history. We see the life-threatening problems, but we do not react. We are anxious but immobilized.


I do not find the problems themselves as frightening as the questions they raise concerning our capacity to gather our forces and act. No doubt many of the grave problems that beset us have discoverable, though difficult, solutions. But to mobilize the required resources and to bear what sacrifices are necessary calls for a capacity to focus our energies, a capacity for sustained commitment. Suppose that we can no longer summon our forces to such effort. Suppose that we have lost the capacity to motivate ourselves for arduous exertions in behalf of the group. A discussion of leadership cannot avoid such questions.


Could it be that we suppress our awareness of problems—however ominous—because we have lost all conviction that we can do anything about them? Effective leaders heighten both motivation and confidence, but when these qualities have been gravely diminished, leaders have a hard time leading.


Suppose that fragmentation and divisiveness have proceeded so far in American life that we can no longer lend ourselves to any worthy common purpose. Suppose that our shared values have disintegrated to the point that we believe in nothing strongly enough to work for it as a group. Shared values are the bedrock on which leaders build the edifice of group achievement. No examination of leadership would be complete without attention to the decay and possible regeneration of the value framework.


Suppose that our institutions have become so lacking in adaptiveness that they can no longer meet new challenges. All human institutions must renew themselves continuously; therefore, we must explore this process as it bears on leadership.


I think of such matters—motivation, values, social cohesion, renewal—as the “issues behind the issues,” and I shall return to them often in the pages that follow.


Our Dispersed Leadership


In this society, leadership is dispersed throughout all segments of the society—government, business, organized labor, the professions, the minority communities, the universities, social agencies, and so on. Leadership is also dispersed down through the many levels of social functioning, from the loftiest levels of our national life down to the school principal, the local union leader, the shop supervisor.


We have always associated both kinds of dispersion with our notions of democracy and pluralism. But as our understanding of the principles of organization has developed, we have come to see that there is really no alternative to such dispersal of leadership if large-scale systems are to retain their vitality. The point is relevant not only for our society as a whole but also for all the organized subsystems (corporations, unions, government agencies, and so forth) that compose it.


Most leadership today is an attempt to accomplish purposes through (or in spite of) large, intricately organized systems. There is no possibility that centralized authority can call all the shots in such systems, whether the system is a corporation or a nation. Individuals in all segments and at all levels must be prepared to exercise leaderlike initiative and responsibility, using their local knowledge to solve problems at their level. Vitality at middle and lower levels of leadership can produce greater vitality in the higher levels of leadership.


In addition to all people down the line who may properly be called leaders at their level, there are in any vital organization or society a great many individuals who share leadership tasks unofficially, by behaving responsibly with respect to the purposes of the group. Such individuals, who have been virtually ignored in the leadership literature, are immensely important to the leader and to the group. (And as I point out later, even the responsible dissenter may be sharing the leadership task.)


Understanding Leadership


I have seen a good many leaders in action. My first chore for a president was for Eisenhower, whom I had known earlier when he headed Columbia University. Of the seven presidents since then, I have worked with all but two. But I have learned powerful lessons from less lofty leaders—from a top sergeant in the Marine Corps, from university presidents, corporate chief executive officers, community leaders, bankers, scientists, union leaders, school superintendents, and others. I have led, and have worked in harness with other leaders.


The development of more and better leaders is an important objective that receives a good deal of attention in these pages. But this is not a how-to-do-it manual. The first step is not action; the first step is understanding. The first question is how to think about leadership. I have in mind not just political buffs who want more and better leaders on the political scene, nor just CEOs who wonder why there are not more leaders scattered through their huge organizations. I have in mind citizens who do not want to be victimized by their leaders, neighborhood organizations that want to train their future leaders, the young people who dream of leadership, and all kinds of people who just want to comprehend the world around them.


Citizens must understand the possibilities and limitations of leadership. We must know how we can strengthen and support good leaders; and we must be able to see through the leaders who are exploiting us, playing on our hatred and prejudice, or taking us down dangerous paths.


Understanding these things, we come to see that much of the responsibility for leaders and how they perform is in our own hands. If we are lazy, self-indulgent, and wanting to be deceived; if we willingly follow corrupt leaders; if we allow our heritage of freedom to decay; if we fail to be faithful monitors of the public process—then we shall get and deserve the worst. . . .


Leadership Development


How many dispersed leaders do we need? When one considers all the towns and city councils, corporations, government agencies, unions, schools and colleges, churches, professions and so on, the number must be high. In order to have a target to think about, and setting precision aside, let us say that it is 1 percent of the population—2.4 million men and women who are prepared to take leaderlike action at their levels. How can we ever find that many leaders?


Fortunately, the development of leaders is possible on a scale far beyond anything we have ever attempted. As one surveys the subject of leadership, there are depressing aspects but leadership development is not one of them. Although our record to date is unimpressive, the prospects for improvement are excellent.


Many dismiss the subject with the confident assertion that “leaders are born not made.” Nonsense! Most of what leaders have that enables them to lead is learned. Leadership is not a mysterious activity. It is possible to describe the tasks that leaders perform. And the capacity to perform those tasks is widely distributed in the population. Today, unfortunately, specialization and patterns of professional functioning draw most of our young potential leaders into prestigious and lucrative nonleadership roles.


We have barely scratched the surface in our efforts toward leadership development. In the mid-twenty-first century, people will look back on our present practices as primitive.


Most men and women go through their lives using no more than a fraction—usually a rather small fraction—of the potentialities within them. The reservoir of unused human talent and energy is vast, and learning to tap that reservoir more effectively is one of the exciting tasks ahead for humankind.


Among the untapped capabilities are leadership gifts. For every effectively functioning leader in our society, I would guess that there are five or ten others with the same potential for leadership who have never led or perhaps even considered leading. Why? Perhaps they were drawn off into the byways of specialization . . . or have never sensed the potentialities within them . . . or have never understood how much the society needs what they have to give.


We can do better. Much, much better.





Reprinted with the permission of The Free Press, a Division of Simon & Schuster, from On Leadership by John W. Gardner. Copyright © 1990 by John W. Gardner. Reprinted by permission of Sterling Lord Literistic, Inc. Copyright © 1990 by John W. Gardner.
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The Crisis of Leadership


James MacGregor Burns


James MacGregor Burns won a Pulitzer Prize and a National Book Award for his study of Franklin D. Roosevelt. His book Leadership is considered to be a seminal work in leadership studies. Burns has been Woodrow Wilson Professor of Government at Williams College, and he has served as president of the American Political Science Association.


One of the most universal cravings of our time is a hunger for compelling and creative leadership. Many of us spent our early years in the eras of the titans—Freud and Einstein, Shaw and Stravinsky, Mao and Gandhi, Churchill and Roosevelt, Stalin and Hitler and Mussolini. Most of these colossi died in the middle years of this century; some lingered on, while a few others—de Gaulle, Nehru, perhaps Kennedy and King—joined the pantheon of leadership. These giants strode across our cultural and intellectual and political horizons. We—followers everywhere—loved or loathed them. We marched for them and fought against them. We died for them and we killed some of them. We could not ignore them.


In the final quarter of our century that life-and-death engagement with leadership has given way to the cult of personality, to a “gee whiz” approach to celebrities. We peer into the private lives of leaders, as though their sleeping habits, eating preferences, sexual practices, dogs, and hobbies carry messages of profound significance. Entire magazines are devoted to trivia about “people” and serious newspapers start off their news stories with a personality anecdote or slant before coming to the essence of the matter. Huge throngs parade in Red Square and in the T’ien An Men Square with giant portraits of men who are not giants. The personality cult—a cult of devils as well as heroes—thrives in both East and West.


The crisis of leadership today is the mediocrity or irresponsibility of so many of the men and women in power, but leadership rarely rises to the full need for it. The fundamental crisis underlying mediocrity is intellectual. If we know all too much about our leaders, we know far too little about leadership. We fail to grasp the essence of leadership that is relevant to the modern age and hence we cannot agree even on the standards by which to measure, recruit, and reject it. Is leadership simply innovation—cultural or political? Is it essentially inspiration? Mobilization of followers? Goal setting? Goal fulfillment? Is a leader the definer of values? Satisfier of needs? If leaders require followers, who leads whom from where to where, and why? How do leaders lead followers without being wholly led by followers? Leadership is one of the most observed and least understood phenomena on earth.


It was not always so. For two millennia at least, leaders of thought did grapple with the vexing problems of the rulers vs. the ruled. Long before modern sociology Plato analyzed not only philosopher-kings but the influences on rulers of upbringing, social and economic institutions, and responses of followers. Long before today’s calls for moral leadership and “profiles in courage,” Confucian thinkers were examining the concept of leadership in moral teaching and by example. Long before Gandhi, Christian thinkers were preaching nonviolence. Long before modern biography, Plutarch was writing brilliantly about the lives of a host of Roman and Greek rulers and orators, arguing that philosophers “ought to converse especially with ‘men in power,’ ” and examining questions such as whether “an old man should engage in public affairs.” From this biographer Shakespeare borrowed for his Antony and Cleopatra.


A rich literature on rulership flourished in the classical and middle ages. Later—for reasons we must examine—the study of rulership and leadership ran into serious intellectual difficulties. Leadership as a concept has dissolved into small and discrete meanings. A recent study turned up 130 definitions of the word. A superabundance of facts about leaders far outruns theories of leadership. The world-famous New York Public Library has tens of thousands of biographies, monographs, and newspaper clippings on individual political leaders, but only one catalogue entry to “political leadership” (referring to an obscure politician of forty years ago).


