MGT 5830

Week 11, Session 2

We are about to discuss an issue that runs contrary to much of what you have been taught and may believe about leadership. The irony of this is the standard leadership models (trait based, behavior based, Great Man theories, and other transactional models) have not been supported by the mountains of research that have been done regarding them. Conversely, while there has been far less research on transformational leadership, the results have been more positive. More interesting yet is that tranformational theories are very attractive, and intuitively sound. 

Some students find it very difficult to accept transformational theories.  You may see them as impractical and unworkable.  I hope that we can plod our way through these objections, but you also need to realize that I am not a missionary for any given theory.  I want you to learn the concepts and understand them, but as I told you during the first week, we are not going to tell you exactly how to be a leader.  You should be the kind of leader you choose to be, and draw from all possible ideas and theories.

One of the reasons that we have such difficulties with transformational theories is that we will always have problems with the leadership dependent variables.  We will continue to struggle with the definition of a leader, what a leader does, and how we know leadership when we see it.  Let me suggest that a lot of what we have been discussing in class about leadership traits and behaviors actually deal with command, and not leadership.  
If you tell me that you have to be "tough" to get the job done, I would not argue.  There are occasions when this is necessary.  If, on the other hand, you argue that this is the good leadership, then I would take exception.  Giving an order and having it followed is a manifestation of command, not leadership.  Command is certainly a part of leadership, but it is far from the entire definition.  I would like you to think much bigger than this. Let me hypothesize with you that true leaders are tranformational leaders.   Because these leaders DO things, their actions are often confused by the followers to be traits or behaviors of leadership.  These leaders may use command on occasion, if the task and affect aspects of an assignment require it, but this is only a small portion of the actual leadership process. 

Okay, what is transformational leadership?  I will claim that it is NOT what the authors of your text imply it is.  I disagree with them that charismatic leadership and transformational leadership is the same thing.  Fortunately, some of the giants of leadership theory and research agree with me--Bass, Yukl, House, Burns, Conger, Kanungo, as do many others (or is it that I agree with them!).  Obviously, others do not. 

A true transformational leader is one who creates an "attractive vision" for the followers, and then works with the followers to get them to understand and adopt this vision as their own.  The assumption is that followers who understand the vision will act according to their conviction, making commands from the leader (transactional leadership) unnecessary to get the job done. Followers who shares vision of the leader will act properly, and do the right thing because they want to, not because they have to.

Charismatics leaders can be a transformational leader if their methods focus on changing the hearts and minds of the followers rather than simply creating a transactional reward system.  However, not all transformational leaders are charismatic.  
Of course, we will never be able to see into the heart and soul of any other person, so we will never actually know their motivations.  But, think of some of the great leaders from history and from your own experience.  They were probably transformational leaders, although they were not necessarily charismatic leaders.  Let me give a couple of examples:

Abraham Lincoln. Simple, intelligent.  Not a great speaker, by his own admission.  He was bookish and viewed himself as boring.  The Gettysburg Address is a great speech because of its intellectual content, not because of its emotional appeal or because of Lincoln's fiery delivery.  Lincoln thought the Gettysburg Address was a complete failure. 

Lincoln knew exactly what he wanted, and made the hard decisions necessary to have his vision fulfilled.  He had an attractive vision (a unified country, free of slavery), and led his people to that end.  He was not uniformly popular, as is witnessed by the fact that he was assassinated.  Lincoln was truly one of our great transformational leaders, but he was not an emotional, charismatic leader.  His biographers picture him as quiet and unemotional, but also intelligent and droll. 

John Wooden.  Wooden is the legendary UCLA basketball coach.  Wooden was a quiet man who rarely showed emotion.   He was adored by his players because they consistently won, and they knew why.  Wooden never yelled at referees, never raised his voice, and rarely changed his expression during games.  Yet, he was hugely successful.  In a class with him are the football coaches Tom Landry and Don Shula, whose approaches were similar.  These are men who literally never lost sight of the ball-or the goal for that matter.  Nobody would ever describe them as charismatic, yet they were able to exert strong influence over their followers.  This influence was more than just hero worship by the followers.  Their players won ball games and championships.  The players were certainly talented, but for those of you who follow sports, you know of many teams with hugely talented players that don't win.  Why is this?  There can be a variety of reasons, but leadership is certainly among the most important.  Now I know that there are a lot of charismatic coaches as well, but those that win consistently are probably transformational leaders.  Simply being charismatic is not enough to win championships! A coach with transformational skills is the most important variable in determining why talented teams win or lose.

