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Prologue
Leading in the New Millennium

My [countryfolk] are now called upon to move out of the physical plane of their jour-
ney and to carry it onto the mind and the spirit. They are now called upon to free
themselves from the Egypt of their worldly senses, from captivity in the Babylon of
their outer histories, and to carry the myth forward into a realm where race and phys-
ical being have no automatic privileged meaning. In such a realm kinship is determined
by the deeper and abiding considerations of life, for all those who, whatever their colour
of race, have answered the ancient challenge and have committed themselves to the
journey of becoming.

Van der Post, 1995

This book is a product of multiple authorship. In so being, it acknowledges the
complexity that characterizes leadership in the new millennium. It is no longer
sufficient to consider leadership as an individual pursuit. This notion belongs to
the increasingly outdated, vet in certain terrains still effective, concept of heroic
leadership. We believe that it is not possible to write something worthwhile about
leadership as an individual, because the perspective will be too limited. Hence this
book is written by a team made up of South Africans and Americans, a tribute to
the impact of modern technology and the Internet, but more importantly an
acknowledgement that these two countries, for very different reasons, are fasci-
nating laboratories for studying leadership.

The United States of America has produced many of the leadership gurus,
including Peter Drucker, Warren Bennis, Tom Peters, Peter Senge, Stephen Covey
and many others. However, very little research has been carried out in this field in
South Africa, a country which experienced one form of leadership for most of the
twentieth century — autocratic control under the guise of apartheid. The social,
political, and economic freedom that now prevails in South Africa has provided for
the emergence of new leaders in all sectors of society. This has meant that a whole
range of new approaches to leadership is being experienced in business, govern-
ment and civil society.

The fact that Americans and South Africans are writing a book about leader-
ship is reflective of the globalization that is gripping the world. The concept of the
global village is gaining ground as we begin the twenty-first century. The 1998
World Competitiveness Report makes the link between South Africa and the US even
more interesting. The report ranks 46 countries according to their ability to cope
effectively with the process of internationalization. It examines, analyses and
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ranks the ability of a nation to provide an environment that sustains the
competitiveness of enterprises. Eight factors that impact on the extent to which
the countries are achieving competitiveness are examined, namely: government,
infrastructure, management, research and development, people, finance, the domestic
economy and internationalization itself. The US comes out top of the scale in this
evaluation, while South Africa languishes with Venezuela near the bottom of the
table, only doing better than Russia, Poland and Colombia. In the category of People
(where the main indicators are: the extent and attitude of the skilled labour force
and quality of life) South Africa ranks last, as it has done for the past five years.
Again, the US is at the other end of the scale.

The paradox of the US and South African contexts is that the realities of their
economic situations contrast significantly with the experience of their respective
national leaders. While South Africa is very much an emerging country with the
challenge of climbing up the table of world competitiveness, it is a country that
for much of the final decade of the twentieth century, provided the world with a
universally acknowledged global leader in the person of Nelson Mandela. In 1999,
while Mandela was being féted across the world as a major moral and political
leader, the President of the US, Bill Clinton — also a global leader by virtue of his
position — was fighting for his political life as he became only the second US
President to be impeached. Yet despite the contrasting fortunes of the US and South
African political leaders, the US has moved into the twenty-first century in the
best economic shape of its history, while South Africa makes the transition beset
with economic problems, an unemployment rate of up to 40 % and a real GDP
growth rate of well under 1 %.

Seventeenth-century scientific thinking would have us believe that leadership
is a mechanical process — if certain requirements are met (for example, if the
leader has certain qualities and the followers have a certain level of maturity) suc-
cessful leadership will result. What then can we learn about leadership from the
experiences of the US and SA at the start of the twenty-first century? Firstly, that
leadership is not all that it seems to be. Perhaps the US and SA experiences highlight
for us that success (however we wish to measure this) does not necessarily depend
on the performance of the person at the top, that is, the leader. We realize of course,
that leadership takes place at every level in society and every level of every sub-
grouping thereof, organizations being the grouping in which most humans expe-
rience leadership. Hence, while Mandela speaks about reconciliation, the extent to
which this has an impact on South Africa as a whole will depend hugely on the
influence of the leadership that exists within the sub-groupings of South African
society. Our seventeenth-century view of leadership would encourage us to see
Mandela as the person with ultimate sway, but we are realizing more and more,
as we enter the twenty-first century, that leadership is not only complex, but that
it is more of a group process — a process of shared leadership. It may be argued
that the success of the United States of America under Bill Clinton testifies to this
understanding.
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As areader, your interest in this book is unique. Your reality is unique, and the
interpretation you take away from this book is unique. This for us is the wonder
of this concept called ‘leadership’. We may wish that there was one Tight way’ to
be an effective leader, but certainly we have not been able to find that singular way
in our work, nor in researching and writing for this book. Rather, we have identi-
fied a number of recurring themes in the area of leadership which we believe will
be critical in the enactment of leadership in this new millennium. We believe that
these themes are relevant to leaders no matter what the context, be it South Africa
or the US or elsewhere, no matter the culture and no matter the people. It is
always risky to declare ‘universal truths’, especially on a topic as complex as lead-
ership. Nevertheless, we believe that, if leaders are aware of the themes that we
have identified and take this awareness into their lives, especially their personal
lives, their effectiveness as leaders will be greatly enhanced.