There is, in short, no school of leadership, intellectual or practical. Does it matter that we lack standards for assessing past, present, and potential leaders? Without a powerful modern philosophical tradition, without theoretical and empirical cumulation, without guiding concepts, and without considered practical experiences, we lack the very foundations for knowledge of a phenomenon—leadership in the arts, the academy, science, politics, the professions, war—that touches and shapes our lives. Without such standards and knowledge we cannot make vital distinctions between types of leaders; we cannot distinguish leaders from rulers, from power wielders, and from despots. Hitler called himself—and was called—the Leader; his grotesque führerprinzip is solemnly examined as a doctrine of leadership. But Hitler, once he gained power and crushed all opposition, was no leader—he was a tyrant. A leader and a tyrant are polar opposites.


Although we have no school of leadership, we do have in rich abundance and variety the makings of such a school. An immense reservoir of data and analysis and theories has been developed. No central concept of leadership has yet emerged, in part because scholars have worked in separate disciplines and subdisciplines in pursuit of different and often unrelated questions and problems. I believe, however, that the richness of the research and analysis and thoughtful experience, accumulated especially in the past decade or so, enables us now to achieve an intellectual breakthrough.





From Leadership by James MacGregor Burns, Selected excerpts from pages 1-3 Copyright © 1978 by James MacGregor Burns. Reprinted by permission of Harper Collins Publishers, Inc.
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Defining a Citizen Leader


Richard A. Couto


Richard Couto currently serves as professor in the Jepson School of Leadership Studies at the University of Richmond. He has worked with community organizations and leaders in the Appalachian region and has published reports and articles related to that work. His recent, award-winning work, Lifting the Veil, examines the history of civil rights efforts in one county in Tennessee since Reconstruction.


There I was trying to impress members of the search committee during lunch and sitting across the table from James MacGregor Burns, Pulitzer Prize-winning patriarch of leadership studies. It was difficult to eat and talk without embarrassment, so I did little eating. I talked a lot. I heard myself counter points made by one search committee member about a recent coal miners’ strike in Virginia—an impolitic step. Late in our luncheon conversation, Burns lamented the dearth of leadership in contemporary America. I took issue with his point as well, suggesting that the amount and quality of leadership varied depending on where you looked. Leadership at the local community level, I asserted, is abundant and of extraordinarily high quality. Suddenly, I realized that I felt more about leadership than I thought about it. I had lived it more than I had studied it. I had worked 20 years with an array of leaders in low-income communities of the rural South, Appalachia, and several urban areas. Like them, I had spent far less time thinking about the “why’s” and “how’s” of leadership than on the “what’s to be done” questions of leadership. I had what Michael Polanyi calls “personal knowledge” rather than scholarship. This realization gave me pause, but only momentarily. Undeterred, I forged on.


Burns and I eventually agreed on the disappointing dearth of political and national leadership and ascribed it, in large measure, to the fragmentation of America’s political structures. We also agreed that possibly we have more and better leadership at the local level of American life than we give ourselves credit for. Fortunately, I got the job. Burns and I became colleagues and eventually traveled through parts of Appalachia to meet some of the community leaders I had had in mind when I spoke.


This trip, my new job, and that luncheon conversation challenged me to examine what I had taken for granted: What is citizen leadership? And why is it important? As I learned more about leadership, I recognized that I was dealing with only one form of citizen leadership. Legislators, labor union officers, social service agency heads, directors of nonprofit organizations, civic and business leaders, elected and appointed political officials are all citizens and they are also leaders to one degree or another. I was tempted to stretch a definition from that luncheon conversation to cover all these people. Such a definition, however, would risk becoming a Fourth of July celebrative elaboration of the virtues of American life, and certainly would obscure the distinguishing characteristics of the citizen leaders with whom I have worked. What sets these largely ignored leaders apart?


The citizen leaders I have in mind facilitate organized action to improve conditions of people in low-income communities and to address other basic needs of society at the local level. Their goal is to raise the floor beneath all members of society, rather than to enable a few to touch its vaulted ceiling. Sometimes citizen leaders work for change, protesting proposed toxic waste dumping near their homes, for example. In all cases, they exhibit the leadership which occurs when people take sustained action to bring about change that will permit them continued or increased well-being. They recognize the existence of community, a set of relationships among people forged by some special bond. Sometimes that bond includes residence in a particular place. It always includes the common human condition with all of its aspirations and potentials.


There are obvious similarities between this form of citizen leadership and broader concepts of leadership. It entails follower-leader relationships and collaboration, exchanges, and interchanges. The citizen leaders about whom I write are transforming leaders who engage others in efforts to reach higher levels of human awareness and relationships. With time, citizen leaders also become transactional leaders and some of them acquire the administrative competencies needed to manage an organization. Burns has referred to “cobblestone leadership” and the “second and third tier” of leadership. These citizen leaders embody those concepts as well.


On the other hand, as I learned more about leadership, I understood the differences between the citizen leadership I knew and other concepts of leadership. For example, in my first class on leadership studies, I asked my students to draw pictures of leadership. In response, students drew an array of images of money, power, prestige, and superiority—leaders were in front of or above others. Few scholars would define leadership in such terms, yet my students probably reflected accurately the lessons they had acquired from popular culture.


Citizen leaders contrast markedly with such popular conceptions of power and, to a lesser extent, with academic conceptions as well. For one thing, citizen leaders usually do not choose leadership. They do not even seek it. They leave their private lives reluctantly for these public roles. Often they intend to take some public action, to achieve their purpose quickly, and then to return to private matters. Customarily, their first action is to approach the people in charge to get something done about a specific problem. It is only when they are rebuffed or rebuked that citizen leaders go farther, eventually entering into a chain of events and actions that leads to the achievement of their original purpose. Somewhere in that chain, the people I have in mind acquire the truly distinguishing characteristic of leadership: the gift of trust bestowed by others with whom they work. Their groups may establish a formal organization—“Concerned citizens of . . .” is a frequently used name—and citizen leaders will be elected or delegated to act on behalf of the group. Whatever their titles, citizen leaders have a deeper sense of responsibility and higher sense of authority that comes from the trust others have bestowed informally upon them to act on behalf of the group.


Citizen leadership brings new responsibilities, new contacts, media exposure, and other trappings of leadership that, more often than not, citizen leaders would prefer to shed. They would like to return to their “normal” lives. Ten years ago, Larry Wilson and his wife, Sheila, backed into leadership positions in the controversy over pollution of Yellow Creek near their eastern Kentucky home. Today, they direct a regional environmental program of the Highlander Research and Education Center. He attended the United Nations Earth Summit in Brazil in the summer of 1992. At the same time, she visited other citizen leaders in Northern Ireland who had traveled to Appalachia earlier to observe her work. Larry Wilson calls local environmental citizen leaders “reluctant warriors,” who pay for their leadership:


These people have to raise families in the contaminated areas, punch a time clock within an organization that is frequently opposed to their environmental activities, be sensitive to rocking the political boat, [and] maintain social ties in a community divided by the issue they are working on.


The Wilsons’ full-time work creates an alter ego that separates them from other local citizen leaders to whom they feel kindred. As Larry Wilson put it, “I wake up in a different world every morning.” His expanded role of citizen leader requires him to accept that new world, but to adjust it to a world he does not want to leave behind.


The loss of what is familiar prompts citizen leader William Saunders to maintain adamantly that he did not and would not choose the role. His work on the Sea Islands of South Carolina, and his direction of the 100-day hospital workers’ strike in Charleston in 1969, earned him a place in the film, You Got to Move, which dramatizes citizen leadership. Saunders now runs a radio station in Charleston, South Carolina, and continues to be an important part of the civil rights movement and antipoverty programs in the area. Like Martin Luther King, Jr., Saunders understands citizen leadership as a burden, a cross that few would take up willingly. After all, he points out, the transforming aspect of citizen leadership transforms the personal lives of leaders as well as the conditions they intend to change:


It’s not the kind of life you choose. You get caught up in it. But you wouldn’t choose to be misunderstood. A preacher near here gave a sermon, “Being Picked Out to be Picked On.” That’s a heavy subject. To see things clearly ahead of your time carries a heavy price. You’re friendless. There’s no one you can talk with straight across the board, not even your family. Ten years later, they may see what you are saying, but by that time, you’ve gone on.


Citizen leadership is leadership with far fewer perks and far less glamour than that which marks those in the threadbare political and national leadership we lament. At the same time, citizen leadership comes with the same or greater personal costs as other forms of leadership.


Despite their reluctance, citizen leaders act from fairly simple motives. One does not hear long, complicated analyses of Abraham Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. Instead, citizen leaders speak in simple terms about the basic dignity of every human being. They act from the conviction that we, as a society, are responsible for redressing the conditions that undermine and understate the human dignity of any of its members. While others may accept the needs and deprivation of some groups without a sense of moral responsibility, citizen leaders cannot. They are compelled to pass on to the next generation a society less tolerant of human and environmental degradation. For citizen leaders, with bonds to specific low-income communities, success has a single, clear measure: Will our children have a reasonable choice to live with dignity in their community as adults? Eventually, their assertion of social responsibility for the human condition becomes exceedingly troublesome. It means entering the value of “community” into economic calculations in which community has no monetary value. It means giving voice and stature to groups of people without political influence. Citizen leadership means making a political, economic, and social system accountable for whom it serves and fails to serve.


