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INTRODUCTION

The Cry for Leadership

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 anxictics. 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 fully our 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 figurc 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 inspirc, who staad for something, who
help us set and achieve goals.

Unfortunately, in popular thinking on the sub;ect, the mature need
and the childlike fantasies interweave. One of the tasks of o0k is to
untangle them, and to sketch what is realistically possible.
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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
in this book. 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 sleepwalking through a dangerous passage of

history. We see the life-threatening problems, but we do not react. We:

arc 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
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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 adaptnve-
ness 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 cornmunities, 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.

W= 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. Vttaluy 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 socicty 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 im-
mensely important to the leader and to the group. (And as I point out
later, even the responsible dissenter may be sharing the leadership task.)
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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, bank-
ers, 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. 1
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. '

Accountability

The concept of accountability is as important as the concept of leadership.
Tumankind has spent thousands of years trying to figure out how to hold

‘ower accountable. And we have come a long way in devising the .

trategies that make that difficult task possible. The rule of law, trial by
ury, the secret ballot, a free press and other principles have contributed
mportantly to th~* end. But it is still difficult. And that, too, is a part of
he conversatio.  )ut leaders. ’
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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 I 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 (?f
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 thg capacity to ~
perform those tasks is widely distributed in the population. 'I_‘od?y,
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 leader-
ship development. In the mid-twenty-first century, peoplg 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.
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THE NATURE OF
LEADERSHIP

Leadership is a word that has risen above normal workaday usage as
a conveyor of meaning. There seems to be a feeling that if we invoke
it often enough with sufficient ardor we can ease our sense of having lost
our way, our sense of things unaccomplished, of duties unfulfilled.

All of that simply clouds our thinking. The aura with which we tend
to surround the words leader and leadership makes it hard to think
clearly. Good sense calls for demystification.

Leadership is the process of persuasion or example by which an
individual (or leadership team) induces a group to pursue objectives held
by the leader or shared by the leader and his or her followers.

In any established group, individuals fill different roles, and one of
the roles is that of leader. Leaders cannot be thought of apart from the
historic context in which they arise, the setting in which they:function
(e.g., elective political office), and the system over which they preside
(e.g., a particular -city or state). They are integral parts of the system,
subject to the forces that affect the system. They perform (or cause to be
performed) certam tasks or functions that are essential if the group 1s to
accomplish its purposes.

All that we know about the interaction between leaders and constit-
uents or followers tells us that communication and influence flow in both
directions; and in that two-way communication, nonrational, nonverbal,
and unconscious elements play their part. In the process leaders shape and
are shaped. This is true even in systems that appear to be led in quite
autocratic fashion. In a state governed by coercion, followers cannot

1
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prevent the leader from violating their customs and beliefs, but they have
many ways of making it more costly to violate than to honor their norms,
ind leaders usually make substantial accommodations. If Julius Caesar
had been willing to live more flexibly with the give-and-take he might not
1ave been slain in the Senate House. Machiavelli, the ultimate realist,
\dvised the prince, “You will always need the favor of the inhabitants. .
[t is necessary for a prince to possess the friendship of the people. »l

The connotations of the word follower suggest too much passivity
ind dependence to make it a fit term for all who are at the other end of
he dialogue with leaders. I don’t intend to discard it, but I also make
requent use of the word constituent. It is awkward in some contexts, but
ften it does fuller justice to the two-way interchange.

Elements of physical coercion are involved in some kinds of
eadership; and of course there is psychological coercion, however mild
ind subtle, including peer pressure, in all social action. But in our

‘ulture, popular understanding of the leadership process distinguishes it

rom coercion—and places those forms involving the least coercion
igher on the scale of leadership.

The focus of this book is leadership in this country today. Examples
re drawn from other cultures and many of the generalizations are
elevant for all times and places; but the focus is here and now. The
oints emphasized might be different were I writing fifty years ago or
ifty years hence, or writing of Bulgaria or Tibet.

distinctions

We must not confuse leadershxp with status. Even in large corpo-
ations and government agencies, the top-ranking person may simply be
ureaucrat number 1. We have all occasionally encountered top persons
tho couldn’t lead a squad of seven-year-olds to the ice cream counter.

It does not follow that status is irrelevant to leadership. Most
ositions of high status carry with them symbolic values and traditions
hat enhance the possibility of leadership. People expect governors and
orporation presidents to lead, which heightens the possibility that they
rill. But the selection process for positions of high status does not make
1at a sure outcome.

Similarly, we must not confuse leadership with power. Leaders
lways have some measure of power, rooted in their capacity to persuade,
ut many people with power are without leadership gifts. Their power
erives from monev, or from the capacity to inflict harm, or from control
fsome piece of  itutional machinery, or from access to the media. A
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military dictator has power. The thug who sticks a gun in your ribs has
power. Leadership is something else.

Finally, we must not confuse leadership with official authority,
which is simply legitimized power. Meter maids have it; the person who
audits your tax returns has it.

Leadership requires major expenditures of effort and energy—more
than most people care to make. When I outlined to a teenager of my
acquaintance the preceding distinctions and then described the hard
tasks of leadership, he said, “I’ll leave the leadership to you, Mr.
Gardner. Give me some of that power and status.”

Confusion between leadership and official authority has a deadly
effect on large organizations. Corporations and government agencies
everywhere have executives who imagine that their place on the organi-
zation chart has given them a body of followers. And of course it has not.
They have been given subordinates. Whether the subordinates become
followers depends on whether the executives act like leaders.