Pope John Paul II.  This Pope was anything but a charismatic leader, and certainly not uncontroversial.  Yet, he was steadfast in his vision of what he thought his church should be.  Compare him to the charismatic leaders of many other churches and sects that are highly charismatic, but without a true vision.  I don't want to pick on any particular person or religion, but I think that any TV Evangelist who had done jail time would probably qualify.  For fun, try comparing religious leaders on the above table.  Is the religious leader transactional, charismatic or transformational?  All claim to be transformational. The concept of "repentance," for example, is a transformational idea.  I will leave it up to you to decide which religious leader is charismatic, transformational, or both.

 I think that Colin Powell is one of the great contemporary examples of a transformational leader.  He has a great deal of personal charisma, and in that regard is an example of a leader who is both tranformational and charismatic.  His charisma is not of the highly emotional type.  It is much more understated, and comes across as a warm, friendliness.  More importantly, however, he possesses the hallmark of a transformational leader--a sense of mission, and the ability to convey this to his followers  Gen. Powell acts from conviction and has the rare ability to empower his followers to share this vision with him. 

Bill Gates.  I know... Bill Gates is a nerd.  How can he be a transformational leader?  Let me suggest that having $60 billion is NOT the criterion for a good leader.  In his own way, Bill Gates has created an attractive vision--both to us and his employees--and sold it in his own way.  Gates clearly didn't get to where he is with charisma.  He did it by being clever, and in many ways by being unscrupulous.  I don't want to get into a debate on the relative merits and shortcomings of Bill Gates and Microsoft.  The courts have ruled that he and his company violated U.S. antitrust laws and the European courts have as well.   This makes Bill Gates all the more remarkable.  His ability to create a vision and get his employees to buy in to it was made even more difficult by the fact that the company got the staff to willingly engage in potentially illegal behavior.  Okay, they may not have known it was illegal at the time, but the latest case is only one of many law suits, including losing a case of intellectual property rights abuse for inappropriately incorporating parts of Apple's operating system into one of the early versions of Windows.  I know that I have said that true transformational leaders must be ethical, but nobody is the perfect transformational leader.  Let's hope that Mr. Gates masters this part of transformational leadership as well.

I could give you more examples, but I think I have made my point.  I would rather you think of your own examples.

Let me take on this subject from another perspective.  You also have the Yukl article which provides background.  Let me suggest to you a new model for leadership.  You will not find this in the textbook, although all of the aspects of this kind of leadership are described in the readings and the conference.  This leadership model is called the "Disappearing Leader."  This idea of leadership is very different than the ones you have had in the past, although it is actually a basic form of the transformational leadership model.  Before describing this type of leadership, let me again stress that this is a MODEL.  That is, it is a theoretical concept, and is not intended to describe any particular person.  If we were in a doctoral class, we would probably attempt to formulate a method of testing this theory to see if we could prove or disprove the model.  For now, let us simply look at this model, and see if we think it has merits or problems.  Here goes:

The basis of transformational leadership is the ability of the leader to communicate an "attractive vision" to the followers.  The idea is that the leader does not have to give orders to have the vision fulfilled.  The leader is able to teach, instruct, motivate, mentor, encourage and inspire the followers to share this vision.  In this situation, the follower and the leader both see issues the same way.  In a perfect world, the followers could become so involved in the process that there would be no difference between the way they see the goal and the way the leader sees the goal of the organization.  In fact, in the course of "leading" the group, the leader could actually change the way he or she sees the goal, as the result of the interaction with the followers.  Because of an open dialogue, the leader and the followers would formulate what the goal is, and how to attain it.  Both leader and follower would be in such harmony that either would come to roughly the same decisions when meeting a challenge. 

Let 's look at the role of a military leader, leading the charge up the hill.  For many people, this is the standard model of leadership—the John Wayne style leader.  The casual observer would not necessarily know if our "John Wayne" is a transactional or transformational leader.  The actions of both while leading the charge may be the same.