Citizen leaders express the simplicity of their motives in anger mixed with humor and determination to persuade those who impede them to recognize the human dignity of individuals and the worth of community. Eula Hall helped establish a health center in Mud Creek in eastern Kentucky. She still works at the center to assure residents of the area access to medical care providers and to the rights and benefits to which they are entitled. She exemplifies the sophisticated competencies citizen leaders acquire to conduct their work. She has an outstanding record of victories in black lung hearings, for example. Press her for her reasons for a 30-year career in full-time citizen leadership and she echoes Fannie Lou Hamer: “You just get sick and tired of seeing people get pushed around.”


Citizen leaders are not showered with traditional forms of recognition. Colleges and universities, for example, often ignore them or delay recognizing their achievements. Citizen leaders are likely to be pressing the medical school’s hospital on its policy for indigent care. They are likely to be protesting conditions in the rental property of a university’s landlord, or protesting the inadequacy of pollution controls at the plant of a major university contributor. It serves the interest of many institutions to ignore the reality citizen leaders work to make us aware of. Colleges interested in instructing students about the workings of the American economy are more likely to encourage them to speak to people in corporate offices than in picket lines.


Recognition does come to citizen leaders. First, and fewest, are the awards that recognize them for addressing an issue of injustice or inequality. In general, these awards come from organizations and institutions, including some foundations, that understand themselves as part of a process of basic social change. Larry Wilson was designated an environmental hero by Mother Jones. Second, and most frequent, are the awards that recognize citizen leaders for individual courage within a context of need but separate from the political and social issues that underlie that need. These awards make citizen leaders into heroes and heroines by emphasizing their personal traits. People magazine, for example, depicted Eula Hall as a crusader when it included her among 25 “Amazing Americans!”


Eventually, some citizen leaders are recognized by institutions that previously shunned them. This form of award measures the acceptance of positions that citizen leaders took and the transformation of society and some of its institutions. Bill Saunders, for example, served as chairman of the Democratic Party of Charleston County. The leadership path that led him to this position began with a protest against racial barriers that prevented him and others from voting and joining a political party. Often this recognition comes long after the controversy has subsided, after the citizen leader has passed on the mantle of leadership to others, or even after he or she has died.


As I thought about why citizen leadership is important, I came back to our luncheon consensus about the dearth of national and political leadership. Citizen leadership protests and mitigates the shortcomings of our national and political leadership. In the absence of strong formal political leadership, leadership slips over into the hands of those with economic and social power. We not only recognize this dispersion of political power, we praise it. We teach pluralism as a political system which provides a high probability that an active and legitimate group can make itself heard effectively in the process of decision making. Our first inclination is to include citizen leadership in that pantheon, but that would miss the importance of the form of citizen leadership with which I am concerned.


Citizen leadership demands that the political system expand its notion of “legitimate” groups beyond economic and social elites. It constantly presses the static boundaries of our political system to broaden, to incorporate new issues, and to involve new groups. For citizen leaders, politics is the public expression of society’s sense of community and of the common interests of its members. Invariably, citizen leaders are criticized early on in their efforts precisely because of their efforts to wake sleeping dogs and to expand the public agenda. Any political system throws up barriers to resist change. If there is one thing that citizen leaders are about, it is taking down those barriers. The greater the change, the more likely the resistance. Citizen leaders soon understand that their form of leadership is intolerable for some. All the people mentioned in this essay have stories of being shot at and threatened with physical harm and arson.


Eventually, most citizen leaders learn to work within “the system,” but it is a system changed by their presence. Eula Hall invited the representative of her congressional district to the ground-breaking ceremony for the new clinic in Mud Creek. Twenty years before, that would have been inconceivable. But, in the intervening time, Hall’s aspirations and leadership had acquired legitimacy. Likewise, any listing of the political elite of Charleston and, perhaps, South Carolina today will include Bill Saunders. Larry Wilson and the Concerned Citizens of Yellow Creek initiated forums to discuss issues with candidates for local political positions.


In a sense, citizen leadership is a parallel government, a shadow government, or a government in exile’ depending on the degree of change entailed in its demands. As a “parallel government,” citizen leaders carry out changes before political leaders are prepared to do the same. Addressing the needs of the homeless is the most recent case in point. In cases where needed changes exceed the capacity of citizen leaders, they may become a “shadow government,” the loyal opposition of those with political power, to demand public action for public problems heretofore ignored or considered “illegitimate.” The demand for public responses to the AIDS crisis illustrates the point on a national scale. When the demand for change exceeds the capacity of public officials to act, citizen leaders also become a “government in exile” waiting for the day that issues, long denied, become crises demanding action.


Through protest, demands for fairer portions of public resources for some groups, and a vision of a transformed state of society in which the bonds of community are more apparent, citizen leaders pursue and establish change. In some measure, the dearth of political leadership that we lament reflects the inability or unwillingness of elected and appointed leaders to express the degree of compassion, concern, and community that animates citizen leadership. In part, this failure is structural and needs to be fixed. In another sense, however, it represents a valuable gap worth preserving. As long as our citizen leaders exceed the quality of our elected and appointed leaders, the latter have someone to follow—what could be more central to a vital democracy?





Reprinted from Public Leadership Education: The Role of the Citizen Leader (Dayton: The Kettering Foundation, 1992). By permission of the author.
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Servant Leadership


Robert K. Greenleaf


Robert Greenleaf developed his theory of servant leadership while an executive at AT&T, and subsequently lectured at Harvard Business School, Dartmouth College, and the University of Virginia. He founded The Center for Applied Ethics, now known as the Robert K. Greenleaf Center.


Servant and leader—can these two roles be fused in one real person, in all levels of status or calling? If so, can that person live and be productive in the real world of the present? My sense of the present leads me to say yes to both questions. This chapter is an attempt to explain why and to suggest how.


The idea of The Servant as Leader came out of reading Hermann Hesse’s Journey to the East. In this story we see a band of men on a mythical journey, probably also Hesse’s own journey. The central figure of the story is Leo who accompanies the party as the servant who does their menial chores, but who also sustains them with his spirit and his song. He is a person of extraordinary presence. All goes well until Leo disappears. Then the group falls into disarray and the journey is abandoned. They cannot make it without the servant Leo. The narrator, one of the party, after some years of wandering finds Leo and is taken into the Order that had sponsored the journey. There he discovers that Leo, whom he had known first as servant, was in fact the titular head of the Order, its guiding spirit, a great and noble leader.


One can muse on what Hesse was trying to say when he wrote this story. We know that most of his fiction was autobiographical, that he led a tortured life, and that Journey to the East suggests a turn toward the serenity he achieved in his old age. There has been much speculation by critics on Hesse’s life and work, some of it centering on this story which they find the most puzzling. But to me, this story clearly says that the great leader is seen as servant first, and that simple fact is the key to his greatness. Leo was actually the leader all of the time, but he was servant first because that was what he was, deep down inside. Leadership was bestowed upon a man who was by nature a servant. It was something given, or assumed, that could be taken away. His servant nature was the real man, not bestowed, not assumed, and not to be taken away. He was servant first.


I mention Hesse and Journey to the East for two reasons. First, I want to acknowledge the source of the idea of The Servant as Leader. Then I want to use this reference as an introduction to a brief discussion of prophecy.


Fifteen years ago when I first read about Leo, if I had been listening to contemporary prophecy as intently as I do now, the first draft of this piece might have been written then. As it was, the idea lay dormant for eleven years until, four years ago, I concluded that we in this country were in a leadership crisis and that I should do what I could about it. I became painfully aware of how dull my sense of contemporary prophecy had been. And I have reflected much on why we do not hear and heed the prophetic voices in our midst (not a new question in our times, nor more critical than heretofore).


I now embrace the theory of prophecy which holds that prophetic voices of great clarity, and with a quality of insight equal to that of any age, are speaking cogently all of the time. Men and women of a stature equal to the greatest of the past are with us now addressing the problems of the day and pointing to a better way and to a personeity better able to live fully and serenely in these times.


The variable that marks some periods as barren and some as rich in prophetic vision is in the interest, the level of seeking, the responsiveness of the hearers. The variable is not in the presence or absence or the relative quality and force of the prophetic voices. Prophets grow in stature as people respond to their message. If their early attempts are ignored or spurned, their talent may wither away.


It is seekers, then, who make prophets, and the initiative of any one of us in searching for and responding to the voice of contemporary prophets may mark the turning point in their growth and service. But since we are the product of our own history, we see current prophecy within the context of past wisdom. We listen to as wide a range of contemporary thought as we can attend to. Then we choose those we elect to heed as prophets—both old and new—and meld their advice with our own leadings. This we test in real-life experiences to establish our own position. . . .


One does not, of course, ignore the great voices of the past. One does not awaken each morning with the compulsion to reinvent the wheel. But if one is servant, either leader or follower, one is always searching, listening, expecting that a better wheel for these times is in the making. It may emerge any day. Any one of us may find it out from personal experience. I am hopeful.


I am hopeful for these times, despite the tension and conflict, because more natural servants are trying to see clearly the world as it is and are listening carefully to prophetic voices that are speaking now. They are challenging the pervasive injustice with greater force and they are taking sharper issue with the wide disparity between the quality of society they know is reasonable and possible with available resources, and, on the other hand, the actual performance of the whole range of institutions that exist to serve society.


A fresh critical look is being taken at the issues of power and authority, and people are beginning to learn, however haltingly, to relate to one another in less coercive and more creatively supporting ways. A new moral principle is emerging which holds that the only authority deserving one’s allegiance is that which is freely and knowingly granted by the led to the leader in response to, and in proportion to, the clearly evident servant stature of the leader. Those who choose to follow this principle will not casually accept the authority of existing institutions. Rather, they will freely respond only to individuals who are chosen as leaders because they are proven and trusted as servants. To the extent that this principle prevails in the future, the only truly viable institutions will be those that are predominantly servant-led.


