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Dedication
In the valley it was like a destroyed earth,
It was like war, struggling wild manic chaos,
Water bubbling made by man,
Silent moving made by birds and waterfalls,
The fungi was like a thyroid,
A tangling fight winding up a tree.
It was like a supply of nature breaking through.
By Fynn, aged 8
I dedicate this book to Fynn, who continues to inspire me
and who I miss so much.
Also to Agata, with big love and huge thanks for the joy shared,
encouragement and support during the writing of this book. This book
will
always evoke such happy memories of writing and walking in the
woods
and hillsides around Krynica, Poland, summer 2012.
To all friends and colleagues who share my journey.
To all I work with. My consulting and coaching work gives me
privileged
access to engage with people at all levels in organizations, who share
with
me their strengths, vulnerabilities and struggles. I work in diverse
spaces
and places, where I observe, listen and intervene, learning and feeding
my
insatiable curiosity, and putting theory into
practice, and practice into theory. This book could not be written
without their full engagement.
Thank you all.
Finally, to distributed leaders everywhere, often unrecognized and
unacknowledged, who share the ethos of this book; striving for
emancipation
and to create a better world.
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Introduction

Leadership is everywhere: it has a dominant and privileged place in our
society; it is constantly in our news, politics, businesses, films, books and
magazines. Leadership is part of our social narrative, predominantly as a
mythological force of goodness and success.

A key aim of this book is to deconstruct leadership, to challenge over-
simplified accounts of leadership that may be desirable and offer us the
comfort of ‘messiahs’ who can save us, but that actually distort leadership
in unhelpful ways. Another aim is to reconstruct leadership, to offer new
accounts of leadership for new times.

This book provides an accessible critical perspective that is relevant both
to those studying leadership and to practising leaders. Critical theory can be
off-putting for practical implementation due to elitist academic language,
and the gap between ‘cloistered academia’ and the world of work (Parker,
2002; Stookey, 2008). I am convinced that critical theory is vital to help
leaders create more humane workplaces, a better society and an
environmentally sustainable world. Emancipatory ethics are at the core of
this book, with the hope that it contributes to help leaders develop the
capability of rethinking organizational purpose and reimagining how work
can be organized.

In recent years, leadership has challenged the dominance of
managerialism in our business schools and organizations. We aspire to have
creative and inspiring leaders who will bring success, rather than
bureaucratic managers who cannot adapt to the brave new world of
globalization and the networked society (Castells, 2000). Leadership is a
contemporary holy grail: ambitious individuals want to be successful
leaders, companies want to hire exceptional leaders and people want to be
led by great leaders. Yet leadership is slippery, hard to get hold of, and what
is usually ‘sold’ as leadership is very limited and partial. The paradox is
this; whilst leadership is everywhere, the leadership espoused is
unattainable to most, it is an elitist, individualized and idealized form of
leadership that sits at the top of organizations, with CEOs, presidents and
prime ministers. Recently, moves have been made to teach leadership to the
masses, but it is usually reduced to become a set of trainable competencies
and, unfortunately, when leadership is broken down into component parts,
leadership itself is lost as it disappears into a mist of words, a set of
behaviours that people mimic or learn, and this is not leadership.



I believe that leadership is everywhere, but that it mostly goes
unrecognized, is misunderstood, and, worse, it is constrained and limited by
social forces that reproduce power elites rather than help generate genuine
leadership. The leadership we see is limited to a few celebrity or powerful
individual leaders, and it is they who are seen everywhere, not leadership
itself.

To face the growing social, economic and environmental challenges of
our times, leadership needs to be rethought. The shape of leadership needs
to change from a hierarchical pyramid, with leaders at the pinnacle and
followers beneath, to a network where leadership and followership work
fluidly, interchangeably, as a network of actors.

This book takes a critical stance to explore leadership, in order to
promote ethical, and dynamic forms, fit for 21st century organizations.
Drawing on diverse theory, leadership is examined from a psychosocial
perspective to reveal the underlying dynamics that shape and constrain
leadership practice. A critical perspective reveals hidden power dynamics
that shape leadership and followership, and utilizing four different
discourses, shows how different forms of leadership influence and control
employees.

Common perceptions of leaders are of charismatic extroverts, great
speakers, motivational characters, for example; however, as psychoanalysis
reveals, overly confident leaders often live with dissonance, masking
hidden insecurities (Kets de Vries, 2006). When coaching senior leaders,
the ‘coaching confessional’ (Western, 2012) reveals how leaders who are
seen by others as ultra confident, often reveal anxieties such as imposter
syndromes, and other personal anxieties about their role and performance.

Messiah leaders (Chapter 11) offer a seductive mirage of power and
influence, yet real influence and power are much more dispersed and
complex. Leadership moves quietly and fluently, distributed amongst many,
and often appears so discreetly that it is hardly noticed — yet this is how
change takes place. Leadership is not boundaried, it accompanies,
complements and merges with other relational interactions of followership,
teamwork, collaboration and participation. The book explores how other
dimensions of leadership appear when looking from different perspectives,
for example, Chapter 4 describes ‘autonomist leadership’, a non-
hierarchical form that is determined by spontaneity, autonomy and
mutuality, often found in new social movements such as the Occupy



movement, and Chapter 12 explores the relatively new form, Eco-
Leadership Discourse, capturing contemporary forms of leadership
emerging in our new zeitgeist.

Locating Ourselves

When coaching leaders I use an exercise called ‘locating ourselves’, based
on the notion that all leadership is biographical, and here I offer a brief
biographical account of my working life. I write as a practitioner—scholar
drawing on an unusual breadth of workplace experience. My experiences of
leadership and followership in a wide variety of settings (see Box 1) have
informed this book, and the ideas presented here emerge from the messiness
of real work, rather than from the tidiness of academic ideals. My recent
work as an executive coach and organizational consultant using
psychosocial methods has also given me unusual and privileged access to
the psychological, social and emotional experiences of leaders.

Box 1 offers a brief summary of my work experiences, where I ‘locate
myself’ to reveal how I formed my own leadership views and to provide a
context for this book. Contextualizing leadership in the social world is a key
theme throughout, and I hope my own reflections will stimulate readers and
leaders to reflect on how their experiences have shaped their leadership
approaches and views.

Box 1 What Authored the Author?
I left school with few qualifications and a very poor education, and
began work at the age of 17 as an office boy in a factory, witnessing
‘scientific management’ techniques on production lines. Unionized
labour, clocking in and out, women spending all day packing paper
bags which tumbled off loud, clattering machines, men labouring to
keep the machines going 24 hours a day, feeding them with heavy rolls
of paper and ink, this mundane work (now exported to Asia) was
brutalizing. I remember tough men and women, with a fierce humour
to cope. Factory work was manual labour, the employer bought the
labourer’s time and body. Emotions and thinking were to be left at
home.

Encouraged by a nursing friend, I left the factory at the age of 18 to
train as a general nurse. Nurses work intimately with the physical
body. Touching and cleaning, injecting, lifting and turning,
administering drugs, dressing wounds, evacuating bowels, the nurse
works with the inside and outside, and the living and dead body.




Working with the injured, sick and dying made me acutely aware of
the existential issues of mortality, and how important our emotions,
thinking and identities are embodied. Later in my work in offices and
universities, I reflected on how the body is largely ignored and
marginalized. I worked long nursing shifts experiencing the primitive
human emotions of fear and anxiety when facing mortal threats. The
leadership context was a rigid matriarchal nursing system that had
echoes of the military, a commander in chief (the matron) with
uniforms denoting rank, strict authority, no first names on the ward.
The hospital-organization was structured as a social defence against
facing the emotional pain of working with illness and death (Menzies
Lyth, 1960). Nurses didn’t talk about their feelings, and many patients
were cared for physically but not emotionally. No counselling
occurred after having worked with a traumatic death, just an early
coffee break and gallows humour in the bar after work. I loved the
work, made great friends, learnt huge amounts about life and myself,
but struggled in this constraining institutional culture. Nursing
leadership was predominantly female, from ward sister to hospital
matron, in opposition to the medical leadership, which was
predominantly male. This dual leadership created a symbolic structure
replicating a ‘hetero-normative’ parental structure — father leading
with technical expertise, mother being the carer.! This raised my
awareness of gender issues, of power, responsibility, and of pay
disparity. I was a male on the female team and often in life have found
myself in the position of experiencing ‘otherness’ from a very close
proximity.

Within this archetypal parental leadership model, Daddy Doctor and
Mummy Nurse, the patients were symbolically childlike in their
dependency. When a patient is facing major surgery or death, the
contemporary rhetoric of individual choice, and the omnipotence of
our desire to be in control, is confronted by Freud’s ‘reality principle’.
For some patients the dependency culture was wholly appropriate,
enabling them to give up their autonomy to enable the surgeon’s knife
to be wielded, and to be bed-bathed, toileted and cared for like an
infant. For others in rehabilitation, the dependency culture was
completely wrong and hindered their attempts to regain autonomy.
Dependency cultures have a place in some organizations; in education



for example, learning requires us to enter a state of ‘not-knowing’ (if
we know already we cannot learn something new) and therefore a
level of dependency is required in order to learn (Obholzer and
Roberts, 1994; Western, 2005). In the hospital, this dependency
culture unfortunately affected the staff as well as patients, and became
very damaging, undermining innovation and autonomous decision-
making. Since this time I have been alerted to issues of too much
dependency and a lack of autonomy in the workplace.

During this period I was a skilled rugby player and captained my
local club, experiencing leadership at an early age. Rugby provided me
with the opportunity to learn motivational skills, experience
teamwork, and it was probably the most honest and egalitarian
community I ever participated in. Our club consisted of lawyers,
entrepreneurs, business leaders, the unemployed, ex-convicts, and all
were treated with respect. Anybody pulling ego or rank over another
was teased mercilessly; it was a levelling experience. Teamwork,
having the courage to have a go, and being able to laugh at myself
were lessons I took from leading the rugby club.

Whilst doing general nursing I became fascinated by the human
condition, and after running a geriatric ward I left to train as a
psychiatric nurse. I found freedom in a more relaxed, uniform-free
setting, and became totally engaged in the human psychology,
discovering a life-long passion for psychotherapy and the ‘talking
cure’. I worked with the severely mentally ill: obsessive, neurotic,
depressed, schizophrenic and psychotic patients in Victorian built
asylums, which Goffman (1961) describes as Total Institutions. I
witnessed electro-convulsive therapy and worked on some wards
where 70 men slept in long dorms without curtains or any privacy. The
system of ‘token economy’, a behaviour treatment, was used with the
institutionalized patients. Patients received tokens which were
exchanged for cigarettes to reinforce good behaviours, for example for
getting out of bed, and they had tokens taken away for ‘bad
behaviour’. Institutionalization had an impact on both staff and
patients (sometimes it was hard to tell the difference), and the concept
of the asylum and the totalizing institution has stayed with me. The
asylum had two aspects: while firstly it provided ‘asylum’, i.e. a
container, a safe and caring space, a refuge from the terrors of the



world, on the other hand it was an oppressive and totalizing space.
When working in corporations and large public sector organizations I
am often reminded of the asylum, seeing the token economy and the
institutional culture control that I witnessed but in a more benign,
hidden form.

When I see HR teams, managers and trainers using transactional
leadership, ‘carrot and stick’ to change behaviour, I wonder about the
humanity of their methods. When transformational leaders draw on
culture control, and I see conformist employees, in their dark suited
uniforms, sitting in rows upon rows in a open office, institutionally
eating in the canteen together, I see a modern day asylum. I will never
forget this formative experience, which alerts me to ethics and the
power of institutionalization. Humanizing organizations is a passion,
and I ask myself at work, ‘Does this leadership stance enhance or
diminish humanity?’ Other important lessons were discovering how
thin and blurred the line is between madness and sanity, and this has
helped me work with some of the undiagnosed pathology that occurs
in the workplace. I also learnt counselling skills, group facilitation
skills and, most importantly, how to manage my own and others’
anxiety when facing dangerous disturbance and distress.

At the age of 23 I became a Charge Nurse, leading a regional
residential unit for emotionally disturbed adolescents. This was run as
a therapeutic community with the philosophy to devolve leadership to
the young people themselves, empowering them to find their voices
and to learn how to take responsibility for themselves and others,
through experimenting in a safe environment. I was given a huge
amount of responsibility at a very young age, working with young
people who had serious problems such as anorexia, who were suicidal
and who were abused. Working closely with the staff team, we
radicalized the unit to make it fully self-catering, and the medical input
was marginalized, removing the dependency culture and the stigma of
being given a medical diagnosis and treated as a patient. This was the
most therapeutic environment I have experienced and I learnt two key
lessons here. First, my idealism that if you remove leadership, power
will be removed and pure democracy will flourish was crushed.
Actually, chaos and fear flourish. Secondly, devolving power and
decision-making responsibly, and enabling dispersed leadership within



safe boundaries, works wonderfully. Our so-called ‘disturbed’ young
people were able to run the unit, making important decisions together
and working on their emotional selves at the same time. They helped
us to interview and appoint new staff, took control over their own
destinies and supported their peers with great skill and empathy. This
experimental community, set in the NHS, marginalized the medical
model and gave power back to the client group. I am indebted to this
intense learning experience, and to Mike Broughton, who was an
excellent leader and the first to help me realize my own leadership
potential. The core of this work was family therapy, group and drama
therapy.

In my mid-20s I spent three years as a single parent on welfare, and
again found myself challenging gender stereotypes, wandering into
mother and toddler groups and struggling with the responses I
received. Sometimes I was mothered (which I rejected) and at other
times I was considered a threat to the group norm, an external male
body to be ejected. However, I loved the freedom of being a home-
parent, each day being thrown back to my own resources to make ends
meet and creating each day with my beautiful and delightful son,
Fynn. Living on the margins in terms of money, and without the
identity/respect work gives you, I was nevertheless immensely happy
as a father, making fires, stories and pancakes — this was a time of
adventures!

On returning to work I spent ten years training and working as a
family therapist and psychotherapist with the urban underclass, in a
deprived northern city. I was a clinical manager of a community-
based, multi-professional healthcare team. I loved family therapy, and
took the opportunity to be immensely creative in therapy sessions. In
family therapy you quickly discover (a) that power is not where you
(or the family) think it is, (b) how systems impact on individuals and
(c) how patterns of communication completely entrap us, even if we
really want to change. This learning has hugely influenced my
leadership work since.

In my 30s I decided to get educated and studied for a Master’s in
Counselling at Keele University, and felt exposed and overwhelmed
by the academic language, rituals and culture which made me feel
inadequate and an imposter (not having A-levels or a Bachelor’s



Degree). I adjusted and found great joy in learning and excelled in my
studies.

Later I studied for another Master’s degree, in Psychoanalytic
Approaches to Organizational Consultancy, at the internationally
renowned Tavistock Centre. My interest was to understand why
change was so resisted and to promote collaborative working across
health, education and social services in order to better serve families.
Developing an understanding of the unconscious processes that
underpin organizational culture was a huge learning experience for
me, which I have applied in my work ever since.

I finally left the NHS, feeling ‘burnt out’ from the pressure of
working with disturbed families and suicidal teenagers in an under-
resourced provision. I was frustrated by a leadership dominated by the
hegemony of medical power, which allowed little room for
constructive dissent and change, particularly if it came from a nurse.
The medical model provided the wrong leadership, wrong culture and
wrong treatment for this client group. For the most part my clients
were not ill but suffered from the emotional and social strains of living
in poverty and unemployment. They required therapeutic and
emotional support, more resources and structural-political change
rather than a medical diagnosis, labels and medicines. My attempts to
make changes were partly successful, and more collaborative work
now takes place. However the NHS has an institutional leadership
culture that allows little room for innovation or creativity, and it was
time for me to break out of this institution.

In the past decade I also worked with real estate, working closely
with the building trade observing how the leadership is transient,
moving between trades on the same building job. The building trade is
interesting as it is both highly competitive with a harsh culture and
wholly dependent on collaboration. Designing and altering physical
spaces is a passion of mine, which I apply to my consultancy work,
helping leaders to think like organizational architects.

Another experience, which has informed my understanding of
leadership and organizational culture, is my religious affiliation. I have
been a Quaker (Religious Society of Friends) for fifteen years, which
has an unusual organizational structure without a formal leadership. It
does not appoint church ministers but believes in a ‘priesthood of all



believers’ abolishing not the idea of priests but abolishing the laity.
The business meetings are run (and have been for 350 years) by
spiritual consensus, which can mean up to 1,000 Quakers at a yearly
meeting deciding on Quaker ‘policy’ (www.quaker.org.uk). Quaker
meetings are structured around the idea of equality. Sitting in a circle,
in silence, anyone moved to speak can ‘minister’ to those present. The
Quaker history was an important part of my PhD research, leading me
to examine how their informal leadership and organization have
changed over the centuries to accommodate social change, while still
holding onto the central experience and structures. My experience of
leadership has been further informed by engaging with social
movements; trade unions, feminist, anarchist, and green activist
movements.

Frustrated by being a nurse, a clinical manager in the NHS, and a
little burnt out by the intense therapeutic work, I decided to seek
pastures new and wanted to experience corporate life and the private
sector. I entered a university business school to study for a PhD in
leadership and quickly found employment working in leadership
development and executive education. Academia I found is
underpinned by a dependency culture that replicates educational
models of teacher—student dynamics, and tends towards a bureaucratic
managerialism. However, it also has an adolescent rebellious nature,
maybe due to very bright individuals, expert in their own fields,
resisting external control, and maybe because it employs adults, many
of whom just never left school!

At Lancaster University’s management school I suddenly found
myself working with very senior corporate leaders internationally
designing and offering coaching and experiential learning. The
cultural difference and the language of the corporate world was a huge
learning curve for me. A big adjustment took place from working with
the poor, disempowered and disturbed, to working with the rich,
successful and powerful. My saving grace was the capacity I had
developed to ‘think in the face of anxiety’ and draw on my past
experience to work in depth with these executives.

I was later appointed Director of Coaching at Lancaster, where I
established a critical approach to coaching drawing heavily on
psychoanalytic and systems thinking. I also designed and ran a new
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postgraduate coaching course (see Coaching and Mentoring: A
Critical Text, Sage, 2012). After ten years of executive education, I left
to work as an organizational consultant and direct a Master’s Degree
in Organizational Consultancy at the Tavistock Clinic, and later chose
to work independently setting up a new coaching and consulting
company specializing in leadership.

As a practitioner—scholar, I continue to write and deliver training
and keynotes at universities and conferences, coaching and consulting
a delightfully interesting and diverse client group. I deliver Eco-
leadership interventions, and coach chief executives and senior
leadership teams from global banks and top business schools. I also
work with hospitals, hospices and small companies. Running a small
business is interesting and extremely liberating, and I love the
autonomy. I spend a lot of time developing my writing, and
publishing. My journey highlights a movement from working with the
body (in the factory and as a nurse) to working with the mind (as a
psychiatric nurse and therapist), the individual and small group (as a
family psychotherapist), then with organizational systems (as an
organizational consultant), and finally with the social through
engaging with academia, and taking political and philosophical
positions.

Leadership crosses all of these dimensions, body, mind, individual,
team, organization and social, and this book emanates from the
culmination of my lived experience.

This introduction will now offer an overview of the book’s structure before
summarizing how practitioners, students and course leaders can use this
book.

Structure of the Book

This second edition of the book has enabled me to restructure it in order to
make the content more accessible, and to add new materials and new
chapters on culture and Eco-leadership. I have divided the book into two
parts.

Part One undertakes the task of deconstructing leadership, offering a
polemic critique of key issues. A deconstruction of normative assumptions
is necessary to reveal the illusions and distortion of what leadership is and
how it is portrayed, perceived and practised. The deconstruction of over-



simple leadership formulations reveal nuanced and plural explanations, that
enable a more realistic and useful reconstruction of leadership to take place.
Part Two: Reconstructing Leadership
Part Two reconstructs leadership, putting leadership back together using the
learning from Part One. Critics of post-structuralism and deconstruction
claim that it can lead to nihilism and extreme relativism, that it is easier to
pull things apart than offer new theory and explanations to help understand
and improve leadership practice. Part Two addresses this criticism by
offering new theory and explanations of how four dominant discourses of
leadership have emerged in the past century. These discourses are informed
by historical, social and economic influences alongside changing work
practices. The discourses help to explain what underpins leadership
thinking, offering theory to explain how leadership is practised and why
tensions and resistances occur when leaders try to implement organizational
change. Finally, a chapter on leadership formation offers a different
perspective on how leadership (as opposed to leaders) can be developed.
Using This Book
This book has been written to take the reader on a journey; beginning by
establishing methodologies and theory to critique leadership, then setting
out some of the key debates about leadership, before introducing a
historical and social review that reveals how leadership is thought about and
enacted today.

The book addresses three reader groups.
1. Practitioners
This book is an academic text written with practitioners in mind. Part One
can be used as a reference point for practising leaders who wish to develop
a deeper understanding of the complexities of leadership. Part Two is
especially useful to managers and leaders, as it offers insights into their own
leadership approach, and that of their organization, and can guide leadership
development and leadership approaches. Chapter 13 provides a useful
overview and summary of the discourses, and Chapter 14, Leadership
Formation, will help practising leaders and managers to rethink leadership
development in their organizations, and how to promote inexpensive yet
effective ways to distribute leadership.
2. Students
This book offers a thoughtful counter-balance to the multitude of positivist
and individualistic leadership approaches you will encounter when studying



leadership. If you are being asked to critique leadership, or find yourself
questioning the dominant approaches of leadership, then this book is for

you.

This book can be used in three ways by course leaders:

(a)
(b)
(©)

As a supplementary text for lectures/courses on leadership.

To structure an entire leadership course.

Part Two can be used as an heuristic tool for managers and leaders in
executive education, to examine and guide their leadership practice (a
web-based discourse analysis tool can support this process
(www.simonwestern.com).

At the end of each chapter are Suggested Readings and Reflection Points,
with a sample question that can be used for an essay/assignment or exam
question. Box 2 offers a brief example of how to use this text for teaching
and training.

Box 2 Using This Book for Teaching and Training

Part One

The content and structure of Part One provide the basis for a stand-
alone course with the suggested title Understanding Leadership, or
Critical Approaches to Leadership. Each chapter also provides
separate lectures, as below.

Chapter 1 Why A Critical Approach to Leadership?

Individual Lecture: Setting out a clear and accessible methodology
for critical approaches.

Chapter 2 What Is Leadership?

Individual Lecture: Offers a comprehensive review of the ideas and
meanings of leadership.

Chapter 3 Asymmetric Leadership

Individual Lecture: Provides a short case study showing how
multilayered and plural leadership is.

Chapter 4 Against Leadership: Autonomist Leadership

Individual Lecture: Questioning the accepted norms of leadership,
discussing power and leadership, and leaderless groups, and offering
new perspectives on autonomist leadership.

Chapter 5 Leadership and Diversity

Individual Lecture: Insights into diversity, difference and leadership.
Chapter 6 Leadership and Culture


http://www.simonwestern.com/

Individual Lecture: Exploring organizational culture and how culture
forms leaders, as much as leaders form cultures.

Chapter 7 Corporate Fundamentalism

Individual Lecture: To show how social phenomena impact on
organizational cultures, and how leadership can create totalizing
organizational cultures (this can be taught with Messiah leadership,
Chapter 11).

Part Two

The content of Part Two can be offered as a stand-alone course with
the suggested titles:

(a) Social Influences on Leadership

(b) The Four Discourses of Leadership

A course can be structured thus:

Social and historical influences on how leadership ideas have formed
and been enacted over the past century

How leadership today is influenced by the four discourses
Eco-leadership — the future for leadership: systemic and networked
approaches

Applications to practice: what discourses are working in you and your
organization?

Three chapters from Part Two can be used for individual lectures:
Chapter 12 Eco-Leadership

Individual Lecture: A separate lecture on the future of leadership,
and systemic and networked approaches.

Chapter 13 An Overview of the Leadership Discourses

Individual Lecture: A brief summary and overview of the leadership
discourses that inform practice today.

Chapter 14 Leadership Formation: Creating Spaces for
Leadership to Flourish

Individual Lecture: Offering a short critique of leadership
development and proposing a more holistic approach aimed to develop
and generate leadership rather than leaders.

1 This is not to paint the stereotypical gendered picture of female nurses as
caring angels, which draws on the essentialist rhetoric that women are
naturally more humane and emotionally literate leaders than men (see
Chapter 5). Scandals of cruel leadership in ‘caring’ institutions such as



hospitals, monasteries and convents reveals that caring or harsh leadership
behaviour is less gender specific, and more closely linked to perverse
organizational cultures.



Part One

Deconstructing Leadership

1 Why a Ciritical Approach to Leadership?
What Is Leadership?

Asymmetric Leadership: A Brief Case Study
Against Leadership: Autonomist Leadership
Leadership and Diversity

Leadership and Organizational Culture
Corporate Fundamentalism

NOUThk WN



1 Why a Critical Theory Approach to
Leadership?

Chapter Structure

* Introduction

* Critical Thinking and Critical Theory (CT)

*  Why Critical Theory Is Marginalized

* A Critical Framework: Four Frames of Critical Inquiry

* Conclusion: Critical Theory and Leadership

Introduction

This book takes a critical theory (CT) approach to leadership for four core

reasons:

1 To establish a critical theoretical framework, supporting an individual’s
process of inquiry into the theory and practice of leadership.

2 To contribute an accessible critical account of leadership, challenging
‘taken-for-granted’ (normative) assumptions and offering new insights
into the underlying discourses and dynamics of leadership.

3 To contribute to the task of improving and rethinking leadership
practice, taking into account contemporary social change, to benefit our
organizations and institutions.

4 To situate leadership within an ethical and emancipatory framework,
with the greater aim of creating the ‘Good Society’.