Is it appropriate to apply to leaders the word elite? The word was
once applied to families of exalted social status. Then sociologists
adopted the word to describe any group of high status, whether
hereditary or earned; thus, in addition to the elites of old families and old
meaey, there are elites of performance and profession.

Some social critics today use the word with consistent negative
overtones. They believe that elite status is incompatible with an equal-
itarian philosophy. But in any society—no matter how democratic, no
matter how equalitarian—there are elites in the sociologist’s sénse:
intellectual, athletic, artistic, political, and so on. The marks of an open
society are that elite status is generally earned, and that those who have
earned it do not use their status to violate democratic norms. In our
society, leaders are among the many “performance elites.”

Leaders and Mahagers

The word manager usually indicates that the individual so labeled
holds a directive post in an organization, presiding over the processes by-
which the organization functions, allocating resources prudently, and
making the best possible use of people.

Many writers on leadership take considerable pains to distinguish
between leaders and managers. In the process leaders generally end .up
looking like a cross between Napoleon and the Pied Piper, and managers
like unimaginative clods. This troubles me. I once heard it se* * ~fa man,
“He’s an utterly first-class manager but there isn’t a traceof  .eader in
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him.”’ I am still looking for that man, and I am beginning to believe that
he does not exist. Every time I encounter utterly first-class managers
they turn out to have quite a lot of the leader in them.

Even the most visionary leader is faced on occasion with decisions that
every manager faces: when to take a short-term loss to achieve a long-term
gain, how to allocate scarce resources, whom to trust with a delicate
assignment. So even though it has become conventional to contrast leaders
and managers, I am inclined to use slightly different categories, lumping
leaders and leader/managers into one category and placing in the other
category those numerous managers whom one would not normally de-
scribe as leaders. Leaders and leader/managers distinguish themselves
from the general run of managers in at least six respects:

1. They think longer term—beyond the day’ s crises, beyond the
quarterly report, beyond the horizon.

2. In thinking about the unit they are heading, they grasp its
relationship to larger realities—the larger organization of which they are
a part, conditions external to the organization, global trends.

3. They reach and influence constituents beyond their jurisdictions,
beyond boundaries. Thomas Jefferson influenced people all over Europe.
Gandhi influenced people all over the world. In an organization, leaders
extend their reach across bureaucratic boundaries—often a distinct
advantage in a world too complex and tumultuous to be handled
“through channels.” Leaders’ capacity to rise above jurisdictions may
enable them to bind together the fragmented constituencies that must
work together to solve a problem.

4. They put heavy emphasis on the intangibles of vision, values,
and motivation and understand intuitively the nonrational and uncon-
scious elements in leader-constituent interaction.

5. They have the political skill to cope with the conflicting require-
ments of multiple constituencies.

6. They think in terms of renewal. The routine manager tends to
accept organizational structure and process as it exists. The leader or
leader/manager seeks the revisions of process and structure required by
ever-changing reality.

The manager is more tightly linked to an organization than is the
leader. Indeed, the leader may have no organization at all. Florence
Nightingale, after leaving the Crimea, exercised extraordinary leadership
in health care for decades with no organization under her command.
Gandhi was a leader before he had an organization. Some of our most
memorable leaders have headed movements so'amorphous that manage-
ment would be an inappropriate word.
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The Many Kinds of Leaders .

One hears and reads a surprising number of sentences that describe
leaders in general as having such and such attributes and behaving in
such and such a fashion—as though one could distill out of the
spectacular diversity of leaders an idealized picture of The Leader.

Leaders come in many forms, with many styles and diverse
qualities. There are quiet leaders and leaders one can hear in the next
county. Some find their strength in eloquence, some in judgment, some
in courage. I had a friend who was a superior leader in outdoor activities
and sports but quite incapable of leading in a bureaucratic setting. -

The diversity is almost without limit: Churchill, the splendidly
eloquent old warrior; Gandhi, the visionary and the shrewd mobilizer of
his people; Lenin, the coldly purposeful revolutionary. Consider just the
limited category of military leadership. George Marshall was a self-
effacing, low-keyed man with superb judgment and a limitless capacity
to inspire trust. MacArthur was a brilliant strategist, a farsighted
administrator, and flamboyant to his fingertips. (Eisenhower, who had
served under MacArthur, once said, “I studied dramatics under a
master.””) Eisenhower in his wartime assignment was an outstanding
leader/administrator and coalition builder. General Patton was a slashing,
intense combat commander. Field Marshal Montgomery was a gifted,
temperamental leader of whom Churchill said, “In defeat, indomitable;
in victory, insufferable.” All were great leaders—but extraordinarily
diverse in personal attributes.

The fact that there are many kinds of leaders has implications for
leadership education. Most of those seeking to develop young potential
leaders have in mind one ideal model that is inevitably constricting. We
should give young people a sense of the many kinds of leaders and styles
of leadership, and encourage them to move toward those models that are
right for them.

Leaders and History

All too often when we think of our historic leaders, we eliminate all
the contradictions that make individuals distinctive. And we further
violate reality by lifting them out of their historical contexts. No wonder
we are left with pasteboard portraits. As first steps toward a mature view
of leaders we must accept complexity and context.