Unsurprisingly, the first theme we have identified is that of awareness. As a
leader it is, and will be, critical to be aware on a number of fronts, not only of
yourself, but of others as well as of the context in which vou operate. As a way
of developing this awareness, we offer four metaskills to assist in this process.

The first metaskill deals with an awareness of paradox and that there may be a
need to let go of having always to be certain of choices and outcomes. This is
becoming less possible in our complex world. In order to cope, we are faced with
the urgency to do more, quickly, while at the same time needing to reflect (‘being’)
in order for our ‘doing’ to be more effective.

In order to operate more effectively in this world of paradox, we suggest that
the second metaskill you require is that of knowing yourself. You need to under-
stand from which mental models you operate, how you respond in certain situa-
tions, what assumptions vou and others make. We introduce the notion of ‘self-
doubt” as a quality which is an inherent part of knowing yourself.

We see the third important metaskill as knowing where you want to go, or where
you think you want to go.

The fourth and final metaskill which we highlight is that of understanding
power and group dynamics. A key to this skill is self-awareness, because we look at
how group dynamics operate at a primary (or work-group) level, as well as at a
secondary (or basic assumptions) level, where much that happens is below the
surface. Without self-awareness, we are unable to tap into the secondary processes
that are happening all around us, but which are not necessarily obvious to us on
a surface level.

Awareness is the theme that underpins and is critical to all that leadership is
about. Awareness of self and others is the starting point, we believe, of effective
leadership.

As we begin this new millennium we need to be open to change. This openness
means that we need be prepared to rethink the way we view the world, and be
prepared to change our perceptions and the habits that we have built up over time.
In chapter 2, we examine openness and consider the age-old debate of management
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versus leadership, and through this debate encourage leaders to be open to other
points of view, rather than assuming that it is critical to have the right or the
wrong stance. Leadership theory has changed over time, and if we are not open to
moving with the developments in such thought, it is likely that we, as leaders, will
be stuck in old ways of doing things.

Although we have already stated that the move into the new millennium is one
that will be characterized by complexity, (a topic which we explore in chapter 4),
there will be the paradoxical need for leaders to seek simplicity in all that they do.
In chapter 3 we consider how this simplicity might be achieved by looking at the
insights that the new sciences are offering us. Much of present-day thinking about
leadership is based on seventeenth-century Newtonian thinking, which tends to
reinforce the mechanical, top-down view of leadership. Quantum physics (part of
the new sciences) tells us that relationships are building blocks of life in the natural
world, and this suggests to us that our human existence is no different. We see
through the new sciences a confluence with traditional African philosophy, in
which the notion of Ubuntu informs us that we exist as people only in relationship
with others. The Newtonian view of the world told us to break things down into
parts; the new sciences are telling us to build relationships, view things as wholes
not parts, and seek simplicity in leading by focusing on certain core issues. In
dealing with complexity, as discussed in chapter 4, we often do try to simplify and
make our lives easier and more certain. However, what we learn from chaos the-
ory is that we can no longer seek to be in control of everything; we can no longer
afford to seek out certainty as quickly as possible, for the impact of these
approaches will force us into simplistic solutions that do not acknowledge the
systemic complexity of the world in which we live. The paradoxes for a long time
have been hidden behind rational, mechanical models that supposedly provide the
answers and create certainty and therefore predictability. The new sciences tell us
to live, and be comfortable with, uncertainty; to allow chaos to unfold and not
strive for control. The natural world is showing us that life is about process, not
outcomes — a perspective that African and Eastern cultures have held for centu-
ries; a perspective that we believe is critical for leadership in this new millennium.