Critical theoretical approaches work in two ways, the first being to

scrutinize leadership, to offer an analysis of the deeper, less obvious ways

in which leadership is theorized, practised and utilized to attain
organizational aims. Secondly, CT has progressive intentions: it aims to
create a better society by rethinking, rediscovering and reinventing
leadership; bringing new theoretical resources to the challenges revealed
through its critique. Critical theory can sometimes veer towards the first
aspect, the scrutiny and deconstruction, with too little attention given to the
reconstruction and rethinking of leadership. To be critical in popular terms

has inferences of being negative, and in academia, where critical takes a

different meaning, critiquing and applying critical theory can easily become

focused on finding the flaws and revealing the oppressive forces within
mainstream leadership. Adler et al. (2007: 14) write, ‘As with most counter-

movements, CMS! proponents have been more articulate about what they




are against than what they are for’. Critical theory then becomes a
pathologizing activity rather than an emancipatory theory. This book is
firmly placed in the emancipatory camp of critical theory, believing that
critique is important when used to promote a progressive agenda, or, as
Cunliffe (2008: 937) writes, ‘I believe the central thread is our interest in
the critique of contemporary forms of knowledge, social and institutional
processes and in generating radical alternatives’. To repeat Marx’s famous
quote in his ‘Theses on Feuerbach’: ‘The philosophers have only
interpreted the world, the point is to change it’ (Marx, 1845/1978: 45).

CT is a diverse body, as I will explore later. Some believe that only a
radical critique is worthwhile, and that attempting to improve the workplace
through a reformist agenda is ‘selling out’ to a capitalist system that is
inherently unfair. This polarization of views strikes me as dualistic thinking
that critical scholars themselves condemn. The CT task is both a
progressive and a radical agenda. A reformist engagement with
contemporary managers and leaders achieves two things; firstly it can
improve the situation on the ground (micro-emancipation); secondly it can
work towards structural and radical change (macro-emancipation) by (a)
educating and engaging practitioners in new possibilities beyond their
current vision, thereby building a greater consensus for more radical
possibilities of change, and (b) reformist engagement can also be used by
critical theorists as action-research, to better understand the system in order
to work out what a radical agenda might look like.

This chapter will initially discuss what it means to take a critical
approach, and then offer a critical framework that informs this book and can
be used by practitioners to support their own critical inquiry. Finally, it
addresses applying critical theory to leadership itself, acknowledging some
of the challenges that are encountered.

Critical Thinking and Critical Theory (CT)

Critical thinking and critical theory are overlapping terms that require
differentiating and clarifying for the purpose of this book. Critical thinking
or a critical approach are generic terms which are often used loosely and at
times indiscriminately and interchangeably with critical theory, but as
Johnson and Duberley identify, there is more to critical theory than being
reflective and critical:

Whilst many researchers of management may consider themselves to

be critical, in that they attempt to stand back from their work and




interrogate their findings with a critical eye, this does not mean they

are operating within a critical theory perspective. (2000: 124)

To be critical is to take a more radical, reflective and questioning stance that
doesn’t accept at face value, what is ‘taken for granted’ in a mainstream,
positivistic or rationalistic perspectives. Fulop and Linstead (1999) write in
the opening of their book Management: A Critical Text:

This introduction outlines a critical approach to management that

enables us to reflect on how we learn about management. It is designed

to help us develop the intellectual rigour and knowledge to deal with
the complex and multifaceted issues that arise in everyday work

situations. (1999: 4)

Their approach focuses on being reflective and developing a rigor of
inquiry, which is one element of a CT stance but there are more. Calhoun
(1995: 35) offers his perspective on CT:

1 CT critiques the contemporary social world looking for new
possibilities, and positive implications for social action.

2 CT gives a critical account of historical and cultural conditions.

3 CT gives a continuous critical re-examination of the conceptual
frameworks used (including the historical construction of these
frameworks).

4 CT confronts other works of social explanation, analyzing their
strengths and weaknesses, as well as their blind spots, but then
demonstrates the capacity to incorporate their insights for stronger
foundations.

These examples illustrate a use of CT which brings into play critical
thinking from a social, historical and cultural perspective, taking a social
constructionist and a discursive approach, i.e. questioning how reality is
constructed and made sense of through processes of socialization, the use of
language and historical influences. Finally, there is another tradition in CT
that aims to use its insights to take an explicitly ethical position.

Good Leadership and Ethical Leadership

Perhaps the greatest differentiating point is that mainstream approaches
(rational/positivist) attempt to improve leadership with the aim of making
organizations more effective and productive, without reference to broader
social and ethical concerns. Good leadership in mainstream thinking means
effective leadership, usually with a ‘values perspective’, as an additional
extra. For example, Bass (1998) says transformational leadership is also



about ‘doing good’, yet without looking at structural power issues, and the
systemic violence (ZiZek, 2008) that occurs through corporate activity,
whilst they take an individualist morality, ‘doing good’ is nothing more
than a hollow claim. For example, transformational leadership claims to
empower followers, yet under the scrutiny of CT transformational leaders
aiming to create strong ‘cultures’ can end up with ‘cult-like cultures’ as a
new form of organizational control, aiming to maximize productivity from
these employees (see Chapters 7 and 12).

Some mainstream scholars do take a more sceptical stance to leadership,
but critical scholars Alvesson and Willmott (1996) claim that this sceptical
approach has serious limitations because whilst it examines aspects such as
power, it does so from an intraorganizational context, ignoring a broader
social and political context.

Individualistic leadership theories focusing on special personal traits such
as charisma inherently support the idea of ‘special leaders’ who can
motivate ‘followers’, thereby increasing productivity, and these leaders are
rewarded with ‘special’ remuneration packages. This idea of leadership has
led to chief executives’ pay rising in astronomical terms in the past 20
years. As Mintzberg (2012) points out, ‘Any CEO who allows himself to be
paid 400 or 500 times more than the workers is not a leader but an
exploiter’. These ‘super’ leaders receive huge bonuses rewarding them for
short-term success and growth, following the neo-liberal agenda of ever-
increasing productivity within liberal markets, decreasing regulation,
increasing financial and trade liberalization, and reducing protection for the
labour force. Short-term profiteering ignores developing more sustainable
business growth, or ethical concerns such as humanizing the workplace and
taking responsibility for a sustainable natural environment. Is this good
leadership?

There are many covert vested interests at stake in organizational life,
such as power, identity and economic benefit, which is one reason why
critical theory is marginalized. Bhaskar (2010: 107) explains:

The oppressed have an interest in explanatory knowledge of the
structures that oppress them. But their oppressors do not need to have
that explanatory knowledge and it might be better for them if they do
not. The sort of knowledge they need to have is best not called
knowledge, but rather information or even data, and that is about how
to manipulate events and circumstances and discourses.



Good leadership in the workplace must mean more than increasing short-
term share prices, and growth. Good leadership should also mean ethical
leadership, and this is not just for altruistic reasons, it is also to promote
sustainable success. One of the key points I wish to make is that critical
theory is not an abstract construction useful only in academic circles, it is
fundamental to successful organizational and social functioning, creating
more humane institutions and a sustainable world.

Why Critical Theory Is Marginalized

To critique means to look at deeper, underlying questions, not just at the

challenges raised by a particular problem.

Business Schools, Management Science and the Corporate Agenda

The basic assumptions behind much of leadership and organizational

thinking emanate from business schools (Grey, 2004), which operate with

two combined, underpinning biases:

1 The purpose of business is to maximize productivity and profit:
Business schools take the position that is most likely to align with their
key stakeholder, the corporate client, whose agenda is ‘more
productivity and growth, with ever-greater efficiency, to maximize
profit’.

2 Management science: Business schools were founded on the premise
of using scientific knowledge to improve productivity more efficiently,
and this continues today, i.e. ‘management science’, dominated by
technocratic values (Adler et al., 2007; Maclntyre, 1985).

Business schools produce knowledge about leadership and organizations,

training leaders to use this knowledge. Privileging management science as

the method, (positivism) works on the assumptions that this knowledge is

value-neutral, free from bias, factual and scientific. Yet the knowledge they

produce is heavily biased towards a single focus, ‘instrumentalism’.
In the instrumentalist approach to management and organization, the
goal of profitability — or, in the not-for-profit sectors, performance
targets — takes on a fetishized, naturalized quality. All action is then
evaluated under the norms of instrumental means—ends rationality.
Ethical and political questions concerning the value of such ends are
excluded, suppressed, or assumed to be resolved. (Adler et al., 2007:
127)

The corporate agenda aligns itself with the management science agenda,

both aiming for the same results — greater efficiency and productivity —




without questioning the wider implications for stakeholders and wider
society.

CT challenges both of these underlying premises, claiming that an
organization has a social as well as a business purpose. Neither does it
accept the premise that science (positivism) is neutral and free from bias. It
questions political interests in any research being undertaken, it asks why
certain questions are being asked and others not, questioning the taken-for-
granted assumptions behind the research. Positivism claims to measure a
world that simply exists:

...people are taught to accept the world ‘as it is’, thus unthinkingly

perpetuating it. CT thus sees positivism as pivotal in an ideology of

adjustment, undermining our power to imagine a radically better

world. (Adler et al., 2007: 138)

CT responds by saying that the world is socially constructed, and shaped by
discourse, and we must ask questions about what kind of world we are
perpetuating, and what kind of world we can create. The task of critical
theory is to study power and knowledge relations, to challenge dominating
structures, and also to prevent leadership becoming another instrumental
project, serving only to promote greater efficiency, productivity, profit, with
little reflection on its wider impact on society.

Critical theory has been successful in terms of theoretical influence, but
remains marginalized, and there are concerns about its lack of impact on
practice. Cooke (2008: 914) cites that only 1.7% of papers at the Academy
of Management meeting were in the Critical Management programme.

In a 2008 edition of the journal Organization the editors invited critical
scholars to reflect on the future of CMS (Critical Management Studies —
which includes organizational and leadership theory), and the results were
interesting. Three dominant challenges stood out that contributed to the
marginalization of critical theory.

1. An Elitist CMS

Stookey (2008: 922) summed up this view, writing that critical studies
challenge elitism whilst paradoxically being part of an ‘elitist enterprise’
itself, i.e. academia. She notes with concern that ‘a society dominated by
elitism is fundamentally delusional and self-destructive’. The divide
between critical theory and practice is a false dichotomy, perhaps one that is
perversely enjoyed and perpetuated by critical scholars, making them an
‘elite’ group, who benefit from the status, comfort and salaries of the



academy, whilst retaining an outsider ‘maverick’ status (Parker, 2002). CT

scholars exclude practitioners with an (often unnecessary) post-structural

and academic jargon, yet critical thinking is not in opposition to leadership

but a prerequisite for competent leadership that promotes strategic,

successful, sustainable and progressive change within organizations.

2. A Cloistered CMS: Theory before Practice

There was wide acknowledgement that CMS was also becoming a

cloistered and self-referential entity that was consumed by theory at the

expense of engaging with and having an impact on practice. Svensson

(2010: 3) writes in Ephemera:
Critical management scholars have been highly successful in
publishing excellent articles, and many of them are amazingly
productive ... The hyper-productivity of critical management scholars,
targeted at excellent journals, has turned critical management into an
excellent institution, and many critically oriented scholars are
employed because of this mastery in publishing excellent papers.

This success in the academic and theoretical realm is contrasted with

CMS’s impact on what happens in practice:
CMS has had little or no impact on what organizations actually do ...
there are some serious and fascinating issues being discussed within
CMS, but they tend to stay within the cloistered boundaries of
academic work and find little echo outside those who are already
converted. (Parker, 2002: 115-16)

Addressing the dissonance between theory and practice is a major concern

for CMS scholars if they are serious about having emancipatory concerns,

and contributing to social transformation as well as publication.

3. Diversity of Critical Studies

Scholars sometimes speak of CMS as a singular, homogeneous entity,

speaking with one voice, when it is actually a very diverse body. Adler

(2008: 925) challenges the idea that there is a singular body of theory for

CMS:
In reality, there is a buzzing confusion and profusion, running the
gamut from post-structuralism to labour process theory, from Derrida
to Marx, from radical postcolonial feminism to moderate social
democratic liberalism, from positivism to critical realism to social
constructivism.



This diversity needs to be recognized, in order to maximize the benefits of
the potential breadth of theory and research that is available as a resource to
understand leadership and organizational dynamics.

Reversing the Marginalization of CMS

These three factors add to the marginalization of critical theory. Critical

studies therefore needs to find a new engagement with non-critical scholars

and practitioners. Voronov (2008: 943) suggests four possibilities for
critical scholars to increase their engagement with practitioners:

» Focused critique — issue-based critiques focused on specific issues that
speak to managers and leaders because they relate to real challenges.
This offers critical theorists the opportunity to shape new discourses.

» Engaged scholarship — creating knowledge that is both theoretically
rich and practically useful, exemplified by participatory research.

» Consulting — although objectionable to some CMS scholars, consulting
can be an excellent way to gain and deliver critical insights into
leadership practice’.

* Ciritical action learning — ‘introducing critical elements into the action
learning tradition’ (Reynolds and Vince, 2004).

I would add business school executive education to this list. University-led
training and development programmes are currently the domain of
mainstream scholars, yet they offer many opportunities for critical scholars
to engage and disseminate critical theory to practitioners, and to utilize
practitioner knowledge and insight to inform their theorizing. Having
worked in executive education, I believe it offers the potential to work
through normative assumptions, and some (though not all) executives will
thrive and grow in such an atmosphere. Critical thinking and practice
should not be alien bedfellows!

A Critical Framework: Four Frames of Critical Inquiry

These four frames of critical inquiry underpin the thinking in this book and

offer a tangible framework to guide both practitioners and scholars:

« Emancipation

* Depth analysis

* Looking awry

* Network analysis

Emancipation

Ethics, Liberation, Autonomy, Sustainability, Equality and Justice




The lens of emancipation is concerned with promoting justice, equality,
ethics, a sustainable environment, liberation and autonomy. Leadership has
a mixed reception in emancipatory movements; traditional social
movements herald heroic leaders such as Martin Luther King, Ghandi, Rosa
Luxemburg, Trotsky and Lenin (following populist notions of leadership),
whilst new social movements such as feminism and the green movement
often treat leadership with suspicion. This is for two reasons: (1) because
the word leadership infers hierarchy and elitism and challenges the idea of
autonomy and equality, and (2) leadership past and present has often
distorted and created unjust power relationships that marginalize some and
benefit others. For example, patriarchal and class-based leadership are still
very present; male networks perpetuate the male leadership that dominates
corporate/political life, and class opportunities offer resources and networks
that keep an elite, wealthy class in leadership positions across society,
thereby undermining meritocracy and social mobility. In the UK at the time
of writing the political elite is dominated by males who went to expensive
private schools:

Cameron, Clegg and Osborne all went to private schools with fees now

higher than the average annual wage. Half the cabinet went to fee-

paying schools — versus only 7% of the country — as did a third of all

MPs. (BBC News, 2011)

In the USA, leadership also reflects social inequality. There has never been
a female president, and, according to Stille (2011), ‘more than half the
presidents over the past 110 years attended Harvard, Yale or Princeton and
graduates of Harvard and Yale have had a lock on the White House for the
last 23 years, across four presidencies’.

These biases are being better addressed in some countries. Norway, for
example, has been described by the UN Committee on the Elimination of
Discrimination against Women as ‘a haven for gender equality’, legislating
to increase female representation in parliament and boardrooms.

Taking a critical emancipatory stance is to try to increase representation
at senior political and business levels (a reformist perspective) and also to
offer radical leadership ideas that will address the wider social issues. In
utilizing new social movement and feminist theory for example, CT aims to
expand distributed and grass-roots leadership, drawing on different readings
of what traditional leadership means, and mobilizing leadership in
unexpected places.



Theoretical Resources

The emancipatory approach taken in this book draws upon eclectic ideas
from diverse sources, including new social movement theorists, post-
Marxist thinkers, e.g. the Frankfurt School, Habermas and Adorno, Alain
Badiou, Slavoj Zizek, and autonomous Marxists such as ‘Biffo’ Beradi.
Post-structuralists, such as Michel Foucault and the feminist Judith Butler,
have also developed emancipatory agendas through their work:

Foucault ... taught us to be wary of the institutions through which we

are governed. We must always beware of the possibilities that our own

institutional arrangements will encourage the rise of new destructive

forces inimical to the possibilities of our being free. (Dumm, 1996:

153)

Post-structuralists help us understand that leadership, like power, is
everywhere, not just residing at the top of a hierarchy. The CT task is not to
condemn or remove leadership or power, but to scrutinize them, offering
alternatives to autocratic and elitist leadership. Post-structuralist and
discourse theory reveals how social conditions produce certain leadership
approaches, and how leadership approaches reproduce social conditions.

For Habermas (1984), communication is a key tool of emancipation or
oppression, and Foucault’s body of work shows how discourses and
language create a power—knowledge link (Foucault, 1980), revealing how
our subjective selves are formed and governed by discourses which entrap
us (Rose, 1990). Judith Butler shows how gender and identity are not as
fixed as modernity led us to believe (Butler, 1990), and relating this to
leadership, we see how fluid the concepts of leadership are, with new links
being developed between leadership and identity formation.

Habermas observed that increasingly the public sphere is administered
remotely from individual citizens, diminishing their freedom and agency,
and describing the ‘colonisation of the lifeworld’ (Habermas, 1984), where
the individual subject is penetrated by bureaucracy, using the ideology of
efficiency and rationality to justify this. Corporate leadership becomes part
of this ‘colonising force’ and is most apparent when culture control is used
rather than more obvious transactional or coercive controls (discussed in
Chapter 11 on Messiah leadership). The Habermasian goal of critical theory
is ‘a form of life free from unnecessary domination in all of its forms’
(McCarthy, 1978: 273).

To summarize the emancipatory lens of CT:



« Rationalism and knowledge must be linked to values and interest, if
they are to be used as a force for emancipation.

« Emancipatory CT challenges relativism, the postmodern claim that all
points of view are of equal value. Leaders from elitist groups reproduce
their hold on power, making their views privileged whilst less
privileged groups are silenced. These hidden power relations ensure that
not all views are of equal value. CT links politics, values and interests to
knowledge to undermine relativism.

» CT aims to reveal the power relations that exist within social structures,
discourses and symbolic practices. It then focuses on how to change the
practices that undermine liberty and how to find new ways to promote
human agency and freedom.

Depth Analysis

Revealing Hidden Dynamics: Hermeneutics, Psychosocial Approaches,

Discourse Analysis

Depth analysis is derived from the methods of psychoanalysis and discourse

analysis that look beneath-the-surface to discover underlying patterns,

structures and influences that are not immediately obvious or easy to
discern. Depth analysis challenges the dominant rational assumptions of
leadership and organizational studies, and clearly makes a case for
including the irrational forces of the unconscious: the emotions, herd-
behaviours, group-think and other hidden forces that influence social
dynamics. These human factors are not accounted for in computer-
generated data-banks, or scientific rationalist accounts of organizational
behaviour; yet the 2007 financial collapse shows that we must account for
human factors such as greed, mania and herd instincts (Sievers, 2011; Stein

and Pinto, 2011).

Psychoanalytic Approaches

Johnson and Duberley claim that psychoanalysis is perhaps the earliest

example of a critical theorist method:

Perhaps the prototype for critical science is psychoanalysis because it
involves ‘depth-hermeneutics’ [Habermas, 1972: 218] in which the
distorted texts of the patient’s behaviour become intelligible to them
through self-reflection. In this fashion emancipation occurs as the
patient becomes liberated from the terror of their own unconscious as
previously suppressed and latent determinants of behaviour are



revealed and thereby lose their power. (Johnson and Duberley, 2000:

120)

Depth analysis is clearly linked to an emancipatory agenda through making
the unconscious conscious, and revealing other hidden knowledge and
power sources such as how discourses are created and influence us. The aim
of depth analysis is to gain insight in order to disempower hidden forces,
and enable us to form strategies to create change.

This book draws on psychoanalytic theorists such as Sigmund Freud,
Jacques Lacan, Melanie Klein, Wilfred Bion and Slavoj Zizek. There is also
a long tradition of applying psychoanalytic thinking to organizations and
leadership studies, emanating from the Tavistock Institute, utilizing object
relations theory (Kleinian approaches), and now strongly represented by
ISPSO (the International Society of Psychoanalytic Study of Organization).
Scholars such as Manfred Kets de Vries, Larry Hirschhorn, Mark Stein,
Burkard Sievers, Susan Long and Gabriel Yannis, amongst others, offer
important contributions to the field. This work applies a clinical perspective
to organizations/leadership; for example Schwartz (1990) and Stein (2003)
apply a psychoanalytic understanding of narcissism to corporate culture,
whilst Kets de Vries’ book The Leader on the Couch (2006) uses clinical
psychoanalytic insights to study leadership and is probably the best known
work in this field.

However these authors do not always take a critical approach, and
sometimes the work takes an intrapersonal and relational perspective at the
expense of addressing wider social perspectives. The strong contribution
they make is to reveal how depth perspectives of a leader’s personality and
interpersonal relationships inform their leadership approach. Leaders can
become dysfunctionally grandiose and omnipotent when followers treat
them unconsciously like a saviour. Psychoanalytic concepts such as
projection help explain how followers can idealize (or denigrate) leaders,
projecting their repressed desires onto them. Leaders represent authority
figures and can replicate ‘good mummy/daddy or bad mummy/daddy’ in
the minds of followers, and this has implications when followers can
become dependent on the leader rather than autonomous, thinking
employees (Miller, 1993).

To make interpretations from a psychoanalytic perspective means to draw
upon our emotions and our subjectivity as researchers and observers.
Drawing on the ‘self’ to make sense of one’s feelings in relation to another,



or to a social situation, is off limits for positivist and rational approaches.
These psychosocial methodologies are under-used and under-developed,
and offer a complementary lens to positivistic research. There is a small but
growing interest in psychosocial research. Professor Sasha Roseneil writes
of her psychosocial research:

...the psychosocial-analysis I carried out drew on principles from

clinical psychoanalysis, in its concern to explore interviewees’ psychic

reality, the non-rational, unarticulated, unconscious dimensions of the
experiences they narrated, as well as the emotions and affects that they

were able to formulate expressly in discourse. (Roseneil, 2006: 864)

My training and background are in psychoanalytic theory and clinical
practice. I spent many years as a psychotherapist and recently directed a
Master’s programme in Organizational Consultancy at the Tavistock Clinic,
studying the unconscious and emotional dynamics in organizational life,
and the insights gained through this experience strongly influence this book.
Lacanian psychoanalysis has become a popular academic resource in
critical theory, drawing on linguistic and post-structural readings of Freud.
Using psychoanalytic theory without reference to practice or the clinical
method is, however, problematic. Bhaskar claims that he could ‘not use
psychoanalysis as a potential science of emancipation without actually
having experienced it’ (2010: 94).

Freud’s theories went beyond individual analysis and he considered his
most important contribution was to deepen an understanding of society and
culture. In his book Civilisation and Its Discontents (1930/2002) Freud
identified the frustrations of being part of a social group:

noting that the human animal, with its insatiable needs, must always

remain an enemy to organized society, which exists largely to tamp

down sexual and aggressive desires. At best, civilized living is a

compromise between wishes and repression — not a comfortable

doctrine. It ensures that Freud, taken straight, will never become truly

popular, even if today we all speak Freud. (Gay, 1999)

Freud’s work influences society today, Philip Rieff announced in The
Triumph of the Therapeutic (1966), and we find the °‘talking cure’
everywhere, in mutated forms such as counselling, therapy, coaching, social
work, psychology. ‘Therapeutic culture’ (Furedi, 2003) has been pervasive
in the past 50 years and this culture has also infiltrated leadership theory
and practice (see Chapter 10 on the leader as therapist). Advertising and



marketing campaigns now have integrated Freudian concepts into their
thinking by relying on the unconscious to attract new customers through
linking their brands to individual identity (Klein, 2000). Subliminal
advertising is commonplace, drawing on Freud’s links between sex and
power and his understanding of unconscious fantasy, hence the
stereotypical advert of fast cars being linked to glamorous women, to
appeal to the male desires and fantasies of having more phallic power.
Turkle (2011) applies psychoanalytic insights as part of her analysis of
humans and technology that provides rich data to try to understand social
dynamics in hi-tech and virtual surroundings.

Psychoanalysis, however, remains marginal within leadership,
management and organizational studies, partly due to the positivistic and
rationalist bias in management, which discounts complex understandings in
favour of measurable outcomes.

Discourse Approaches

Depth analysis draws upon other critical theory methods, which investigate
what happens beneath the surface in organizational life, e.g. discourse
analysis, narrative analysis. Religious hermeneutic interpretation offers
ancient methods of depth analysis, trying to uncover the meaning within
holy texts. Foucault (1980) teaches us that power and knowledge are
closely related, and that power is exerted through normative control: ‘the
way things are done around here’. Rose (1990) draws on Foucault to show
how our intimate selves are governed by social discourses, and this has
many implications for leadership and workplace dynamics. To see beyond
the established ‘natural order of things’ means to ‘unmask’ what is hidden.
For example, many cultural assumptions are made about heterosexuality
and marriage, and whilst these seem normal to many, from gay or queer
perspectives, they are oppressive. Power is performed through Westernized
ideals of the hetero-normative nuclear family, and those outside this
framework are disciplined by social rules, either explicitly or implicitly
(Butler, 2004). In this book four discourses reveal how normative
expectations of leadership have changed over the past century.

Discourse approaches to depth analysis are very popular in critical theory
today; in leadership studies new insights through discourse analysis and
discursive approaches come from scholars such as Fairclough (1995) and
Collinson (2003).



In summary, psychoanalysis, discourse analysis and other depth analysis
techniques are employed in this text as a core CT method to help reveal
how social and unconscious processes become internalized, embodied and
enacted by individuals, social groups and organizations, and how language
shapes our world. Leadership raises issues of the individual and the group;
leadership and followership, power and authority, manipulation and control,
and therefore depth analysis is vital to understand the processes that help
develop models of successful leadership.

Looking Awry

Reframing, Short-circuiting, Disrupting the Normative

Looking awry encourages leadership researchers and practitioners to disrupt
the taken-for-granted, and look from a different place. To see something
differently we have to look differently. If a critical approach is to offer a
radical critique, and to find radical solutions, then looking awry is an
essential frame from which to discover something new.