Thomas Jefferson was first of all a gifted and many-sided human, an
enigmatic man who loved—among other things—abstract ideas, agricul-
ture, architecture and statecraft. He was a man of natural aloofness who
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lived most of his life in public; a man of action with a gift for words and

a bent for research; an idealist who proved himself a shrewd, even wily,
operator on the political scene. Different sides of his nature came into
play in different situations. )

Place him now in the context of the exhilarating events and themes
of his time: a new nation coming into being, with a new consciousness;
the brilliant rays of the Enlightenment reaching into every phase of life;
the inner contradictions of American society (e.g., slavery) already
rumbling beneath the surface. .

Finally, add the overpowering impulse of succeeding generations to
serve their own needs by mythologizing, idolizing or debunking him. It
turns out to be an intricately textured story—and not one that diminishes
Jefferson.

- It was once believed that if leadership traits were truly present in an
individual, they would manifest themselves almost without regard to the
situation in which the person was functioning. No one believes that any
more. Acts of leadership take place in an unimaginable variety of
settings, and the setting does much to determine the kinds of leaders that
emerge and how they play their roles.

We cannot avoid the bewhiskered question, “Does the leader make
history or does the historical moment make the leader?” It sounds like a
seminar question but it is of interest to most leaders sooner or later.

Corporate chief executive officers fighting a deteriorating trend in an

industry feel like people trying to run up the down escalator. Looking
across town at less able leaders riding an upward trend in another
industry, they are ripe for the theory that history makes the leader.

Thomas Carlyle placed excessive emphasis on the great person, as
did Sidney Hook (“all factors in history, save great men, are
inconsequential.”)®> Karl Marx, Georg Hegel, and Herbert Spencer
placed excessive emphasis on historical forces. For Marx, economic
forces shaped history; for Spencer, societies had their evolutionary
course just as species did, and the leader was a product of the process; for
Hegel, leaders were a part of the dialectic of history and could not help
what they did.

The balanced view, of course, is that historical forces create the
;ircumstances in which leaders emerge, but the characteristics of the
»articular leader in turn have their impact on history. .

It is not possible to understand Queen Isabella without understand-
ng fifteenth-century Europe (when she was born, Spain as we know it
lid not exist), or without understanding the impact of the Reformation
n the Cathol  orld and the gnawing fear stirred by the Muslim
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conquests. But many monarchs flourished on the Iberian Peninsula in
that historical context; only Isabella left an indelible mark. Similarly, by
the time Martin Luther emerged, the seeds of the Reformation had
already sprouted in many places, but no one would argue that the
passionate, charismatic priest who nailed his ninety-five theses to the
church door was a puppet of history. Historical forces set the stage for
him, but once there, he was himself a historical force.

Churchill is an even more interesting case because he tried out for
leadership many times before history was ready for him. After Dunkirk s
England needed a leader who could rally the British people to heroic
exertions in an uncompromising war, and the eloquent, combative
Churchill delivered one of the great performances of the century.
Subsequently the clock of history ticked on and—with the war over—the
voters dropped him unceremoniously. When a friend told him it was a
blessing in disguise, he growled “If it is, the disguise is perfect.”

Forces of history determined his rise and fall, but in his time on the
world stage he left a uniquely Churchillian mark on the course of events.

Settings

The historical moment is the broadest context affecting the emer-
gence and functioning of leaders; but immensely diverse settings of a
more modest nature clearly affect leadership. :

The makeup of the group to be led is, of course, a crucial feature of
the context. According to research findings, the approach to leadership
or style of leadership that will be effective depends ori, among other
things, the age level of the individuals to be led; their educational
background and competence; the size, homogeneity and cohesiveness of
the group; its motivation and morale; its rate of turnover; and so on,

Other relevant contextual features are too numerous and diverse to
list. Leading a corporation is one thing, leading a street gang is
something else. Thomas Cronin has pointed out that it may take one
kind of leadership to start a new enterprise and quite another kind to
keep it going through its various phases.? Religious bodies, political
parties, government agencies, the academic world—all offer distinctive
contexts for leadership. I discuss these contexts more fully in chapter 4.

Judgments of Leaders

In curious ways, people tend to aggrandize the role of leaders. They
tend to exaggerate the capacity of leaders to influence eve Jeffrey
Pfeffer says that people want to achieve a feeling of contro.  er their
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.environment, and that this inclines them to attribute the outcomes of
group petformance to leaders rather than to context.* If we were to face
the fact—so the argument goes—that outcomes are the result of a
complex set of interactions among group members plus environmental
and historical forces, we would feel helpless. By attributing outcomes to
an identifiable leader we feel, rightly or not, more in control. There is at
least a chance that one can fire the leader; one cannot “fire” historical
forces.

Leaders act in the stream of history. As they labor to bring about a
result, multiple forces beyond their control, even beyond their knowl-
edge, are moving to hasten or hinder the result. So there is rarely a
demonstrable causal link between a leader’s specific decisions and
consequent events. Consequences are not a reliable measure of leader-
ship. Franklin Roosevelt’s efforts to bolster the economy in the middle-
to-late-1930s were powerfully aided by a force that did not originate with
his economic brain trust—the winds of war. Leaders of a farm workers’
union fighting for better wages may find their efforts set at naught by a
crop failure.

Frank Lloyd Wright sald “A doctor can bury his mistakes. An
architect can only advise his client to plant vines.”” Unlike either doctor
or architect, leaders suffer from the mistakes of predecessors and leave
some of their own misjudgments as time bombs for successors.