The focus on process rather than on outcomes is explored in chapter 5, where
we consider the critical concept of connectivity in a world of relationships. This
follows through to the idea that strategy is a process, not a concrete plan — a
perspective we discuss in chapter 6. In terms of connectivity, the key skill that
leaders are going to need to master is that of communication, and in this regard
we focus specifically on the process of dialogue; a process of conversing in which
all those involved concentrate on creating new meaning, rather than on getting
across personal points of view. This skill and process can then be taken into the
realm of strategy development, which, since time immemorial, has been seen as
the domain of the leader.

That strategy can no longer be seen as the sole responsibility of the leader takes
us into chapter 7 and the paradoxical reminder that leadership is as much about
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Followership as it is about leading. This concept is closely linked to that of steward-
ship, which we look at in chapter 8, where we see the leader as a servant of those
who follow, and a steward of whatever entity or organization is being led.

Both the concepts of followership and stewardship are helpful to leaders who
need to harness the increasingly common reality of diversity. Diversity is not
explored in a standalone chapter, but the issue of diversity reminds the leader that,
if he or she acts as a follower or a servant to the needs of followers, a rich variety
of talent, experience and world-view is there to be harnessed. The global village is
forcing leaders from all corners of the world to confront and deal with this issue
of diversity, but it is critical to see diversity as integral to all the themes in this
book.

This new millennium will be a time of less certainty than before. Global mar-
kets at times will seem fickle, job security will be fleeting — change is the only
global reality. In this environment of turbulence, we believe that the themes of this
book will serve as sources of solidity; beacons to hang onto when catching your
breath. Chapter 9 explores possibly the most important one of these themes, that
of ambiguity, as it reviews all the incongruities and paradoxes so inherent in the
leadership process.

Being comfortable with ambiguity will probably be the greatest challenge that
leaders will face throughout this new millennium. We believe, however, that an
effective level of comfort can be achieved through awareness of self and others;
openness to change and new ideas; a genuine striving for simplicity in a world of
growing complexity, through a focus on connectivity and process, rather than an
obsession with outcome, while remaining mindful at all times of the benefits of
followership, diversity and stewardship, each of which can be ignored in the short
term but is critical for sustainable leadership. The need for sustainable leadership
can only come through a consciousness which acknowledges that our human expe-
rience is beyond the material. We believe firmly that an awareness of these themes,
a genuine attempt to integrate them into our lives, and an acceptance of the ambi-
guity that underpins any form of leadership, will be the only recipe for success-
fully leading in the new millennium.



Awareness
The Metaskills of the Leader

Highly effective people have learned to integrate a localized focus with comprehensive
awareness. They zero in on the present moment without losing the broader sense of
their vision and purpose. Being deeply focused yet simultaneously aware of the mean-
ingful context of our lives is one of the keys to inside-out success.

Cashman, 1998

While leaders and managers in Brazil, Burkina Faso, South Africa and Bangladesh
are trying to find quick fixes to intractable problems through re-engineering, total
quality management (TQM), a focus on productivity, action and results, leaders in
the West, and in particular the United States, are taking stock, taking a deep
breath, and coming to the conclusion that this life is killing us. And it literally is.
According the 1998 World Health Report issued by the World Health Organization
(WHO), circulatory diseases account for 46 % of total deaths in the developed
world. Stress-related diseases such as coronary heart disease, stroke and mental
disorders are on the rise in developing countries, with circulatory diseases account-
ing for one quarter of all deaths in developing countries during the period 1985-
1997 (WHO, 1998). In fact, cardiovascular disease and other lifestyle-related non-
communicable diseases are increasing much faster now in the developing countries
than earlier last century in the industrialized countries (Martin, 1997: 5).