Zizek (1992, 2003) claims that a frontal view of an object or text offers a
distorted and a limited perspective, rather than what is traditionally
regarded as a clear view. To really see what is happening, he suggests the
need to look awry and paradoxically take a ‘distorted’ view:

The object assumes clear and distinctive features only if we look ‘at an

angle’, i.e. with an interested view, supported permeated, and

‘distorted’ by desire. (Zizek, 1992: 12; emphasis added)

Zizek (1992) describes how a change in the angle of a camera during film
making can give a whole different perspective on the scene, and claims the
observer also needs to bring their desire and subjectivity to the viewing
rather than to try to take an objective neutral stance. This challenges
rational approaches, and the Cartesian dualism (the subject—object,
observer—observed, knower—known dichotomy). We become over-familiar
with the normative discourses which surround us; our individual and
cultural scripts make the world familiar and recognizable, yet often we
cannot ‘see the wood for the trees’. When we are ‘liberated’ from a
particular way of seeing, new options then become available. This is not
only an intellectual exercise but can also be a powerful change agent. When
working as a family therapist ‘reframing’ proved a useful way for
individuals and families to find new options to change patterns of behaving
that they found destructive:



In Family Therapy, Reframing is a technique developed by the Palo

Alto Group. The therapist offers a description that gives the client a

different way to look at their actions, hoping that this will enable them

to see their problem differently and develop new options for actions as

a result. (Weakland et al., 1974)

Likewise within leadership training, reframing opens up new options for
leaders so that they view their role and can see different options and ways to
act or intervene.

Short-Circuiting

Zizek describes ‘short-circuiting’ as a process that brings new resources
from different traditions, in order to see something new or hidden:

Is not short-circuiting, therefore, one of the best metaphors for a

critical reading? Is it not one of the most effective critical procedures

to cross wires that do not usually touch: to take a major text and read it
in a short-circuiting way, through the lens of a minor (marginalized)
author, text or conceptual apparatus? ... such a procedure can lead to
insights which completely shatter and undermine our common
perceptions. ... The aim is to illuminate a standard text or ideological

formation, making it readable in a totally new way. (ZiZek, 2003:

Foreword)

To see beyond the obvious requires both new resources and also the ability
to look and observe in new ways. This dual process of short-circuiting and
looking awry provides options to reveal what was previously concealed
within a dominant discourse.

In this text I use theoretical, historical and experiential resources to short-
circuit common perceptions; for example, drawing on theological resources
and exploring religious fundamentalism as a lens to look awry at leadership
(Chapter 7). Bringing my own subjectivity and desire to my work with
leaders, as a coach and consultant, also provides me with rich data that I
have used in this text. I make ‘disruptive interventions’ in my leadership
development work; for example, asking leaders to undertake unusual
observation exercises at airports or busy streets; to stop and observe the
outside world like a video camera, recording everything they have seen,
then to be like a mirror, observing their bodies, feelings, emotions and
thoughts as they observe the outer world. I then coach and debrief them
(sometimes individually or in groups) and offer interpretations about what
they saw and also what they didn’t see, what their focus was. This exercise



reveals feelings and insights, and tells them something different about their
leadership and followership experiences, often something profound. For
example, one leader observed pairs all the time: couples in love, couples
arguing, two children, and on exploration he realized that he avoided
teamwork, and needed to develop his team leadership capability if he was to
develop his career. Another leader observed the technical apparatus of an
airport flight announcing system, and reflected on how his focus at work
was technical rather than on people; yet when we discussed his feelings, he
revealed deep feelings of loss and sadness at the amount of time he spent
away from family, on work assignments, and how he had to change roles to
rebalance a dysfunctional life~work balance. These interventions help
leaders look awry at their work, put them sharply in touch with something
that is not immediately obvious, and can have a powerful impact on their
working lives.

In this text I have also drawn from New Social Movement (NSM)
theorists such as Alberto Melucci and Alain Touraine and other
anthropologists, ethnographers and sociologists, who theorize how NSMs
form and how they differ from traditional social movements. NSM theory
provides new ways to look at leadership, as in these movements traditional
leadership is not accepted, and de-centralized movements focus on
‘identity’ rather than on fighting for material gains. NSMs offer new ways
to understand leadership in new organizational forms, such as developing
networked and dispersed leadership or organizational matrix structures, for
example. Leadership theorists have largely neglected this particular
sociological and anthropological literature.

Looking awry is to draw on new resources, to short-circuit them, and to
place oneself as a reader/researcher or practitioner in a different place so
that something new can perhaps be discovered.

Network Analysis

Actor-Networks, Ecosystems, Systems Thinking

Manuel Castells (2000) describes the ‘Information Age’ and the ‘Network
Society’, addressing how technology has impacted on contemporary
society. Network analysis accounts for the ‘network society’ in which we
live and work, and ensures that critical theory takes a systemic view of
activity and leadership.

Leadership is fundamentally an influencing activity, and to understand
leadership we have to try also to understand what we are influencing. Many



mainstream leadership perspectives are firmly rooted in modernity’s vision
of the world, one of structures, hierarchies, clear divisions and boundaries.
Yet in the postmodern/post-industrial world there is instability, fluidity and
fast change, so that organizations are no longer clearly boundaried and
ordered, if they ever were (Latour, 2005).

Manual labour has largely migrated, and is surpassed in the West by
cognitive or digital labour (Beradi, 2009). Global networks produce new
forms of organizing and new organizational forms. Global flows create
virtual worlds which are no longer peripheral but run our finance systems
and global brands. The real and the virtual entwine in hybrid networks, and
the contemporary workplace is interconnected and interdependent; Actor
Network scholars (Latour, 2005; Law, 1993) inform us how organizations
and the social world are better understood as networks of actors that are
fluid and always changing. Actor Network scholars make the radical claim
that both human and non-humans actors have agency in our networks, that
we cannot understand the social world from a purely human-centric
position. To understand leadership we must first try to understand how
change takes place in organizations, and we achieve this only if we take a
network and a systems perspective.

Systems theory takes a holistic perspective and ecological view (Bateson,
1972; Churchman, 1968, 1979; Maturana and Varela, 1980, 1987; Naess,
1989; Von Bertalanffy, 1968). In the contemporary leadership and
management literature Peter Senge (1994) is best known for his use of
systems thinking and influential texts have also come from complexity
theorists and integrative theorists such as Wilber (2000). Wheately (2006)
wrote an informative account of ‘leadership and these new science’
incorporating these concepts and taking a network perspective:

Our zeitgeist is a new (and ancient) awareness that we participate in a

world of exquisite interconnectedness. We are learning to see systems

rather than isolated parts and players. ... We can see the webs of inter-

connections that weave the world together. (Wheatley, 2006: 158)

One challenge to systemic, ecological, holistic and integrative theorists is
that they often lack a power critique, and see systems thinking in terms of
communication feedback loops without accounting for the real and
discursive power issues that impact on any system (see Chapter 12, Eco-
Leadership).



Critical theorists refer to context as being hugely important, and argue
that we must take account of power in networks, yet the bridge between
theory and practice is very problematic. I draw upon my experience as a
family therapist and systemically informed consultant to apply systems
thinking to the practice of leadership. The professional expertise developed
through ‘clinical practice’ by family therapists offers a transferable and
adaptable knowledge base to further develop the bridge between systemic
theory and leadership practice.?

Leadership theory must develop a greater vigilance of the wider impact
of leadership interventions taken. Network analysis attempts to address the
complex social, political, economic and environmental challenges which
are present in our organizations. Chapter 12 on Eco-leadership helps us to
rethink organizations as ‘ecosystems within ecosystems’ and describes the
new forms of leadership developing for 21st century organizations.

Workplace networks are fluid, and employees are increasingly nomadic,
moving between roles, project teams and virtual and real working spaces
and places. The global and networked world offers new challenges and new
opportunities; I coach and consult leaders using network analysis as a frame
to help them think more strategically and more emergently. To be strategic,
to think about the big picture, to understand change and the resistance to
change, and to decipher how to influence organizations, leaders must first
locate themselves in their own networks.

Frames Summary

These four frames, Emancipation, Depth Analysis, Looking Awry and
Network Analysis, provide the basis for a critical approach to leadership and
they also provide the four critical lenses from which leadership is viewed
within this book.

Box 3 Summary of Critical Frames



Emancipation Analysis

Ethics, liberation, autonomy
and justice

Applying CT to leadership aims to
help create the conditions that
diminish coercion and oppression
and maximize the potential for
well-being and a sustainable envi-
ronment. Thus allowing leaders to
maximize their creativity and agency
in order to generate leadership in
others, and pursue the greater
good for all, within an organiza-
tional and social context.

CT invites leaders to reflect on:

1 Are they leading in "good faith’

2 Does their leadership work
towards the ‘good society’ and
a sustainable world?

3 Are their organizational aims
ethical and just?

Depth Analysis

Revealing hidden dynamics

Depth analysis draws upon
psychoanalysis and discourse
analysis. Much of human
relations and organizational
dynamics happens 'beneath the
surface’, in our individual and
collective unconscious
processes, and in the texts and
language we use. To understand
the relations between, power,
knowledge emotions and
change, is to undertake depth
analysis.

Leaders are encouraged to
mirror the reflexivity of the psy-
choanalytic approach, to
become aware of the emational
and unconscious cultures in
organizational settings.

Looking Awry

Reframing, short-circuiting,
disrupting the normative

Looking Awry is to disrupt the
normative, to look differently in
order to discover something new.
To ‘think outside the box" has
become a tired cliché that no
longer suffices. To see things dif-
ferently means to bring desire and
subjectivity to the looking and to
try to find radical alternatives. This
means looking from different

Network Analysis

Actor-networks, ecosystems,
interdependence, systems
thinking

Network analysis accounts for
the changes we face through
globalization, technological
advances and environmental
threats, creating a networked
interdependent world  that
requires  new  leadership
approaches.




angles and from a different place The world of work is chang-

from within ourselves. By bringing ing dramatically, yet many leaders
desire to observation, and cross- and leadership developers work
wiring diverse theoretical resources, on 20th century assumptions,
new insights are revealed and hid- when what is required in today's
den power relations are ‘unmasked’. organizations are more adap-

Disrupting, engaging, rethinking tive forms of distributed leader-
and reframing: looking awry ship, described in Chapter 12 as
means to begin from a different ‘Eco-leadership'.

beginning.

Conclusion: Critical Theory and Leadership

Applying critical theory to leadership demands that we identify some of the
undercurrents, the historical and social trends that inform how leadership is
thought about and practised. To achieve this we must look beyond the
management and organizational leadership literature that draws too heavily
on an ‘insider view’ and is saturated with rationalistic and individualist
‘heroic’ accounts of leadership. Box 4 offers some working assumptions on
a critical approach to leadership.

Box 4 Critical Theory and Leadership: Working Assumptions

1 Leadership exists within all forms of organization, whether this is
overtly or covertly recognized. It is therefore important to
understand how leadership works in practice. The task is to look
beyond and beneath the norms and assumptions espoused about
leadership in popular culture and the mainstream organizational
literature.

2 Mainstream leadership assumptions and discourses reproduce the
organizational power structures that already exist. Critical theorists
pay particular attention to the discursive, systemic and structural
aspects of leadership that privilege some and marginalize others.
There is a tendency for organizations to drift blindly and
unknowingly towards seductive but dangerous totalizing cultures.
Revealing the role leadership plays within these processes and then
to transform negative power-relations is the task.

3 There is no leadership without followership and no leadership
without power, influence and authority. Individual and communal
autonomy and liberty therefore rely on organizations with non-
authoritarian leadership approaches. It is possible to take up
leadership authority without being authoritarian. It is a utopian




It is the task of this book to create theoretical frames to identify ways in

error to try to eliminate power relations. Critical theory attempts to
make transparent and address (rather than eradicate) the relations
between leadership and followership, authority and power.
Contemporary workplaces are increasingly important sites of
social activity and community, replacing traditional communal
structures such as the church. What happens in the workplace has a
reflexive relationship with the wider environment. Understanding
and improving the dynamics of leadership in the workplace is
therefore essential to society in general. Reflexive learning
between workplace leadership and socio-political leadership will
have a systemic impact on governance and leadership across all
social structures.

Critical theory, as well as offering a critique, strives to offer
reformist and radical options that can create more humane
workplaces, and contribute to building the good society.

which ‘leadership in practice’ can minimize power-relations that rely on

control and coercion, and maximize the potential for emancipatory

workplaces. Leadership is not inherently good or bad, it is potentially both.

Ricoeur claims that Ethical Selfhood means ‘aiming for the good life with
and for others in just institutions’ (Marsh, 2002: 224). Ricoeur’s statement

guides us: leadership from a critical theory perspective is underpinned by an
ethical stance. Leadership is to aim for the good life, to work with and for
others to create the good society, and to lead and co-create just institutions.
I will add a further ethical aim: leadership should also work towards
protecting the natural environment.
Suggested Readings

Alvesson, M. and Wilmott, H. (1992) Critical Management Studies.
London: Sage.

Bhaskar, R. (2010) The Formation of Critical Realism: A Personal
Perspective. Oxford/New York: Routledge.

Reflection Points

What does it mean to be entrapped by ‘normative assumptions’?
Why is it important to take an emancipatory position when adopting a
critical stance?

Reflect on the key challenges critical theory faces when influencing
leadership practice.



Sample Assignment Question

Briefly describe the four frames of critical inquiry, and choose one or more
of these to explore an example of leadership practice you have encountered
(this may be in the workplace, a social setting, or political leadership).

1" CMS - Critical Management Studies — a grouping of academics using
critical theory to study management, leadership and all aspects of
organizations and work.

2 Western (2008) offers an account of a systemic consultation to an
organization, utilizing family therapy and other systemic techniques with
the aim to distribute leadership and ‘democratize strategy’.



2 What Is Leadership?

Chapter Structure

* Introduction

* The Idea of Leadership

* The Meaning of Leadership

* Conclusion: The Experience of Leadership
Introduction

Leadership is a contested term with multiple meanings and diverse practical
applications. This chapter offers a brief overview, initially exploring ‘the
idea of leadership’, and then explores the meanings we attribute to
leadership, briefly scoping the main themes in leadership studies. There are
many excellent resources that offer overviews of leadership but this book is
particularly interested in placing leadership in its broader context, so I
‘begin at the beginning’, which is to explore our individual and collective
ambivalent feelings towards leadership. Exploring the idea of leadership
from a psychosocial perspective reflects on our individual and collective
emotional experience of leadership, showing how our feelings shape, how
we theorize, perceive and enact leadership and followership.

There is a deep longing and desire for leadership, symbolically played
out in popular culture. Hollywood films and best-selling books mythologize
leaders and are forever finding new leadership characters to feed our
insatiable desire for heroic figures. The popularity of leadership is based on
a desire to be led, to be saved, to be looked after, to be given meaning, and
with the attractive subtext that seduces our egos:‘you too could be like
them’. We have deep attachments to the idea of leadership, yet so often we
also feel let down, overpowered, anxious, envious, distrustful, or even
afraid of our leaders. We interpret and create leaders and leadership,
depending on our ambivalent feelings towards the ‘object’ inside ourselves
that relates to leadership. To ‘begin at the beginning’ is to acknowledge
these strong emotional and ambivalent responses within ourselves as
individuals, and collectively as social groups. Leadership cannot escape
these emotional and unconscious responses, however rational we try to
make it, because leadership sits at the heart of human desire and fear. From
our infancy to our deathbeds, there is ambivalence: we desire to be led and
also to be leaders. This ambivalence is expressed by Jacques Lacan in a
story of psychoanalysis with a patient.




» The psychoanalyst asks the patient on the couch: “What do you desire?’
» Patient replies: ‘I desire a master.’

» Psychoanalyst asks: ‘What kind of master?’

 Patient responds: ‘A master I can dominate.’

We desire to be looked after, cared for, and guided and nourished (to be
loved and cherished, to find the perfect parent), and we fear losing our
individuality and autonomy, or worse we fear being mistreated or coerced
by others with power and influence. Our parents, teachers, bosses, religious
and political leaders, all signify forms of leadership that carry these real
hopes, dangers and emotional anxieties. History and personal experience
teach us that leadership can be uplifting, benevolent and tyrannical;
sometimes all three together.

This chapter begins with psychosocial insights, exploring our conscious
and unconscious ‘ideas of leadership’, because only with this understanding
can we begin to make sense of the key meanings attributed to leadership in
contemporary society.

The Idea of Leadership

Psychosocial Insights

Leadership is created in our minds (individually and collectively),
converted into social roles and positions, and internalized into identities.
Leadership is a constant flux of psychosocial dynamics, enacted on the
stage of life; power dynamics, individual feelings, collective identifications,
herd behaviours, autonomy and dependency issues, courage and fear,
unconscious fantasies, virtual communications, kindness and love, abuse
and terror, politics and negotiations, the use and control of resources,
manipulation and the strategic use of communications, influencing language
and discourse, creating symbolic events, all and much more underpin the
psychosocial dynamics of leadership. A mistake is to reduce leadership to
the property of a heroic individual, to a set of skills or competencies or to a
particular way of being.

Leadership begins with an idea in our minds, and even when it becomes a
social role, a reality so to speak, it remains essentially an idea that we are
constantly and dynamically reworking, acting out and performing.
Leadership is an idea we are constantly at work with, and play with.

The Splitting of Leadership
Leadership is often constructed as an ‘idealized’ form of human endeavour,
in a tone that suggests a heroic beauty. The popular idea of leaders in the




workplace is represented by key words such as strategic, future, change,
passion, charisma, courage, integrity, authenticity and vision (this contrasts
with a more mundane idea about management).

Alvesson and Svenginsson (2003: 4) sum up the leadership literature:

Contemporary writings usually frame leadership in terms of the

visionary and heroic aspects, it is the leader’s abilities to address [by

talking and persuading] the many through the use of charisma,

symbols and other strongly emotional devices, the ambition being to

arouse and encourage people to embark upon organizational projects.
Hirschhorn (1999: 146) writes:

A leader’s major role is to give us a dream. Without the dream there is

no basis for us to mobilise the extra effort, attention and skill we need

to achieve a goal fraught with risks. Many of us, perhaps most of us,
would rather sit on the sidelines, do our daily work and hope that we
can participate in the gains that others have sweated for. The dream, by
contrast, excites us all.
Leadership is often portrayed as a golden chalice, a most sought after
object, yet on the other hand we take pleasure in decrying and bemoaning
our leaders too. This idea of leadership as a ‘good object’ also has a shadow
side, leadership as a ‘bad object’ that creates a splitting of leadership,
reflecting our ambivalent feelings about leaders. Freud presented us with
our conflicted selves, with the ambivalence that’s sits within us, revealing
that we can have conscious feelings: ‘1 love my Mother’ conflicted with
unconscious feelings of ‘I hate my Mother’, and the latter is often repressed
into our unconscious, as it is socially and personally unacceptable.
The Return of the Repressed
Psychoanalysis reveals that repressed unconscious material returns to haunt
us. Leaders who are idealized beyond their capacity for goodness, with their
shadow side being repressed, can end up self-destructing, either through
becoming narcissistic and grandiose and behaving irrationally, or by simply
making bad judgements based on their feelings of omnipotence and
invincibility.

Repression means that we experience our feelings, yet we are not fully
aware of them and act on them in distorted ways. For example, if I repress
feelings of envy and anger towards a ‘good leader’ I may unconsciously
sabotage her at important meetings; alternatively, these feelings may make
me over-compensate and become overly compliant, and super-positive



about her, ignoring misjudgements and unable to offer constructive
criticism. This latter state of being ‘super-positive’ is commonplace in
leadership studies, where the ‘good object’ transformational leader is
desired and acclaimed, yet the shadow side of leadership is either hidden or
exported to others such as ‘boring managers’ (explored later on in the
chapter). This splitting is not always obvious.

Bass offers an example:

Leaders are authentically transformational when they increase

awareness of what is right, good, important and beautiful, when they

help to elevate followers’ needs for achievement and self-actualization,
when they foster in followers higher moral maturity and when they
move followers to go beyond their self interests for the good of their

group, organization or society. (Bass, 1990b: 171)

This statement at face value seems uplifting and helpful, yet it reproduces
the classic split between ‘idealized leader’ and ‘disempowered followers’.
The leader has the charisma and influence to elevate followers, to move
them beyond themselves, to foster in them a higher morality. The follower
is the passive recipient, awaiting the charismatic leader to spark them into
becoming a higher being (like the leader themselves). As a colleague
whispered to me recently during a keynote speech by such a
transformational leader, ‘It’s like being at church!”’

Leadership splitting occurs between leaders and followers, managers and
leaders, and between good and bad leaders. When leadership is spilt, we are
either powerful leaders with agency or disempowered followers. Our
leaders become saviours or villains (sometimes this is modified to become
less polemic: ‘She’s a really good leader’ or ‘He’s hopeless but a nice guy’).
Splitting leadership between good and bad can focus on a single leader who
carries both parts of the split in our minds, or two characters can be
involved; all the good projected into one leader, and all the bad into another.

I observed Tony Blair’s leadership with great interest over a number of
years, and noticed how he always had an alter-ego, a ‘disliked’ shadow,
who took many of the negative projections leaving him to take the positive
ones (Alistair Campbell, Gordon Brown, and Peter Mandelson all fulfilled
this role for him).

In a 2012 banking mis-selling scandal at Barclays bank, the reaction was
a classic case of splitting: (a) demonize bad leaders, (b) call for new saviour
leaders. Simon Walker, head of the Institute of Directors, was infuriated by



the abusive treatment of small business in the banking scandal, saying
‘There is a serious failure of leadership of many banks and there should be
a clearout of the leaders who created this mess’, while Sir Mervin King,
Governor of the Bank of England, said “What I hope is that everyone —
everyone — understands that something went very wrong with the UK
banking industry and we have to put it right’; he then called for ‘leadership
of an unusually high order’ (Pratley, 2012).

In this case the CEO of Barclays, Bob Diamond, was pushed to resign
only to be replaced by another senior insider from the bank, who self-
evidently must have been part of the culture that caused the problem in the
first place. A leader becomes a ‘bad object’ overnight, and is replaced by a
‘good object’” who immediately claims he will clean up the culture of the
bank. The good sheriff rides into town as his corrupt predecessor is chased
by the posse into the distant hills ... our leadership narratives from
Hollywood get played out in our corporations far too often!

Leadership is written about objectively in rational, and scholarly, terms
yet leadership stimulates primal emotions that are both conscious and
unconscious, individual and collective.

Cultural Leadership Scripts

Each of us has personal conscious and unconscious reactions to individual
leaders and we also have cultural scripts that we embody and act out
collectively. In the USA the cultural script has strong resonance with the
heroic, individual leader, striving to better themselves, to strive for a ‘free’
society, to fulfil the American Dream. This cultural script is seen in social
movements (Martin Luther King), in media stars (Oprah Winfrey), in
corporate settings (Steve Jobs), and it is also reflected in leadership
scholarship. Transformational and charismatic exceptional leadership
rhetoric emanates from and dominates the American market. In Europe a
greater scepticism and ambivalence exists about leadership, perhaps due to
recent catastrophes linked to despotic leaders such as Hitler, Stalin,
Mussolini and Franco; and this also may be due to cultural experiences:
strong historical social and egalitarian inspired movements, such as
socialism, the French revolution with its legacy of ‘liberty, fraternity,
equality’, the trade union movement, social religious movements, and
strong social democratic politics pursuing ideals such as the welfare state
and public health provision.



My personal observations are of a healthy scepticsm about leadership in
Europe (critical theorists are much more prevalent in Europe than in the
USA), but also a less generous attitude and more envy of individual success
in the UK/Europe than in the USA. The pop star Morrissey from
Manchester captures this in a song entitled “We hate it when our friends
become successful’, containing the line ‘if we can destroy them, you bet
your life we will destroy them’, and the UK press certainly relishes
destroying leaders, whether political figures or football managers. Beyond
Europe and the USA, leadership has many diverse cultural and historical
narratives that inform how it is socially enacted, though with too much
diversity to address here.

Box 5 Power Corrupts but Projections Corrupt More
Leadership and projective identification
Psychoanalytic insights refer to regressed childhood experiences being
acted out on the stage of adult life, as one explanation for this splitting.
It suggests we seek the idealized parent figures in our leaders: we
desire ‘a good mummy or daddy’ or conversely we transfer angry
feelings onto leaders if we perceive ill-treatment from parents or
authority figures from our past. Melanie Klein (1959) explains the
notion of splitting and projection, how we take unwanted feelings and
project them onto others. Our leaders are excellent receptacles for
these projected feelings due to their roles as authority figures. We see
in our leaders the aspects of ourselves we have projected into them,
and we can feel very let down if a leader fails to live up to our
idealized desires. The leader themselves becomes shaped by these
projections, identifying with them, and so can feel persecuted by
negative projections, by envious followers, or can become grandiose
and omnipotent if they identify with idealized projections about how
wonderful they are.

It is often said that ‘power corrupts’, which I am sure is a truism for
some leaders, but in my experience of working with leaders
‘projections corrupt’ more than power. How else can we explain the
number of leaders who reach high office, and then lose the plot, acting
in ways that are beyond rational understanding, and self-destruct. Bill
Clinton in the White House, taking ridiculous sexual risks for
example: this was not just abusing his power, it was beyond rational
explanation for such an intelligent man to take such risks after all he



had worked for. The only explanation is the unconscious one. My
hypothesis is that Clinton over-identified with the positive projections
from his admiring followers, internalizing these idealized projections,
and became grandiose and omnipotent. Unconsciously believing he
was beyond ‘normal’ scrutiny, beyond normal codes of behaviour, he
regressed to a childlike and narcissistic state that led an inner voice to
tell him, ‘I can do anything I want to and nobody can stop me.’

A leader can often receive good and bad projections: ‘She’s such a
big head and she thinks she knows it all’ ... ‘She’s fantastic, what she
has achieved is amazing.’

Leaders attract and react to these projections, and one of the tasks of
leaders is to try to take a mature position, not to be seduced by good
projections, becoming grandiose and omnipotent, or not to be
destroyed or dysfunctionally hurt by bad projections. To be a leader is
to walk a tightrope, between two poles created by social and
unconscious forces.

‘Leadership as an Attractor and Container of Projections’

Most leadership texts, coaches and developmental processes focus on

leadership behaviours and how a leader projects their image outward,

and less on how they attract and manage conscious and unconscious

projections from followers. One of the leadership development

activities I work with as coach is ‘Leadership as an Attractor and

Container of Projections’. Exploring these processes is deep work, but

vitally important for leaders and leadership teams.
Individual leaders have an advantage over group or collective leadership
due to the capacity for individual personalities to attract ‘good’ projections,
where a ‘faceless’ collective body, for example a boardroom or political
party, find it much more difficult. This explains how even though collective
leadership may be taking place, a figurehead is chosen or is seen to be
leading. Individual figureheads, even when they are not the most gifted
leaders, are sometimes selected as they can galvanize positive projections
and identifications that lead to a loyal followership (some claim that Ronald
Regan was a classic example). This also explains how individuals can
falsely believe they are, and be experienced by others as, the sole ‘heroic’
change agent when co-leaders are involved.