Many of the changes sought by leaders take time: lots of years, long
public debate, slow shifts in attitude. In their lifetimes, leaders may see
little result from heroic efforts yet may be setting the stage for victories
that will come after them. Reflect on the long, slow unfolding of the
battles for racial equality or for women’s rights. Leaders who did vitally
important early work died without knowing what they had wrought.

Leaders may appear to have succeeded (or failed) only to have
historians a generation later reverse the verdict. The “verdict of history”
has a wonderfully magisterial sound, but in reality it is subject to endless
appeals to later generations of hxstonans-—wnth no court of last resort to
render a final judgment.

In the real world, the judgments one makes of a leader must be
multidimensional, taking into consideration great strengths, streaks of
mediocrity, and perhaps great flaws. If the great strengths correspond to
the needs of a critical moment in history, the flaws are forgiven and
simply provide texture to the biographies. Each leader has his or her own
unique pattern of attributes, sometimes conflicting in curious ways.
Ronald Reagan was notably passive with respect to many important
issues, but vigorously tenacious on other issues.

————
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Leaders change over the course of their active careers as do other
human beings. In looking back, it is natural for us to freeze them in that
moment when they served history’s needs most spectacularly, but
leaders evolve. The passionately antislavery Lincoln of the Douglas
debates was not the see-both-sides Lincoln of fifteen years earlier. The
“national unity” Churchill of 1942 was not the fiercely partisan,

- adversarial Churchill of the 1930s.

Devolving Initiative and Responsibility

I have already commented on our dispersed leadership and on its
importance to the vitality of a large, intricately-organized system. Our
most forward-looking business concerns are working in quite imaginative
ways to devolve initiative downward and outward through their organi-
zations to develop their lower levels of leadership.

There is no comparable movement in government agencies. But in
the nation as a whole, dispersed leadership is a reality. In Santa Barbara
County, California, Superintendent of Schools William Cirone is a leader
in every sense of the word. A healthy school system requires a vital and
involved citizenry. How does one achieve that? Given the aging popu-
lation, fewer and fewer citizens have children in the schools. How do we
keep them interested? Education is a lifelong process. How do we
provide for that? These are questions to which Cirone has addressed
himself with uncommon energy and imagination.> :

The leaders of the Soviet Union did not launch the reforms of 1987
because they had developed a sudden taste for grass-roots democracy.

"They launched them because their system was grinding to a halt.

Leader/managers at the lower levels and at the periphery of the system
had neither the motivation nor the authority to solve problems that they
understood better than the Moscow bureaucrats.

We have only half learned the lesson ourselves. In many of our large
corporate, governmental, and nonprofit organizations we still make it all
too difficult for potential leaders down the line to exercise initiative. We
are still in the process of dlscovermg how much vitality and mouvatnon '
are buried at those levels awaiting release.

To emphasize the need for dispersed leadership does not deny the
need for highly qualified top leadership. But our high-level leaders will
be more effective in every way if the systems over which they preside are
made vital by dispersed leadership. As I argued in Excellence, we must
demand high performance at every-level of society.®

Friends of mine have argued that in view of my convictions
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_concerning the importance of middle- and lower-level leaders, I lean too
heavily on examples of high-level leaders. My response is that we know
a great deal about the more famous figures, statements about them can
be documented, and they are comfortably familiar to readers. No one
who reads this book with care could believe that I consider such exalted
figures the only ones worth considering.

Institutionalizing Leadership

To exercise leadership today, leaders must institutionalize their

leadership. The issues are too technical and the pace of change too swift.

to expect that a leader, no matter how gifted, will be able to solve
personally the major problems facing the system over which he or she
presides. So we design an institutional system—a government agency, a
corporation—to solve the problems, and then we select a leader who has
the capacity to preside over and strengthen the system. Some leaders
may be quite gifted in solving problems personally, but if they fail to
institutionalize the process, their departure leaves the system crippled.
They must create or strengthen systems that will survive them.

The institutional arrangements generally include a leadership team.
Often throughout this book when I use the word leader, I am in fact
referring to the leadership team. No individual has all the skills—and
certainly not the time—to carry out all the complex tasks of contempo-
rary leadership. And the team must be chosen for excellence in
performance. Loyalty and being on the boss’s wavelength are necessary
but not sufficient qualifications. I emphasize the point because more
than one recent president of the United States has had aides who
possessed no other qualifications.

I am attempting in these early chapters to say what leadership is—and no
such description would be complete without a careful examination of
what leaders do. So next we look at the tasks of leadership.

. others, presiding over internally divided groups, are ab

2

THE TASKS OF
LEADERSHIP

Examination of the tasks performed by leaders takes us to the heart of
some of the most interesting questions concerning leadership. It also
helps to distinguish among the many kinds of leaders. Leaders differ
strikingly in how well they perform various functions.

The following nine tasks seem to me to be the most significant
functions of leadership, but I encourage readers to add to the list or to
describe the tasks in other ways. Leadership activities implicit in all of

" the tasks (e.g., communicating, relating effectively with people) are not

dealt with separately.

Envisioning Goals

The two tasks at the heart of the popular notion of leadership are goal
setting and motivating. As a high school senior put it, “Leaders point us

_ in the right direction and tell us to gét moving.”” Although we take a more

complicated view of the tasks of leadership, it is appropriate that we begin
with the envisioning of goals. Albert Einstein said, “Perfection of means
and confusion of ends seems to characterize our age.”