I am mindful of the long road ahead before these trends, which I see so clearly, become a major society-shaping force. We are not there yet. But I see encouraging movement on the horizon.


What direction will the movement take? Much depends on whether those who stir the ferment will come to grips with the age-old problem of how to live in a human society. I say this because so many, having made their awesome decision for autonomy and independence from tradition, and having taken their firm stand against injustice and hypocrisy, find it hard to convert themselves into affirmative builders of a better society. How many of them will seek their personal fulfillment by making the hard choices, and by undertaking the rigorous preparation that building a better society requires? It all depends on what kind of leaders emerge and how they—we—respond to them.


My thesis, that more servants should emerge as leaders, or should follow only servant-leaders, is not a popular one. It is much more comfortable to go with a less demanding point of view about what is expected of one now. There are several undemanding, plausibly-argued alternatives to choose. One, since society seems corrupt, is to seek to avoid the center of it by retreating to an idyllic existence that minimizes involvement with the “system” (with the “system” that makes such withdrawal possible). Then there is the assumption that since the effort to reform existing institutions has not brought instant perfection, the remedy is to destroy them completely so that fresh new perfect ones can grow. Not much thought seems to be given to the problem of where the new seed will come from or who the gardener to tend them will be. The concept of the servant-leader stands in sharp contrast to this kind of thinking.


Yet it is understandable that the easier alternatives would be chosen, especially by young people. By extending education for so many so far into the adult years, the normal participation in society is effectively denied when young people are ready for it. With education that is preponderantly abstract and analytical it is no wonder that there is a preoccupation with criticism and that not much thought is given to “What can I do about it?”


Criticism has its place, but as a total preoccupation it is sterile. In a time of crisis, like the leadership crisis we are now in, if too many potential builders are taken in by a complete absorption with dissecting the wrong and by a zeal for instant perfection, then the movement so many of us want to see will be set back. The danger, perhaps, is to hear the analyst too much and the artist too little.


Albert Camus stands apart from other great artists of his time, in my view, and deserves the title of prophet, because of his unrelenting demand that each of us confront the exacting terms of our own existence, and, like Sisyphus, accept our rock and find our happiness in dealing with it. Camus sums up the relevance of his position to our concern for the servant as leader in the last paragraph of his last published lecture, entitled Create Dangerously:


One may long, as I do, for a gentler flame, a respite, a pause for musing. But perhaps there is no other peace for the artist than what he finds in the heat of combat. “Every wall is a door,” Emerson correctly said. Let us not look for the door, and the way out, anywhere but in the wall against which we are living. Instead, let us seek the respite where it is—in the very thick of battle. For in my opinion, and this is where I shall close, it is there. Great ideas, it has been said, come into the world as gently as doves. Perhaps, then, if we listen attentively, we shall hear, amid the uproar of empires and nations, a faint flutter of wings, the gentle stirring of life and hope. Some will say that this hope lies in a nation, others, in a man. I believe rather that it is awakened, revived, nourished by millions of solitary individuals whose deeds and works every day negate frontiers and the crudest implications of history. As a result, there shines forth fleetingly the ever-threatened truth that each and every man, on the foundations of his own sufferings and joys, builds for them all. . . .


Who Is the Servant-Leader?


The servant-leader is servant first—as Leo was portrayed. It begins with the natural feeling that one wants to serve, to serve first. Then conscious choice brings one to aspire to lead. That person is sharply different from one who is leader first, perhaps because of the need to assuage an unusual power drive or to acquire material possessions. For such it will be a later choice to serve—after leadership is established. The leader-first and the servant-first are two extreme types. Between them there are shadings and blends that are part of the infinite variety of human nature.


The difference manifests itself in the care taken by the servant first to make sure that other people’s highest priority needs are being served. The best test, and difficult to administer, is: Do those served grow as persons? Do they, while being served, become healthier, wiser, freer, more autonomous, more likely themselves to become servants? And, what is the effect on the least privileged in society; will they benefit, or, at least, not be further deprived? . . .


All of this rests on the assumption that the only way to change a society (or just make it go) is to produce people, enough people, who will change it (or make it go). The urgent problems of our day—the disposition to venture into immoral and senseless wars, destruction of the environment, poverty, alienation, discrimination, overpopulation—are here because of human failures, individual failures, one person at a time, one action at a time failures.


If we make it out of all of this (and this is written in the belief that we will make it), the “system” will be whatever works best. The builders will find the useful pieces wherever they are, and invent new ones when needed, all without reference to ideological coloration. “How do we get the right things done?” will be the watchword of the day, every day. And the context of those who bring it off will be: all men and women who are touched by the effort grow taller, and become healthier, stronger, more autonomous, and more disposed to serve.


Leo the servant, and the exemplar of the servant-leader, has one further portent for us. If we may assume that Hermann Hesse is the narrator in Journey to the East (not a difficult assumption to make), at the end of the story he establishes his identity. His final confrontation at the close of his initiation into the Order is with a small transparent sculpture: two figures joined together. One is Leo, the other is the narrator. The narrator notes that a movement of substance is taking place within the transparent sculpture.


I perceived that my image was in the process of adding to and flowing into Leo’s, nourishing and strengthening it. It seemed that, in time . . . only one would remain: Leo. He must grow, I must disappear.


As I stood there and looked and tried to understand what I saw, I recalled a short conversation that I had once had with Leo during the festive days at Bremgarten. We had talked about the creations of poetry being more vivid and real than the poets themselves.


What Hesse may be telling us here is that Leo is the symbolic personification of Hesse’s aspiration to serve through his literary creations, creations that are greater than Hesse himself; and that his work, for which he was but the channel, will carry on and serve and lead in a way that he, a twisted and tormented man, could not—except as he created.


Does not Hesse dramatize, in extreme form, the dilemma of us all? Except as we venture to create, we cannot project ourselves beyond ourselves to serve and lead.


To which Camus would add: Create dangerously!





Excerpted from Servant Leadership by Robert K. Greenleaf. © 1977 by Robert K. Greenleaf, © 1991 by The Robert K. Greenleaf Center. Used by permission of Paulist Press.





PART II


WHAT IS LEADERSHIP?


Here we turn to one of the solutions to the crisis of leadership outlined by Gardner and Burns. Both of those authors imply that the real answer to the perceived “cry for leadership” is a greater understanding of leadership itself. Thomas Cronin picks up on this and ponders the question of whether leadership is indeed something which can be learned. Irving Spitzberg, Jr., poses a series of specific questions which must be addressed if one is to gain any real understanding of leadership. According to Spitzberg, “the first task . . . is to develop a tentative definition of leadership. . . .” While Spitzbergs insight is logical enough, the task of defining “leadership” is not at all a simple one. Indeed, it is an issue over which there has been much disagreement, and, as Bernard Bass states, “there are almost as many definitions of leadership as there are persons who have attempted to define the concept.” Nevertheless, it is possible to come up with a definition which is serviceable, as Hughes, Ginnett and Curphy (selection 8) demonstrate.
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Thinking and Learning about Leadership


Thomas E. Cronin


Thomas Cronin is a former White House Fellow and White House aide. In 1986, he won the American Political Science Association’s Charles E. Merriam Award for significant contributions to the art of government. He is widely published, and currently serves as President of Whitman College.


Leadership is one of the most widely talked about subjects and at the same time one of the most elusive and puzzling. Americans often yearn for great, transcending leadership for their communities, companies, the military, unions, universities, sports teams, and for the nation. However, we have an almost love-hate ambivalence about power wielders. And we especially dislike anyone who tries to boss us around. Yes, we admire the Washingtons and Churchills, but Hitler and Al Capone were leaders too—and that points up a fundamental problem. Leadership can be exercised in the service of noble, liberating, enriching ends, but it can also serve to manipulate, mislead and repress.


“One of the most universal cravings of our time,” writes James MacGregor Burns, “is a hunger for compelling and creative leadership.” But exactly what is creative leadership? A Wall Street Journal cartoon had two men talking about leadership. Finally, one turned to the other in exasperation and said: “Yes, we need leadership, but we also need someone to tell us what to do.” That is to say, leadership for most people most of the time is a rather hazy, distant and even confusing abstraction. Hence, thinking about or defining leadership is a kind of intellectual leadership challenge in itself.


What follows are some thoughts about leadership and education for leadership. These thoughts and ideas are highly personal and hardly scientific. As I shall suggest below, almost anything that can be said about leadership can be contradicted with counter examples. Moreover, the whole subject is riddled with paradoxes. My ideas here are the product of my studies of political leadership and my own participation in politics from the town meeting level to the White House staff. Some of my ideas come from helping to advise universities and foundations and the Houston-based American Leadership Forum on how best to go about encouraging leadership development. Finally, my thoughts have also been influenced in a variety of ways by numerous conversations with five especially insightful writers on leadership—Warren Bennis, James MacGregor Burns, David Campbell, Harlan Cleveland and John W. Gardner.


Teaching Leadership


Can we teach people to become leaders? Can we teach leadership? People are divided on these questions. It was once widely held that “leaders are born and not made,” but that view is less widely held today. We also used to hear about “natural leaders” but nowadays most leaders have learned their leadership ability rather than inherited it. Still there is much mystery to the whole matter. In any event, many people think colleges and universities should steer clear of the whole subject. What follows is a set of reasons why our institutions of higher learning generally are “bashful about teaching leadership.” These reasons may overstate the case, but they are the objections that serious people often raise.


First, many people still believe that leaders are born and not made. Or that leadership is somehow almost accidental or at least that most leaders emerge from circumstances and normally do not create them. In any event, it is usually added, most people, most of the time, are not now and never will be leaders.