An individual leader’s role and personality will attract projections from
individual and collective followers, and it is these projections onto the



leader that they then identify with. If they project ideas of intelligence onto
the leader for example, they may give up their own intelligent thoughts and
wait for the ‘wise’ intelligent leader to come up with the answers. I have
often facilitated boardroom meetings where this occurs. The leader also
projects unwanted parts of themselves onto others in order to protect and
sustain their identity, exporting negative elements onto others (Petriglieri
and Stein, 2012).

A leader’s ability to stimulate the positive projections of followers, to
contain the negative ones, and not to be seduced or overwhelmed by either,
is an exceptional leadership quality.

Management vs Leadership

I will now explore both the split and the overlaps between management and
leadership. The terms ‘management’ and ‘leadership’ are often used
interchangeably and both evoke multiple meanings. Managers demonstrate
leadership and likewise leaders usually have managerial skills. Traditionally
leadership is a concept largely used in social and political settings yet in
recent years is has become very prominent in the workplace, taking an
elevated status above management, as Bennis and Nanus (1985: 218) point
out:

Management typically constitutes a set of contractual exchanges ...

What gets exchanged is not trivial: jobs, security, and money. The

result, at best, is compliance; at worst you get a spiteful obedience.

The end result of Ileadership is completely different: it is

empowerment. Not just higher profits and wages ... but an

organizational culture that helps employees generate a sense of

meaning in their work and a desire to challenge themselves to

experience success.
Leaders and leadership have become a very sought-after commodity. Bennis
(1986: 45) states that many American companies are ‘over-managed and
under-led’, saying, ‘I tend to think of the differences between leaders and
managers as those who master the context and those who surrender to it’.
Leadership has been rediscovered in an attempt to address the
contemporary social and economic conditions faced by organizations.
Leaders are thought to possess more of the qualities to address the
contemporary organizational challenges than managers. There are many
articles discussing the managers versus leadership debate (Barker, 1997;
Kotter, 1990; Zaleznik, 1992), but the general tone is similar: managers are



more rational and controlling, and they relate to structure, stability and
bureaucracy, whereas leadership is about passion, vision, inspiration,
creativity and cooperation rather than control. Alvesson and Sveningsson
(2003: 1436) note:
Leadership is often defined as being about ‘voluntary’ obedience.
There are assumptions of harmony and convergence of interest, and
the leader seldom uses formal authority or reward/punishment in order
to accomplish compliance [Barker, 2001; Nicholls, 1987; Zaleznik,
1977].
Levy says ‘in each individual you need to have the mind of a manager and
the soul of a leader’ (2004: 3; cited in Jackson and Parry, 2011);
management then becomes the earthly, material, rational aspect of
organizing, whereas leadership becomes the heartfelt, soulful, spiritual
aspect. Zaleznik (1992) separates leadership and management neatly,
perhaps too neatly:
A managerial culture emphasizes rationality and control. Whether his
or her energies are directed toward goals, resources, organization
structures, or people, a manager is a problem solver ... It takes neither
genius nor heroism to be a manager, but rather persistence, tough-
mindedness, hard work, intelligence, analytical ability and perhaps
most important, tolerance and goodwill. (1992: 126)
Whereas leaders:
Leaders work from high-risk positions; indeed, they are often
temperamentally disposed to seek out risk and danger, especially
where the chance of opportunity and reward appears promising. (p.
126)
Others see the leaders as network builders, integrators and communicators,
wedded to the ideas of cooperation (Alvesson, 2002). Bryman (1996) says
that leaders have an integrative role: creating change and organizational
culture through the transmission of cultural values. Much of the literature
idealizes contemporary leaders, claiming they seldom use formal authority
or means of rewards/punishment to accomplish compliance (Zaleznik,
1992). Yet in practice I observe that leaders use formal authority alongside
influencing skills, demonstrating the blurring between leadership and
management.
Management as the ‘Other’ to Leadership



Management has assumed the derogatory ‘other’ to leadership. The
manager has been relegated to an outdated, functionalist and mechanistic
mode of operating more suited to the industrial age than the post-industrial
workplace. Yet there is a fight-back, and Dubrin points to the need for
management as well as leadership: ‘“Without being led as well as managed,
organizations face the threat of extinction’ (2000: 4).

Mintzberg writes:

Leadership is supposed to be something bigger, more important. I

reject this distinction, simply because managers have to lead and

leaders have to manage. Management without leadership is sterile;
leadership without management is disconnected and encourages

hubris. (2004: 6)

Paul du Gay’s (2000) In Praise of Bureaucracy and Elliot Jaques’ (1990)
article ‘In praise of hierarchy’ also challenge this general trend, which puts
leadership in front of management in contemporary organizational life.
Dubrin (2000) offers the following leader/manager dualisms: visionary as
opposed to rational, passionate vs consulting, creative vs persistent,
inspiring vs tough-minded, innovative vs analytical, courageous vs
structured. Yukl critiques two-factor leadership examples — Task versus
Relations, Autocratic versus Participative, Leadership versus Management,
and Transformational versus Transactional leadership — and finds ‘These
dichotomies provide some insights, but they also over-simplify a complex
phenomenon and encourage stereotyping of individual leaders’ (Yukl, 1999:
34).

Management is clearly the ‘other’ to leadership and helps define
leadership by showing what it is not. Leadership is very clearly in vogue
and ‘sexy’, and the hopes are that it will provide answers to the new era
rather than manage the present.

A.K. Rice is very clear that a manager must also be a leader because ‘any
institution whose managers do not give leadership ... is obviously in
difficulty’ (Rice, 1965: 20). Rice, however, sees management as essentially
rational and conscious, whereas leadership can also be exercised
unconsciously. Rice identifies two tasks of leadership: a conscious task and
an unconscious task. He is suggesting that leaders need to develop an
awareness of their own conscious and unconscious roles. This implies that
the leader has a conscious and manifest role relating to the work
environment and task performance and an unconscious role to contain the



emotions and expectations they have placed on them by the group. In this
book I will not attempt to separate the manager and leader with surgical
precision. I work on the assumption that managers will have some
leadership qualities and responsibilities and vice versa. The idea of
leadership in our conscious and unconscious minds underpins how we
perceive and enact leadership.

The Meaning of Leadership

The next part of this chapter explores the different meanings we give to
leadership. When listening to discussions about leadership in workplaces,
people rarely explore what they mean by the term, yet Dubrin (2000)
estimates there are 35,000 definitions of leadership in academic literature
(Pye, 2005: 32). Kets de Vries notes a rapid increase in articles in the
leadership bible Stogdills Handbook of Leadership, yet describes the
contents as ‘plodding and detached, often far removed from the reality of
day-to-day life’ (2006: 251).

Yet in spite of so much interest and research, leadership always seems
just beyond our reach. Leadership selection remains ad hoc and leadership
development is subject to arbitrary methods and with ‘remarkable little
evidence of the impact of leadership or leadership development on
organizational performance’ (Bolden et al., 2011: 5). Annie Pye suggests:

The continuing search for the Holy Grail, which seems to characterize

interest in leadership, implies that research efforts are perhaps being

directed at ‘solving the wrong problem’. (Pye, 2005: 31)

Definitions of Leadership

Barnard (1938/1991: 81) identified that ‘lead’ is both a noun and a verb and
therefore has a double meaning. The noun could mean ‘to be a guide to
others, to be the head of an organization’, whilst the verb could mean ‘to
excel and to be in advance’. Likewise, ‘leadership’ is used to describe
social interaction between people and the term ‘leader’ is used to denote a
person (or sometimes a group/company) who has influence over others
(Northouse, 2004; Yukl, 2002). The term °‘leadership’ is also used to
describe personality traits and behaviours and to denote the roles of
individuals and collectives.

Box 6 sets out the definition that has emerged from researching this
book.

Box 6 Definition of Leadership

Leadership is a psychosocial influencing dynamic




Leadership is not solely the property of individuals or groups, nor a set
of competencies or skills, it more accurately described as a
psychosocial influencing dynamic.

* Psycho refers to the psychodynamics of leadership, referencing
that it occurs both within and between people. Leadership (and
followership) stimulate intrapsychic, unconscious and emotional
responses within us, and inter-relational dynamics between us.

* Social refers to the social construction and social dynamics of
leadership. Leadership is more than a relational phenomena, it also
references power and authority, control of material and symbolic
resources, use of knowledge and technology. Discourses, history,
culture and politics, i.e. the social field, must be accounted for in
our understanding of leadership.

» Influencing: leadership signifies a specific agency, which is to
influence others. Influencing is a wide-ranging term, and
leadership draws on a vast array of resources, from personality to
coercive power to influence others.

* Dynamic refers to the dynamic movement of leadership. It is never
one thing, it is fluid not static, and cannot be reduced to skills,
competencies, or a way of being. Leadership cannot be fixed; it
moves between people as a dynamic social process.

Organizing Leadership

Different scholars have ordered leadership to try to help us organize it into
categories. Northouse (2004: 3), reviewing leadership theory, identified four
common themes:

» Leadership is a process

» Leadership involves influence

» Leadership occurs in a group context

» Leadership involves goal attainment

Keith Grint (2005) identifies a similar four-fold leadership typology of
leadership:

» Person: who leads — traits and personality approaches

» Results: what leaders achieve

» Position: where they lead from — in front, alongside etc.

* Process: how leadership works

Jackson and Parry (2011) use five perspectives:

» Leader-centred



* Follower-centred
» Cultural perspectives
 Critical/distributed perspectives
» Leadership as a higher purpose
Leadership is framed in different ways and there are a multitude of
leadership styles/approaches currently in circulation. Box 7 offers a few of
the approaches available.
Box 7 Leadership Approaches

Autonomist Patriarchal
Action-centred Post-modern
Adaptive Post-heroic
Authoritarian Primal emotional
Charismatic Principle-centred
Collective Process
Consensual Relational
Connected Servant-leader
Contingency Sense-making
Controller Situated
Democratic Spiritual
Distributive Spontaneous
Dictatorial Strategic
Discursive Systemic
Eco-leadership Technical

Expert Therapist
Emergent Thought leaders
Feminized Transactional
Invisible Transformational
Matriarchal Transitional
Messiah Values-based
Networked

Participative

In this chapter I order leadership into the following perspectives and take
a critical view of each:
» Individual



« Collective

* Contextual

* Followers

» New leadership

Individual Leadership

Traits Competencies and Transformational Leadership

The main body of leadership literature focuses on leaders as individuals,
taking behaviours, traits and competencies approaches. These use a
positivist theoretical framework and are critiqued as oversimplistic,
reductionist and offering unrealistic solutions to complex problems (Barley
and Kunda, 1992; Calas and Smircich, 1995; Casey, 1995; Tourish and
Pinnington, 2002). Grint (2005: 14) claims we need to move beyond
individualistic approaches and ‘put the —ship back in leadership’.

Today the multi-million dollar business of leadership development tends
to focus on developing leadership traits and competencies. There has been a
long search to try to define which aspects of the personality (i.e. traits)
make a good leader. Observations and studies of exceptional leaders try to
identify which aspects of their personality enabled them to be ‘great
leaders’, and examples such as courage, charisma, vision, fortitude were
identified as traits to be exemplified. Another approach derived from
cognitive behavioural psychology attempts to identify what leaders do,
rather than what their personalities consist of. This functionalist approach
aims to modify and develop a potential leader’s behaviour, in order to
improve their leadership. Having identified the traits and competencies that
good leaders have, individuals are trained and tested against this list to
improve these behaviours or competencies. Manfred Kets de Vries finds the
literature on leadership traits overwhelming and confusing but identifies
some commonality in the findings: ‘conscientiousness, extroversion,
dominance, self-confidence, energy, agreeableness, intelligence, openness
to experience and emotional stability’ (Kets de Vries, 1994). As Kets de
Vries points out, these traits are very open-ended and, when discussed, they
open up a heated polemic as to the nature of what they really mean. The
most common criticism of the trait/competency approach is that they offer
‘one-size-fits-all’ approaches, defining universal competencies or traits,
which all individuals must have if they are to be successful leaders. For
example, a National Health Service Quality framework for leadership
provided a competency framework for its leaders (see



www.nhsleadershipqualities.nhs.uk). Bolden and Gosling (2006) critique
this competency approach, pointing out that vast resources were spent on
NHS quality and leadership competency frameworks. Sadly the
competencies leaders across the whole of the NHS were expected to attain
had very little research validity or linkage to practice as the competencies
were derived from a small number of self-reported interviews from chief
executives. How these competencies can universally be relevant to clinical
leaders in surgery, nurse leaders, finance leaders and a multitude of others is
a mystery. The most popular current individual leadership approach is
transformational leadership.

Transformational Leadership: ‘The Charisma Trait’

Gemmil and Oakley (1992) pointed to a resurgence in the 1990s of the
‘traitist’ approach, identifying charisma as an embodiment of this approach:
‘Charisma is the leadership trait most often examined by members of the
“leadership mafia”’ (in Grint, 1997: 277). Gemmil and Oakley’s anti-
leadership polemic names Bennis and Nanus (1985), Zaleznik (1989) and
Tichy and Devanna (1986) as part of the new wave of leadership theorists
drawing on the trait approach. Transactional leadership is often juxtaposed
with transformational leadership, yet it still fits within the individualistic
approach, but focuses on how leadership takes place through transactional
behaviours rather than influencing skills.

Collective Leadership

Collective leadership can refer to team leadership, leadership as a process,
or distributed leadership. Senior teams, project teams, and boards of
directors work together in offering ‘collective leadership’; the process of
leadership occurs between collective groups of people; and finally
distributed leadership disperses leadership throughout organizations,
creating a collective leadership approach. Pearce and Conger (2003: 1)
describe ‘shared leadership’ as a dynamic interaction whereby the
‘objective is to lead one another to the achievement of group or
organizational goals’. Some claim that leadership is essentially collective
and not individual. Senge (1990) has defined leadership as ‘the collective
capacity to create useful things’, and Collinson states, ‘In effect, leadership
is the property and consequence of a community rather than the property
and consequence of an individual leader’ (2006: 183). The word ‘Ubuntu’
crops up in leadership studies (Hickman, 2012); emanating from Africa, it
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relates to the interdependencies of the group and fits with the ideas of
collective leadership.

Team Leadership

Collective team leadership provides a different level of containment and
confidence than an individual leader, who is more likely to stimulate
dependency responses from followers. Team leadership also provides more
balance and working well optimizes the diverse capabilities of the group.
Leadership as a Process

Critical theorists claim that leadership is a relational and social process,
rather than being the property of an individual or team (Collinson, 2006;
Grint, 2005). This perspective shifts the emphasis away from elitism and
hierarchy, but doesn’t yet offer many practical insights as to how leadership
as a process can be worked with beyond a conceptual idea.

Distributed Leadership

Distributive or dispersed leadership are popular concepts and relate to the
changing post-industrial work conditions that cannot be managed in a top-
down, expert, command and control structure. Chapter 12, Eco-Leadership,
offers an in-depth view of distributed leadership for post-industrial
organizations. Raelin (2003) argues that leaders should create environments
that develop ‘leaderful’ organizations, where all are expected to be leaders
in a collective endeavour. Daniel Goleman describes this distributive
leadership as ‘every person at entry level who in one way or another, acts as
a leader’ (2002: 14). Elmore agrees: ‘[in] knowledge intensive enterprises
like teaching and learning there is no way to perform these complex tasks
without widely distributing the responsibility for leadership among roles in
the organization’ (2000: 14).

Collective leadership distributed across an organization requires
democratization, connectivity and collaboration. The advantages are a more
alive, adaptive and energized organization; the disadvantages are that many
leadership voices compete for airtime, and if power and leadership are
really distributed, it can create a more conflictual organization than with a
‘dependent’ group of conformist followers. This latter point is not often
aired in the literature yet it needs addressing. A healthy democracy cannot
operate without opposition voices to those governing, and in organizations
dissenting voices are vital for healthy and creative organizations.

In my experience the gap between the rhetoric of distributed leadership
and the actual practice of distributing leadership is wide. Distributing



leadership means distributing power and control from the centre to the
edges, and this creates huge anxiety, and real challenges at the top of
organizational structures. Senior leaders face a paradox: they can no longer
control from the centre, yet to distribute influence and power can feel
highly risky, when they are accountable to the board and shareholders.
Those companies and organizations that achieve distributed leadership
operate with higher levels of trust and with a general belief in their shared
goals than companies who wish to distribute leadership simply to gain
market share or increase productivity.

Another paradox exists. Sometimes it requires a ‘Messiah leader’, a
charismatic and visionary individual or team, to drive change and create
new collaborative cultures with distributed leadership. The challenge here is
for the Messiah leader to initiate, provoke and stimulate change and be
prepared to let go of power when successful: a difficult task!

Contextual Leadership

The Social Context of an Organization

The essence of contextual leadership approaches is the acknowledgement
that it is foolish to try to apply universal leadership approaches to non-
universal, diverse contexts. Organizations have diverse structures and
cultures, depending on the wider environmental, social, cultural and
political contexts, as well as their product/outputs, client base etc. All have
to be taken into account when reflecting on what leadership fits the context.

Fred Fiedler’s Contingency approach (1967, 1974) attempted to rescue
leadership theory from the simplistic notion of the ‘one-best-fit’ leader for
all situations. Fiedler proposed that the leadership style would need to be
different to fit different situations, i.e. it had to be situational and
contingent. He attempted to find the optimal match between leadership style
and situation. Critics challenge his research claims of success on the
grounds that there has been a failure to replicate results and some of the
results conflict with subordinates’ accounts of leaders (Bryman, 1986).
Contingency approaches challenge the notion of the one-best-style leader
for different situations yet they focus on the two-factor model of
relationship- or task-centred leader. Task-centred leaders focus on the task
rather than people and are more directive. This approach suits certain
situations, for example, in hierarchical organizations with unstructured
tasks, whereas relationship-centred leaders are favoured in the majority of
situations as they focus on people and participation. Unfortunately this



offers yet another dualistic model, ‘relational or task’, that does not account
for the complexity of understanding relationships, power and leadership
from multiple perspectives. Contingency leadership is also critiqued for still
treating followers passively, in spite of recognizing that different leadership
approaches are required for different follower situations. The contingency
approach attempts to address some of the social context issues faced by
leaders but tries to package it into oversimplistic assumptions. Much more
work is required in this area as a one-best-fit leadership style or an over-
simplified contingency approach to leadership is still common practice.
There are many factors to consider, such as functions and outputs. Within
organizations there is a diversity of outputs and functions depending on the
department; as different skills, training and cultures are required in different
departments, so also are different leadership styles, structures and
processes. Other factors are product and meaning. The product or output of
the organization is very underestimated in the leadership literature, as it
impacts on the leadership requirements and needs of that organization. For
example, leadership of a public sector hospital differs from leading
McDonald’s food chain or a global weapons manufacturer. Multinationals
have found to their cost through the failure rate of mergers and acquisitions
that underestimating diverse cultures can have a huge impact on success
and failure. The output of the organization impacts on the technical and
structural aspects of organizational life and also on the psychosocial
dynamics of the organization. Hospitals produce different outputs to
supermarkets, and also different meanings for workers, and user
groups/customers: leaders must also address the question of meaning in an
organization.

Size Matters: Individuals, Teams and Mass Leadership

Can we talk about a single leadership approach and refer to a small start-up
company and a global institution? One leader requires an entrepreneurial
mindset and the other, symbolic leadership skills, communicating to mass
employees, and their market and stakeholder groups. The leadership task of
a national president is different from that of a team leader. Showing
leadership in a one-to-one mentoring session can be very effective and
influential, but differs from leading a virtual project team. Some leaders
excel when utilizing symbolic leadership to a mass audience, whilst their
interpersonal leadership skills at a team level can be very poor. When
selecting and developing leaders context matters, and leadership must



always be ‘local and specific’. Certainly common features exist, and
generic skills are useful, but leadership has to be considered adaptable to its
environment, otherwise it feels like an imposition.
Followers
Without followership leadership doesn’t exist. Followership is symbiotic
with leadership, and to understand leadership is to recognize how leaders
and followers co-produce and sustain each other (Ladkin, 2006). Leaders
and followers have tended to be seen as dualist opposites, with the main
focus being on the leader. Through this dualistic lens followers have been
presented both individually and collectively as passive objects, to be
moulded, coerced and influenced by the leader. However, due to the rise in
interest of dispersed leadership and autonomous teams, with post-
structuralists deconstructing leadership, followership has gained importance
and the dualistic approach is being challenged. Collinson (2006: Intro) cites
a widening literature that insists that followers are integral to the leadership
process:
rejecting the common stereotype of followers as timid, docile sheep,
these writers argue that in the contemporary context of greater team
working, ‘empowered, knowledge workers’, and ‘distributed’ and
‘shared’ leadership, ‘good followership skills’ have never been more
important.
There is a growing ‘follower literature’ that attempts to diminish the agency
of the leader and assert the agency of the follower, who, if anything, ‘raises
up the leader’ (Meindl, 1995). Grint claims ‘the power of leaders is a
consequence of the actions of the followers rather than the cause of it’
(Grint, 2005: 38). The terms ‘follower’ and ‘leader’ are problematic;
perhaps the notion of followers should be replaced by a term such as
‘participators’, describing the reality that ‘followers participate in the
leadership process’, sometimes by following, other times by taking a
leadership role, at other times producing leadership, and at other times
neither following nor leading but partaking. Servant leadership (Greenleaf,
1977) was an early adopter of refocusing leadership as a service to
followers, therefore raising their status, and the relationship between the
two. How much influence followers have on leaders is a debated point; the
Arab Spring uprisings demonstrated that when followers find their voice
and power they can have an ultimate influence on deposing leaders; and
conversely where leaders attempt to lead without consent, their timeline is



limited. Followership can be passive or active, compliant or aggressive; it

has many forms. Leadership and followership are entwined and the recent

research and deeper exploration of this entanglement have been welcome.

New Leadership

Mutton Dressed as Lamb?

Much of what is regarded as new leadership literature is critiqued because it

recycles previous leadership theories; for example, Calas and Smircich

critiqued Peters and Waterman’s so-called innovative text of the 1990s In

Search of Excellence and their celebrated transcendent leader: ‘Under the

guise of “newness” the authors do no more than articulate some empty

discourses from the 1980s’ (Calas and Smircich, 1991: 589). Yukl claims
this also applies to leadership research:
Despite all the hype about a ‘new paradigm’ for studying leadership,
most of the research uses the same superficial methods that have been
prevalent for decades. (Yukl, 1999: 42)

However, new trends in leadership are emerging. Petriglieri and Stein

(2012) cite three current leadership trends that point towards reframing the

problem and changing the way we think about leadership:

» The first is the resurgence of a perspective less preoccupied with
leaders’ impact on organizational performance and more with their
function as sources and symbols of the values and meaning-making of
organizational members (Podolny et al., 2005; Smircich and Morgan,
1982).

» The second is a move beyond the study of traits, behaviors, and
contingencies that allow leaders to exert their influence over followers
(Reicher et al., 2005).

» The third is a transcendence of traditional views of leadership as the
preserve of individuals in positions of formal authority (DeRue and
Ashford, 2010).

I would add three more trends:

» The fourth is the move towards systems, networked and distributed
approaches to leadership, recognizing the impact that technology, the
network society and globalization are having on organizational life,
which demands new leadership approaches.

» The fifth is the ever-greater calls for ethical leadership, with a particular
focus on values, diversity, corporate social responsibility and
sustainable environmental practices.



« The sixth is leadership spirit: this reflects a trend from logos to mythos,
an attempt in postmodernism to reclaim deeper personal and collective
experiences, that became marginalized in the instrumentalism of the
20th century workplace. In the 21st century a trend is to turn ‘human
resources’ into ‘soul workers’.

These final three trends in particular inform the emergent Eco-leadership

discourse (Chapter 12). I will now look at three examples of new

leadership: post-heroic approaches, postmodern approaches and spiritual
leadership.

Post-heroic Leadership

As a reaction to the hubris (and perhaps the failure to deliver) of

transformational leadership, the term ‘post-heroic leadership’ signifies a

change of emphasis (Huey, 1994). Binney et al. (2004) write about leaders

as ordinary heroes whilst Badarraco (2001), in his article “We don’t need
another hero’, makes the case for quiet moral leadership: ‘modesty and
restraint are in large measure responsible for their extraordinary
achievement’. The post-heroic leader is a reaction to the noise and bells of
the ‘tub-thumping’ evangelic style of the transformational leader. The
leader is toned down and forceful, but with humility and a quiet but focused
influence. Examples of this approach are Badarraco’s (2001) ‘quiet leader’,
and Jim Collins’ (2001) ‘Level 5 leader’, ‘who blends extreme personal
humility with intense professional will’. Binney et al. summarize the
effective post-heroic leader:

If leaders are to connect with others and understand the context, they

need to bring themselves to the job of leading. Leaders can do this in

the following ways:

* They come across to others as genuinely human, and don’t wear any
kind of mask.

» They draw on all their humanity, their intelligence, their emotions and
their intuition. They don’t stay in their heads and draw solely on their
rational selves. They make use of all their senses and intelligence.

» They remember what they know from their life experiences and make
use of them in the world of work (Binney et al., 2004).

As can be seen, the leader needs to be authentic, emotionally intelligent,
sensitive and less rational, privileging the emotional and internal self. The
post-heroic leadership literature also includes the recent idea of ‘leader—



coaches’, advocating that leaders should be coaches to their followers and
should create ‘coaching cultures’ in the workplace.

Much of this literature re-presents ideas from the democratic and human
relations movement, and is particularly close to Greenleaf’s (1977) ‘servant
leader’, which pioneered post-heroic leadership under a different name
more than thirty years ago. Post-heroic leadership resonates with a therapist
discourse (Chapter 10). The digital and cognitive labourer, working in a
knowledge economy, does not require coercion but ‘therapeutic’ leadership
to support and motivate them. As Rose says: ‘The management of
subjectivity has become a central task for the modern organization’ (Rose,
1990).