The illusion of control

What is killing us is the illusion of control: that things can be predictable, consist-
ent and forever under control. What is also killing us is that followers require their
leaders to be in control, on top of things, and to take the blame when things go
wrong. To a certain extent, we have come to expect perfection from our leaders.
Much of the management literature over the last few decades has focused on how
to analyse and control other people and circumstances, either directly or through
carefully designed systems. Nearly all the new management programmes on
TQM, re-engineering, right-sizing, just-in-time, this or that, are really old wine in
new bottles — more efforts to design control systems that ask the workers to try
harder; do better and be even more productive. And much of the popular press and
the media are on a continuous search for leaders who are responsible for the
messes we have found ourselves in.
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Being in control — and having all the answers — is something that is rooted in
our earliest life experiences. According to Chris Argyris (1990), being in control is
particularly important when we deal with situations that are threatening or
embarrassing. Out of our earliest experiences with these situations we develop our
‘theories of action’, programs in our heads, like software, that regulate how we
deal with future threatening or embarrassing situations. This software tells us to
be in unilateral control, to win and not to upset people. Our strategies are to per-
suade and sell, and save our own and other people’s face. If this theory-in-use (the
actual rules we use to manage our beliefs) is indeed as universal as Argyris and his
colleagues (Argyris and Schon, 1978, Argyris, 1982; 1985) claim, then we can
understand why the need to control remains firmly in control. And while the new
leader is trying to get the situation under control (dealing with all the problems
left by a predecessor), and putting all the ideals and the vision temporarily in the
refrigerator (until things are under control of course!), there is the surprise of what
Warren Bennis calls his First Law of (Academic) Pseudo-dynamics: ‘routine work
drives out non-routine work [that is, pursuing the vision and the plans for fun-
damental change] and smothers to death all creative planning, all fundamental
change in the university — or any institution’ (Bennis 1993b: 73). And before the
leader realizes what is happening to him- or herself, he or she is in a permanent
coping mode, reacting to the environment and its innumerable and conflicting
demands, dodging accusations of incompetence, slowly drowning in paperwork,
in reports, endless meetings, negotiations and requests. The leader’s increasingly
tired, defensive and irritable reactions set conditions and a tone for leadership that
can hardly be called fulfilling to the self, or inspiring to others. The leader’s coping
and reactive mode are unlikely to provide him or her with a sense of safety, secu-
rity or self-confidence.

A new set of skills

A new set of skills is needed. These are not the usual skills taught to leaders or
aspiring leaders in executive courses on such topics as time management, delega-
tion, writing, public speaking, conflict resolution, negotiation, and the like. This is
a different set of skills, for which a new word has been coined: metaskills. Meta-
cognition can be defined as an individual’s awareness of of his or her own cognitive
processes, and his or her ability to control these processes by organizing, monitor-
ing, and modifying them as a function of environmental factors (Silver, 1993).
Thus, metaskills are the skills that we need to bring about this awareness.
Metaskills are the skills that we need to examine ourselves, the secondary proc-
esses, the irrational or subconscious processes that influence our feelings and
behaviour, and our connections to each other and the rest of the universe. We
apply metaskills when we consciously examine the unspoken conversations that
go on in our minds. According to Arnold and Amy Mindell, two American psy-
chologists, the development of metaskills allows us to go beyond mere coping
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with our environment and reacting to it, to a point where we have ‘a feeling sense’
and something called the ‘second’ attention, a term used by Carlos Castaneda’s
teacher Don Juan, which refers to an enduring and heightened sense of awareness:
‘One can feel with the eyes, when the eyes are not looking right into things’
(Brockman, 1998). Thus, for the purposes of this chapter, we will define the
metaskills of a leader as the skills needed to step back and look at ourselves in our
broader contexts (family, work, community, the world, the universe) in order to raise our
awareness, consciousness and understanding of who we are, why we are here, how we
operate and how that affects others and our environment.

Metaskills are not that tangible or easy to recognize. Margaret Wheatley (1992;
1999) talks about walking with soft eyes, that is, seeing what’s around us with-
out focusing on any particular spot. Chris Argyris (1990; 1994) talks about left
and right columns, an imagined or real dialogue written up on the left side of the
page, with the unsaid or undiscussable thoughts or feelings on the right side. The
right side brings to awareness all that we do not express, because we feel we can-
not be truthful and say what we really mean. The work of Argyris influenced
much of Senge’s (1990b) thinking about learning organizations and the role of our
mental models — the basic, ‘sacred” assumptions we hold about work, about peo-
ple, about life, about the universe — and how we work these assumptions, unex-
amined, into our reasoning, which ultimately determines our action.