Second, American cultural values hold that leadership is an elitist and thus anti-American phenomenon. Plato and Machiavelli and other grand theorists might urge upon their contemporaries the need for selecting out and training a select few for top leadership roles. But this runs against the American grain. We like to think that anyone can become a top leader here. Hence, no special training should be given to some special select few.


Third is the complaint that leadership training would more than likely be preoccupied with skills, techniques, and the means of getting things done. But leadership for what? A focus on means divorced from ends makes people—especially intellectuals—ill at ease. They hardly want to be in the business of training future Joe McCarthys or Hitlers or Idi Amins.


Fourth, leadership study strikes many as an explicitly vocational topic. It’s a practical and applied matter—better learned in summer jobs, in internships or on the playing fields. You learn it on the job. You learn it from gaining experience, from making mistakes and learning from these. And you should learn it from mentors.


Fifth, leadership often involves an element of manipulation or deviousness, if not outright ruthlessness. Some consider it as virtually the same as learning about jungle-fighting or acquiring “the killer instinct.” It’s just not “clean” enough a subject matter for many people to embrace. Plus, “leaders” like Stalin and Hitler gave “leadership” a bad name. If they were leaders, then spare us of their clones or imitators.


Sixth, leadership in the most robust sense of the term is such an ecumenical and intellectually all-encompassing subject that it frightens not only the timid but even the most well educated of persons. To teach leadership is an act of arrogance. That is, it is to suggest one understands far more than even a well educated person can understand—history, ethics, philosophy, classics, politics, biography, psychology, management, sociology, law, etc. . . . and [is] steeped deeply as well in the “real world.”


Seventh, colleges and universities are increasingly organized in highly specialized divisions and departments all geared to train specialists. While the mission of the college may be to educate “the educated person” and society’s future leaders, in fact the incentive system is geared to training specialists. Society today rewards the expert or the super specialist—the data processors, the pilots, the financial whiz, the heart surgeon, the special team punt returners, and so on. Leaders, however, have to learn to become generalists and usually have to do so well after they have left our colleges, graduate schools and professional schools.


Eighth, leadership strikes many people (and with some justification) as an elusive, hazy and almost mysterious commodity. Now you see it, now you don’t. So much of leadership is intangible, you can’t possibly define all the parts. A person may be an outstanding leader here, but fail there. Trait theory has been thoroughly debunked. In fact, leadership is highly situational and contextual. A special chemistry develops between leaders and followers and it is usually context specific. Followers often do more to determine the leadership they will get than can any teacher. Hence, why not teach people to be substantively bright and well-read and let things just take their natural course.


Ninth, virtually anything that can be said about leadership can be denied or disproven. Leadership studies, to the extent they exist, are unscientific. Countless paradoxes and contradictions litter every manuscript on leadership. Thus, we yearn for leadership, but yearn equally to be free and left alone. We admire risk-taking, entrepreneurial leadership, but we roundly criticize excessive risk-taking as bullheadedness or plain stupid. We want leaders who are highly self-confident and who are perhaps incurably optimistic—yet we also dislike hubris and often yearn for at least a little self-doubt (e.g., Creon in Antigone). Leaders have to be almost singleminded in their drive and commitment but too much of that makes a person rigid, driven and unacceptable. We want leaders to be good listeners and represent their constituents, yet in the words of Walter Lippmann, effective leadership often consists of giving the people not what they want but what they will learn to want. How in the world, then, can you be rigorous and precise in teaching leadership?


Tenth, leadership at its best comes close to creativity. And how do you teach creativity? We are increasingly made aware of the fact that much of creative thinking calls upon unconscious thinking, dreaming and even fantasy. Some fascinating work is being done on intuition and the nonrational—but it is hardly a topic with which traditional disciplines in traditional colleges are comfortable. . . .


Learning About Leadership


Permit me to return again to the question of whether leadership can be learned, and possibly taught. My own belief is that students cannot usually be taught to be leaders. But students, and anyone else for that matter, can profitably be exposed to leadership, discussions of leadership skills and styles, and leadership strategies and theories. Individuals can learn in their own minds the strengths as well as limitations of leadership. People can learn about the paradoxes and contradictions and ironies of leadership, which, however puzzling, are central to appreciating the diversity and the dilemmas of problem-solving and getting organizations and nations to function.


Learning about leadership means recognizing bad leadership as well as good. Learning about leadership means understanding the critical linkage of ends and means. Learning about leadership also involves the study of the special chemistry that develops between leaders and followers, not only the chemistry that existed between Americans and Lincoln, but also between Mao and the Chinese peasants, Lenin and the Bolsheviks, between Martin Luther King, Jr., and civil rights activists, between Jean Monnet and those who dreamed of a European Economic Community.


Students can learn to discern and define situations and contexts within which leadership has flourished. Students can learn about the fallibility of the trait theory. Students can learn about the contextual problems of leadership, of why and when leadership is sometimes transferable, and sometimes not. Students can learn about the crucial role that advisors and supporters play in the leadership equation. Students can also learn about countless problem-solving strategies and theories, and participate in role playing exercises that sharpen their own skills in such undertakings.


Students of leadership can learn widely from reading biographies about both the best and the worst leaders. Plutarch’s Lives would be a good place to start. Much can be learned from mentors and from intern-participant observing. Much can also be learned about leadership by getting away from one’s own culture and examining how leaders in other circumstances go about the task of motivating and mobilizing others. Countless learning opportunities exist that can sharpen a student’s skills as a speaker, debater, negotiator, problem clarifier and planner. Such skills should not be minimized. Nor should anyone underestimate the importance of history, economics, logic, and a series of related substantive fields that help provide the breadth and the perspective indispensible to societal leadership.


Above all, students of leadership can make an appointment with themselves and begin to appreciate their own strengths and deficiencies. Personal mastery is important. So too the ability to use one’s intuition, and to enrich one’s creative impulses. John Gardner suggests, “It’s what you learn after you know it all that really counts.” Would-be leaders learn to manage their time more wisely. Would-be leaders learn that self-pity and resentment are like toxic substances. Would-be leaders learn the old truth that most people are not for or against you but rather preoccupied with themselves. Would-be leaders learn to break out of their comfortable imprisonments; they learn to cast aside dull routines and habits that enslave most of us. Would-be leaders learn how to become truly sharing and caring people—in their families, their professions and in their communities. And would-be leaders constantly learn too that they have more to give than they have ever given, no matter how much they have given.


Let me conclude by paraphrasing from John Adams:


We must study politics [and leadership] and war [and peace] that our sons [and daughters] have the liberty to study mathematics and philosophy, geography, natural history and naval architecture, navigation, commerce, and agriculture, in order to give their children a right to study painting, poetry, music, architecture, statuary, tapestry, and porcelain.





Reprinted from Presidential Studies Quarterly 14 (Winter, 1984), pp. 22-24, 33-34. Permission granted by the Center for the Study of the Presidency, publisher of Presidential Studies Quarterly.
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Paths of Inquiry into Leadership
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Irving Spitzberg, Jr., has degrees from Columbia, Yale and Oxford. He has been a college professor, college administrator, and practicing attorney. Spitzberg served as executive director of the Council on Liberal Learning of the Association of American Colleges and Universities. He is president of The Knowledge Company, and serves of counsel to the Spirer Law Group, Washington, D. C.


Between 500 and 600 campuses are paying attention to developing their students as leaders, either in the classroom or in extracurricular activities and programs. The extracurricular activities often originate either in a student development office or in direct student initiative. The academic courses may be loosely divided into two categories: those that draw mainly on social psychological and management studies literatures, the traditional homes of leadership studies; and liberal arts academic courses that place the study of leadership in the context of both the humanities and social sciences—a multidisciplinary approach, in essence.


Each of these kinds of courses raises a number of issues, and the issues, in turn, raise questions. In two years of working with the general topic of leadership, I have developed what I like to refer to as a “laundry list” of these questions. It is a “laundry list” because I have no grand theoretical construct for generating and organizing these questions.


It is essential that I state my skepticism about supposedly interdisciplinary inquiries. I think true interdisciplinary is rare. Indeed, with the exception of some sciences such as biochemistry and biophysics, which evolved from interdisciplinary research into disciplines themselves, I have yet to see an interdisciplinary inquiry. But there are many fields that require knowledge from many disciplines to be understood: education, cognitive science, and intercultural studies, for example. Leadership, like these multidisciplinary fields, requires fancy footwork in modes of inquiry and standards of evidence and argument. To admit this limitation at the start is to encourage prudence and caution, not to dismiss or belittle the value of the enterprise.


The first task in a class, a course, or a program is to develop a tentative definition of leadership and criteria about what constitutes a leader. The various literatures are full of definitions that focus upon the ability to change group behavior, the exercise of power, the validation of authority, and the existence of followers. There is little consideration of how we use the concept in different institutional and organizational settings. And there is almost no debate about the various definitions used. In fact, most discussion assumes that we will know leadership when we see it, and that leaders are simply known.


In order to impart some rigor to considering the concept, I would pose these permutations of the question, “What is leadership?”: Do leaders require followers? Does the concept of leadership have different meanings in different institutional, national, or historical settings? Does the role of leader assume authority? Does this authority require consent? How do power and authority relate in the concept of leadership? How do leaders actually lead? How do we assess how well they lead?


I have not listed a number of traditional questions—is leadership a trait, for example—because I find this sort of question to be less than interesting and probably unanswerable. While the particular question about environment versus character is now passé, however, the significance of understanding the environmental features that interact with personality and character in the recruitment and success of leadership should never be underestimated.