Leaders perform the function of goal setting in diverse ways. Some
assert a vision of what the group (organization, community, nation) can
be at its best. Others point us toward solutions to our problems. Still
» define
overarching goals that unify constituencies and focus energies. 1n today’s
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complex world, the setting of goals may have to be preceded by extensive
research and problem solving.

Obviously, a constituency is not a blank slate for the leader to write
on. Any collection of people sufficiently related to be called a community
has many shared goals, some explicit, some unexpressed (perhaps even
unconscious), as tangible as better prices for their crops, as intangible as
a better future for their children. In a democracy, the leader takes such
shared goals into account.

The relative roles of leaders and followers in determining goals
varies from group to group. The teacher of first-grade children and the
sergeant training recruits do not do extensive consulting as to goals;
congressional candidates do a great deal. In the case of many leaders,
goals are handed to them by higher authority. The factory manager and
the combat commander may be superb leaders, but many of their goals
are set at higher levels.

In short, goals emerge from many sources. The culture itself
specifies certain goals; constituents have their concerns; higher authority
makes its wishes known. Out of the welter, leaders take some ‘goals as
given, and making their own contribution, select and formulate a set of
objectives. It may sound as though leaders have only marginal freedom,
but in fact there is usually considerable opportunity, even for lower-level
leaders, to put their personal emphasis and interpretation on the setting
of goals.

There is inevitable tension between long- and short-term goals. On
the one hand, constituents are not entirely comfortable with the jerkiness
of short-term goal seeking, and they value the sense of stability that
comes with a vision of far horizons. On the other hand, long-term goals
may require them to defer immediate gratification on at least some
fronts. Leaders often fear that when citizens enter the voting booth, they
will remember the deferral of gratification more vividly than they
remember the reason for it. .

Before the Civil War; Elizabeth Cady Stanton saw virtually the
whole agenda for women’s rights as it was to emerge over the succeeding
century. Many of her contemporaries in the movement were not at all
prepared for such an inclusive vision and urged her to play it down.

Another visionary far ahead of his time was the South American
liberator, Simon Bolivar. He launched his fight in that part of Gran
Colombia which is now Venezuela, but in his mind was a vision not only
of independence for all of Spain’s possessions in the New World, but also
a peaceful alliance of the new states in .some form of league or
confederation. Although he was tragically ahead of his time, the drean}
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never died and has influenced generations of Latin American leaders
striving toward unity.

Affirming Values

A great civilization is a drama lived in the minds of a people. Itis a
shared vision; it is shared norms, expectations, and purposes. When one
thinks of the world’s great civilizations, the most vivid images that crowd
in on us are apt to be of the physical monuments left behind—the
Pyramids, the Parthenon, the Mayan temples. But in truth, all the
physical splendor was the merest by-product. The civilizations them-
selves, from beginning to end, existed in the minds of men and women.

If we look at ordinary human communities, we see the same reality:
A community lives in the minds of its members—in shared assumptions,
beliefs, customs, ideas that give meaning, ideas that motivate. And
among the ideas are norms or values. In any healthy, reasonably coherent
community, people come to -have shared views concerning right and -
wrong, better and worse—in personal conduct, in governing, in art,
whatever. They define for their time and place what things are legal or
illegal, virtuous or vicious, good taste or bad. They have little or no
impulse to be neutral about such matters. Every.society is, as Philip Rieff
puts it, “a system of moralizing demands. »1

Values are embodied in the society’s religious beliefs and its secular
philosophy. Over the past century, many intellectuals have looked down
on the celebration of our values as an unsophisticated and often
hypocritical activity. But every healthy society celebrates its values.
They are expressed in art, in song, in ritual. They are stated explicitly in
historical documents, in ceremonial speeches, in textbooks. They are
reflected in stories told around the campfire, in the legends kept alive by
old folks, in the fables told to children.

In a pluralistic community there are, within the broad consensus
that enables the community to function, many and vigorous. conflicts
over specific values.

The Regeneration of Values

One of the milder pleasures of maturity is bemoaning the decay of
once strongly held values. Values always decay over time. Societies that
keep their values alive do so not by escaping the processes of decay but by
powerful processes of regeneration. There must be perpetual rebuilding.
Each generation must rediscover the living elements in its own tradition
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and adapt them to present realities. To assist in that rediscovery is one of
the tasks of leadership.

The leaders whom we admire the most help to revitalize our shared
beliefs and values. They have always spent a portion of their time
teaching the value framework.

Sometimes the leader’s affirmation of values challenges entrenched
hypocrisy or conflicts with the values held by a segment of the
constituency. Elizabeth Cady Stanton, speaking for now-accepted values,
was regarded as a thoroughgoing radical in her day.? Jesus not only
comforted the afflicted but afflicted the comfortable.

Motivating

Chapter 16 is devoted to the task of motivating, so I deal with it
briefly here.

Leaders do not create motivation out of thin air. They unlock or
channel existing motives. Any group has a great tangle of motives.
Effective leaders tap those that serve the purposes of collective action in
pursuit of shared goals. They accomplish the alignment of individual and
group goals. They deal with the circumstances that often lead group
members to withhold their best efforts. They call for the kind of effort
and restraint, drive and discipline that make for great perférmance.
They create a climate in which there is pride in making significant
contributions to shared goals.