Since the development of metaskills is primarily about increasing awareness,
we will explore four areas in which increased awareness may serve us well:

1. Awareness of paradoxes

2. Awareness of self and others

3. Awareness of our vision

4. Awareness of power and group dynamics

This is a good time to work on developing metaskills. The leadership and
management market is imbued with a new vocabulary: chaos, fluidity, flexibility,
stewardship, empowerment, self-knowledge, spirituality, guiding values. The
messages are remarkably similar, and many have their roots in deeply held spirit-
ual values and practices that have been around for ages. The ancient wisdom of
the world has survived in the forms of stories, myths and legends, fairy tales,
sacred books and scrolls. It is enjoying a renewed popularity, if judged by the ever-
expanding shelves in large bookstores dedicated to these texts, and the placement
of books about spirituality in the business and management section. This ‘new’
old wisdom has been allowed into the corporate boardroom, and is the latest in a
series of American-dominated exports to the business community around the
world. It is ironic, and sad, that the West and the North are now exporting, back
to the world, the paradigms they have rooted out with so much zeal in their old
colonies. Some Native American elders say that traditional knowledge is never lost,
and cannot be rooted out, because it exists independent from people, as spirits or
energies. Peat (1994: 68) tells the story of a (Native American) man who went to
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a ceremony and could not get a particular song out of his head. When encouraged
to sing it out aloud by one of the elders, it was recognized as Joe’s song. Joe had
died in 1910. That the song had come back did not surprise the elders, * . . . it got
kind of lonely waiting around with no one to sing it’. This ‘Teturn to the roots’ is
encouraging. The realization by the Western, so-called developed countries, that
everything in the universe is inter-connected, and that the splits between work and
family, body and soul, animate and inanimate world, men and women, animals
and people are all artificial, will do much to heal the rifts that this fragmentation
has brought about.

The resurgence of the old wisdom, the yearning for connections (to the spirit,
to each other, to the earth) is an expression of the profound sense of alienation that
the Western corporate world has created among its workers, and in particular the
age group that came into leadership positions during the last twenty years. As
Joseph Jaworski, creator of the American Leadership Forum, describes in his book
Synchronicity: ‘Mine was a Disney World sort of life — unauthentic, narrow,
utterly predictable, and largely devoid of meaning’ (Jaworski, 1996: 31). The
irony is that, by traditional American standards, he had achieved the pinnacle of
success!

Metaskill 1: Exploring the paradoxes

Since Descartes made a pact with the Pope to split the human experience in two,
and split the mind and spirit from the body, we have wandered into a place that
keeps presenting us with paradoxes that we think we have to resolve somehow.
Things are either white or black, mind or matter, so we are constantly confronted
with these paradoxes that create great tensions in our lives. Our habitual response
to resolving them has been to deny one side or the other, depending whether we
feel more aligned with the university or the church.

Success sucks

When at the pinnacle of (economic or academic) success, the feeling so often is one
of not being successful, of being a cheat. Will Schutz, an early architect of Esalen
(an educational centre devoted to the exploration of unrealized human capacities,
founded in 1962 on the California coast near Big Sur) describes the same feeling
Jaworski mentioned: ‘The next few years continued to be outwardly quite suc-
cessful, but something was wrong. I was straining at the edges of traditional tech-
niques. Although I loved the classroom and the teaching process, I never felt fully
adequate. I felt phony. I assigned classes the second-best book in the field while I
read ahead in the best book and lectured from it. I did not feel [ knew anything from
my own experience’ (Schutz, 1994: 3). This is not a new phenomenon. In her best-
selling book, The Cinderella Complex, first published nearly two decades ago,
Collette Dowling described successful women'’s tendency to ascribe their success
not to their own ability but to magic or some force outside themselves. The con-
clusion is that one must therefore be a cheat! The ongoing conversation about the
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redefinition of what is success, and what is truly important in life is putting to
rest this paradox of unhappily chasing economic success in the name of happiness.
This was never really a paradox, but rather a predictable outcome of a long series
of life choices and practices.

Boring balance and the thrill of turbulence

Another paradox is the search for balance, order and harmony in life, and the new
knowledge that equilibrium is not what we should be pursuing, because equilib-
rium equals death (Burgess quoted in Kelly, 1994: 92). Equilibrium and order, or
the absence of stimulation and stresses, are not the conditions for optimal growth
and development in the natural world. The pursuit of order is an illusion, and the
assumption that order will make our lives more bearable, less stressful and thus
healthier, only works (if it works at all) for those who benefit from the order
(usually those on the top of the societal, political or organizational pyramid) and
then only for a while (after which success sucks). Because, in the end, order and
equilibrium may solve some problems, but create others. Silas Katana, a farmer in
Kilifi district in Kenya, has a particular view on order in his fields: ‘It is always the
same when I plant in straight lines, if there are mice, they start eating at one end
and move on swiftly straight down the line, and I quickly lose the whole crop. I
always replant randomly, because there is a greater chance that less seeds will be
found by the mice this way’ (quoted in Chambers, 1997: 162).