I am certainly not saying that John Wayne should not lead the charge up the hill.  What I am saying is that what is actually happening when he does, may not be what it appears to be. 
Let's say that our John Wayne is a transactional leader.  He is ready to lead his troops up the hill.  As a transactional leader, he will have exerted legitimate and possibly coercive power over the men.  They fear him, and fear what he can do to them more than they fear what is at the top of the hill.  He has told them that if they do what they are told that they will be rewarded and if they don't, they will be punished.  He has drilled them in the skills, and they are proficient in these skills, but they don't really understand why they are doing the things they have been told to do.  They know what to do, but they don't necessarily know why they are doing it.  As a behaviorist, all he is concerned about is whether or not they get the job done, not if they understand anything about it.
Let's now reconstruct John Wayne as a tranformational leader.  Broadly speaking, his most important goal is to make sure everybody understands why they are going up the hill.  This means that they not only understand the strategic importance of the hill, but also the importance of the battle, and indeed the importance of the entire war.  He is a medical modelist.  He assumes that if his troops understand what they are doing that they will see the vision.  He has trained his troops as well, but the training is very different.  He has given them the same skills as the transactional leader, but in his training, his troops understand the reason for what they are doing.  It is not enough to understand how something works, it is important to understand WHY it works as well.  The soldiers with a broad understanding of the goals, objectives, importance and vision of a mission approach it in a much different way.

Now, if we were observers at the bottom of the hill, we would not know which John Wayne was in front of us.  From outward appearances, both leaders appear the same.  The soldiers are lined up properly, and as the march begins, they all do the right thing. Then the shooting begins.  Suddenly training becomes reality.  Which group is more able to deal with the situation?
Let's take it one step further.  Let's assume the first bullet fired by the enemy takes out our hero, John Wayne, the leader.  What happens next?  If this was the behaviorist, transactional John Wayne, the troops are probably done for.  If it is the second John Wayne, however, nothing changes.  Any person on the hill knows the goal and the reason it is important to attain this goal.  Each soldier, when confronted with the rapidly changing situation would make exactly the same decision as the now absent commander.  In other words, our transformational John Wayne was at the head of the charge, but he didn't really need to be.  He can actually lead the charge, even though he is dead!  If he disappears, nothing changes.  His work was done long before the unit lined up at the base of the hill.  Of course, if he were there, he could make some command decisions, but the actual LEADERSHIP has occurred long before the soldiers ever entered the battle field.  This battle was won before it ever started.
This is actually not a new idea.  In fact, some military historians have postulated that this was the difference between American and German soldiers in World War II.  Because the Americans had been under transformational leaders, they not only knew what they were doing, but why they were doing it.  If the leaders "disappeared," nothing in the battle changed.  The chain of command was very deep.  Leader after leader could be killed, and the battle plan would continue.  A large number of followers could jump in and assume command.  The transformational leader actually creates more leaders. 
We can understand this concept in a military context, but can this be translated to a civilian setting?  Can you run a business this way?  Probably the best example of something like this in the civilian world is the conductor of an orchestra.  Think about this kind of disappearing leader.  Let's say you were watching a symphony orchestra performing.  Suddenly the conductor has a heart attack.  The paramedics haul him to the hospital, but you are sitting in the $100 seats and want your concert!  Can the orchestra continue without a leader?  If they had a good conductor, they probably can.  
Think about it.  What the conductor is doing during the concert is command.  She is marking the beat and instructing the individual instruments to enter at a particular time.  This is only a small fraction of the actual leadership that is required to lead an orchestra.  The vast majority of the leadership goes into the time prior to the orchestra walking onto the stage.  This includes hours of agonizing work in which the conductor attempts to bring the orchestra into harmony with a vision of how the piece should be played.  The conductor must communicate her vision.  She must reach each member of the orchestra and unify this vision. It is certainly possible that the second oboe could give the conductor an idea for interpretation of the piece, and the conductor would agree.  Together, the conductor and the orchestra members work through the symphony until all are in harmony. 

Is the conductor needed at the performance?  Well, it is certainly better that she is in the orchestra pit than in the hospital, but in reality the first violin, or many others in the orchestra could jump in and do the commanding of the orchestra.  In our example, the leader has disappeared, but the leadership has long since taken place.  This is the true disappearing leader.  The "disappearing leader" is a person whose influence is felt whether or not he is actually present.


Questions: 

1.  What do you think of the "disappearing leader?"  Is this possible?  Can you give us an example of a disappearing leader from your experience?  

2.   Are tranformational leaders born, or can you learn to be one?  

3.  Are there times when you should be transactional and other times you should be transformational? 

