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Introduction 
Plans do not execute themselves; people do, and they are called leaders. 

History
Leadership has fascinated scholars going all way back to Thucydides (The Peloponnesian War), Plato (The Republic), Sun Tzu (The Art of War), Plutarch (Lives) and Machiavelli (The Prince). Academic studies of leadership date back to the 1930s, and they often overlap with management studies because they do not distinguish between authority, management, and leadership as will be described below. As a result, the literature on leadership is vast--large enough to fill a small library by itself. The Library of Congress, for instance, has over 450 titles containing the term “leader” or its cognates. Tens of thousands of journal and popular articles about leadership have also been published. Wikipedia lists 230 degree programs on leadership
 just in the U.S. So the topic is too extensive to summarize completely here.

The study of leadership is characterized by eras in which particular research agendas were popular.  After almost a century of study, however, no research agenda has proven to be completely satisfying in providing a complete understanding of leadership.

Era I – Traits 

The first approach was simply to try to distinguish between what characteristics made leaders different from followers (non-leaders).  Leaders were defined as the individuals who were in positions of authority; followers as those not in such positions.  

Numerous lists were developed – intelligence, birth order, socioeconomic status, child-rearing practices, capacity, achievement, responsibility, participation, status.  The list goes on.  In the end, however, the differences between leaders and followers were not strong enough to be sure that there was any real pattern.

Era II – Situation

Researchers then turned to the situations or context that leaders found themselves in.  The purpose was to decide which traits were appropriate for which situations.  Hersey and Blanchard proposed a theory of leadership that depended on two dimensions – the competence and the commitment of the followers. Situations range from low competence and commitment which requires close supervision, though medium levels which requires high levels of support, to high levels allowing large-scale delegation. (Hersey & Blanchard, 1977)
None of those approaches, however, produced strong results.  Researchers were not able to empirically support the traits that were appropriate for the different situations.

Era III – Effectiveness

The third attempt changed the focus from traits to behaviors—not what leaders were, but what they did—to be effective.  Part of that was to distinguish leadership styles.  One of the most common was from Lewin, Lippit and White (1939) -- Autocratic or Authoritative, Participative or Democratic, and Laissez-faire or Free rein leaders.

That line of research also distinguished between two types of behaviors – task-oriented and people-oriented (alternatively called initiating structures vs consideration, instrumental vs expressive needs, and system- vs person-oriented behaviors). The most popular approach was Blake and Mouton (1964) who proposed the Managerial Grid that crossed the concern for production and the concern for people.

Researchers tried to figure which of these two orientations was more effective in general and in specific situations.  In the end, they concluded both were necessary for effective leadership in most situations.
Era IV – Contingency

The next era expanded the focus to the complex interaction of three types of variables – traits, behaviors and situations.  The model gave researchers a lot of room to theorize and conduct research, but again in the end, no one could nail down a fixed relationship between any combination of these variables and leader effectiveness.

Era V – Shared leadership

Researchers in this era moved away from studying the single individual as leader and focused more on the group as effective or not.  One person might be in charge, but many leaders may be necessary for a group to achieve maximum results.

This approach has also gone by the title of the Functional Leadership theory.  Rather than focus on the one person who is the designated leader, it concentrates on the functions that need to be performed for an effective group.  Any number of lists of functions exist, but three common ones are goal direction, group communication and individual motivation.

Robert Greenleaf’s concept of Servant Leadership fits within this era as well.  Greenleaf (1977) contends that the best leaders are those dedicated to making the people in the group successful.  The leader then serves them by providing what they need to accomplish the task.

Era VI – Managers and Leaders
Burns (1978) distinguished two types of leaders -- transactional and transformational leaders.  Bennis (1989)  famously renamed these Managers and Leaders.  Transactional leaders (a.k.a. managers) coordinate people and resources to achieve known goals within an existing mission.  Transformational leaders advocate for new goals and missions in a new environment.  Nanus (1992) then promoted vision as a necessary component of transformational, or now visionary, leadership.

In the end, however, and after a mountain of research, it is still hard to make definitive statements about leadership that have a strong empirical basis.  Many distinctions exist and some patterns were found, but the traits and behaviors effective leaders remain almost as elusive as ever.
And these are just a smattering of the thousands of studies of leadership. And most of them are really more about management and even supervision and not about leadership as promoting transformational change at all. So what’s the point? Is it even worth including a chapter on leadership in a work on foresight and strategic foresight when so much else is written? Yes, because leadership is too important to leave out of a discussion about creating change. Leaders promote discontinuous, disruptive, transformational change. Futurists cannot ignore that. So while futurists may not be experts on leadership, they should at least acknowledge how important the leader is in helping others anticipate and influence the future.

Generalization 
"Leaders enroll people in a campaign to accomplish something of significance." 