Conceptual questions seldom arise from leaders who are leading, but answers to them will influence how we answer more practical questions, which are the stuff of the exercise of leadership and interest those engaged in self-conscious leadership development.


Questions Arising from Practice


How are leaders recruited and selected? When we look at governance systems, issues of election and selection play a significant role. Their answers require an ethical framework and the careful collection of empirical data.


• Where do leaders come from demographically?


• What is the connection between recruitment and selection (or election)?


• Are leaders selected or self selected?


• What is the impact of institutions that are self-consciously committed to a culture of leadership (for example, the military academies and Ivy League schools) on the recruitment and selection of leaders throughout society?


How do leaders lead? These sorts of questions inform the approach of a number of scholars of leadership, particularly in the applied social sciences. How does one learn to be a leader? Once one is anointed, what skills are necessary and what is the nature of the activity of leadership?


Students in leadership courses are reading some of the thousands of biographies of leaders. While each biography describes how heroes go about the leadership business, there is a paucity of comparisons of different leaders with attention to similarities and differences of techniques of leadership. Students should be considering:


• Do leaders use incentives or sanctions or both?


• Do leaders at different times use different techniques?


• Does institutional setting affect leadership style and techniques?


• Are there techniques of leadership, such as time management, which account for its constructive exercise? How do leaders communicate?


• Are there important gender or ethnic differences in leadership style? What are they?


• Is the exercise of leadership an incremental (transactional) or discontinuous (transformational) process or both?


• How do standards of leadership vary according to context?


What is the nature of the relationship between leader and followers? To understand leaders is to understand followers. Whether one is a leader or follower depends upon the situation and the institutional context. Lincoln was a political leader but a religious follower; he set ethical standards in the political system but was not a theological pacesetter. The leader/follower nexus can pose a series of interesting questions that can best be pursued by careful analysis of crises and decision making.


• What is the connection among individual characteristics, organizational features, and historical moment that casts the same individual in different roles in different settings at different moments?


• How does the communication system between leaders and followers work?


• What are the rights and duties of leaders in relation to followers and vice versa?


How ought we evaluate the quality of leadership? Much of the literature, while seeming to focus on the nature of leadership, in fact evaluates particular qualities of specific leaders. We need to develop detailed strategies for evaluating leadership according to standards that are set in the context of a particular organization and a society at a specific historical moment. Even with these qualifications, students of leadership can generate criteria and standards. This requires both analytical and political acumen: Understanding the quality of leadership requires an analytical framework; evaluating for purposes of improving or changing leadership requires political agreement in regard to all of these questions.


• What is the culture of the particular organization and/or society?


• How does the leader understand and respond to that culture?


• What substantive changes occurred while a particular leader stood watch?


• What values are appropriate to evaluate a particular leadership record?


• How might one evaluate a particular group of leaders who operate in similar settings and whose activity affects each other?


• What are the systems for holding leaders accountable? How ought they vary? . . .


In framing my questions, I have viewed myself as trying to understand leadership, not explicitly trying to develop leaders. Those who wish to develop leaders must understand much more than the current state of knowledge about leadership if they are to do more than engage in the documentation of trivia. Leadership development is an important personal and social goal. But it is a goal dependent upon better understanding the nature of leadership.





Reprinted with permission from Liberal Education, Vol. 73 #2, March/April 1987, Copyright, 1987, by the Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC & U), 1818 R Street, NW, Washington, DC 20009.
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The Meaning of Leadership


Bernard M. Bass


Bass & Stogdill’s Handbook of Leadership has been the leading reference work for serious students of leadership for two decades. Bernard Bass has been a prolific leadership writer. His 1985 book Leadership and Performance Beyond Expectations is also a classic. Bass has served as president of the Division of Organizational Psychology of the International Association of Applied Psychology, and is distinguished professor of management and director of the Center for Leadership Studies at the State University of New York, Binghamton. He is a founding editor of The Leadership Quarterly.


The word leadership is a sophisticated, modern concept. In earlier times, words meaning “head of state,” “military commander,” “princeps,” “proconsul,” “chief,” or “king” were common in most societies; these words differentiated the ruler from other members of society. A preoccupation with leadership, as opposed to headship based on inheritance, usurpation, or appointment, occurred predominantly in countries with an Anglo-Saxon heritage. Although the Oxford English Dictionary (1933) noted the appearance of the word “leader” in the English language as early as the year 1300, the word “leadership” did not appear until the first half of the nineteenth century in writings about the political influence and control of British Parliament. And the word did not appear in the most other modern languages until recent times.



Defining Leadership


There are almost as many different definitions of leadership as there are persons who have attempted to define the concept.1 Moreover, as Pfeffer noted,2 many of the definitions are ambiguous. Furthermore, the distinction between leadership and other social-influence processes is often blurred.3,4 The many dimensions into which leadership has been cast and their overlapping meanings have added to the confusion. Therefore, the meaning of leadership may depend on the kind of institution in which it is found.5 Nevertheless, there is sufficient similarity among definitions to permit a rough scheme of classification. Leadership has been conceived as the focus of group processes, as a matter of personality, as a matter of inducing compliance, as the exercise of influence, as particular behaviors, as a form of persuasion, as a power relation, as an instrument to achieve goals, as an effect of interaction, as a differentiated role, as initiation of structure, and as many combinations of these definitions.





Reprinted with the permission of The Free Press, a Division of Simon & Schuster from Boss & Stogdill’s Handbook of Leadership, Third Edition by Bernard M. Bass. Copyright ©1974, 1981, 1990 by The Free Press.
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What Is Leadership?


Richard L. Hughes, Robert C. Ginnett, and Gordon R. Curphy


Richard L. Hughes has a Ph.D. in clinical psychology and heads the Department of Behavioral Sciences and Leadership at the United States Air Force Academy. Robert C. Ginnett has a Ph.D. in organizational behavior from Yale University and is currently deputy department head for leadership programs and counseling at the United States Air Force Academy. Gordon Curphy’s graduate work was in industrial/organizational psychology. He was an associate professor at the Air Force Academy, and is now a senior consultant at Personnel Decisions, Inc.


In the spring of 1972, an airplane flew across the Andes mountains carrying its crew and 40 passengers. Most of the passengers were members of an amateur Uruguayan rugby team en route to a game in Chile. The plane never arrived. It crashed in snow-covered mountains, breaking into several pieces on impact. The main part of the fuselage slid like a toboggan down a steep valley, finally coming to rest in waist-deep snow. Although a number of people died immediately or within a day of the impact, the picture for the 28 survivors was not much better. The fuselage initially offered little protection from the extreme cold, food supplies were scant, and a number of passengers had serious injuries from the crash. Over the next few days, several of the passengers became psychotic and several others died from their injuries. Those passengers who were relatively uninjured set out to do what they could to improve their chances of survival.


Several worked on “weatherproofing” the wreckage, others found ways to get water, and those with medical training took care of the injured. Although shaken from the crash, the survivors initially were confident they would be found. These feelings gradually gave way to despair, as search and rescue teams failed to find the wreckage. With the passing of several weeks and no sign of rescue in sight, the remaining passengers decided to mount several expeditions to determine the best way to escape. The most physically fit were chosen to go on the expeditions, as the thin mountain air and the deep snow made the trips extremely taxing. The results of the trips were both frustrating and demoralizing; the expeditionaries determined they were in the middle of the Andes mountains, and walking out to find help was believed to be impossible. Just when the survivors thought nothing worse could possibly happen, an avalanche hit the wreckage and killed several more of them.


The remaining survivors concluded they would not be rescued and their only hope was for someone to leave the wreckage and find help. Three of the fittest passengers were chosen for the final expedition, and everyone else’s work was directed toward improving the expedition’s chances of success. The three expeditionaries were given more food and were exempted from routine survival activities; the rest spent most of their energies securing supplies for the trip. Two months after the plane crash, the expeditionaries set out on their final attempt to find help. After hiking for 10 days through some of the most rugged terrain in the world, the expeditionaries stumbled across a group of Chilean peasants tending cattle. One of the expeditionaries stated, “I come from a plane that fell in the mountains. I am Uruguayan. . . .” Eventually, 14 other survivors were rescued.


When the full account of their survival became known, it was not without controversy. It had required extreme and unsettling measures; the survivors had lived only by eating the flesh of their deceased comrades. Nonetheless, their story is one of the most moving survival dramas of all time, magnificently told by Piers Paul Read in Alive (1974).1 It is a story of tragedy and courage, and it is a story of leadership.