We have learned much about and from large ecosystems. Experiments under-
taken to replicate particular landscapes, deserts, rainforests, have taught us that it
is turbulence, being out of equilibrium, which makes the system robust, and which
makes for growth and strength. Turbulence and disorder is, as the inhabitants of
Biosphere 2 (a gigantic glass ark, sealed from the outside world, simulating a
closed vivisystem) discovered, the incredible subsidy we receive from nature. In the
well-controlled domed biosphere environment, without nature’s turbulence and
its chaotic unpredictability, the inhabitants of Biosphere 2 spent hours per day
weeding (controlling) plants that outgrew their allocated spaces. In nature the for-
est fires, the rainstorms, falling trees and hurricanes — unpredictable, chaotic,
turbulent — upset the balance and thus allow for renewal and growth through
periodical recycling of nutrients, and thus do the work for us (Kelly, 1994: 152).
Of course we know this already, on a deeper level, from personal experience. When
are the times of our biggest personal growth? When did we learn the most signif-
icant things? Usually we can trace these occurrences back to times of turbulence
in our lives, and learning was usually accompanied by periods of significant phys-
ical or psychological discomfort. If our job as leaders is to allow for renewal and
growth, for the recycling of nutrients in our workplaces, for creativity and new
approaches to old problems (which may well have been the promise through
which we were elected or appointed) then had we better brace ourselves for chaos,
uncertainty and turbulence. How?
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The organizational equivalent of turbulence and disorder is often mistaken for
anarchy and chaos, and thus deemed highly undesirable. Organizational order is
maintained at all cost. Here too is the illusion of control. But we pay a price which
isn’t immediately obvious: order and control spawn dependency, complacency.
They Kkill initiative, inventiveness, resourcefulness, and creativity. They depress
morale and take the joy out of work and living. Joel Henning, in his foreword to
Peter Block’s book Stewardship, likens American corporations to authoritarian reli-
gious organizations, governed by three basic principles: compliance, watching
(checking on compliance), and trying harder in the face of breakdown or failure
(Block, 1993: xiv). None of this does much for the human spirit. So, in the belief
of improving clarity, we fine-tune job descriptions, establish lines of control and
tell people exactly what we want. All this to avoid chaos (meaning turbulence).
Letting go is hard, because we may not be able to predict what we get, a great
worry of many leaders. As Kevin Kelly observed, looking at the many ways in
which scientists tried to manipulate ecosystems, ‘It was very easy to arrive at a
stable ecosystem, if you didn’t care what system you arrived at” (Kelly, 1994: 63).
The challenge for the leader is that he or she does care where we end up. So the
challenge for leaders is to hold this paradox: letting go of the actual architecture of
the result without letting go of what we really care about, the values, the vision
that undergird the result. The paradox is also maintaining the equilibrium while
embracing the creative power of turbulence. There is a children’s toy, called duike-
laar in Dutch. It is a plastic clown with a weighted bottom. No matter how it falls,
it is always able to right itself, swinging wildly back and forth for a moment, but
always coming to rest, centred on its weighted core. That is what we are after!

From nouns to verbs and from acting to being

We are turning what used to be static objects (nouns) into dynamic actions (verbs).
Things of ‘being’ are turned into things of ‘doing’. Many of our body parts have
become verbs: eyeing, nosing, shouldering, elbowing, mouthing, heading,
backing, fingering, toeing. The state of ‘being in dialogue’ has become a verb: dia-
loguing, and has triggered the development of a whole new professional species:
the dialogue consultant. In America, doing something is highly valued. The no-
nonsense manager acts, is decisive. The one who sits quietly and reflects on life is
not really working. ‘Off with your head’ the Queen of Hearts would say.