Humble Heroes

These leaders appear not so much post-heroic, but rather reflect the desire
for a new breed of hero, just as effective and as charismatic, yet the
charisma is not extravert but more intravert, it shines through the leader’s
authenticity, humility, generosity and ability to lead quietly. Jim Collins’
Level 5 leader retains the heroism but inverts it. Rather than acting with
machismo and visionary language the Level 5 leader advocates humility,
focus and resilience as tools to achieve the same outcome:

The most powerfully transformative executives possess a paradoxical

mixture of personal humility and professional will. They are timid and

ferocious. Shy and fearless, they are rare — and unstoppable. (Collins,

2001: 1)

The new post-heroic leader literature also leans towards spiritual leadership,
which is sometimes explicit and also implicit in the tone of its claims about
these very special leaders.

Postmodern Approaches: Discursive and Sense-Making Leadership
‘Discursive leadership’ (Fairhurst, 2007), drawing on post-structural theory
and Foucault, focuses on how language and discourses shape our
understanding and actions, and accounts for the historical, cultural and
social influences that form our ‘taken-for-granted’ thinking about leadership
(the discourses in this book emerge partly from this approach). Sense-
making leadership (Pye, 2005; Weick, 1995) focuses on how leaders shape
the way followers respond to challenges.

Postmodern leadership replaces modernity’s focus on production and
efficiency. The new conditions of today’s global, post-industrial,
knowledge-based workplaces mean that new insights into social processes



and organizational dynamics are required. Critical scholars drawing on
post-structural theories such as Lyotard (1979/1984) and Derrida (1982)
also offer new insights, such as how power is much more dispersed and
how identity is less fixed, and therefore how leadership itself becomes less
fixed, and how power is enacted is much less hierarchal. Leadership from a
postmodern perspective has always to be negotiated, is always partial, is
socially constructed through language and focuses on the symbolic and
virtual realms. Critics of postmodern approaches claim they are too distant
from practice, too elitist in their academic language, and that they don’t
address material power imbalances, but focus too much on symbolism,
identity and meaning.
Spiritual Leadership: Compassionate Corporate Bodhisattvas
A sharp rise in spiritual leadership literature reflects a new search for
meaning and values at work. Spiritual leadership is entering mainstream
university and corporate life. James LoRusso (2011) writes:

Self-proclaimed ‘corporate mystic’ Lynne Sedgmore read this passage

by Khalil Gibran during her keynote address at the International Faith

and Spirit at Work Conference recently held at the University of

Arkansas.

“Work is love made visible. And if you cannot work with love but only

with distaste, it is better that you should leave your work and sit at the

gate of the temple and take alms of those who work with joy.” — Khalil

Gibran
Whilst some regard the idea of corporate spirituality an anathema and
wacky (and there are many pitfalls that I address later), some use their
spirituality to support their mission with great effect. I coached Lynne
Sedgmore CBE and consulted to her organization for two years when she
was CEO of a National Leadership Centre for Education in the UK, which
she led with determination, skill and passion. Hendricks and Ludeman, in
their book The Corporate Mystic, support this view; they claim that
corporate mystics ‘have a respect and even fondness for change ... At times
they may have unpleasant feelings about the directions of change, but they
are careful not to let those feelings limit their ability to respond.” Corporate
mystics have a ‘type of discipline that makes them flexible and adaptable
rather than rigid’ (Hendricks and Ludeman, 1997).

Others identifying themselves as ‘corporate mystics’ are clearly
narcissistic and grandiose leaders, using spirituality as a prop to support



their omnipotence. They use spirituality to reinforce their sense of being
‘special leaders’, called to perform on a higher esoteric level, led by a
higher spirit. The Academy of Management has a Special Interest Group on
Management, Spirituality and Religion at its conference, and academic and
popular work journals are full of references to spirituality. Calas and
Smircich write: ‘For at least a decade the press has reported company
leaders speaking about spirituality and business, while multiple publications
have advocated links between corporate success and issues of the soul’
(2003: 329). The strength of this movement has grown: Hendricks and
Ludeman’s (1997) book The Corporate Mystic and Neal’s (2006)
Edgewalkers join many others. Case and Gosling (2010: 277) list popular
publications: Barrett, Liberating the Corporate Soul (1998); Conger, The
Spirit at Work (1994); Howard and Welbourn, The Spirit at Work
Phenomenon (2004); Jones, Jesus CEO (1996); Klein and Izzo, Awakening
Corporate Soul (1999); Lodahl and Powell, Embodied Holiness: A
Corporate Theology of Spiritual Growth (1999); Mitroff and Denton, A
Spritual Audit of Corporate America (1999).

The Journal of Management, Spirituality & Religion (Routledge)
specifically addresses this issue. In the USA religion still has a strong hold;
Conlon (1999) estimates that at least 10,000 Bible and prayer groups meet
regularly in American workplaces. Historically, faith and leadership have
long been associated, and religion and business have been strongly linked
since the industrial revolution with many industrial social reforms coming
through religious leadership such as the Quakers and other non-conformist
religious groups (Walvin, 1997). In Europe, the religious influence in
business and leadership has declined as secularization has increased, yet
spirituality has recently emerged as its successor. The growing interest in
spiritual leadership reflects the postmodern shift from institutions to
individualism, from authority figures to self-authorization, and from
religion to spirituality.

In 2009 I facilitated a conference entitled ‘(A Crisis of) Faith in
Leadership’,! spending two days in the company of leaders from business
and the public sector, psychoanalysts, individuals from the army and
academia, priests and monks, exploring the idea of a secular crisis of ‘faith
in leadership’, and the relationship between spiritual and religious faith, and
leadership. What emerged was a strong sense that faith in leadership is



vitally important, and that ‘faith in leaders’ often depends on the ‘faith of
leaders’, however they describe or understand the source of their faith.
A Thirst for Meaning, Calmness and Connection
Reflecting these social trends, there is a genuine desire by many leaders and
employees who seek a deeper meaning from their work-life, and attempt to
integrate a ‘spiritual and work’ identity (Bell and Taylor, 2004; Giacalone
and Jurkiewicz, 2003). Mitroff and Denton in A Spiritual Audit of
Corporate America write: ‘If one word best captures the meaning of
spirituality and the vital role it plays in people’s lives, it is inter-
connectedness’ (1999: xvi). Their spiritual audit found these responses to
how corporate employees define their personal spirituality:
» Highly individual and intensely personal.
» Belief that there is a supreme being that governs the universe and that
there is a purpose for everybody and everything.
» We are all interconnected. Everything affects everything else.
* Being in touch with your interconnectedness.
» No matter how bad things are, they will always work out.
* We are here to serve others/mankind.
« Connected to caring, hope, kindness, love and optimism.
(Mitroff and Denton, 1999: 23-5, cited in Katz, 2006)
Much of the spiritual literature merges with humanism, individualism and
rationalism. For example, Zohar and Marshall use the term spiritual
intelligence where spirituality paradoxically becomes linked to cognitive
intelligence and rationality, and that makes it easier to sell to the
management market. Zohar and Marshall describe spiritual intelligence
(SQ) as ‘the intelligence with which we access our deepest meanings,
values, purposes and highest emotions’ (2004: 3). They state:
In understanding SQ and Spiritual Leadership it is important to list the
twelve transformative processes of SQ (these are characteristics
displayed in a person of high SQ):
Self-awareness, Spontaneity, Vision and Value led, Holistic,
Compassion, Celebration of diversity, Field-independence, Asking
why?, Reframe, Positive use of adversity, Humility, Sense of vocation.
(2004: 80)
This list raises the question of what separates the spiritual leader from an
ethical ‘good’ leader, as all 12 points could also be listed under a humanist
banner.



Spiritual Leadership: A Critique

The assumption that being religious or spiritual leads to ethical goodness
and positive outcomes is false as many spiritual leaders will fail, often due
to their immoral and unethical acts. The words ‘spiritual’ and ‘leadership’
both carry potent meanings and together are a powerful and dangerous
combination, potentially creating over-zealous and dependent followers,
and over-confident omnipotent leaders. As discussed previously, being a
leader stimulates dependency feelings and projections of idealization, being
a spiritual leader doubles this impact, and unless the leader is mature, self-
aware and has reflective supervision, or critical friends to manage these
projections, dangers await. Thomas Merton warned of the dangers of
monastic novices idealizing him when he was their spiritual guide, with
very damaging results, as they lost their autonomy in aiming only to please
and mimic him, and he lost his bearings as their spiritual director for a
while: ‘Penitents (Novice Monks) seduce you into taking the role of
omnipotence and omniscience and in this situation you are deluding
yourself’ (Merton, 1966: 55). Ackers and Preston (1992) claim that a new
priestly cadre is being ‘developed’:

... [aJrguing that a new evangelical, revelatory form of management

development is making its way from the margins to the mainstream,

wherein managers are treated as a ‘priestly cadre’ whose spiritual
needs must be satisfied through semi-monastic retreats to recharge

their batteries. (1992: 697-8)

The dangers of a ‘priestly cadre’ leading businesses for profit are rarely
discussed by those singing the praises of spiritual leadership.
Instrumentalizing Spirituality

Carrette and King’s (2005) book Selling Spirituality warns how spirituality
is instrumentalized and used as a ‘tool’ to increase both consumption and
production.

Zen and Taoist leadership, Benedictine monks, Gaia holism, American
Indian rituals, yoga and mindfulness are all part of today’s leadership
development approaches. Bringing your ‘whole self to work’, including
your spiritual self, is an liberating ideal for some and a nightmare for others,
whereby the corporation not only wants your body and mind for eight hours
a day, but also your soul! Whilst according to May (2000), spirituality is the
most important influence in leadership, Tourish and Pinnington point out



that ‘Ironically, this effort is often driven by a very non-spiritual concern —
the desire to increase profits’ (2002: 165).

What is surprising to me is how claims are made that spiritual-work
cultures increase productivity (Altman, 2001; Becker, 1998), with very little
if any sense that this may be problematic. It is often presented simply as a
good thing. ZiZek claims that New Age and Eastern spirituality are popular
with global business, because the effects lead to passive workers and ultra-
conformist cultures:

The ‘Western Buddhist’” meditative stance is arguably the most

efficient way for us to fully participate in the capitalist economy while

retaining the appearance of sanity. If Max Weber were alive today, he
would definitely write a second, supplementary volume to his

Protestant Ethic, titled The Taoist Ethic and the Spirit of Global

Capitalism. (Zizek, 2002)

Bell and Taylor (2004) agree that when an individual engages in the
Westernized spiritual work of non-attachment it frees them from ethical
engagement; they are able to use their private inward spirituality as a
coping mechanism which supports them but does not encourage external
engagement. These therapeutic/spiritual cultures can also lead to an
increased sense of focus on one’s self, further embellishing a leader’s
narcissistic ego. This approach undermines the solidarity of collective
agency by increasing a detached inward attitude that ends up being in
servitude to, rather than engaging with, the corporate machine. Spiritual
leadership can help challenge the excesses of modernity; it can bring
different values to the workplace that are welcome; and it can also be
misused and misconstrued, sometimes intentionally and often
unintentionally. For a fuller critique and exploration of spirituality and
work/leadership see:

* Bell, E. and Taylor, S. (2004) ‘From outward bound to inward bound:
the prophetic voices and discursive practices of spiritual management
development’, Human Relations, 57 (4): 439-66.

* Carrette, J. and King, R. (2005) Selling Spirituality: The Silent Takeover
of Religion. London: Routledge.

» Case, P. and Gosling, J. (2010) “The spiritual organization: critical
reflections on the instrumentality of workplace spirituality’, Journal of
Management, Spirituality & Religion, 7 (4): 257-82.



» Heelas, P. (2008) Spiritualities of Life: New Age Romanticism and
Consumptive Capitalism. Oxford: Blackwell.

New leadership comes in many forms: post-structural, postmodern, new

spirituality, and it always mirrors other social, political, economic and

technological changes. Sometimes new leadership is the old dressed as new,
but there are also new developments that inspire hope, and these can be
further explored in Chapter 12, Eco-Leadership.

Conclusion: The Experience of Leadership

This chapter asked the question ‘What is leadership?’ and answered it with

a definition; leadership is a psychosocial influencing dynamic.

We experience leadership as an idea, we give it meanings, names,
structures and form, attributing formal and informal social roles to it, and to
followers. Leadership is performed on us, within us, between us, and all
around us. Leadership is not symmetrical and neat, but asymmetrical,
dynamic and complex. How we experience leadership depends on our
personal history, our collective socialization and the context. We perceive,
enact and respond to leadership, individually and collectively, consciously
and unconsciously. Our best chance of improving leadership is to improve
our understanding of it. Understanding leadership begins with
understanding our ambivalence to leadership. It is important for individuals
to try to locate their own perceptions and emotions (personal and cultural)
that are attached to leadership. Learning about leadership is as much about
feeling as it is about thinking as these two are intimately connected.
Suggested Readings
* Bolden, R., Gosling, J., Hawkins, B. and Taylor, S. (2011) Exploring

Leadership: Individual, Organizational, and Societal Perspectives.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

» Fairhurst, G. (2009) ‘Considering context in discursive leadership
research’, Human Relations, 62 (11): 1607-35.

* Northouse, P. G. (2007) Leadership: Theory and Practice, 4th edn.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

» Pearce, C. L. and Conger, J. A (eds) (2003) Shared Leadership:
Reframing the Hows and Whys of Leadership. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

* Tourish, D. and Tourish, N. (2010) ‘Spirituality at work, and its
implications for leadership and followership: a post-structuralist
perspective’, Leadership, 6 (2): 207-24.




Reflection Points

» Reflect on your own feelings and assumptions about leadership, and try
and see patterns in your responses to leaders to discover your
‘unconscious process’ regarding leadership. Ask yourself: do you
generally admire or criticize leaders? Do you expect a little or a lot from
leaders? Do you usually assume leadership is in someone else more
important than you? Are you in awe of important leaders?

* How can leadership be both an individual and collective phenomenon?

* What are the differences and overlaps between management and
leadership?

Sample Assignment Question

Explain in your own words the definition ‘leadership is a psychosocial

influencing dynamic’ and then draw upon leadership examples to highlight

your explanation.

1 Tavistock Clinic 2009



3 Asymmetric Leadership: A Brief
Case Study

Figure 3.1 Women in mosque: Damascus, Syria 2009

Chapter Structure

+ Introduction

» Case Study: Lenin’s Leadership of the Communist Revolution
* Conclusion: The Challenge of Asymmetric Leadership
Introduction

This chapter highlights the asymmetric nature and plurality of leadership. I
have taken a brief case study of a single social movement, a few pages of
text written about the Communist Revolution by one of its leading figures,
Leon Trosky. This case study offers insights into the multiple layers of
leadership, identifying some of the key issues raised in the book so far. It
identifies seven leadership themes from this single movement, and
demonstrates how leadership emerges in asymmetrical forms to address
different contexts.

The Case Study

This case study offers an analysis of a short piece of unpublished writing
from Leon Trotsky on Vladimir Lenin’s role in the Soviet Revolution. A
traditional ‘Great Man’ theory of leadership would focus solely on the hero
leader, i.e. Lenin. Post-structuralist writing and many critical theorists focus




on the process of leadership and minimize the individual’s role (Collinson,

2006; Grint, 1997). However, as this short text demonstrates, leadership is

not solely situated in a single person, or a small group, and yet these are

vital to leadership as well. This analysis reveals at least seven faces of

leadership, including a ‘heroic’ individual leader. One of the key tasks of

leadership research is to improve our understanding of how the individual

leader and the collective process of leadership occurs in organizations.

Trotsky’s writing on Lenin’s leadership offers an interesting narrative which

gives a valuable account, in its content and in the subtext, that is revealed

when it is analysed. This case helps illuminate the interdependency between

solo actors and collective actors when understanding leadership. The

relationship between individual leaders and followers, distributed leaders

and collective leadership in groups, determines the relationship between a

leader and the process of leadership. The text in italics is taken from

Trotsky’s unfinished work The Class, The Party and the Leadership

(Trotsky, 1940).

Text Analysis

The analysis shows how Trotsky’s text offers at least seven differing

examples of leadership, which together make up a leadership process:

Intellectual leadership

Unconscious leadership

Group leadership

Distributed leadership

Individual leadership

Mass leadership

Symbolic leadership

The first four categories show how leadership emerges differently when

people are in different groupings or patterns, i.e. individuals, groups/teams,

distributed networks and collective masses. The final three examples show

how leadership is an experiential phenomena, leadership is experienced

through symbolism, cognition and intellectual ideas, and through our

emotions, often stimulated by unconscious processes such as projection.
Note: 1 have highlighted Trotsky’s words in italics, the text is in

chronological order and I have selected relevant material from two pages of

his writing. The bold headings are my own to clarify the analysis.

Case Study: Lenin’s Leadership of the Communist Revolution

The Setting

N OUT R, WN -




The Bolshevik party in March 1917 was followed by an insignificant
minority of the working class and furthermore there was discord within the
party itself. An overwhelming majority of the workers supported the
Mensheviks and the ‘Socialist-Revolutionists’, i.e. conservative social-
patriots. The situation was even less favourable with regard to the army and
the peasantry.

(1) Intellectual Leadership (Thought Leadership)

What was the ‘active’ of Bolshevism? A clear and thoroughly thought

out revolutionary conception at the beginning of the revolution was

held only by Lenin. The Russian cadres of the party were scattered and
to a considerable degree bewildered. But the party had authority
among the advanced workers. Lenin had great authority with the party

cadres. These elements of the ‘active’ worked wonders in a

revolutionary situation, that is, in conditions of bitter class struggle.

The party quickly aligned its policy to correspond with Lenin’s

conception, to correspond that is with the actual course of the

revolution.
The Early Success
Thanks to this, the party met with firm support among tens of
thousands of advanced workers. Within a few months, by basing itself
upon the development of the revolution the party was able to convince
the majority of the workers of the correctness of its slogans. This
majority organized into Soviets, was able in its turn to attract the
soldiers and peasants.
Trotsky’s first point is that Lenin showed the intellectual leadership that
managed to appeal to the masses in a very short period of time. ‘What was
the “active” of Bolshevism? A clear and thoroughly thought out
revolutionary conception at the beginning of the revolution was held only
by Lenin’. Trosky describes the active in Bolshevism as Lenin’s intellectual
leadership. Interestingly Trosky realizes that this intellectual clarity, this
‘thought leadership’, gave him ‘great authority with the party cadres’.
Authority is often equated with position, power and resources, but clearly
authority can also come from intellectual leadership.

Intellectual leadership is a powerful and vital leadership form and is
increasingly being separated from other forms of leadership. Nowadays
leaders select specialist experts, strategic consultants, or think tanks
(collectivized thought leadership) to support them in this role. Intellectual



leadership has never been the sole property of an individual. Lenin’s
thinking was obviously built upon Marx and Engels and was formulated
amongst other leading socialist thinkers of the time. Lenin, however, did
manage to:

(a) bring original and creative thinking to this process;

(b) synthesize ideas into a coherent form;

(c) translate these ideas into action and strategies;

(d) communicate these to others.

(2) Unconscious Leadership: Leadership and Projective Identification
A colossal factor in the maturity of the Russian proletariat in February or
March 1917 was Lenin. He did not fall from the skies. He personified the
revolutionary tradition of the working class.

Trotsky describes Lenin as ‘personifying the revolutionary tradition of
the working class’. This means that ‘the masses’ were able to identify with
Lenin, to project onto him the ideals of the revolution, their ideals of
freedom. Lenin was able both to stimulate and contain these positive
projections (as well as manage negative projections), which made him an
extraordinary leader, able to lead the successful revolution.

Individuals and groups project onto a leader their own internal desires
and anxieties, which means that leaders attract multiple projections, as
Lilley and Platt’s (1997: 319-37) research shows. They analysed 621 letters
written to Martin Luther King and found that followers (activists in the civil
rights movement) saw him as one of at least four identifiably different
leaders; the division did not map naturally onto the background of the
writer — for example, not all black writers regarded him as first and
foremost a black leader:

* Black leader.

 Christian leader.

» Non-violent leader.

* Democratic leader.

King himself acknowledged these projections:

[ am aware of two Martin Luther Kings ... the Martin Luther King

people talk about seems foreign to me. (Oates, 1982: 283)

Ramor Ryan (2003) describes the masked ‘Zapatistas’ leader Sub-
Commandante Marcos, who uses writing and intellect as his main
leadership tools:



Marcos’ writing is beautiful and expansive enough to fit every

revolutionary tradition. His great ruse is to make each tradition think

of him as representing them — the indigenous say he is one of them, the

guerrillas claim him as one of their own, the intellectuals include him

in their pantheon, Mexican nationalists see him as a great Mexican

nationalist, NGOs see him as an advocate for NGOs, Marxists see him

as one of their sect, anarchists claim him as part of their tradition, even

the base church sees him as an advocate of their preferential option of

the poor. This potentially complex multiple personality disorder is of

course symbolised by the ever-present mask. Would the real Sub

Marcos, please stand up?! (Ryan, 2003)
The mask does not cover a multiple personality disorder but is a very astute
leadership ploy aimed at attracting the projections of diverse and
marginalized groups and their global supporters. The mask makes Marcos
mysterious and enhances his enigma, his charisma, and therefore his
influence (he smokes a pipe which comes out of the mask, making him
immediately recognizable as an individual), but more importantly it allows
others to project onto the mask whatever they wish. Behind the mask is the
person they want to believe in and Marcos uses this device as part of his
ploy to create solidarity across globally diverse and marginalized groups.
This verse comes from a Zapatista international gathering 1997:

Behind our black mask

Behind our armed voice

Behind our unnameable name

Behind what you see of us

Behind this, we are you

(Ruggiero and Sahulka, 1998)
Leaders bear several meanings, projected onto them from their followers.
Individual personalities and characters are, however, like magnets for
particular projections, and some leaders manage to boost their capacity to
attract positive projections and diminish their capacity to attract negative
ones. Creating a leadership image, which attracts the desired projections,
has become a huge business in its own right. Executive coaching, the
makeover, the spin doctor and other ‘image creators’ all aim to help the
leader give out the right image and signals, which in turn will determine the
type of projections a leader attracts. Contemporary leaders regard this as
just as important as getting the right message across. A leader is a



receptacle for others’ projections and also projects their own image
outwards; it’s a reciprocal process.

Lilley and Platt draw an important implication from their work on Martin
Luther King:

That a social movement need not be consensual to achieve

successfully an effective solidarity. What King represented was not

consensus and yet there did appear to be an effective solidarity within

the civil rights movement. (Lilley and Platt, 1997: 319)

The solidarity described in the civil rights movement under Martin Luther
King’s leadership is also desired by corporate boards, who want employees
to buy into their values and give loyalty to the company. A leader’s ability
to stimulate and to psychically contain and make sense of the projections of
followers is an exceptional leadership quality. Some leaders do this
knowingly, others instinctively, and often do both. Lenin clearly had this
quality of “‘Unconscious Leadership’ that enabled supporters to project their
aspirations onto him, so that he came to ‘personify’ their struggle.

(3) Group Leadership (The Party)

The vital mainspring in this process (the revolution) is the party, just as the
vital mainspring in the mechanism of the party is its leadership. The role
and the responsibility of the leadership in a revolutionary epoch are
colossal.

Trotsky describes the collective group leadership shown by ‘the party’ as
the vanguard of the revolution. Without this group leadership there would
be no revolution; an individual is not enough. The party is the
organization’s inner corporate leadership body, a hierarchical decision-
making body, and provides an institutional structure that offers containment
to the whole organization and the movement beyond. When group
leadership functions well, there is a powerful sense of corporate shared
responsibility and discipline. This corporate sense of leadership can be seen
in governments and boardrooms; in fact most ‘traditional organizational
forms have a leadership group. Any group, whether it is a formal
organization or informal movement, requires organizing activities and some
kind of discipline and boundaries, otherwise it would not be a recognizable
entity, and this means some form and structure of leadership. The collective
actors and individual actors within an organization are in a dynamic
relationship, one that is reflexive. The leader needs to be confident in the
party leadership and the party must have confidence in the individual



leader. However, sometimes the individual is merely the face of the group
to the world, and others in the group wield more power.

(4) Distributed Leadership (Empowering the Cadres)

For Lenin’s slogans to find their way to the masses there had to exist
cadres, even though numerically small at the beginning; there had to exist
the confidence of the cadres in the leadership, a confidence based on the
entire experience of the past ...

Trotsky realized that without cadres (leading party activists), Lenin’s
message would not have had any impact. The individual leader (Lenin) and
the group leadership (the party) needed to have confidence in the distributed
leadership on the ground (the cadres) to make any impact on the masses. It
is the dynamic relationship between the individual (Lenin), the group (the
party leadership), the network (the cadres) and the masses, which makes up
the process of leadership. In contemporary organizations it is recognized (as
identified by Trotsky) that a dispersed leadership is the vital link between
activity on the ground and organizing and persuading the masses to take up
their followership and local leadership roles. Distributing leadership is vital
not only to get the message across to the masses, but also to communicate
what’s happening on the ground back to the centre. If Lenin and the party
are going to make strategic decisions they need the cadres to tell them
what’s happening, what the mood is, where the challenges and opportunities
are. In contemporary global businesses distributed leadership is vital, to
motivate and generate leadership throughout the organization, and to feed
back knowledge from the edges to the centre.

(5) Individual Leadership (Personalities in History)

Hence the cheap jibes about the role of individuals, good and bad. History
is a process of the class struggle. But classes do not bring their full weight
to bear automatically and simultaneously. In the process of struggle the
classes create various organs, which play an important and independent
role and are subject to deformations. This also provides the basis for the
role of personalities in history. There are naturally great objective causes,
which created the autocratic rule of Hitler but only dull-witted pedants of
‘determinism’ could deny today the enormous historic role of Hitler.

The interplay and interdependence between the individual leader and the
collective actors are paramount in Trotsky’s account. Both are absolutely
vital; a denial of either creates a myth about leadership. In this citation
Trotsky states that history is about collective actors struggling (class



struggle in Marxist terminology), and he acknowledges clearly that this
does not occur automatically but that individual leaders, ‘personalities’ for
good or bad, have an enormous role.

(6) Mass Leadership (Social Movement Leadership)

The October victory is a serious testimonial of the ‘maturity’ of the
proletariat. But this maturity is relative. A few years later the very same
proletariat permitted the revolution to be strangled by a bureaucracy, which
rose from its ranks.

Trotsky also acknowledges the enormous responsibility and role of the
collective actors who become more than simply followers (as in most
leadership accounts), but a collective leadership actor in their own right.
Mass leadership describes how a social movement activates itself, drawing
on the principles of ‘self-organization’.