Perhaps a story of survival in the Andes is so far removed from everyday experience that it does not seem to hold any relevant lessons about leadership for you personally. But consider for a moment some of the basic issues the Andes survivors faced; for example, tension between individual and group goals, dealing with the different needs and personalities of group members, and keeping hope alive in the face of adversity. These issues are not so very different from those facing many groups we’re a part of. We can also look at the Andes experience for examples of the emergence of informal leaders in groups. Before the flight, a boy named Parrado was awkward and shy, a “second-stringer” both athletically and socially. Nonetheless, this unlikely hero became the best loved and most respected among the survivors for his courage, optimism, fairness, and emotional support. Persuasiveness in group decision making also was an important part of leadership among the Andes survivors. During the difficult discussions preceding the agonizing decision to survive on the flesh of their deceased comrades, one of the rugby players made his reasoning clear: “I know that if my dead body could help you stay alive, then I would want you to use it. In fact, if I do die and you don’t eat me, then I’ll come back from wherever I am and give you a good kick in the ass.”1


This story . . . provides vivid examples of many of the phenomena examined by leadership researchers. However, you may find it surprising that leadership researchers disagree considerably over what does and does not constitute leadership. Most of this disagreement stems from the fact that leadership is a complex phenomenon involving the leader, the followers, and the situation. Some leadership researchers have focused on the personality, physical traits, or behaviors of the leader; others have studied the relationships between leaders and followers; still others have studied how aspects of the situation affect the ways leaders act. Some have extended the latter viewpoint so far as to suggest there is no such thing as leadership; they argue that organizational successes and failures often get falsely attributed to the leader, but the situation often has a much greater impact on how the organization functions than does any individual, including the leader.2


Perhaps the best way for you to begin to understand the complexities of leadership is to see some of the ways leadership has been denned. Leadership researchers have defined leadership as follows:


• The creative and directive force of morale (Munson, 1921).3


• The process by which an agent induces a subordinate to behave in a desired manner (Bennis, 1959).4


• The presence of a particular influence relationship between two or more persons (Hollander & Julian, 1969).5


• Directing and coordinating the work of group members (Fiedler, 1967).6


• An interpersonal relation in which others comply because they want to, not because they have to (Merton, 1969).7


• Transforming followers, creating visions of the goals that may be attained, and articulating for the followers the ways to attain those goals. (Bass, 1985; Tichy & Devanna, 1986).8,9


• The process of influencing an organized group toward accomplishing its goals (Roach & Behling, 1984).10


• Actions that focus resources to create desirable opportunities. (Campbell, 1991).11


As you can see, these definitions differ in many ways and have resulted in different researchers exploring very different aspects of leadership. For example, if we were to apply these definitions to the survival scenario described earlier, researchers adopting Munson’s definition would focus on the behaviors Parrado used to keep up the morale of the survivors; researchers adopting Fiedler’s definition would focus on the behaviors Parrado used to direct the survivors’ activities in support of the final expedition; and researchers using Roach and Behling’s definition would examine how Parrado managed to convince the group to stage and support the final expedition. Each group of researchers would focus on a different aspect of leadership, and each would tell a different story regarding the leader, the followers, and the situation.


Although such a large number of leadership definitions may seem confusing, it is important to understand that there is no single “correct” definition. The various definitions can help us appreciate the multitude of factors that affect leadership, as well as different perspectives from which to view it. For example, in Bennis’s definition, the word subordinate seems to confine leadership to downward influence in hierarchical relationships; it seems to exclude informal leadership. Fiedler’s definition emphasizes the directing and controlling aspects of leadership, and thereby may deemphasize emotional aspects of leadership. The emphasis Merton placed on subordinates “wanting to” comply with a leader’s wishes seems to exclude coercion of any kind as a leadership tool. Further, it becomes problematic to identify ways in which a leader’s actions are “really” leadership if subordinates voluntarily comply when a leader with considerable potential coercive power merely asks others to do something without explicitly threatening them. Similarly, Campbell used the phrase desirable opportunities precisely to distinguish between leadership and tyranny.


All considered, we believe the definition provided by Roach and Behling10 to be a fairly comprehensive and helpful one. Therefore, . . . [we] also define leadership as “the process of influencing an organized group toward accomplishing its goals.” One aspect of this definition is particularly worth noting: Leadership is a social influence process shared among all members of a group. Leadership is not restricted to the influence exerted by someone in a particular position or role; followers are part of the leadership process, too.





Reprinted with permission from Leadership: Enhancing the Lessons of Experience by Richard L. Hughes, Robert C. Ginnett, and Gordon J. Curphy, copyright 1993, Richard D. Irwin, Inc.





PART III


HISTORICAL VIEWS OF LEADERSHIP



Part III turns to the insights of leaders and thinkers throughout the centuries. Several of the earlier selections in this anthology have noted that modern attempts to understand leadership often ignore the considerable insights provided by great figures of the past. In the first selection, Bernard M. Bass demonstrates that leadership was a recognized phenomenon from the emergence of civilization. With that as introduction, we turn to the commentators themselves. Carlyle, Tolstoy, Plato, Aristotle, Machiavelli, Lao-tzu, Gandhi, and Du Bois represent a sampling of thinking about leadership from differing perspectives as well as from various time periods and cultures. Moreover, their writings highlight the timeless nature of the key issues identified by Spitzberg: the importance of the leader, the recruitment of leaders, the process of leadership, and the relationship between leaders and followers.


Carlyle and Tolstoy provide a stark contrast in their views of the importance of the leader in any social system. Carlyle’s essay championing the leader as “Great Man” to whom all subordinate themselves has become a classic of its type. Tolstoy suggests the opposite. While both Carlyle and Tolstoy discuss (among others) Napoleon, their conclusions about his rise to power and his freedom of action could hardly be more different. Tolstoy’s perception of leaders as “history’s slaves” contrasts sharply with the powerful leader depicted by Carlyle.


Similarly, Plato and Aristotle address (and disagree on) such key leadership issues as the recruitment of leaders, the role of the leader, and the relationship between leaders and followers. In the initial portion of his selection Plato voices his view of democracy. His deep suspicion of it (ironic in a work entitled The Republic) grew out of his own unfortunate experiences with the anarchy of Greece in the late-fifth-century/early-fourth-century B.C. The second portion of the reading provides his antidote—Plato’s famous “philosopher-kings.” In perusing this selection, one should note not only the characteristics of such leaders but also Plato’s insistence that the cadre of leaders remain distinct from those of lesser attainments—the followers. The reader should note that Plato’s views are conveyed in the form of fictional conversations (dialogues) between Plato (who refers to himself as “Socrates” but who will be labeled “P” in the dialogue) and another person (here, “Glaucon,” labeled “G”).


Aristotle disagreed with his mentor Plato on many matters, including the notion of a higher order of philosopher-kings. Aristotle’s notion of the recruitment of leaders and the relationship of leaders and followers likewise differed. While it can only be speculation, Aristotle’s retreat from his mentor’s position might be due in part to the fact that Aristotle composed this in a later period when the evils of overbearing power were as evident as was the anarchy which stemmed from an excess of democracy in Plato’s time. Despite their differences, it should be noted that Aristotle’s articulation of the purpose of leadership (the “perfect life” of peace and leisure) was similar to that envisioned by Plato.


Another example of how contrasting viewpoints can highlight important leadership issues can be seen in the writings of Machiavelli and Lao-tzu. Machiavelli’s infamous The Prince is another example of a leadership commentary closely tied to its own place and time, yet articulating timeless issues which resonate to the present day. In the selection reprinted here, Machiavelli discusses the need for a leader to deceive followers in order to retain his position. In stark contrast to Machiavelli and much Western thought, Lao-tzu, a sixth-century B.C. Chinese philosopher, advocates selflessness and non-directive leadership, themes typical of Eastern philosophy. It is interesting to note that many current leadership commentators are now advocating an approach to leadership which is remarkably similar to what Lao-tzu articulated 2,500 years ago.


It is appropriate to conclude our sampling of historical views of leadership by comparing the views of two leaders of important twentieth-century social movements. In his efforts to reform India, Gandhi advocated an approach to leadership reminiscent of Lao-tzu. The selection of his writings has been entitled “satyagraha,” which can be roughly translated to mean “truth-force” or, more specifically, non-violent resistance. Gandhi never claimed that he was a leader and, despite the fact that millions followed his lead, he disclaimed followers. A close reading of the selection, however, will reveal keen insights into leadership—the phenomenon we have defined as “the process of influencing a . . . group toward accomplishing its goals” (see selection 8). A contemporary of Gandhi, W. E. B. Du Bois took a different tack in his efforts to help the American black community “pull itself up by its own bootstraps” and assume its rightful place in the American social fabric. In Du Bois’ emphasis on an educated leadership cadre, you might detect echoes of Plato more than the wisdom of Gandhi.


These philosophers, men of letters, and leaders differed greatly in their perceptions of leadership; nevertheless the rich variety of approaches suggests the insights which may be obtained by the careful reading of the commentators of the past.
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Concepts of Leadership: The Beginnings


Bernard M. Bass


Bass & Stogdill’s Handbook of Leadership has been the leading reference work for serious students of leadership for two decades. Bernard Bass has been a prolific leadership writer. His 1985 book Leadership and Performance Beyond Expectations is also a classic. Bass has served as president of the Division of Organizational Psychology of the International Association of Applied Psychology, and is distinguished professor of management and director of the Center for Leadership Studies at the State University of New York, Binghamton. He is a founding editor of The Leadership Quarterly.


Leadership is one of the world’s oldest preoccupations. The understanding of leadership has figured strongly in the quest for knowledge. Purposeful stories have been told through the generations about leaders’ competencies, ambitions, and shortcomings; leaders’ rights and privileges; and the leaders’ duties and obligations.


The Beginnings


Leaders as prophets, priests, chiefs, and kings served as symbols, representatives, and models for their people in the Old and New Testaments, in the Upanishads, in the Greek and Latin classics, and in the Icelandic sagas. In the Iliad, higher, transcendental goals are emphasized: “He serves me most, who serves his country best” (Book X, line 201). The Odyssey advises leaders to maintain their social distance: “The leader, mingling with the vulgar host, is in the common mass of matter lost” (Book III, line 297). The subject of leadership was not limited to the classics of Western literature. It was of as much interest to Asoka and Confucius as to Plato and Aristotle.


Myths and legends about great leaders were important in the development of civilized societies. Stories about the exploits of individual heroes (and occasionally heroines) are central to the Babylonian Gilgamesh, Beowolf, the Chanson de Roland, the Icelandic sagas, and the Ramayana (now they would be called cases). All societies have created myths to provide plausible and acceptable explanations for the dominance of their leaders and the submission of their subordinates.1 The greater the socioeconomic injustice in the society, the more distorted the realities of leadership—its powers, morality and effectiveness—in the mythology.