The first task then is to define leadership, a task that by itself could take a whole chapter. The origin of the word (lead or leader) rests on a geographic analogy. Leaders physically lead groups from one place to another; they show the way to the new location. Joseph Rost (1991: 38-44) reports that the physical use of the word dates back to the 14th century: 

The verb "to lead" comes from the Old English word leden or loedan, which meant "to make go," "to guide," or "to show the way," and the Latin word ducere, which meant "to draw, drag, pull; to lead, guide, conduct." From all accounts, the words lead, leader, and leading have been used in several European languages with Anglo-Saxon and Latin roots from 1300 to the present.
So leaders show the way—not from one place to another, but from one time to another, or in our terms from one era to another.  Leaders guide their followers across the Gap, the transition from one era to another described in Chapter 2.  All eras are temporary; they all end eventually. Leaders encourage others (enroll them in a campaign) to leave the old era and move into the new era before the world comes in and announces Game Over! By that time, resources are gone; the world is in charge, and no one has much chance to influence the future. A bankruptcy is just such a moment, as is losing a war or an election. The Soviet Union experienced that moment in 1989 when people started streaming out of East Germany and the Berlin Wall came down. Game Over!
Leaders may appear during the crisis to lead people into the new era amidst the wreckage of the old, but by then it is really too late to build much that is positive. The time for leadership is before the end, before the world steps in, while some order and influence remain. But that is also the most difficult time for leaders because few want to believe them. Leaders see the end of the era coming or the chance for a better future. They have foresight and vision, but convincing people of the reality of that vision, be it positive or negative, is challenging. The followers do not see the vision, at least initially. They may even think that the leader is crazy. They are steeped in the old era, and they are relatively comfortable there. They know it’s not perfect, but it’s okay; it’s familiar. They know how to get along there, to cope, and even to be successful. Little in them wants to pick up and move, to leave the comfort of the old era for the promise of the new. The Gap is treacherous and risky; the promise is fleeting, and a positive outcome is anything but guaranteed.

The story of the Exodus is a classic leadership story--the story of the Israelites moving from one place to another, closing one era and opening a new one. But between them and the new era lay the desert, the Gap. Whether it was 40 years or not is immaterial. The Sinai desert is no walk in the park for any length of time:

The whole congregation of the Israelites set out from Elim; and Israel came to the wilderness of Sin, which is between Elim and Sinai, on the fifteenth day of the second month after they had departed from the land of Egypt. The whole congregation of the Israelites complained against Moses and Aaron in the wilderness. The Israelites said to them, ‘If only we had died by the hand of the Lord in the land of Egypt, when we sat by the fleshpots and ate our fill of bread; for you have brought us out into this wilderness to kill this whole assembly with hunger.’ (Exodus, 16:1-3)

Does that sound familiar? Even though the Israelites where oppressed by the Egyptians, that era looked pretty good compared to the Gap. The leader’s job, therefore, is to lead people through the Gap and deliver them to the new era. Simple? Yes. Easy? Not at all.

Leader – other uses
The concept that leaders show the way from one era to another is not the most common use of the term today. In fact, it is more common to speak of leaders as those in charge –CEOs, Presidents, Generals, Superintendents, etc.  That more common use is unfortunate because it robs the word of its distinctive transformational meaning and confuses the issue of just who are leaders and who are not.
In order to clear up the confusion, we propose a three-part distinction building on Bennis’ distinction between managers and leaders.  To that we add a third category—authorities.   Authorities are elected or appointed to be in charge of something. Their job is to make decisions that are binding on those in their jurisdiction. They set policies, establish budgets, hire, fire, and give orders. When the boss decides, that’s it. Some may not like the decision, but that doesn’t make any difference. Anyone subject to their authority has to abide by it or leave. So authorities are essentially decision-makers. And, what is more, they don’t even have to be good decision-makers. Anyone in their position is expected to make binding decisions that others must obey.

Some authorities are also managers, but they do not have to be. Managers organize and coordinate the activities of an organization; they “make the trains run on time.” Their job is to achieve goals within the existing system, goals that have been achieved before, goals that people know how to achieve. They may create change, but their change is incremental, within the system, more continuous improvement than transformational change. Creating incremental change is important, even necessary, if a system is to improve and continue to function in a changed world.  So Managers create change in the system; leaders create change of the system. Managers may be authorities, and many are, but they do not have to be. Police dispatchers and executive secretaries, for instance, are managers although they may have little or no authority. Managers may also be transformational leaders, but again, most are not.

So three different functions within an organization are involved in creating change 
· Authorities create (or prevent) change by making binding decisions 

· Managers create change by improving the operation of the existing system

· Leaders create change by transforming the system into something else, thereby opening up a new era

One person might be good at all three functions, such as an authority who is a good manager and who also promotes transformational change. Noted business leaders, like Jack Welch (GE) or Lou Gerstner (IBM), might be good examples. More often, however, authorities might just be good managers because that is how they were promoted into positions of authority, literally by doing well within the existing system. Conversely, transformational leaders often come from the outside, either from the margins of the existing system or from outside the system entirely. They are more often visionaries who see a transformed future (both good and bad) and encourage others to work for the good in order to avoid the bad or simply the mediocre. They are usually not authorities or even good managers. Rather they will recruit managers to assist in the campaign for change.