Never have the East and West clashed more profoundly than on the dimension
of ‘being’ versus ‘doing’. The Western business breakfast, its fast-food and fast-
everything culture, stands in sharp contrast to the meditative practices from the
East. ‘Don’t just sit there, do something’, is a familiar phrase in the US, and unfor-
tunately also in the upper echelons of organizations around the world. Spending
time with one’s staff, reflecting on where the organization has come from and
where it is heading, is still too often considered something ‘we have no time for’.
No wonder work is called busy-ness! And now, even the airlines encourage those
flying in business class to remain busy: computers can be connected and even
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recharged, phone and fax lines are provided to communicate with the office thou-
sands of miles away, on the ground. Busy-ness is a badge of honour, piles of paper
on one’s desk a sign of importance. The example is set for the next generation
entering the workplace. And this next generation is well prepared: in the US par-
ents have also been telling kids to not just sit there, but do something! Some chil-
dren have such tight schedules of classes and lessons that they are chronically
stressed out. They are being cheated out of their childhood because their parents
fear that their children would miss the boat (towards ‘success’) if they would be
lounging around, and just be.

At an organizational level, all this individual action adds up to a lot of energy,
exhaustion, and eventually bad tempers and irritations. The sad dynamic of all of
these spinning wheels is that many of the efforts cancel each other out and raise
the general level of frustration and despair, with no time just to sit and talk things
over, or to step back and take the long view. The consequence of our busy-ness has
been serious, both on a personal and a global level. No one has time to reflect on
long-term impact, or to explore what certain interventions really are about. So-
called development projects have uprooted whole villages and increased the rich—
poor gap. Careless use and disposal of resources have created intractable problems
for future generations. The US departments of Energy and of Environmental Pro-
tection are struggling to clean up countless messes left behind by factories and
defence projects that neglected to think about the impact of their methods of waste
disposal in the middle of this century.

We are beginning to discover this. At an intuitive level most of us know that in
times of extreme motion and flux (an avalanche, a maelstrom, a strong wind or
current), our chances of survival increase if we stop thrashing, trying to swim,
and come up for air. At work we are discovering that in planning exercises it is no
longer the planning of the Plan that counts, because we have learned that the Plan
will be outdated before the year is over. We have come to see that it is the process
of planning, the being together, that is the result that we want: finding out what
the world looks like from someone else’s vantage point; finding out how an action
will impact on people seven generations from now. Increasingly, strategic planning
exercises are no longer about creating the Plan. Rather, the most important thing
becomes the act of engaging in conversation and dialogue with others and creating
the vision. The formation of the Club of Rome in 1968 was a first loud wake-up
call to the West for what we were doing on a global level (Meadows, Meadows,
Randers and Behrens, 1972). Heart attacks, suicides and broken marriages were
the wake-up calls at a personal level. The paradox is that we need to act so we can
be.

Mending the splits

We can no longer ignore the damaging effects of splitting our world into opposites.
We have to stop making a distinction between ‘doing’ as work and ‘being’ as non-
work, splitting family from work as if the two are unrelated, and realize that the
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professional and personal are closely connected. ‘Corporate poet’” David Whyte
points out that, sooner or later, we realize that we shortchange ourselves by
‘removing portions of our life from exploration, as if, at work, certain parts of
experience suddenly lie out of bounds’. Whyte continues: ‘Life does not seem to be
impressed by our arguments that we can ignore our deeper desires simply because
we happen to be earning a living at the time’ (Whyte, 1994: 69).

Taking time out for quiet reflection

In sports, when the coach makes a T-sign with his two hands, it means time out,
a time to stop the game temporarily and huddle together, to talk strategy and get
a take on how each player is feeling about the game thus far. In business we should
do the same — think about the long-term consequences of this move, or, as Native
Americans say, think about the impact of this move on the seventh generation
coming after us. Taking time out for ourselves is more difficult. It means taking
our vacations rather than letting the days accumulate. It means writing in a jour-
nal on a regular basis. Or going for long walks, alone or with people who are
important to us. Or meditating, participating in religious ceremonies, reading the
world’s masterpieces, listening to music, listening to our own heartbeat and learn-
ing to read the signals our bodies send to us to indicate that we are agitated, or sad,
or angry . . . and need to take time out — what Stephen Covey terms ‘Quadrant
III stuff’. Lao Tsu admonishes us to unclutter our minds and develop the quality
of our consciousness by letting go of all the new theories and techniques, and
giving up trying to know all the time just what to do (Heider, 1986: 95). Instead,
when we stop trying so hard, and accept that we do not know what to do, and sit
still and listen, we will find all that we need to know in the silence.