Note that in the tasks of leadership, the transactions between leaders
and constituents go beyond the rational level to the nonrational and uncon-
scious levels of human functioning. Young potential leaders who have
been schooled to believe that all elements of a problem are rational and
technical, reducible to words and numbers, are ill-equipped to move into
an area where intuition and empathy are powerful aids to problem solving.

Managing

Most managers exhibit some leadership skills, and most leaders on
occasion find themselves managing. Leadership and management are not
the same thing, but they overlap. It makes sense to include managing m
the list of tasks leaders perform.

In the paragraphs that follow I focus on those aspects of leadership
that one might describe as managing without slipping into a conventional
description of aging as such. And I try to find terminology and

T
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phrasing broad enough to cover the diverse contexts in which leadership
occurs in corporations, unions, municipalities, political movements, and
SO on.

1. Planning and Priority Setting. Assuming that broad goals have
been set, someone has to plan, fix priorities, choose means, and
formulate policy. These are functions often performed by leaders. When
Lyndon B. Johnson said, early in his presidency, that education was the
nation’s number one priority, he galvanized the nation’s educational
leaders and released constructive energies far beyond any governmental
action that had yet been taken. It was a major factor in leading me to
accept a post in his Cabinet.

2. Organizing and Institution Building. We have all seen leaders

~ enjoy their brilliant moment and then disappear without a trace because

they had no gift for building their purposes into institutions. In the ranks
of leaders, Alfred Sloan was at the other extreme. Though he sold a lot
of automobiles, he was not primarily a salesman; he was an institution
builder. His understanding of organization was intuitive and profound.

Someone has to design the structures and processes through which
substantial endeavors get accomplished over time. Ideally, leaders should
not regard themselves as indispensable but should enable the group to
carry on. Institutions are a means to that end. Jean Monnet said, “Nothing
is possible without individuals; nothing is lasting without institutions.””

3. Keeping the System Functioning. Presiding over the arrangements
through which individual energies are coordinated to achieve shared goals
sounds like a quintessential management task. But it is clear that most
leaders find themselves occasionally performing one or another of the
essential chores: mobilizing and allocating resources; staffing and ensur-
ing the continuing vitality of the team; creating and maintaining appro-
priate procedures; directing, delegating and coordinating; providing a
system of incentives; reporting, evaluating and holding accountable.

4. Agenda Setting and Decision Making. The goals may be clear and
the organization well set up and smoothly operating, but there remain
agenda-setting and decision-making functions that must be dealt with.
The announcement of goals without a proposed program for meeting:
them is a familiar enough political phenomenon—but not one that builds
credibility. There are leaders who can motivate and inspire but who
cannot visualize a path to the goal in practical, feasible steps. Leaders
who lack that skill must bring onto their team people who have it.

One of the purest examples of the leader as agenda setter was
Florence Nightingale.* Her public image was and is that of ““e lady of
mercy, but under her gentle manner, she was a rugged spi1 fighter,



16 On Leadership

a tough-minded system changer. She never made public appearances or
speeches, and except for her two years in the Crimea, held no public
‘position. Her strength was that she was a formidable authority on the
evils to be remedied, she knew what to do about them, and she used
public opinion to goad top officials to adopt her agenda.

5. Exercising Political Judgment. In our pluralistic society, persons
directing substantial enterprises find that they are presiding over many
constituencies within their organizations and contending with many
outside. Each has its needs and claims. One of the tasks of the
leader/manager is to make the political judgments necessary to prevent
secondary conflicts of purpose from blocking progress toward primary
goals. Sometimes the literature on administration and management treats
politics as an alien and disruptive force. But Aaron Wildavsky, in his
brilliant book, The Nursing Father: Moses as a Political Leader, makes the
point that leaders are inevitably political.

| Achieving Workable Unity

A pluralistic society is, by definition, one that accepts many
different elements, each with its own purposes. Collisions are inevitable
and often healthy—as in commercial competition, in civil suits, and in
efforts to redress grievances through the political process. Conflict is
necessary in the case of oppressed groups that must fight for the justice
that is due them. All our elective officials know the intense conflict of the
political campaign. Indeed, one could argue that willingness to engage in
battle when necessary is a sine qua non of leadership.

But most leaders most of the time are striving to diminish conflict
rather than increase it. Some measure of cohesion and mutual tolerance
is an absolute requirement of social functioning. :

Sometimes the problem is not outright conflict but an unwillingness
to cooperate. One of the gravest problems George Washington faced as
a general was that the former colonies, though they had no doubt they
were all on the same side, were not always sure they wanted to cooperate.
As late as 1818, John Randolph declared, “When I speak of my country,
I mean the Commonwealth of Virginia.’®

The unifying function of leaders is well illustrated in the actions of
George Bush after winning the presidential election of 1988. He
promptly met with his defeated opponent, Michael Dukakis; with his
chief rival for the nomination, Senator Robert Dole; and with Jesse
Jackson and Coretta Scott King, both of whom had opposed his election.

ey
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He asked Jack Kemp, another of his rivals for the nomination, to be
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, and Senator Dole’s wife,
Elizabeth Hanford Dole, to be Secretary of Labor.

Leaders in this country today must cope with the fragmentatnon of
the society into groups that have great difficulty in understanding one
another or agreeing on common goals. It is a fragmentation rooted in the
pluralism of our society, in the obsessive specialization of modern life,

‘and in the skill with which groups organize to advance their concerns.