The social movement itself acted as an inspiration and took on a
momentum of its own, acting with ‘maturity’. Non-violent revolutions in
the ex-Soviet bloc and the Arab Spring uprisings are examples of mass
leadership. The 1917 Russian Revolution inspired many in other countries
to act, with collective actions empowering others and demonstrating
leadership in a global sense. Trotsky also explicitly holds these collective
actors, ‘the masses’, to account for the failings after the October
Revolution, when the proletariat ‘permitted the revolution to be strangled
by a bureaucracy, which rose from its ranks’. Collective actors can become
more than disparate individuals and passive followers given the right
conditions. It is not always conscious organized actions in which collective
actors take leadership; spontaneous mass demonstrations or consumer
boycotts are other examples of mass leadership. There are also other less
tangible ways in which the ‘masses’ collectively act without any formal
organization, and find ways to resist tyrannies, through small yet multiple
acts of defiance and resistance. Conversely the masses can take leadership
during elections, by overturning media and political directives to create
change, or simply by withholding their votes and refusing to partake in
‘corrupt’ politics. The term ‘active followership’ doesn’t do justice to the
role a ‘collective actor’ can take in the leadership process. Mass leadership
rarely if ever acts without individual and group leaders (sometimes these
are informal and temporary) but the energy they act with is not always
determined by these leaders; inversing the process the ‘leaders’ can become
followers of the masses, and social movements can cause leaders to U-turn



and respond in different ways. The collective actor differs from ‘the crowd’
when it acts to bring about a change. The solidarity and activity of the
collective actor is driven by conscious and unconscious group processes,
which are unpredictable. One of the tasks of individual and corporate
leaders is to read and understand these collective processes and then to
acknowledge, respond and try to influence them appropriately. This is
achieved through reflexivity, feedback loops of communication between
complex networks and the leadership, and also through symbolic leadership
actions (see below). The Arab Spring revolutions and the Occupy
movements in Western cities show us that new social movements are now
using new communication technologies and virtual spaces alongside
physical spaces to expand how social movements can effect social change.
Mass leadership is becoming a phenomena many companies fear; mass
boycotts following viral internet campaigns against unethical behaviour for
example can destroy or dent brands very quickly.

(7) Symbolic Leadership

The arrival of Lenin in Petrograd, on April 3, 1917, turned the Bolshevik
party in time and enabled the party to lead the revolution to victory. Our
sages might say that had Lenin died abroad at the beginning of 1917, the
October revolution would have taken place ‘just the same’. But that is not
so. Lenin represented one of the living elements of the historical process.
He personified the experience and the perspicacity of the most active
section of the proletariat. His timely appearance on the arena of the
revolution was necessary in order to mobilise the vanguard and provide it
with an opportunity to rally the working class and the peasant masses.
Political leadership in the crucial moments of historical turns can become
just as decisive a factor as is the role of the chief command during the
critical moments of war. History is not an automatic process. Otherwise,
why leaders? Why parties? Why programmes? Why theoretical struggles?

Lenin’s arrival in Petrograd mobilized the vanguard, which in turn
mobilized the masses: ‘His timely appearance on the arena of the revolution
was necessary in order to mobilise the vanguard and provide it with an
opportunity to rally the working class and the peasant masses.’

Trotsky identifies that an individual leader who personifies for followers
their ideals can have a huge social impact through symbolic actions, such as
Lenin’s arrival at Petrograd. These actions are signifiers to followers and
can be catalysts providing the inspiration for social movements or



organizations to take risks and create change. Symbolic leadership can
happen through many mediums, timely appearances, speeches, media
messages and images, and sometimes many small actions — perhaps a CEO
unexpectedly offering support at factory floor levels to show the need for
solidarity during lean periods, though sometimes a big ‘performative act’
can create a dynamic change in a situation. Martin Luther King and his
leadership cadres understood symbolic leadership and the performative act
well. Many of his actions were planned and calculated to maximize the
symbolic value of his personifying leadership. By getting imprisoned he
symbolized the resistance and highlighted the ‘repressive machinery’.
Mahatma Ghandi was perhaps the master; his famous walk to the sea to
produce salt was a typical symbolic action. Britain had a monopoly on salt
production in India and Gandhi’s decision to produce salt by the sea would
have no big real/material impact but symbolically represented two things:
(1) the need for India to become self-reliant; to produce its own salt, which
was a fundamental product used by all, and a natural product in India; (2) to
resist British rule by not paying the salt tax. Symbolic leadership is in many
ways the most potent form of leadership, especially in the contemporary
age of media saturation and global communications, whereby leaders have
to communicate to many whom they cannot influence directly. But ‘being a
leader’ and getting the message across has always been about symbolic
action; for example, these word are attributed to St. Francis of Assisi:

‘Preach the Gospel at all times; if necessary, use words.’
Unfortunately despots and dictators have often excelled at symbolic
leadership. Hitler’s Nuremburg rally in 1934 was a powerful example of the
Nazi leadership turning a political rally into a symbolic event that was a
living enactment of their future vision of Nazi Germany. Terrorist groups
such as al-Qaeda have become media masters of using symbolic leadership
to devastating effect.
Reflections
This short excerpt from Trotsky’s work highlights key aspects of leadership,
and the relationship between leadership and followership. Trotsky’s final
sentence in the paragraph brings together some of the key elements of
leadership: ‘History is not an automatic process. Otherwise, why leaders?
Why parties? Why programmes? Why theoretical struggles?’

In this case study it is the combined impact of individual leaders, group
leadership and mass leadership that forms an asymmetric but effective



leadership process. These leadership processes also involve intellect,
unconscious dynamics, and the symbolic realm. This provides a parallel to
the dynamics of leadership operating in the contemporary organizational
and business world. The collapse of communism in the late 20th century
revealed the fragility of empires, nation states and organizations built on
fear and coercion. One could argue that a key factor in the downfall was the
limitation of leadership, the attempt to stifle mass leadership and distribute
leadership and to locate power and leadership solely in the realm of
individuals (Stalin) and the group (the Communist Party). Perhaps the sign
of a healthy organization, or socially functioning movement or nation, is its
capacity through whatever governance form or mechanism to ensure that
asymmetric leadership doesn’t get reduced to symmetrical leadership, i.e.
power and influence in the hands of the few.

Successful leadership reveals how leaders generate more leaders,
followers empower leaders, and leaders also empower followers.
Followership then becomes an active and participatory role, and there is an
asymmetric fluidity; leadership resides not in one person or place but in
multiple places that are not always obvious.

The leader (and those close to him/her) provides intellectual leadership,
personifying leadership, and is a symbolic figurehead. Distributed leaders
interact with the ‘masses’ and communicate theoretical ideas, values and
strategies/programmes to the wider followership, also symbolizing spirit,
commitment and vigour in small actions and engagements. In turn they act
as communication networks between the masses (of employees) and those
taking strategic decisions, and between each other. This study shows the
diversity and active ingredients of what we call leadership. Yes Lenin was
vital to the Russian Revolution ... No Lenin didn’t manifest this on his
own!

Conclusion: The Challenge of Asymmetric Leadership

This case study shows how contemporary leadership is asymmetric, rather
than symmetrical, rational, individual and hierarchical. Asymmetric
leadership references the multiplicity of actors, leadership and followership
relations, individual, group and mass interactions, and the emotional and
symbolic that are part of leadership processes and activity. In contemporary
society with the expansion of IT and virtual spaces, leadership and
followership becomes ever-more intricate, enmeshed and nuanced, it has
less and less logic or symmetry, it is not easily definable and does not easily




sit within prescriptive frameworks. The contemporary world presents us
with asymmetrical challenges, and this requires asymmetrical leadership
responses. This was true in the turbulence of the Russian Revolution and it
is true in the turbulent world of today. The excerpt from my colleague
Philip Boxer’s blog in Box 8 is helpful when thinking about asymmetrical
leadership drawing on Lacanian thinking.

Box 8 Asymmetric Leadership: Entry from Philip Boxer’s Blog,

19 October 2011

The Asymmetric Leadership Forum

What’s it like where you are leading at the moment?

* Is the relationship between your organization and its customers in
balance, or are you having to work out how to handle your
customers’ contexts in a more and more ad hoc way — riding your
bicycle while redesigning it?

» Are the outcomes your customers want highly dependent on
others’ services as well as your own — do you need to align
purpose & activity with other complementary suppliers?

* What about the challenge & imperative of delegating more
leadership and authority to those dealing directly with your
customers, moving power to the edge of your organization where
your customers interact directly with you ..."?

If any of this is recognizable to you, then you are at work as a leader in

an environment of asymmetric demands, where situational

judgements, exceptions, variety, differences — all of these are more like
the facts-of-leadership-life than predictability, balance, controls,
planning. We call this asymmetric leadership.

As an asymmetric leader you are likely to be working with some
combination of:

» Customers’ escalating demands within increasing uncertainty and
complex contexts.

» The challenges of personalization & individualization by an
increasing number of providers’ networks.

* Aligning through-life support and condition management for the
customer across organizational boundaries.

* Reducing duplication and eliminating waste, whilst increasing the
emphasis on early intervention to secure long-term benefits.



« Trying to improve outcomes, especially in the case of complex

needs.

» Facing increasing pressure to develop greater resilience and to

contain upredictability.

But how do you think and act in a context like this? What are the ways

in which you can conceptualise what is happening that can provide

some traction, give you a handle on the situation and create

opportunities for improving the economy of your leadership effort?
We have some concepts and analytic tools, which we think can help
you:

» Map the ecosystem of organizations, customers and contexts

within which you increasingly need to decide how to act.

» Consider how to strengthen horizontal accountability in ways
which hold accountable the individuals who are dealing directly
with customers.

» Develop the fractal resilience of the service systems you design
and lead to cope with variation in the scale and scope of
individuals’ needs.

» Establish economies of governance in the way resources can be

brought together and combined in individual interventions.

Define the indirect value for your customers beyond immediate value

arising from their involvement with your services.

My consulting work in organizations constantly addresses the question of
how to lead in an asymmetric environment, and the first thing we do is de-
myth the symmetry of leadership. Then we begin to create local and
networked approaches of leadership from within their context. This is
practical work, applying theory to practice and learning from practice.

This case study helps reveal how leadership is enacted in the
contemporary world, in asymmetric and complementary ways. Efforts to
tame leadership, to essentialize it and measure its impact, are wholly
inadequate responses to today’s leadership and organizational challenges.
The map is not the territory, and unfortunately the maps we often use to
understand leadership are over-simplified and prejudiced towards certain
symmetrical biases, in order to make us feel more in control, as if we are
managing the unmanageable.

Asymmetrical leadership acknowledges that leadership is not a
mechanistic and functional object. It is multifaceted and operates at



multiple levels simultaneously, as the analysis of Trotsky’s text

demonstrates. Individuals and collective actors are interdependent, separate

entities and yet paradoxically entwined in a process of organizing and
influence. Understanding this asymmetric approach to leadership is a key
contemporary leadership challenge.

Suggested Readings

» Heifetz, R. (1994) Leadership Without Easy Answers. Boston, MA:
Belknap Press.

» Lilley, S. and Platt, G. (1997) ‘Images of Martin Luther King’, in K.
Grint (ed.), Leadership: Classical, Contemporary and Critical
Approaches. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

* Pye, A. (2005) ‘Leadership and organising: sensemaking in action’,
Leadership, 1 (1): 31-49.

Reflection Points

» Reflect on the implications for organizations if leadership is asymmetric
and multilayered.

» Reflect on the seven themes presented in this chapter and try to
prioritize them to reflect the leadership you most commonly observe.

* Try to identify an example of mass leadership that has occurred in the
past few years.

Sample Assignment Question

This chapter offers seven leadership themes: choose the three that stand out

for you because you have experienced them. Explain the impact of each

leadership theme on you, others, and the organizational or social setting.

The impact should include the emotional responses as well as practical

effects.




4 Against Leadership: Autonomist
Leadership

Chapter Structure

* Introduction

» Is ‘Leaderless’ Possible?

* Leadership, Power and Authority

* ‘Bad Leadership’: Despots, Dictators and ‘Our Boss’

* Autonomist Leadership: Anarchists Lead the Way

* New Social Movements: Leadership for Postmodern Times
* Conclusion; Networked Autonomist L.eadership
Introduction

Don’t follow leaders, watch out for parking meters.

(Bob Dylan, ‘Subterranean Homesick Blues’)

This chapter gives space for the voices of dissent, those against leadership,
and those who wish to reform and reimagine the idea of leadership. The
dissenters have in common an aim for more egalitarian forms of organizing
in order to create a fairer, better society. A long history of dissent against
leadership exists, some dissenters are utopian-inspired, others pragmatists.

Many egalitarian-inspired individuals and social movements are
distrustful of leadership, pointing to the many examples of abuse of power
by despots and dictators with devastating consequences; millions of lives
being lost in the last century alone through the leadership of Mao, Stalin
and Hitler for example. Misuse of power by leaders goes beyond the evil
worst and is commonplace in organizational life, whether through nepotism,
bullying or more subtle forms of coercion. We all have experiences of
leaders who don’t make the grade.

Dissenters claim that leadership inherently creates a power imbalance
between leaders and followers, and that leadership itself is the problem.
They say that corrupted individuals and groups easily take advantage of,
and exacerbate, the power imbalances that are produced by leadership.
They claim that because power is located in an elite leadership, the majority
are by contrast diminished, reduced in their capacity to be fully human, and
reach their full potential. From a societal or organizational perspective, they
claim effectiveness, creativity and engagement is lost, not because of poor
leadership, but because of leadership itself.




This chapter reflects on the dynamics of leadership power and authority
and questions how these lead to ‘bad leadership’, from the extreme despots
and dictators to the ‘bad boss’. The idea of ‘autonomist leadership’ is
explored drawing on anarchist and egalitarian experience and theory, before
turning to new social movements that offer new leadership for new times.

Is ‘Leaderless’ Possible?

The term ‘leaderless’ seems as contentious as the term °‘leadership’.
Leadership dissenters often try to operate within an ideal of being
leaderless. Yet under scrutiny ‘leaderless’ appears more of a utopian desire,
or a misnomer, than a reality. When formal leadership is abolished, it seems
that informal leadership thrives within ‘leaderless’ movements, as
organization and negotiations take place to sustain them (Katz, 1981;
McAdam, 1982). Helen Brown (1989) found that little had been written or
researched about the process of ‘leaderless’ movements with the exception
of Gerlach and Hine (1970). Brown (1989: 231) researched the women’s
movement and Greenham Common peace camp that strived for ‘leaderless
groups’, and she found that:

Leadership is not absent but it is understood as a set of organizing

skills, skilful information search, interpretation and choice. The

application of these three is necessary for the successful
accomplishment of organization.
She cites Kerr and Jermier (1978), who suggest that leadership in the
traditional hierarchical sense becomes redundant in certain settings — when
participants find the task intrinsically motivating and have all the skills and
knowledge they need.

Leadership [or organizers] in a hierarchical sense are not necessary for

the achievement of social organisation. What is necessary is that

participants devise a means of engaging in leadership acts and thus
acting as skilled organizers which is legitimate in terms of shared

values. (Brown, 1989: 227)

Brown goes on to discuss a distributed leadership:

Leadership is perceived here as acceptable influence, which is

legitimated by the agreed values of distributed leadership [where

everybody has a right and responsibility to contribute]. Authority

resides in the collective as a whole. (p. 235)

Brown’s research findings are similar in concept to Starhawk’s (1986)
description of ‘leaderful’ instead of leaderless groups, where the leadership




is distributed throughout the movement or group. Douglas observes that,

‘there is no such thing as a leaderless group, only groups with different

degrees of leadership residing in the actions of one person or several’

(1983: 43). Leaderless groups often utilize leadership under another name,

and are in denial of leadership because of a misunderstanding that assumes

all leadership is about power and position, i.e. they perceive all leadership
to be classical rather than autonomist (see alternative leadership approaches
such as autonomist leadership — discussed later in the chapter).

When leadership is denied, these different outcomes may occur:

» Leadership reappears under a different name.

» Experimental forms of organizing, leadership and followership take
place, that can be more mutual, fluid, adaptive and creative.

* The denial of leadership creates a shadow, distorting power and group
dynamics often in a negative way, and allowing informal oligarchies to
form.

The desire for unity and equality can push difference and power beneath the

radar. Utopian ideals often hide a shadow side that denies aggressive

tendencies, which then arise often in very hurtful ways. The shadow side of
libertarianism is the unconscious desire for belonging and conformity. An
interesting spectacle on peace or anti-capitalist demonstrations are the
anarchists, claiming to be ultra-libertarians, against all authority, demanding
individual liberty, hating conformity, yet they appear as the most
homogeneous group of all. Dressed in their ‘black-bloc’ uniforms, they
offer us the parody between autonomy and conformity. In The Tyranny of

Structurelessness, Jo Freeman (1972—-1973) articulated her observations and

experiences of leaderless groups in the feminist movement:

1 ‘[S]tructurelessness’ becomes a way of masking power and within the
women’s movement it is usually most strongly advocated by those
who are the most powerful.

2 Awareness of power is curtailed by those who know the rules, as long
as the structure of the group is informal.

3 The most insidious elites are usually run by people not known to the
larger public at all. Intelligent elitists are usually smart enough not to
allow themselves to become well known.

4  Friendship and informal power networks dominate and exclude ‘out-
groups’ within such movements and organizations. (1972-1973: 156—
157)



Freeman’s main concerns about leaderless groups are regarding the issues
of power, transparency and accountability, which occur due to hidden elites
wielding unchallenged and unaccountable power. Indecisiveness, a group
narcissism focusing on internal dynamics rather than external tasks, and
impotency could also be added here from my own personal experiences of
groups which advocate leaderlessness or simply deny leaders in favour of
egalitarian approaches. A typical example is the refusal of a work-team to
have a leader, and instead to select a rotating-facilitator role. The person
who is the facilitator can be handed a poisoned chalice, with responsibility
and accountability yet no authority.

Freeman argues for rules and formalized structures in non-hierarchical
movements, in order to prevent such leaderless tyranny. However, whilst
clarity of structure and decision-making is helpful, the bureaucratization of
leadership is a folly. Conflict is avoided to prevent the disruption of the
ideas of unity, and consensus is attempted through time-consuming
negotiations over each contested area and decision. These organizations
often rationalize themselves into rigid and bureaucratic structures. Michels
argues that leaderless groups can become dangerously authoritarian
organizations:

Organizations that start out with egalitarian or anarchistic political

values tend to become as, or perhaps more, authoritarian and alienating

than the organizations they were designed to reform or replace.

(Michels, 1915, in Grint, 1997: 284)

Much of the debate contests the type of leadership rather than actual
leadership itself. Authoritarian leadership and power are the underlying
issues. Many new social movements aim to create organizational forms that
challenge those that characterize and wield power in modern society. They
have shown some success but also demonstrate some of the challenges and
problems of idealizing the leaderless group. The contemporary anarchist
Chaz Bufe argues that leadership is inevitable in groups:

In the 60s and 70s many leftist, anarchist and feminist groups agonised

over how to eliminate leadership, equating all leadership [including

temporary, task-based leadership] with authoritarian leadership. Their
fruitless efforts confirm what the more astute anarchists have been
saying for over a century — that it’s a mistake to think that any kind of
group or organization can exist without leadership; the question is,
what kind of leadership is it going to be? (Bufe, 1988: 21)



The choice then is not leadership or leaderless but “‘what sort of leadership’,
and the challenging task for egalitarian movements is how to create and
support non-oppressive leadership. To achieve this the relationship between
leadership, power and authority requires constant review and we turn to this
next.
Leadership, Power and Authority
Authority

My authority is total because it’s the owners authority ... They [the

players] don’t have to back my project, it’s the owner who backs my

project.
These are the words of André Villas-Boas, when manager of Chelsea
Football Club, reported in the Guardian newspaper on 17 February 2012
(www.guardian.co.uk/theguardian/sport). When reading this I felt sure the
football manager was doomed, as his misunderstanding about authority was
a fundamental mistake. Perhaps he had authority from the owner, attained
through position power, but without the respect of his players, he had very
little real authority. A leader needs followers, and a mandate from above is
not enough. Three weeks later the headlines read: ‘André Villas-Boas
sacked after eight months and 40 games’. Authority comes not only from
above, but also from within ourselves, laterally from peers and from
‘below’, i.e. those we lead. Amongst the leaders I coach it is quite common
for them to experience ‘imposter syndrome’ and some struggle to find the
inner authority to act with confidence in their role. Other leaders suffer
from the opposite challenge, an omnipotent form of feeling entitled and
always authorized (even when out of their depth in a role or situation).
Position power may authorize a leader to make decisions about resources,
e.g. people and money, yet the backing from above does not give a leader
total authority. In fact a leader never has total authority, it is always partial,
always in the process of negotiation within oneself and with a team of peers
or followers. The nearest a leader gets to total authority is in a totalitarian
situation, and even then their authority is fragile. Leaders can be de-
authorized by followers and sometimes by ghosts from their past, or events
in the present. A confident leader can be undone by a situation that evokes a
regressive experience from the past. One leader I coached excelled at public
speaking, and dealt with her CEO very confidently, but in interview
situations and in the boardroom, she experienced a negative regression to
being at school, and her reaction was to show signs of stress and respond
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with poor answers and in a defensive tone. Recall an anxious teacher in an
unruly classroom: they are authorized from above, they have position power
and sanctions, yet unless they can gain respect from the class, they are de-
authorized and are helpless before the rule of the mob. Haile Selassie, the
former Emperor of Ethiopia, ruled his court like an ancient monarch: he had
total power, and many believed he was authorized by the greatest power,
God. He assumed total authority and power, commanding all the resources
in Ethiopa, but in Kapuscinski’s excellent book The Emperor (1984) (a
must-read for leadership scholars and leaders) his authority is exposed as
partial and fragile, always dependent on courtier factions, manipulations,
coercions. Haile Selassie with his grand titles, the King of Kings, Elect of
God, Lion of Judah, His Most Puissant Majesty and Distinguished
Highness, always lived with the fear that his authority could dissipate at any
time, and sure enough, the contradictions between his rule and social
poverty finally revealed this fragility and he was ‘de-authorized’ and
deposed.

Anton Obholzer discusses authority and its relation to power: ‘Authority,
without power, leads to a weakened, demoralized management and power
without authority leads to an authoritarian regime’ (1994: 42). Obholzer
says that role and title indicate the power a leader has, therefore, the title of
dictator indicates that power is the essential component; whereas manager
or director indicates a mix between power and authority, and the title of
coordinator indicates very little power, relying on consensus from the group
(which Obholzer says is a very unlikely phenomenon).

Power

Aspiring democratic organizations are often troubled by the concept of

power (and by the term ‘leader’) because it is defined in management

literature as coercive, i.e. the ability to make another person do what they

would not otherwise do, overcoming some resistance (Pfeiffer, 1978;

Weber, 1947). The philosopher Ricoeur (1990) calls this ‘power over’ but

points to three other modes of power:

« Power-to-act: personal agency, our capacity ‘to do’ which constitutes
the basis of our ethical beings.

* Power-over: where one exerts their will over another, and Ricoeur
claims this is the basis of violence.

* Power-in-common: power with others, to act as community, which
shows the desire to live together.



» Power-of-productivity: the power of creativity to produce.

Ricoeur acknowledges that there are tensions between these modes of
power and that it is almost impossible for a person to act without exerting
some power over another. All of these modes of power are clearly aspects
of leadership, followership and teamwork. Power is not something to be
disdained or denied; when this happens it simply goes underground, usually
with very negative effects. Foucault’s insights into power are very helpful
as he says that power is not situated only in elites, in leaders, but exists
everywhere, and that power and resistance are complementary:

Where there is power there is resistance, and yet, or rather

consequently, this resistance is never in a position of exteriority in

relation to power ...

These points of resistance are everywhere in the power network.

Hence there is no locus of great refusal ... or pure law of the

revolutionary. Instead there is a plurality or resistances, which by

definition ... can only exist in the strategic field of power relations.

(Foucault, 1980: 95-6)

Power and authority reside everywhere, whether or not there is a hierarchy
or explicit leadership. So, for Foucault, power and resistance are one, they
are interdependent, and power is not simply repressive, or at the top of a
hierarchy it is everywhere and fluid. Authority and authoritarian become
conflated leading to misunderstandings. Taking up personal authority as a
leader is different from being authoritarian. The former is to take up one’s
legitimate agency, perhaps on behalf of others as their representative,
whereas being authoritarian implies abusing one’s power and position,
being repressive and using some form of coercion.

A popular belief in the Human Relations tradition is that a leader should
empower employees (Bennis and Nanus, 1985; Kanter, 1979). Yet the
meaning of empowerment has not been systematically articulated; it is a
nice idea, yet leaders are uncertain how to empower employees without
diminishing their own power. Others claim that empowering others is
patronizing, and that power cannot be given away, only taken, undermining
the notion of empowerment. Harmony and the absence of conflict are often
seen as desirable, the fantasy being that power is removed. However, the
absence of conflict means that demands are not being made, and that
compliance and obedience are the result of a totalizing power, however
benign. Sometimes the absence of conflict reveals a fear of questioning



authority; at other times culture control utilizes hidden power through the
control of discourses and culture, whereby members of an organization
adhere to unspoken rules and behaviours without the capacity to question
them (see Messiah Leadership, Chapter 11).

Power can also be inspirational and a force for positive activity. We
receive power from the support of friends or a group in material and non-
material ways; a political leader is mandated power and authority, and an
athlete or sports team works to maximize the power of each individual and
the team to achieve success. Power and authority are neither good nor bad,
but how they are attained and used is the question. On a daily basis, we all
face an existential choice as to how we use our power; we all have the
power to make differences to others’ lives. Leaders usually have positional
power and personal power and are authorized to make decisions and
influence change, which paradoxically places them in a vulnerable position

. what choices will they make? How will they use this power? This
vulnerability often creates anxiety and can lead to a misuse of power.
Coercion and bad leadership most often come from a place of insecurity
and fear, rather than security and confidence.