As one would expect, authorities and managers are not always happy with leaders. The manager’s job is to create and maintain an efficient, high performing system. They do not like leaders because leaders create disorder, if not chaos, which is exactly what they do not want. What is more, authorities are more often managers than leaders since they got into their positions by working well within the system, not by seeking to transform it. So they more often side with managers in this dispute and help preserve the status quo. So it is no wonder that organizations resist leaders and hang onto the old era longer than they should. But if they hold on too long, the world takes over, which no one wants. So authorities and managers, who are not themselves leaders, need leaders to periodically shake things up and move into the new era; but they does not mean that they like it!
Approach
So how does the leader go about promoting transformational change? As described above, they are not necessarily authorities so they can not command the change. They may not even be good managers. Rather their function is to enroll people in a campaign to accomplish something of significance: the transformational change. They are missionaries of sorts, sharing the vision and inviting others to participate in creating it. 

If leaders are also authorities, they can use that authority to support the campaign. But using authority to promote transformational change is tricky and even dangerous. Traversing the Gap requires motivation, creativity, risk taking and a tolerance for mistakes, even failure. Authorities can command behavior. “Be here at this time and do these things.” Motivation and creativity, on the other hand, are contributed, not commanded. In fact, the attempt to command the change might set up a power struggle that may scuttle the campaign from the beginning.

And by the same token, if leaders are good managers, they can organize and coordinate people to promote the change, but accomplishing the change requires more than coordination. Transformational change is not achieved by planning alone. In fact, the process is often quite disorganized, even chaotic. Transformational change is more exploration than development. Explorers do not work off an itinerary. They go one step at a time, feeling their way along a new path. So having the backing of authority and the skills of management can help accomplish the change, but the leader’s most important contribution is enrolling people in the campaign and keeping them enrolled during the tough times. It’s about winning hearts and minds as much if not more than about, policies, schedules and budgets.

The following are a few descriptions of leadership that illustrate how hard, yet how essential that function is:

1.  Leaders lead people into new territory, into a different future
Consider the image of the leader leading people across the Gap into the new era.

2.  Leaders explore the boundaries of the possible
Most organizations have a good idea of what is possible, even preferable, and it’s usually pretty narrow. They have a formula for success and a culture that supports that formula. The formula works; it created whatever success the organization enjoys. Leaders propose changing that formula and disrupting the culture, for good reason, to achieve the vision of the new era. 

3.  Leaders are committed to goals they do not know how to achieve 
It may sound silly, but even the leaders have to admit that they do not exactly how to achieve the vision. They may see the first few steps, but it’s dark after that. Moving from one era to the next is more exploration than development. There is no blueprint, no plan, no itinerary. Lewis and Clark were classic explorers. They knew they needed canoes for transportation, guns for hunting, utensils for cooking and guides for direction, but they did not know where they would be on any given day, what they would have to do or even whether they would find the intended water route across the United States. (They didn’t!) All they could do was prepare, head out, and do the best they could day-by-day--not a comfortable approach for those who might like a little more clarity about what they were getting involved in. 

4.  Leaders help people build a bridge when they only know one side of the river 

What people know is their side of the river. The current era works, or at least it has worked so far.  Then the leader comes along and proposes to move to the other side of the river. There is hope and promise perhaps, but there is no evidence that the other side of the river is better or even as good as what people already know. No one has ever been there. So leaders, people who promote the campaign to move to the other side, have nothing to offer except the possibility of catastrophe on the downside and the hope for a better future on the upside to counter the risk that they will never make it across the river or, if they do, it will not be worth giving up what they already have.
5.  Leaders motivate people to do what they don’t want to do in order to achieve what they do want to achieve 

Few people disagree with the vision. It sounds wonderful. But is it worth the price? Is it worth learning new skills, overcoming unforeseen obstacles, encountering inherent difficulties? Even if the new era is better, do we really want to go through the Gap to get there? Most would prefer not to. Their reaction, “Yes, but…” Yes, the vision is wonderful, and we would love to live there, but…. The but is too high a price to pay for a hope and dream. And the price must be paid up front, before the hope is realized.

No wonder leadership is so hard! And no wonder that so few actually volunteer to promote the new era. It’s just too much trouble. 

Conclusion

Transformational change requires leaders.  Would that the situation was so bad or that the opportunity so great that change would erupt all by itself.  Alas, such hope is unfounded.  Any significant change always begins with one person (or a few) raising their hand and saying, “This can be better.  This needs to be better.”  In doing so, they are often taking enormous risk. They are stepping out of line.  They are going up against the establishment and the status quo.  They are disturbing people’s comfort zone and their ability to go on with business as usual.  
But history is full of those people.  We admire them despite the fact that we usually do not want to be like them.  We do not want their hard lives, lives of resistance and persecution.  But without them, the world would not have advanced much beyond basic.  It takes great people to create a great organization, community or society.  We reserve the term “leader” for them.
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