Under the circumstances, all our leaders must spend part of their
time dealing with polarization and building community. There is a false
notion that this is a more bland, less rigorous task than leadership of one
of the combative segments. In fact, the leader willing to combat
polarization is the braver person, and is generally under fire from both
sides. I would suggest that Jean Monnet, the father of the European
Common Market, is a useful model for future leaders. When there were
conflicting purposes Monnet saw the possibility of shared goals, and he
knew how to move his contemporaries toward those shared goals.

Trust

Much depends on the general level of trust in the organization or
society. The infinitely varied and complex doings of the society—any
society—would come to a halt if people did not trust other people most
of the time—trust them to observe custom, follow the rules, and behave
with some predictability. Countless circumstances operate to diminish
that trust, but one may be sure that if the society is functioning at all,
some degree of trust survives.

Leaders can do much to preserve the necéssary level of trust. And
the first requirement is that they have the capacity to inspire trust in
themselves. In sixteenth-century Italy, where relations among the war-
ring kingdoms were an unending alley fight, Machiavelli’s chilling advice
to the Prince—*It is necessary . . . to be a feigner and a dissembler,” or,
as another translator renders the same passage, “You must be a great liar
and hypocrite”—may have been warranted.” And, under conditions of
iron rule, Hitler and Stalin were able to live by betrayals. But in our
society, leaders must work to raise the level of trust.

Explaining

Explaining sounds too pedestrian to be on a list of leadership tasks,
but every leader recognizes it. People want to know what the problem is,
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. why they are being asked to do certain things, why they face so many
frustrations. Thurman Arnold said, “Unhappy is a people that has run
out of words to describe what is happening to them.”® Leaders find the
words.

To be heard above the hubbub in the public forum today, explaining
generally requires more than clarity and eloquence. It requires effective
access to the media of communication or to those segments of the
population that keep ideas in circulation—editors, writers, intellectuals,
association leaders, advocacy groups, chief executive officers, and the
like.

The task of explaining is so important that some who do it
exceptionally well play a leadership role even though they are not leaders
in the conventional sense. When the American colonies were struggling
for independence, Thomas Paine was a memorable explainer. In the
powerful environmentalist surge of the 1960s and 70s, no activist leader
had as pervasive an influence on the movement as did Rachel Carson,
whose book Silent Spring burst on the scene in 1963.° Betty Friedan’s
The Feminine Mystique played a similar role for the women’s movement. !°

Leaders teach. Lincoln, in his second inaugural address, provided
an extraordinary example of the leader as teacher. Teaching and leading
are distinguishable occupations, but every great leader is clearly
teaching—and every great teacher is leading.

Serving as a Symbol

Leaders are inevitably symbols. Workers singled out to be super-

visors discover that they are set apart from their old comrades in subtle
ways. They try to keep the old camaraderie but things have changed.
They are now symbols of management. Sergeants symbolize the chain of
command. Parish religious leaders symbolize their churches.

In a group threatened with internal strife, the leader may be a
crucial symbol of unity. In a minority group’s struggle to find its place,
combative leaders—troublesome to others—may be to their own people
the perfect symbol of their anger and their struggle.

The top leader of a community or nation symbolizes the group’s
collective identity and continuity. For this reason, the death of a
president produces a special reaction of grief and loss. Americans who
were beyond childhood when John F. Kennedy was assassinated remem-
ber, despite the nassage of decades, precisely-where they were and what
they were doit  hen the news reached them. Even for many who did
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not admire him, the news had the impact of a blow to the solar plexus.
And those old enough to remember Franklin D. Roosevelt’s death
recognize the reaction.

For late eighteenth-century Americans, George Washmgton was the
symbol of all that they had been through together. Thomas Jefferson
became such a powerful symbol of our democratic aspirations that for
generations politicians fought over his memory. Those who favored
Hamiltonian views sought bitterly and unsuccessfully to shatter the
Jefferson image. As Merrill Peterson has cogently argued, the man
himself lost reality and the symbol took over.!! In the dark days of the
Great Depression, the American impulse to face events in a positive
spirit found its symbol in the ebullient Franklin D. Roosevelt.

Outside the political area, Albert Schweitzer, the gifted theologian
and musician who in 1913 gave up a comfortable and respected life in his
native Germany to spend the remainder of his years presiding over a
medical mission in Equatorial Africa, stands as the pristine example of
leader as symbol. '

Some individuals newly risen to leadership have a hard time
adjusting to the reality that they are symbols. I recall a visit with a young -
college president who had just come into the job.fresh from a professor-
ship, with no prior administrative experience. He confided that he was
deeply irked by an incident the preceding day. In his first speech before
faculty, students, trustees and alumni he had simply been himself—a
man of independent mind full of lively personal opinions—and many of
his listeners were nonplussed and irritated. They were not interested in
a display of idiosyncratic views. They had expected him to speak as their
new leader, their symbol of institutional continuity, their ceremonial
collective voice. I told him gently that they had expected him to be their
spokesman and symbol, and this simply angered him further. “I'll
resign,” he said, “if I can’t be myself!” Over time, he learned that
leaders can rarely afford the luxury of speaking for themselves alone.

Most leaders become quite aware of the symbolic aspects of their
roles and make effective use of them. One of the twentieth-century
leaders who did so most skillfully was Gandhi.'? In the issues he chose
to do battle on, in the way he conducted his campaigns, in the jail terms
and the fasting, in his manner of dress, he symbolized his people, their
desperate need, and their struggle against oppression.