Bad Leadership: Despots, Dictators and ‘Our Boss’

When God is unhappy, he sends a blind shepherd.t
Most leadership texts write about leadership as a ‘good object’, a desirable
thing; and bad leadership is often attributed to an individual’s deficit, a
personality disorder such as narcissism. Yet bad leadership is commonplace
and it is structural and systemic. This means that context and cultures
produce ‘bad leadership’ and create the spaces that bad leaders step into.
Bad leadership means two things; firstly ineffective leadership, and
secondly unethical leadership (Kellerman, 2004). Unethical bad leadership
can be very effective leadership in many ways and provides secondary pay-
offs for followers:

Followers follow bad leaders not only because of their individual

needs for safety, simplicity and certainty but also because of the needs

of the group. ... Bad leaders often provide important benefits ...

maintain order, provide cohesion and identity, and do the collective

work. (Kellerman, 2004: 24-25)
These pay-offs are often at the expense of a persecuted out-group, used by
the leader to create unity and identity in their followers. The classic is when
fascist leaders use race and immigration to inspire fear and hatred to unite




their followers. This phenomenon is alive and well: in the first round of the

2012 French presidential election during the economic crisis in Europe, the

rightwing anti-immigration candidate Marine Le Pen received nearly 20%

of the French vote (Guardian, 2012).

Developing Kellerman’s thinking, the following contribute to bad
leadership:

» Context fosters bad leadership behaviour — a country in which
corruption is rife will foster corruption.

» Leaders are led astray by the influence of others, and poor/corrupt
advisors.

* Leaders are led astray by an inability to control their internal desire, e.g.
power, narcissism, greed.

» Power corrupts — (1) through promoting grandiose feelings, (2) senior
leaders can find themselves isolated and separated from reality, without
enough checks and balances to help good decision-making.

* Follower demands — strong leaders and simple answers are demanded
especially in a crisis.

We Get the Leaders We Deserve (and the Leaders We Desire)
Most texts on bad leadership focus on a uni-directional flow of power from
leaders to followers and again need challenging. When reviewing dictators
and despots, it is important not to universalize their leadership traits and
personalities any more than we can for ‘good leaders’. Each situation is
local and specific, containing multiple causations and influences. There is a
scale of ‘bad leaders’, from murderous dictators to the ‘bully leader’ at
work. Followers don’t blindly and passively follow bad leaders, they also
produce and uphold them (not always consciously). Some reflect this by
saying we get the leaders we deserve, and we also get the leaders we desire
(albeit often unconsciously). Followers of despots acquiesce for many
conflicting reasons; some from fear and coercion, some for self-interest,
some for ideological belief. Kellerman (2004: 24-5) divided the Nazi
followership into three groups, whilst acknowledging that this might be
over-simplifying, to give a flavour of diverse responses to despotic
leadership:

» By-standers — who went along with Hitler for reasons of self-interest,
who felt cohesion as being part of a national group.

» Evil-doers — such as the SS, some of whom had sadistic personalities or
believed that they were dealing with vermin.



» Acolytes — fervent believers in Hitler’s ideology.
It is shocking how ‘charismatic’ and transformational leadership ideas
continue to be propagated in light of the damage done through charismatic,
despotic leaders. Continuing to promote transformational and charismatic
leaders who create strong, ‘cult-like’ cultures, to which loyal followers
align themselves, is clearly dangerous. Kapuscinski (1984: 149-50) quotes
one of Haile Selassie’s courtiers: ‘Life inside the palace seemed strange, as
if existing only of itself for itself.” This statement could probably apply to
financiers working in Wall Street before the collapse, who were living in
cultures created by financial leaders who were in denial of the external
reality. Kellerman (2004) cites Machiavelli, who warns ‘if we choose
freedom we choose it at our peril’, and she argues this means that leadership
is always a tradeoff: ‘less freedom for more security’ (2004: 16). Anarchists
would respond, ‘the only security we have is self-reliance, mutuality,
maximizing autonomy and resisting leadership that tends towards power
imbalances’, and we have witnessed the consequences!
Autonomist Leadership: Anarchists Lead the Way
[ use the term ‘autonomist leadership’ to describe the leadership of
egalitarian-inspired social movements, and more recently it can be found in
organizations that are attempting to rethink it leadership, distributing it
more freely and without the formality of role. Autonomist leadership is
becoming increasingly important in all aspects of organizational and social
life, yet is very under-researched and theorized. This new leadership
approach draws upon a century of anarchist and libertarian thinking, and an
even longer heritage, as shown by the Quaker case study in Box 10.

Autonomist leadership is informed by anarchist thinking. Anarchists wish
to remove all authoritarian forms of social organization and replace them
with non-hierarchical and non-authoritarian forms, which challenges the
classical idea of leadership. The anarchist cry of ‘No God, No Master’ sums
up their disdain for authoritarian leadership; however anarchist theorists
provide interesting and polemic ideas that paradoxically inform
contemporary society about leadership. Many anarchists claim to ‘reject all
leadership’ yet what they actually reject is domination and subjugation to
the authority of another, as the anarchist Mikhail Bakunin explained in the
mid-nineteenth century:

At the moment of action, in the midst of the struggle, there is a natural

division of roles according to the aptitude of each, assessed and judged




by the collective whole: some direct and command, others execute
orders. But no function must be allowed to petrify or become fixed and
it will not remain irrevocably attached to any one person. Hierarchical
order and promotion do not exist, so the commander of yesterday can
become a subordinate tomorrow. No one rises above others, or if he
does rise, it is only to fall back a moment later, like the waves of the
sea forever returning to the salutary level of equality. (Joll, 1979: 92)
For anarchists and others from autonomist, libertarian and other new social
movements leadership exists but not in its classic form. It is a fluid entity,
functioning not as positional power, and not with authority over others.
Bakunin’s description reflects what I call ‘autonomist leadership’, a form of
leadership imbued with mutuality and autonomist principles.
Box 9 Classical vs Autonomist Leadership
The formula below differentiates classical and autonomist leadership:
Classical leadership = Person + Position + Authority
Autonomist leadership = Spontaneity + Autonomy + Mutuality
Classical leadership focuses on a person called a leader, who inhabits a
position (role) that gives them power (and resources) to exert authority
to lead others.
Autonomist leadership has three principles:
1 Spontaneous leadership: Leadership arises spontaneously,
emerging when necessary, and falls away when not needed.
Leadership is not fixed or static, it is not the property of one
person, group or role, but is fluid, moving between people.
2 Autonomous leadership: The principle of autonomy applies to
both leaders and followers. Anybody and everybody can take up
leadership, there is no ranking or hierarchy, it is freely available to
all. Neither leader or follower are coerced into their role, all act
with autonomy.
3 Mutuality: Leadership is enacted with mutual consent and for the
mutual benefit of the group. Followers will choose to follow a
leader when it is in the best interests of all.
To cite Bakunin again:
I receive and I give — such is human life. Each directs and is directed
in his turn. Therefore there is no fixed and constant authority, but a
continual exchange of mutual, temporary, and, above all, voluntary
authority and subordination. (Bakunin, 1871)



A spontaneous leader carries transitional authority arising from their
expertise or capability; it must be voluntarily sanctioned and for the benefit
of the group. Leadership resides with one person or a group, only for as
long as is necessary and useful. All participate as potential leaders and
followers, all work for a common aim and for the mutual good of all. When
autonomist leadership works well, it does not preclude the tensions of
leadership, i.e. human dynamics such as envy and rivalry or power issues,
but works with them as transparently and openly as possible. It helps to
have a shared desire for mutuality, co-operation and an overriding common
aim.

Autonomist leadership is not a utopian dream, nor it is easy, and it has a
long history, with mixed success. Autonomist leadership happens all of the
time: we self-manage, self-organize and self-regulate most social and work
situations (even when explicit management and leadership exist).
Autonomist leadership can be informal and formal, and it works best when
it is explicitly named and thought through. One of the challenges for
autonomist leadership is how it gets mixed up with leaderless ideas, and the
shadow side of social dynamics that arises because of this.

In Box 10 I outline two examples of autonomist leadership.

Box 10 Autonomist Leadership: Case Studies

The Quakers

The Quakers emerged during the English civil war from aspirational

groups such as the Seekers, Levellers and Ranters, in a climate of

millenarian hope that the ‘world would be turned upside down’ and a

new kingdom was about to arrive. The Quakers attempted to live as if

the new kingdom had come, being a pacifist and radically egalitarian
community. The Quakers discovered an experiential spirituality; they
read the scriptures as words of liberation and experienced direct
mystical spirituality that freed both men and women alike. In the
1650s Quaker women were able to preach the gospel the same as men,

a scandalous thought at the time (even for some churches today!).

They preached that no professional preacher was necessary, that God

himself would teach his people, without a mediating priest, and they

would rid themselves of legalistic and ritualistic forms of religion.

Furthermore, they believed in a universal deity, ‘that of God in

everyone’, meaning that anyone could experience the ‘seed of God’

within them, whether Christian, Turk or American Indian; this too was



radical theology overthrowing the Calvinistic belief that only a chosen
few would be saved as ‘the elect’, and that the written word, the
scriptures, were the true Christian path to God. The Quakers were
accused of wanting to ban the priesthood, but they claimed to do the
opposite and wanted abolition of the laity, creating a ‘priesthood of all
believers’ (Quaker Faith and Practice, 1995: 11.01, see BYM, 1996).

Today the Quakers still operate with the same organizational form
and basic principles as they did 350 years ago.

The Quakers provide a 350-year case study of a successful
organization that is participative, and whilst they are not strictly
leaderless (they have elders and clerks of meetings in temporary
roles), they do not elect leaders through voting, and all decision-
making is made through a mutual process of spiritual-consensus. At
Quaker worship meetings people sit in silence, and anyone is free to
minister or speak. The elders’ role is to close to the meeting on time
with a handshake. At Quaker business meetings all are free to speak,
and the aim is to reach a spiritual consensus. At their annual meeting
all members are invited and in Britain up to 1,000 can be present,
discussing and praying that they will be ‘led’ to the right decision.
Interestingly, whilst this process can feel slow and frustrating, it has
led to radical actions. The Quakers are social reformers, leading
change in slavery, prison reform, urban housing and the working
conditions of the poor, and mental health provision, and most recently
they were the first UK church to accept gay marriage.

Paradoxically their religious ‘business methods’, kinship networks,
adherence to hard work, honesty and simple-living, plus their
persecution that banned them from education and professions, led
them to great success in business. Starting small they became great
industrialists, forming companies such as Barclays bank, the
chocolate-makers Cadbury and Rowntree’s, and Clark’s shoes (see
Walvin, 1997).

The Quakers enact the principles of autonomist leadership, in that
there are no fixed leadership roles in ministry, and anyone can
speak/minister at Quaker meetings. Ministry leadership is temporary
and spontaneous. They aim to uphold each other in roles (mutuality)
and their purpose is to benefit and improve all society.



Other leadership roles such as elders (supportive roles) and clerks of
business meetings (facilitating roles) are temporary, and those who
have role are elected through a collective yet autonomist process of
mutual consent (without voting). For further reading see Moore, 2000,
and Dandelion, 2008.

Autonomist work groups

The second example derives from a comparative study of work
organization made by the Tavistock Institute in the late 1950s, and
reported in E. L. Trist’s Organisational Choice, and P. Herbst’s
Autonomous Group Functioning.

They reported on the composite work group in coal mining,
describing how the group takes over complete responsibility for the
total cycle of operations involved in mining the coal-face. No member
of the group has a fixed work role. Instead, the men deploy
themselves, depending on the requirements of the on-going group task.
Within the limits of technological and safety requirements they are
free to evolve their own way of organizing and carrying out their task.
They are not subject to any external authority in this respect, nor is
there within the group itself any member who takes over a formal
directive leadership function (cited in Ward, 1966).

Composite or autonomist work groups challenged the traditional
form of controller leadership and organizing work through rewarding
individuals for individual productivity (piece rates) and utilizing
controller leaders to supervize and monitor work. This famous case
study, cited in business schools, revealed that productivity increased
when teams worked in cohesion rather than competing individually
with each other, and the removal of supervision allowed adaptivity and
creativity to achieve the task more efficiently. Motivation is also
increased through encouraging autonomist teamwork.

Cole (1989) writes that these Tavistock methods were adopted
particularly in Scandinavia in the 1970s, led by the charismatic and
visionary Norwegian scholar Einar Thorsrud (Thorsrud and Emery,
1969).

In the early days of the movement, Thorsrud was known in Sweden
as ‘the foreman killer’. We can see this challenge in the ‘psychosocial
job design criteria’ laid down by Thorsrud and his collaborators in the
early 1960s (which assume that acceptable levels of income and job



security have already been achieved). These criteria were expressed
somewhat differently from publication to publication, but they
typically included the following:
1 Freedom on the part of workers to make decisions about how to do
their work.
2 A meaningful set of tasks, offering some variety and some free
space to develop the job over time.
3 Opportunities for learning on the job and to continue learning on
the basis of feedback of results and future needs.
4  Freedom to give and receive help on the job and to establish
mutual respect between people at work.
5 Recognition and social respect outside the workplace for doing a
useful job.
6 Some form of desirable future at work, not only in the form of
promotion.
(Cole, 1989: 90-1)
Freedom on the part of workers to make decisions about how to do
their work sets the tone for an approach to work design that is
diametrically opposed to the control system of traditional bureaucracy.
Volvo were one of the companies to utilize these methods that
encouraged autonomist leadership (albeit not in a purist way, as
company leadership existed as well).
The pursuit of autonomist leadership in workplaces was founded on the
vision of a more democratic society, however the tensions between
democratizing the workplace and extracting more labour from workers led
to the demise of this movement in the 1980s. Yet new forms of autonomist
leadership have arisen at the turn of the century. No longer focusing on
autonomist teams and small group functioning, autonomist leadership now
emerges within the Eco-leadership discourse (Chapter 12), where
production and organizational forms change, and leadership occurs in
networks rather than teams.
New Social Movements: Leadership for Postmodern Times
Rapid social, environmental and technical changes are taking place that are
transforming the very co-ordinates of how we organize and what kind of
leadership is needed in the 21st century. Post-industrialism, the knowledge
economy, globalization, environmental change, the hi-tech revolution and
network society, digital labour, cognitive labour and the nomadic and




virtual worker, all reference a new zeitgeist that demands new leadership
and new organizational forms.

The Eco-leadership discourse describes these changes in detail, but in
this chapter I want to stay with dissent against classical leadership and
reference the new social movements who are the ‘new dissenters’, and who
offer and strive for new forms of autonomist leadership.

The New Dissenters

New social movements (NSMs), such as the environmental and anti-
capitalist movement, are challenging the status quo, and at the same time
have sought new ways of organizing and leading their own movements.
Their belief is that we must ‘become the change we desire’, which has
meant that they enact the egalitarian social ideas they profess. Alongside
activist groups in the West, the Arab Spring revolutions also occurred
through new forms of organizing. Traditional resistances had been
eliminated or contained, such as leftist political groups, trade unions or
Muslim brotherhood activities, yet unregulated autonomist leadership
sprang up in spontaneous waves; triggered by events in one country, the
uprisings spread with a speed that has led to the fall of regimes in Egypt,
Tunisia and Libya, and struggles occurring elsewhere. The success of these
new social movements comes paradoxically through organizing without
formal leadership, but utilizing new technologies to create networks, hubs
and collaborations, that enable a rapid response and maximize participation.

The leadership literature has by and large overlooked the influence of
NSMs, many of which organize in forms that global corporations would be
delighted to emulate. For example, many of the anti-capitalist and anti-
global movements organize with a committed and loyal ‘membership’, are
extremely flexible, fluid and responsive, are very entrepreneurial, and act
through autonomous organizing principles. Large corporations, internet and
creative industries, and small IT companies, have been attempting to mirror
these structures and flatten hierarchies, disperse leadership, and create
network and matrix structures with self-managed teams that can respond
rapidly at local levels with committed and loyal employees.

To reimagine leadership it is useful to go beyond the mainstream
leadership literature and briefly review new social movements, to open up
our potential for learning from difference.

Networked Autonomist Leadership



New social movement theorists offer a very rich source of insights that are
applicable to new attempts to create collectivist forms of organization
elsewhere. New social movements are wide-ranging, from feminist to
environmental to anti-capitalist movements, and they represent new forms
of collective action (Castells, 1997; Della Porta, 1999; Giddens, 1991;
Melucci, 1989), attempting to create non-hierarchical
movements/organizations. They differ from the traditional workers
movements in organizational form as they do not organize within rigid
structures, and unlike Marxist inspired movements that herald leadership,
and formal organizational discipline as a key aim (i.e. organizing the
masses with leaders and vanguard parties), NSMs regard this as elitist and
counter-productive.

Traditional social movements aim to mobilize others to win control of
material resources and political power. NSMs reflect postmodernity’s
concerns, and organize informally to gain influence over truth production,
identity and culture. Their organizing principles reflect technological
changes, they utilize technological networks and organize in networks; they
work in virtual spaces, and organize virtually, often with seemingly no
tangible spokesperson, figurehead or leader.

There are sharp differences between NSMs and organizations such as
corporations, but also growing areas of cross-over: for example, in
corporations their move away from hierarchy and towards dispersed
leadership, self-managed teams, normative control, matrix structures,
understanding complex systems that operate without clear structures,
addressing global flows, and using social networking technology, suggests
much can be learnt from the NSM research carried out by sociologists,
anthropologists and ethnologists. NSMs arise as communities of resistance
to what they perceive to be a threat (Castells, 1997; Etzioni, 1993; Melucci,
1989). The sociologist Alberto Melucci’s work on NSMs says that moving
beyond grand narrative and single order systems of explanation opens up
possibilities to move from reductionist theories to those that attempt to
account for complexity.

The Movement Is the Message

Marshall McLuhan famously claimed the ‘medium is the message’ and that
‘all media work us over completely’ (McLuhan and Fiore, 1967). He was
indicating the growing power of communication and media in our lives,
claiming that meaning was no longer communicated simply through the



content of what was said, but more importantly through how (i.e the

medium) it was communicated. Melucci (1989: 206) claims that new social

movements operate in this way too, as a ‘message’ or a ‘sign’ to society:

From their particular context, movements send signals, which
illuminate hidden controversies about the appropriate form of
fundamental social relations within complex societies. (Melucci, 1989:
206)

Participation within movements is considered a goal in itself. Actors
practice in the present the future social changes they seek. (Melucci,
1989: 5-6)

Melucci describes how ‘the message’ operates for new social movements:

Melucci (1989) proposes that new social movements have three forms of

The very forms of the movements their patterns of interpersonal
relationships and decision-making mechanisms operate as a ‘sign’ or
‘message’ for the rest of society. E.g. the women’s movement for
instance, not only raises important questions about equality and rights.
They also, at the same time, deliberately signal to the rest of society
the importance of recognizing differences within complex societies.
(Melucci, 1989: 5-6)

symbolic challenge:

Prophecy: the act of announcing, based on personal experiences, that
alternative frameworks of meaning are possible.

Paradox: the reversal of dominant codes by their exaggeration.
Representation: the movement plays back to society itself, revealing
contradictions and irrationality.

NSMs can be understood if they are observed through two lenses:

1
2

Explicit aims: The stated political and social goals of the movement.
The signifying message: How the movement presents ‘signs and
messages’ for society at large. The forms they take represent the
message: how they organize their communities and their collective
actions, specifically the conflicts they choose to contest, reveals the
tensions and hidden power structures within society.

If we apply this to organizations, similarities apply. Companies state their
explicit aims — ‘to be the best computer company in the world’ — yet their
signifying message comes through their enticing products, slick company
offices, brand advertising, and their manufacturing of stories about the
company and their heroic leader’s journey. This signifies something else:



‘identify with our company, brand and leader; and you will be a smart, cool
and happier person’. Apple have been masters at working this signifying
message, and it has made them the world’s richest company in 2012.

New social movements can help us unravel the knots we have tied
ourselves in over leadership. Organizations can learn about working in the
symbolic domain ethically and creatively. Their task is to create
organizational forms that will carry a message to society, providing
products and services that are not just ethical in a material sense, but also
ensure their form and their medium evoke ethics, sustainability and
community building etc. Many companies who do this in-authentically to
mislead, overstate their environmental and social concern, but are at risk of
an increasingly discerning and concerned public and consumer base, i.e. the
consumer social movements and activists that can bring them to their knees
very quickly. Those companies who work in the symbolic realm
authentically and become networked organizations, leaning towards
autonomist leadership, will be the leading companies of tomorrow.

New Eco-leaders can learn from new social movements in (a) how they
organize in non-traditional, democratic and networked ways; in (b) how
they operate in the symbolic realm; and in (c¢) how authentic beliefs in an
ethical cause can engage and provide meaning in ways that simply striving
for profit cannot.

Conclusion: Networked Autonomist L.eadership

Dissenting voices challenge classical leadership, yet leadership, it seems,
doesn’t disappear but changes, from formal to informal, from individual to
collective, from static to fluid, from classical to autonomist. Dissenting
voices challenge us to question how leadership influence is attained, and
examine power and authority relations. Yet removing formal or classical
leadership doesn’t remove power and authority. The most democratic
leadership (or leaderless) approaches can hide power relations that entrap
employees and followers through hidden social influences. The literature on
adaptive, systemic, informal and democratic leadership often neglects to
undertake a deep analysis of power and authority, leaving gaps that hinder
progress in this direction.

When first writing this chapter the intention was to give voice to
dissenters, highlighting the negative aspects of leadership. Yet the research
revealed that, paradoxically, dissenting voices point the way to tomorrow’s
leadership. Leadership from the edge is an aspect of Eco-leadership




described later in the book, and dissenters from the past anarchist traditions
and contemporary new social movements offer us new forms of ‘leadership
from the edge’. These new visions and attempts at networked and
autonomist leadership are emergent and part of the Eco-leadership
discourse. There is also a tension between organizations and particular
corporations, who draw upon networked and autonomist approaches only to
maximize productivity and profit. To successfully allow autonomist
leadership to flourish, is to work towards the three autonomist principles:
spontaneity, autonomy and mutuality. Without doing this, duplicity of
purpose will undo a company in the end.
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Reflection Points

» Leaderless groups are never leaderless; diverse forms of leadership
always exist.

» Leadership is much more complex than position, power and personal
charisma.

» Understanding the diversity of authority and power is key to
understanding the diversity of leadership.

* Autonomist leadership reveals how leadership can be spontaneous and
mutual, undoing the idea that it is fixed and hierarchical.

» Reflect on your organization and try to identify leadership that goes
unnoticed.

Sample Assignment Question

Define classical and autonomist leadership, and give an example of each,

reflecting on the strengths and weaknesses of both forms.

1 T am told this quote comes from the Talmud.
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Introduction
One of the challenges in dealing with diversity in the workplace is that
because it is complex and emotionally charged, it is often addressed in a
simplistic and idealistic way. This chapter will attempt to highlight key
issues connected with leadership, raising a few of the important questions,
rather than seek comprehensive answers to the questions raised by diversity.
Leaders are becoming more aware of both the ‘business case’ of addressing
diversity, and the moral case; yet there is still much to do. The business case
grows stronger in a global and increasingly competitive environment. It can
be summarized thus: true meritocracy is a means to competitive edge,
excluding people for irrelevant reasons because they are different prevents
us from being the best we can be, and monocultures limit creativity, which
is a by-product of diversity.

Addressing leadership and diversity raises two questions. How can
leaders improve their organization’s capacity to:
1 embrace diversity?
2 recognize the challenges facing marginalized and diverse groups to take

up leadership roles?

The first question raises issues of education, understanding the challenges,
the power relations and the unconscious dynamics that, in spite of goodwill,
still make embracing diversity challenging. The second question emanates
from the first, but carries with it specific issues about leadership. For
example there has been a lot of progress in gender equality in many areas in
the workplace, yet in boardrooms women still are very marginalized.
Locating Ourselves, to Recognize the Other
To address diversity is to acknowledge difference. To acknowledge
difference we have to firstly recognize and locate ourselves. We all carry
personal, social and historical culture/baggage within us, and however ‘PC’
(politically correct) we are, however progressive or liberal, we all belong to
social groups, which exclude others, and we all make value judgements on
a daily basis, often at unconscious levels. Some differences are easily
recognized — gender and ethnicity — yet even here we can be tripped up,
making assumptions about another, when less obvious differences also
exist. To address difference we must first ‘decriminalize bias’!, not trying to
eliminate difference but to recognize we are all different and we all carry
biases within our cultures and ourselves. Biases do not just belong to ‘evil
racists’, and bias itself is not the problem. When bias gets used to oppress,




to marginalize, it becomes a problem. Becoming more conscious of our
unconscious, personal assumptions and biases is important if we are to
become more aware of others’ experience. Our social and cultural bias is
more difficult to see as it becomes ‘normative’. A gay friend of mine in the
USA told me how he watched the first gay marriage ceremony on television
(which he had long supported), and he described how he was shocked by
his own homophobic response: “Two men in tuxedos kissing at the town
hall ... it just didn’t seem right’. Even when we are part of an activist group
that is discriminated against, even when we are aware and supportive of the
issues, social norms instilled in us since childhood still inhabit our lives,
thoughts and our bodies. We carry around our histories, social class,
ethnicity, physical ability/disability, gender, sexuality, and religious beliefs,
and we notice difference in others.

Anybody in a leadership position needs to realize that they and their team
will be working from a set of assumptions and biases based on personal and
group experience and social location. This includes one’s physical ability,
ethnicity, nationality, religion, age, faith, sexuality and class that are
inscribed with social meanings. These meanings are enacted by us, and by
others who encounter us. Our assumptions from a dominant group gel into
our culture and behaviours and become taken-for-granted ‘norms’. Butler
(2004: 41) points out that norms can be explicit but are usually implicit,
‘this is just how things are’, and those that deviate from this are made to
feel wrong, excluded and imbued with a sense of failure.

Difference, Leadership and Projection

It is not possible to be a leader or follower and work openly with difference
unless we can first locate ourselves. Unless we are self-aware, knowing
what we are carrying with us and have an awareness of what others may see
in us, we will always be ‘reactionary’. An emotionally charged reaction to
the difference we see in others, and to their reactions to us, results in
unconscious discrimination and exclusion taking place. When undertaking
diversity training I always begin with an exercise where participants ‘locate
themselves’, identifying their own place and locating myself as an example.