The study of leadership rivals in age the emergence of civilization, which shaped its leaders as much as it was shaped by them. From its infancy, the study of history has been the study of leaders—what they did and why they did it. Over the centuries, the effort to formulate principles of leadership spread from the study of history and the philosophy associated with it to all the developing social sciences. In modern psychohistory, there is still a search for generalizations about leadership, built on the in-depth analysis of the development, motivation, and competencies of world leaders, living and dead.


Written philosophical principles emerged early. As can be seen in Figure 1, the Egyptian hieroglyphics for leadership (seshemet), leader (seshemu) and the follower (shemsu) were being written 5,000 years ago.


In 2300 B.C. in the Instruction of Ptahhotep, three qualities were attributed to the Pharoah. “Authoritative utterness is in thy mouth, perception is in thy heart, and thy tongue is the shrine of justice.”2 The Chinese classics, written as early as the sixth century B.C., are filled with hortatory advice to the country’s leaders about their responsibilities to the people. Confucius urged leaders to set a moral example and to manipulate rewards and punishments for teaching what was right and good. Taoism emphasized the need for the leader to work himself out of his job by making the people believe that successes were due to their efforts.


Greek concepts of leadership were exemplified by the heroes in Homer’s Iliad. Ajax symbolized inspirational leadership and law and order. Other qualities that the Greeks admired and thought were needed (and sometimes wanting) in heroic leaders were (1) justice and judgment (Agamemnon), (2) wisdom and counsel (Nestor), (3) shrewdness and cunning (Odysseus), and (4) valor and activism (Achilles).3 (Shrewdness and cunning are not regarded as highly in contemporary society as they once were.) Later, Greek philosophers, such as Plato in the Republic, looked at the requirements for the ideal leader of the ideal state (the philosopher king). The leader was to be the most important element of good government, educated to rule with order and reason. In Politics, Aristotle was disturbed by the lack of virtue among those who wanted to be leaders. He pointed to the need to educate youths for such leadership. Plutarch, although he was involved with prosocial ideals about leadership, compared the traits and behavior of actual Greek and Roman leaders to support his point of view in The Parallel Lives.4


FIGURE 1


Egyptian Hieroglyphics for Leadership, Leader, and Follower


[image: diagram]


Seshemet-Leadership


[image: diagram]


Seshemu-Leader


[image: diagram]


Shemsu-Follower


A scholarly highlight of the Renaissance was Machiavelli’s (1513) The Prince.5 Machiavelli’s thesis that “there is nothing more difficult to take in hand, more perilous to conduct, or more uncertain in its success, than to take the lead in the introduction of a new order of things” is still a germane description of the risks of leadership and the resistance to it. Machiavelli was the ultimate pragmatist. He believed that leaders needed steadiness, firmness, and concern for the maintenance of authority, power, and order in government. It was best if these objectives could be accomplished by gaining the esteem of the populace, but if they could not, then craft, deceit, threat, treachery, and violence were required.4 Machiavelli is still widely quoted as a guide to an effective leadership of sorts, which was the basis for a modern line of investigation with the Mach scale.6 A 1987 survey of 117 college presidents reported that they still found The Prince highly relevant.


In the same way, a fundamental principle at West Point today can be traced back to Hegel’s (1830) Philosophy of Mind7 which argued that by first serving as a follower, a leader subsequently can best understand his followers. Hegel thought that this understanding is a paramount requirement for effective leadership.





Reprinted with the permission of The Free Press, a Division of Simon & Schuster from Bass & Stogoill’s Handbook of Leadership, Third Edition by Bernard M. Bass. Copyright © 1974, 1981, 1990 by The Free Press.
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The Hero As King


Thomas Carlyle


Thomas Carlyle (1795-1881) was a Scottish historian and essayist. His most famous works were French Revolution and On Heroes, Hero Worship, and the Heroic in History.


We come now to the last form of Heroism; that which we call Kingship. The Commander over Men; he to whose will our wills are to be subordinated, and loyally surrender themselves, and find their welfare in doing so, may be reckoned the most important of Great Men. He is practically the summary for us of all the various figures of Heroism; Priest, Teacher, whatsoever of earthly or of spiritual dignity we can fancy to reside in a man, embodies itself here, to command over us, to furnish us with constant practical teaching, to tell us for the day and hour what we are to do. He is called Rex, Regulator, Roi: our own name is still better; King, Könning, which means Can-ning, Able-man.


Numerous considerations, pointing towards deep, questionable, and indeed unfathomable regions, present themselves here: on the most of which we must resolutely for the present forbear to speak at all. As Burke said that perhaps fair Trial by Jury was the soul of Government, and that all legislation, administration, parliamentary debating, and the rest of it, went on, in order ‘to bring twelve impartial men into a jury-box;’—so, by much stronger reason, may I say here, that the finding of your Ableman and getting him invested with the symbols of ability, with dignity, worship (worth-ship), royalty, kinghood, or whatever we call it, so that he may actually have room to guide according to his faculty of doing it,—is the business, well or ill accomplished, of all social procedure whatsoever in this world! Hustings-speeches, Parliamentary motions, Reform Bills, French Revolutions, all mean at heart this; or else nothing. Find in any country the Ablest Man that exists there; raise him to the supreme place, and loyally reverence him: you have a perfect government for that country; no ballot-box, parliamentary eloquence, voting, constitution-building, or other machinery whatsoever can improve it a whit. It is in the perfect state; an ideal country. The Ablest Man; he means also the truest-hearted, justest, the Noblest Man: what he tells us to do must be precisely the wisest, fittest, that we could anywhere or anyhow learn;—the thing which it will in all ways behove us, with right loyal thankfulness, and nothing doubting, to do! Our doing and life were then, so far as government could regulate it, well regulated; that were the ideal of constitutions.





Thomas Carlyle, On Heroes, Hero Worship, and the Heroic in History (New York: Ginn & Co., 1902), pp. 225-226.
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Rulers and Generals Are “History’s Slaves”


Leo Tolstoy


Leo Tolstoy (1828-1910) was a Russian novelist. His greatest works were War and Peace and Anna Karenina.


From the close of the year 1811 an intensified arming and concentrating of the forces of Western Europe began, and in 1812 these forces—millions of men, reckoning those transporting and feeding the army—moved from the west eastwards to the Russian frontier, toward which since 1811 Russian forces had been similarly drawn. On the twelfth of June, 1812, the forces of Western Europe crossed the Russian frontier and war began, that is, an event took place opposed to human reason and to human nature. Millions of men perpetrated against one another such innumerable crimes, frauds, treacheries, thefts, forgeries, issues of false money, burglaries, incendiarisms, and murders as in whole centuries are not recorded in the annals of all the law courts of the world, but which those who committed them did not at the time regard as being crimes.


What produced this extraordinary occurrence: What were its causes? The historians tell us with naïve assurance that its causes were the wrongs inflicted on the Duke of Oldenburg, the nonobservance of the Continental System,1 the ambition of Napoleon, the firmness of Alexander, the mistakes of the diplomatists, and so on.


Consequently, it would only have been necessary for Metternich, Rumyánstev, or Talleyrand, between a levee and an evening party, to have taken proper pains and written a more adroit note, or for Napoleon to have written to Alexander: “My respected Brother, I consent to restore the duchy to the Duke of Oldenburg”—and there would have been no war.


We can understand that the matter seemed like that to contemporaries. It naturally seemed to Napoleon that the war was caused by England’s intrigues (as in fact he said on the island of St. Helena). It naturally seemed to members of the English Parliament that the cause of the war was Napoleon’s ambition; to the Duke of Oldenburg, that the cause of the war was the violence done to him; to businessmen that the cause of the war was the Continental System which was ruining Europe; to the generals and old soldiers that the chief reason for the war was the necessity of giving them employment; to the legitimists of that day that it was the need of re-establishing les bons principes, and to the diplomatists of that time that it all resulted from the fact that the alliance between Russia and Austria in 1809 had not been sufficiently well concealed from Napoleon, and from the awkward wording of Memorandum No. 178. It is natural that these and a countless and infinite quantity of other reasons, the number depending on the endless diversity of points of view, presented themselves to the men of that day; but to us, to posterity who view the thing that happened in all its magnitude and perceive its plain and terrible meaning, these causes seem insufficient. To us it is incomprehensible that millions of Christian men killed and tortured each other either because Napoleon was ambitious or Alexander was firm, or because England’s policy was astute or the Duke of Oldenburg wronged. We cannot grasp what connection such circumstances have with the actual fact of slaughter and violence: why because the Duke was wronged, thousands of men from the other side of Europe killed and ruined the people of Smolensk and Moscow and were killed by them.


To us, their descendants, who are not historians and are not carried away by the process of research and can therefore regard the event with unclouded common sense, an incalculable number of causes present themselves. The deeper we delve in search of these causes the more of them we find; and each separate cause or whole series of causes appears to us equally valid in itself and equally false by its insignificance compared to the magnitude of the events, and by its impotence—apart from the cooperation of all the other coincident causes—to occasion the event. To us, the wish or objection of this or that French corporal to serve a second term appears as much a cause as Napoleon’s refusal to withdraw his troops beyond the Vistula2 and to restore the duchy of Oldenburg; for had he not wished to serve, and had a second, a third, and a thousandth corporal and private also refused, there would have been so many less men in Napoleon’s army, and the war could not have occurred.
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