Needless to say leaders do not always function as benign symbols. In
the Iran-Contra affair of 1986-87 it became apparent that men bound by
their oath of office were lying to the public, lying to the Coreress of the
United States, and lying to one another. To some A1 :ans they
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became symbols of all the falsehoods and betrayals committed by a
distant and distrusted government.

Representing the Group

In quieter times (we love to imagine that there were quieter times)
leaders could perhaps concentrate on their own followers. Today,
representing the group in its dealings with others is a substantial
leadership task.

It is a truism that all of the human systems (organizations, groups,
communities) that make up the society and the world are increasingly
interdependent. Virtually all leaders at every level must carry on dealings
with systems external to the one in which they themselves are involved—
tasks of representing and negotiating, of defending institutional integrity,
of public relations. As one moves higher in the ranks of leadership, such
chores increase.

It goes without saying that people who have spent their careers in
the world of the specialist or within the boundaries of a narrow
community (their firm, their profession) are often ill-equipped for such
leadership tasks. The young potential leader must learn early to cross
boundaries and to know many worlds. The attributes that enable leaders
to teach and lead their own constituencies may be wholly ineffective in
external dealings. Military leaders who are revered by their trocops may
be clumsy with civilians. The business leader who is effective within the
business culture may be lost in dealing with politicians. A distinctive
characteristic of the ablest leaders is that they do not shrink from
external representation. They see the long-term needs and goals of their
constituency in the broadest context, and they act accordingly. The most
capable mayors think not just of the city but of the metropolitan area and
the region. Able business leaders are alert to the political climate and to
world economic trends.

The most remarkable modern example of a leader carrying out the
representative function is Charles DeGaulle. DeGaulle has his detractors,
but none can fail to marvel at his performance in successfully represent-
ing the once and future France-as-a-great-power at a time when the
nation itself was a defeated, demoralized, enemy-occupied land. By his
own commanding presence, he kept France’s place at the table through
the dark days. Years later Jean Monnet wrote:

It took great strength of character for him, a traditional soldier,
to cross the great dividing line of disobedience to orders from
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above. He was the only man of his rank with the courage to do
so; and in the painful isolation felt by those Frenchmen who had
decided to continue the Allied struggle, DeGaulle’s rare example
was a source of great moral strength.”!?

Renewing

Chapter 12 concerns the task of renewing, so I deal with it very
briefly here.

Ledders need not be renewers. They can lead people down old
paths, using old slogans, toward old objectives. Sometimes that is
appropriate. But the world changes with disconcerting swiftness. Too
often the old paths are blocked and the old solutions no longer solve
anything. DeGaulle, writing of France’s appalling unpreparedness for
World War 11, said:

The Army became stuck in a set of ideas which had had their
heyday before the end of the First World War. It was all the
more inclined that way because its leaders were growing old at
their posts, wedded to errors that had once constituted their

glory. !
Leaders must foster the process of renewal.

So much for the tasks of leadership. The individual with a gift for
building a leadership team may successfully delegate one or another of
those tasks to other members of the team. One function that cannot be
delegated is that of serving as symbol. That the leader is a symbol is a
fact, not a matter of choice. The task is to take appropriate account of
that reality and to use it well in the service of the group’s goals.

Another function that cannot be delegated entirely is the envisioning
of goals. Unless the leader has a sense of where the whole enterprise is
going and must go, it is not possible to delegate (or carry out personally)
the other functions. To have ‘““a sense of where the whole enterprise is
going and must go” is, I am inclined to say, the very core and essence of
the best leadership. :

In a discussion of the tasks of lcadershnp, a colleague of mine said,
“I do not see ‘enabling’ or ‘empowering’ on the list. Aren’t those the
central tasks of leadership?” For those unfamiliar with contemporary
discussions of leadership, I should explain that reference to enabling or
empowering has become the preferred method of condensing into a single
word the widely held conviction that the purpose of leaders is not to
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dominate nor diminish followers but to strengthen and help them to
develop.

But enabling and empowering are not separable tasks. They require
a variety of actions on the parts of leaders. For example:

+ Sharing information and making it possible for followers to obtain
appropriate kinds of education

» Sharing power by devolving initiative and responsibility

- Building the confidence of followers so that they can achieve their
own goals through their own efforts

+ Removing barriers to the release of individual energy and talent

- Seeking, finding, and husbanding the various kinds of resources
that followers need

+ Resolving the conflicts that paralyze group action

+ Providing organizational arrangements appropriate to group effort

Any attempt to describe a social process as complex as leadership
inevitably makes it seem more orderly than it is. Leadership is not tidy.
Decisions are made and then revised or reversed. Misunderstandings are
frequent, inconsistency inevitable. Achieving a goal may simply make
the next goal more urgent: inside every solution are the seeds of new
problems. And as Donald Michael has pointed out, most of the time
most things are out of hand.!> No leader enjoys that reality, but every
leader knows it.,

It would be easy to imagine that the tasks described are items to be
handled scparately, like nine items on a shopping list, each from a
separate store. But the effective leader is always doing several tasks
simultaneously. The best antidote to the shopping list conception is to
look at the setting in which all the tasks are mingled—the complex
interplay between leaders and those “led.” That is the subject of the next
chapter.