[ write as a white, heterosexual, English male. I carry with me the history,
social and cultural meanings, stereotypes, power and privileges and
disadvantages, associated with this position. I attended a ‘working-class’
school that offered a very poor education. I dropped out of school and
didn’t get to university. I accessed higher education in my thirties. This



experience gives me a heightened awareness and sensitivity towards issues
of class, the elitism of education, and a less personal experience of issues
such as disability. When working as Director of Coaching at Lancaster
University Management School, taking on a role and the title ‘Dr Simon
Western’, I had a heightened awareness of the powerful unconscious
projections I received. These projections towards an ‘academic’ clashed
with the internalized sense of an ‘uneducated’ self I had grown up with.

These projections arise because of what I represent to others, in my body,

personality and university role. Depending on others’ personal emotional
and developmental histories and social location, will depend on how they
respond to me. This is a two-way process, a dynamic that is both conscious
and unconscious. I have observed that these projections are triggered
through five key sources (see Box 11), which I believe are also applicable
to leaders working in other contexts.

Box 11 Leadership and Projection

Sources that stimulate projective responses in leaders

1 The Institution and Context: In my case this is the University,
which carries with it the history of academia and elite knowledge,
which I represent in the ‘here and now’ when standing in front of a
lecture theatre. Each leader will have a specific context that
‘speaks through them’.

2 ‘Embodied and Cultural Self’: For example, my whiteness, my
sexuality, being British, my accent denoting class and region, my
maleness, age, ‘able-body’; each individual carries in their
embodied self a cultural self that stimulates reactions in others.

3 Personality: Personality traits, ‘charisma’, quietness, calmness,
intellectual capability, elements that make us distinctive. Each
personality will trigger some people’s feelings in powerful ways,
positive and negative, and in others they will have a bland
reaction.

4 Expertise: I teach Coaching at Master’s level, drawing on my
psychoanalytic and systemic background. Coaching and therapy
can carry the mystique of the ‘shrink’ or of a secular priesthood,
and with it the fear/curiosity of being able to read the hidden
unconscious, or people will expect me to be a caring, holding
figure for them. The expertise signifies meanings: a physics or



maths lecturer will stimulate different reactions, an engineer or
nurse different reactions again.

5 Role Power: As Course Director I have the power and authority to
assess students, and position power and influence in the lecture
theatre: my voice may be given more weight than others. Leaders
must recognize power relations if they are to overcome bias
discussions or worse, ‘silent organizations’, i.e. organizations with
employees who speak but in public say nothing of importance or
do not voice their dissent.

Leaders and followers should reflect on these five areas when in role at
work, to begin to understand what they carry with them, how they use it,
what biases they have, and how others react to them.

People respond to me differently, depending on their own social and
historical location. In my case, mature executives with little academic
experience can be daunted by ‘the University’. This can be very displacing,
moving from an important role, to a role where you feel like you know very
little, and you do not understand the language, the academic writing rules,
and the higher educational systems such as the library. They can respond by
becoming infantilized very quickly. In a teaching context this is sometimes
projected onto me, sometimes as anger, when they feel impotent, or they
can become very dependent and needy towards me, and I can feel like a
‘nursing mother’ or ‘all-knowing Guru’. Other students I supervise, from
China and Korea, often come to me with great deference. Their approach is
clearly not about me personally, but about me in a role and their cultural
normative response to the student/professor relationship. My subject
expertise impacts on others, and this links to my personal teaching style. I
work differently to many professors, drawing on my experience as a
psychotherapist; I deal with emotions and the unconscious in the classroom.
I am also aware of the classic ‘patient/analyst’ relationship as one of
dependency and how easy/dangerous it is to enjoy projections of
idealization. Having some awareness of my own social location gives me
more room to mediate on how I deal with different individuals. I do not take
their anxiety and projections personally and can distance myself from them,
protecting myself from the feelings of omnipotence or from being paralysed
by negative projections. Being able to reflect on the biases and projections
with my students is an important learning experience, and we explore
diversity in way that makes it part of the whole rather than an add-on at the



end of the course. I ask students to observe their own responses and we
agree on a learning contract: ‘this classroom is a learning laboratory, all
experience is data for learning ... including your feelings ... be aware of
your responses to each other and to me.” For leaders this ability to
understand projections and the idea of social location is very important
when dealing with difference.

A fundamental principle that applies to leaders is that too much
followership dependency undermines critical and innovative thinking, and
creates a climate that eradicates dissent, or even the exploration of
difference. It may feel good to a leader to have a dependent followership,
but it is not a healthy or sustainable dynamic. Without critical thinking,
awareness of role, social location, the issues of power, patriarchy and
diversity will never be addressed.

Space Invaders

Nirmal Puwar’s book Space Invaders: Race, Gender and Bodies Out of
Place (2004) eloquently describes this process that marks establishment
spaces, and excludes those bodies that are not part of this space. We
particularly notice ‘otherness’ when difference transgresses normal spaces.
My own experience alerts me to this as I have transgressed normative
gender boundaries, working as a nurse at a time when it was a 95% female
profession, and as a home-parent walking into mother and toddler groups in
the early 1980s as the sole male figure. My experience of this was that I
was not treated as ‘me’ the subject, but as an ‘object’ either to be feared — a
threat of contamination to the homogeneous group (asked to leave some
nursing lectures on gynaecology, not being allowed to work on female
wards) — or in the mother and toddler group to be treated as an exotic
sexualized object to be flirted with, or an object of pity to be ‘mothered’.
Puwar cites Winston Churchill’s reaction to Nancy Astor, the first woman
MP to enter the House of Parliament:

I find a woman’s intrusion into the House of Commons as

embarrassing as if she burst into my bathroom when I had nothing

with which to defend myself, not even a sponge. (Winston Churchill

cited in Vallance, Women in the House, 1979; in Puwar, 2004: 13)

Frantz Fanon in Black Skin, White Masks writes about arriving in France in
1950, from Martinique, a French colony, and describes his experience of
transgressing boundaries and the effect of the ‘gaze’ of the other:




The movements, the attitudes, the glances of the other fixed me there,
in the sense that a chemical solution is fixed by a dye ... sealed into
that crushing objecthood the look imprisoned me.’
He relates this experience to a ‘Historic-racial schema ... a racial epidermal
schema’. He was assigned ethnic characteristics, through which, he says:

I was battered down by tom toms, cannibalism, intellectual deficiency,

festishism, racial defects, slave-ships ... I was told to stay within

bounds, to go back to where I belonged ... dissected under white eyes,

the only real eyes, I am fixed. (Fanon, 1970: 109-16, in Puwar, 2004:

39)

Fanon’s accounts are visceral and insightful from the perspective of how
people react to ‘otherness’ and how this becomes internalized. One of the
most important issues when dealing with leadership and diversity is to look
at the spaces in the workplace. Who inhabits which spaces? Who is
excluded and what happens if the space is transgressed? What happens
when a woman walks into a boardroom full of men? What happens when a
black person enters an all-white establishment? Does the ‘other’ have to be
assimilated? Do they have to learn to be like the majority group, women
executives proving their maleness, or black executives their whiteness? Is
there a negotiation and co-existence tacitly agreed whereby the ‘other’
conforms to the norm whilst becoming the ‘exotic other’ and performing
‘otherness’ for the majority? (See Said, 1973.)

Diversity is truly complex, and even those of us committed to equal
opportunities, to working with difference, even those in minority groups
striving for equality, get tripped up in dynamics that reproduce normative
behaviours. Being politically correct can also propagate hidden
discrimination. Leaders should reflect deeply about what happens in their
workplace, what language is used, how they and their teams react to
difference, when a ‘strange body’ enters their work space.

Puwar finds that in Britain our colonial past stays with us like sediment:

Black bodies are represented as coming from uncivilised spaces,

wildernesses where people are savages and need taming ... whites are

associated with spirit and mind, representing the flight from the body.

(Puwar, 2004: 21)

Whilst ground has been made on these issues, unconscious gender, sexual,
disability and racial stereotyping is still very much with us.
Whiteness



Whiteness is a term that aims to make white people visible to themselves as
a racialized category (Andermahr et al., 2000). White people have viewed
themselves as racially neutral, which it has been claimed gives them power.
Invisibility is, as noted by Burgin, a general instrument of power:
White however has the strange property of directing our attention to
color while in the very same moment it exnominates itself as a ‘color,’

for we know very well that this means ‘not white.” ... To speak of the
color of skin is to speak of a body. (Burgin, 1996: 130-1, in Puwar,
2004: 58)

This is important for critical leadership especially when dealing with a
corporate European-American ‘Axis of Maleness and Whiteness’ (or as
some feminists put it ‘pale, male and stale’). Power and patriarchy are still
intimately linked, and whiteness is still regarded as neutral and normative,
especially in corporations, although some progress has taken place in the
public sector in the UK. The task for those in leadership is to recognize this
state of affairs and address it with urgency. When locating ourselves, the
concept of whiteness can help bring ‘normative’ European-American
behaviours and assumptions into focus.
Diversity Education
Marginalized minorities face discrimination in subtle and indirect ways,
Treacher discusses the difficulty of addressing difference because it is
‘subtle and yet pervasive’. She refers to:
a series of mantras being repeated ... it is not that I think these are
inadequate or wrong but that they operate as shutters against thought,
feeling and recognition of how we are all implicated in fantasies of self
and other. (Treacher, 2000: 12)
The only possible way to address diversity is from a perspective that begins
with ourselves, recognizing our individual and collective social location and
historical-cultural position. Unless leaders can do this, then they address
these difficult issues with huge blind-spots triggered by their defence
mechanisms. Yet many diversity education settings provoke defences rather
than build trust. Discussing diversity is problematic, as it inevitably
threatens one’s identity. When discussed in leadership circles dominated by
white men, diversity also asks uncomfortable questions about privilege and
power. My experience of workplace diversity and equality workshops is
that they often raise anxieties and create defensive responses amongst the
participants who are most in need of change if a culture change is to occur.



These defences are displayed as either passive-aggressive responses or total
compliance. Silent resistance occurs that emerges as vocal resistance in
small groups over coffee after the event, or aggressive-defensive
behaviours, such as ‘we are all individuals here and nobody is treated
differently’ or ‘are you calling me a racist?’. Building trust in order to have
more transparent conversations is the only possible way to make progress.
As every good psychoanalyst knows, pushing at resistance only creates
more resistance. When discussing diversity issues it is vitally important not
to lose the ability to think or to speak. Diversity policies have made
language central to their attempts to change behaviour; however this has a
double edge. It does help to improve negative images of racial and gender
stereotypes but it also has other consequences. Andrew Cooper points out,
‘one of the unintended consequences of Political Correctness is that it has
bred a generation of stutterers’ (Cooper, 1996: 2). People become afraid to
speak, for fear of saying the wrong thing, and being accused of being racist
or sexist. It is almost impossible to be ‘politically correct’ because there is
no ‘correct’, and for those outside the diversity discourse the nuances and
changing terms and acronyms used to describe diversity are very
challenging. For example, what does LGBT mean and whom do I apply it
to? Should I say gay or homosexual when addressing this issue? Should I
use black, person of colour, brown, mixed-race, African-American, Asian,
Indian-British? What is accepted in some countries, regions and contexts is
wrong in others, and finding a common language becomes increasingly
difficult. Those outside of the latest agreed terms of reference find
themselves stuttering or silenced. Engaging people to change from all sides
of the diversity spectrum means building trust, openness and understanding.

I am concerned about this alienation that occurs during °‘equal
opportunity and diversity purges’ in the workplace, which can close down
rather than open up dialogue. Learning the mantras is easy: ‘celebrate
difference’, ‘empower everyone’. Yet if real change is to occur, leadership
is required to bring the discussions and debates back to practice, and to
tolerate mistakes, slips and misunderstandings in order to surface what is
really happening, the subtle discrimination, and to identify where change is
needed and the process that will achieve this. Diversity is as much about
inclusion as it is exclusion, and this needs to be enacted in diversity
education; creating an elite from those who can command the diversity



language and agenda creates new barriers, and is not underpinned by the
principles of maximizing inclusion.

Using personal experience to locate ‘personal and shared’ ideas of
normative behaviour and defences is the only starting point when dealing
with diversity and difference. Addressing systems and power structures,
normative attitudes, discourses and behaviours that exclude and diminish
minority and marginalized groups is vital to this debate.

Successful future leaders will be those who are able to cope with
diversity and difference, as the globalized world demands it.

The Diversity Business Case: Beware!
Diversity issues are marginalized in management circles and business
schools. When they are dealt with it is too often as an ‘add on’ to placate
the liberal ‘politically correct’ lobby. Kandola and Fullerton (1994) take
another approach, which emphasizes the business case for managing
diversity:
that there are visible and invisible differences, sex, age,
background, race, disability, personality, work-style ... harnessing
these differences will create a productive environment in which
everybody feels valued, where talents are being fully utilized and in
which organizational goals are being met. (Kandola and Fullerton,

1994: 47)

R. Roosevelt Thomas Jr (1991: 16-17), a US diversity consultant, makes
the business case, and argues in more concrete terms that managing
diversity is

not about a moral responsibility to do the right thing ... it is not a civil

rights or humanitarian issue ... it is about maximising employee

effectiveness and retaining competitive advantage when working in a

global economy with an increasingly diverse workforce. (cited in

Fulop and Linstead, 1999: 56)

This utilitarian ‘business case’ for managing diversity in order to improve
efficiency is important as it adds to the argument: for example, in recent
work in an international bank with a patriarchal culture they were slow to
realize the ethical case, but quickly grasped that their competitors were
gaining an advantage by employing women at senior levels, because
without doing so 50% of the talent pool was being missed. Yet the
utilitarian case is also naive and dangerous when separated from ethical and
human concerns. The business case (creativity, the retention and




recruitment of talent, maximizing the potential of the workforce etc.) is
important but it cannot be the only argument. Unless there is a deeper
ethical belief in a diversity agenda it is unlikely to be successful, as
privileged elites will repeat the mantras but not change the structures that
exclude disadvantages and minority groups. What happens when research
shows that the most effective workforce consists of homogeneous groups?
Bond and Pyle (1998) researched workplace diversity in the USA: ‘A
predominant research finding shows that whilst diverse teams can be
creative, they also tend to experience less cohesion and greater turnover
than more homogeneous work groups’ (Bond and Pyle, 1998: 591). Using
Thomas’s rationale, the business case would now argue for diversity in
areas that require creativity, such as design teams, and homogeneous teams
for production. My guess is that it would have a pretty devastating effect on
employee moral if the company divided teams by race, sexuality and
gender, citing efficient working teams as the reason. Martin Parker in Ethics
and Organizations suggests that utilitarianism is in a sense the logic of
organization (Parker, 1998), yet utilitarianism without ethics can have
devastating consequences. This is where a critical leadership is called for:
to challenge value-free policies that ignore ethics in favour of efficiency,
without looking at the whole system ramifications and the human
implications.
Gender and Leadership: The Essentialist Debate
Historically women have struggled for equality; to not be essentially
defined by their biology or the traits that society considers inherently
female or feminine, but to be considered as equals in all regards. Leadership
roles exemplify this challenge as women are still under-represented at the
highest positions of power in politics, business and religious institutions.

Feminism and the struggle for women’s rights has a long history. An
early example comes from the Quaker movement in the 1650s. Margaret
Fell was an important Quaker leader and organizer, and married George
Fox, the founder of Quakerism. Their belief was in equality, that no
hierarchical priests could be appointed, that all could minister the word, and
this meant women as well. Fell wrote a public pamphlet called “Women’s
Speaking Justified’:

Those that speak against the power of the Lord speaking in a woman,

simply by reason of her sex, or because she is a woman, not regarding




the spirit ... such speak against Christ. (Margaret Fell, cited in Trevett,

1995: 57)

Mary Wollstonecraft wrote her Vindication of the Rights of Women in 1792.
It has been a long struggle for gender equality; if this awareness was
available in the 1650s, our progress has been very slow!

Essentialism

Essentialism is the view that the body provides the raw materials from
which cultures craft their own interpretations and elaborations of gendered
identities. Social construction is the view that gendered identities are
formed as a result of cultural and psychosocial processes through which
men and women are socialized into gender-specific constructions of how
males and females are to act, think and feel (Tolman and Diamond, 2002:
37-8).

Lynne Segal in Straight Sex: Rethinking the Politics of Pleasure (1997)
finds that the female body is socially equated with passivity, receptivity, and
penetrability, and the male body with activity, directness, determination,
impenetrability and so forth. Segal says that whilst these representations
may be sexist and seem stupid we cannot ignore them, as they are inscribed
onto us through social discourse, and they become part of the lived
experience (Sullivan, 2003: 128). Contemporary feminist theorists claim
that ‘essentialism’ hinders the progress toward liberation (Butler, 1990;
Rich, 1980). This argument is important in the leadership context as many
perspectives presented on women in business take an essentialist stance. For
example, Professor Lynda Gratton, as head of the Lehman Brothers Centre
for Women in Business, the first research centre dedicated to this issue in
Europe, when interviewed said:

The sort of things women are good at — innovation, getting work done

at the same time as getting on with people — are increasingly valuable

as we move into a world in which flexibility and knowledge-sharing

are a key ... women are good at networking, they just tend to network
with people they like, men tend to network with more powerful people
. if we make organisations more humane, guess what? They suit
women. (Guardian, 3 November 2006)
The problem with these essentializing statements is that they box women
into fixed roles and traits and by implication men also. Essentializing
gender is problematic because it is binary and reductionist — ‘Men are from
Mars, Women are from Venus’ — creating a polarization between genders.



The idea that 50% of a population have the same essential traits is frankly
absurd. Feminists have long argued that fixed women’s identities based on
their reproductive roles, as mothers, nurturers and carers, have trapped them
in social positions of limited freedom and power. It is very problematic then
to claim that in the contemporary world these essentializing characteristics
give women a leadership advantage. This view that women’s natural traits
and strengths, listening, caring, relational, are going to give them an
advantage in the post-heroic leadership world of the 21st century is
supported by Sally Helgeson in her book The Female Advantage (1990) and
Judy B. Rosener in her book America’s Competitive Secret: Women
Managers (1995).

Challenging this essentializing and binary viewpoint, Simone de
Beauvoir’s classic statement that ‘one is not born, but rather becomes a
woman’ (1949/1972: 295) indicates that woman is as much socially
constructed as biologically determined. Clearly biology plays a part in
gender difference, but gender is also socially produced and performed, and
as social attitudes change, perceptions of gender and roles change too.
Judith Butler claims that there is no natural identity and no essence to
gender. Gender is always in the process of becoming, never fixed. It is
through repetitive individual and social performative acts that gender and
identity become normalized (Butler, 1990). Arguing that women make
better modern leaders because of their specific essentializing traits is
therefore reductionist, keeping women in fixed stereotypes they have been
struggling to liberate themselves from, and continuing to reproduce social
norms that are no longer appropriate or fixed. As demonstrated from the
following quote, these essentialist norms are also colour-blind and
culturally situated, offering a hegemonic Westernized view. A woman’s
fixed identity immediately becomes problematic when location, ethnicity,
culture and race are introduced:

In the Indian context, woman has not been so neatly defined: she is

made up of many attributes, ... as both goddess and dangerous power

(shakti), as virtuous wife and dangerous evil, both pure and impure in

her embodiment, to be revered and worshipped but also to be

controlled through direct regulation of her sexuality. (Thapan, 1997: 4)
This deconstruction of gender, sexuality and race fuelled by post-
structuralist theory has created new insights but has also fragmented a
notion of the universal. Thereby when we speak of women, who are we



speaking of if there is no essential gender? How can women fight for
equality and liberation if the concept of woman itself is in flux?

Women are making ground in the corporate world, and the ‘Gap between
salaries of men and women is at a record low’ (Guardian, 27 October
2006). Walby (1997: 64) notes that

massive changes are taking place in women’s employment and

education which are transforming gender relations, for example,

increasing their presence in professional and managerial positions in
national and local government in the UK by 155%, science education
and technology 72%, in literary arts and sports by 54%. (in Fulop and

Linstead, 1999: 52)

Yet a huge gap still exists:

The percentage of women on US corporate boards has been stuck at

around 11-12% over the last decade. Boards must realize ‘not just

what women bring to the table when [on boards] but what is missing
when not,” said Gail Becker. ... Countries including Norway, Spain

and France all have opted for quotas that require women to hold a

certain percentage of corporate boards’ seats (usually 40%) ...

‘No company will remain competitive for long if it ignores half of its

available labor pool,’ states the CED report. (Taylor, 2012)

When researching this chapter it became clear that whilst gender in
leadership has a higher profile in academia and the media, the other
diversity issues are still marginalized. Sexuality, class and race, for
example, rarely figure in management and leadership literature, and leave a
gaping hole in creating more humane and inclusive workplaces:

Whilst the glass ceiling has been cracked quite significantly with

gender, for race the concrete ceiling has just been chipped ever so

slightly. (Puwar, 2004: 7)

Conclusion: ‘Rainbow-Wash’

When coaching, educating and consulting with senior executives, it has
become clear to me that issues regarding empowerment, inclusion and
diversity are integral to all the other issues companies face. Yet whilst
diversity is highly visible in the corporate and public sector agenda, like
those discriminated against, diversity itself gets marginalized from strategic,
cultural and policy changes that would really make a difference. When
companies talk big but do very little about sustainability, activists and
campaigners accuse them of ‘greenwash’. I use the term ‘rainbow-wash’ to




describe and challenge companies when diversity and difference are highly
visible in the company rhetoric, but very little happens. I apply this to
companies that claim to be ‘colourful rainbows’ filled with diversity,
progressive and dynamic, yet in reality are monochrome, bland and
monolithic in their attitudes and culture.

A colleague of mine, working in OD and passionate about diversity
issues, writes of her experience of working in Canary Wharf:

There has been a lot of effort and focus on diversity policies and

metrics in organizations in recent years, but real change is very slow to

come. I feel this is because we have been focused on diversity for the
sake of diversity, and many simply pay lip service or add it on as an
afterthought. We need to look at diversity, not as an end in itself, or as

a separate task where the box needs to be ticked. It should be about

how we do everything else — hiring, decision-making, leadership — it’s

an indicator of as well as a precursor to an effective, engaging and

fully-functioning organization. (Sachdev, 2011)

The links are clear: the ethical case for diversity and inclusion must drive
change or otherwise diversity becomes an afterthought and little changes.
Yet those companies who take diversity seriously will also benefit in
multiple and often unexpected ways, both directly and indirectly. The task
for leaders and organizations is to make inclusion and working with
difference a core part of the company culture. When this happens difference
itself becomes a strength rather than a problem.

Difference is the underpinning dynamic in the diversity debate: can we
tolerate, live with, accept, enjoy ‘the other’? Or are we always retreating to
homogeneous groups, grasping for familiarity and sameness, staying with
those who offer no threat but also little creativity?

In relation to leadership, particular issues arise relating to diversity, such
as which social groups can be tolerated as leaders, and how can structural
changes be made to prevent elite groups dominating the highest leadership
positions in companies?

When working in organizations it is important to address diversity as a
part of the whole; for example, when supporting a company making the
transition from a command and control hierarchy to a more dispersed
leadership, I take the opportunity to ask these questions because in order to
distribute leadership as they claim to desire, they have to address these
issues:



* Who is sitting at the leadership table and who is absent?

* Who can speak and who can’t?

* Whose voices are heard and whose aren’t, and why?

* Whose values and interests are being represented?

»  Which groups are being marginalized and how does this impact on
organizational success?

I coach leaders to observe their meetings, to observe their organization, to

notice what happens in meetings and within themselves, using questions

like these to stimulate awareness of the structural power issues that exist.

They often come back to the next coaching session with some powerful

insights: ‘At the board meeting there were 10 men and 1 woman’; “We had

a meeting and the CEO spoke and the meeting went silent, people listened.

When the HR director [a female] spoke people interrupted, went to the

restroom, got coffee’; “We really try hard to be inclusive in this company,

but we find at the European—Asian summit it is English and German voices

which never shut up. The Asian leaders are much less quick to speak, and

they don’t often get the opportunity.’

These questions open up the normative and structural issues; they go
beyond the content of the meeting and ask the deeper question about power,
norms and representation in the organization. As will be addressed later in
the Eco-leadership chapter, these questions also go beyond the organization,
to the stakeholders, the local community and the ecology and network
associated with the organization. Increasingly the task of leaders is to
realize that it is not only within the company boundaries that these issues
arise, but that they also have to account for supply chains and other
stakeholders. The working conditions in which Chinese employees are
making Apple products matter, both from an ethical perspective and a brand
and business perspective. To deal with difference and diversity is to face
oneself, to question who you are, to accept that otherness is not
straightforward, that it can be tough and challenge our own personal and
social identities. Yet to do so is enriching.

Leadership teams who address diversity issues begin a process that
inevitably evokes creativity across the organization. Conformity is born
from sameness, and it is from the tensions and beauty of diversity and
difference that new thinking and new understandings are born.

Suggested Readings
» Butler, J. (2004) Undoing Gender. New York: Routledge.




« Fanon, F. (1970) Black Skin, White Masks. London: Paladin.

« Puwar, N. (2004) Space Invaders: Race, Gender and Bodies Out of
Place. Oxford: Berg.

Reflection Points

Choose a work meeting or university lecture, and observe and reflect on

diversity and leadership issues. Ask yourself:

*  Who has a voice and who doesn’t?

*  Whose voices are heard, when they speak, and whose aren’t, and why?

»  Whose values and interests are being represented? What vested interests
are being defended?

* Which groups are being marginalized and how does this impact on
organizational success?

» Are some people or groups deferential followers to others ... if so why?

* Does healthy conflict exist, or is the meeting compliant?

Reflect on your own unconscious discriminating tendencies. Think about

your social upbringing: which social groups were you socialized to

discriminate against, however subtly? How does this impact on how you

think about or react to different leaders, e.g. male or female leaders, old or

young leaders, ethnically different leaders, able-bodied or disabled leaders?

Sample Assignment Question

Gender and ethnicity are differences that are easily identifiable when

thinking about diversity. Reflect on an organization you know well and

describe other differences that exist which create hidden discrimination or

tensions but aren’t spoken about? Make some suggestions as to how these

unspoken differences might be addressed, with a particular reference to

leadership and power.

1A term given to me by a colleague, Pooja Sachdev.



6 Leadership and Organizational

Culture

Chapter Structure

* Introduction

*  What Is Organizational Culture?

* Cultural Avatars

* Cultural Contagion

* Conclusion: Start from a New Place

Introduction

Organizational culture is deemed to be the heartbeat of company success,
and organizational culture is believed to be susceptible to leadership
i