The Quakers (a Christian religion founded by George Fox in 1652 in England,
in reaction to the heavily regulated, bureaucratized and institutionalized form that
religious practices had taken at the time) worship in silence. Fox felt that ordinary
man had gotten too far removed from God. In the silence, the gathered congrega-
tion waits for the Lord, who may speak through anyone present. It is thus a very
egalitarian religion, with no priests or intermediaries who act on behalf of God.
The being becomes easier. If one cannot sit still for one hour and listen in silence,
one will thus not receive any illumination. Similarly, our intuition is of no use if
we do not listen to what it has to say. But the moment we withdraw from the
visual and aural clutter around us, by closing our eyes, by praying, by walking
in the woods, or, for some, by dreaming, we will find all that we need at our
disposal. This is how we become mindful, able to take in the details of life around
us: a sight, a facial expression, but also the wonders of nature, the wisdom of
animals and the creative powers of the universe. Only if we slow down and take
time out can we find the time to increase our awareness of ourselves, where we
come from, where we are heading and how we impact on the people around us. A
mindful walk in the woods is a walk ‘with soft eyes’, as Wheatley calls it, a walk
during which we take in everything without focusing on any one thing. After
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practising in the woods, try a walk across the factory floor or the open-plan office,
in the maternity ward, through the office — with soft eyes!

Metaskill 2: Knowing oneself and the other

We behave the way we do for good reasons: those behaviours have usually served
us well in the past. Our tendency to include or exclude ourselves in groups, to
want to lead others or want to be led, and our longing for intimacy or just the
opposite has grown out of adaptive responses that made sense in our past (Schutz,
1994). But how rigidly do we adhere to these tendencies? Can we adapt our behav-
iour to different circumstances, the requirements of the situation? Or have we
become rigid in our ways? Old tapes are being replayed, these are often ‘parent-
tapes,” voices of authority, when we find ourselves in situations that have some
resemblance to something in our past. And when we react as the little child did
years ago, we will not be very effective.

Finding out who we are, where we have come from, and why we are here, can
give us some answers to these questions. If we are busy, doing things, we have no
time to ask these existential questions. But if we journal or walk in the woods we
can. Painful moments are good times to learn. Why did I react so strongly to this
person? Why did I raise my voice? Why did my palms sweat? Of course you have
to notice these things before you can reflect on them. The focus of our energy on
others needs to be redirected to ourselves. Instead of ‘why did she behave so aggres-
sively?’ I should be asking: ‘What was it about her aggressive behaviour that trig-
gered something in me?’ ‘Who does she remind me of?’ ‘Where has this happened
before?” and ‘How often is this happening to me?’

Who am I?

Leadership implies the exercise of power and authority. How we relate to these two
often has its roots in what we observed around us and how we were told to relate
to them when we were little. Nelson Mandela, in his autobiography, describes how
his earliest experiences with power and authority shaped his notions about lead-
ership: the tribal meetings at the Great Place, at Mghekezweni in what is now
called Eastern Cape, where the regent listened to any and all who came to speak to
him, often with grievances and criticism. He remembers his astonishment at the
vehemence and candid ways in which the leader was criticized, and, more impor-
tantly, he remembered how the regent simply listened, without defending himself,
showing no emotion at all. As a leader, I have always followed the principles I first
saw demonstrated by the regent at the Great Place. I have always endeavoured to
listen to what each and every person in a discussion had to say before venturing
my own opinion’ (Mandela, 1996: 25).

Whether positive, as in Mandela’s case, or negative (an abusive parent or other
authority figure), early childhood experiences shape much of our adult behaviour.
Kets de Vries, a psychoanalyst and Professor of Human Resource Management at
INSEAD in France, has married the disciplines of psychoanalytic theory and
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organization theory, exploring the role of unconscious motivation in explaining
human action and decision making in organizations. Laurent Lapierre (in Kets de
Vries, 1991), a founding member of the International Society for the Psychoana-
lytic Study of Organizations, emphasizes the unconscious and irrational aspects
of leadership by adopting the following definition of leadership: ‘Leadership is that
part of executive action that may be directly attributed to the inner life of the
leader, to her personal vision, her ways of being and acting, her deep-rooted beliefs,
her imagination, and her fantasies’ (Lapierre in Kets de Vries, 1991: 70). Thus,
according to Kets de Vries, it is important for leaders to realize how power, or the
exercise of leadership itself, * . . . can activate, or re-activate the most primitive and
archaic fantasies that lie at the core of intellectual activity and individual behav-
iour’ (1991: 72).

How to understand oneself and discover these primal fantasies that guide our
behaviour has been an age-old pursuit. This, according to some, is why we have
myths and legends. From the ancient myths to today’s storytellers, the messages
are remarkably similar, no matter where one is in the world. There is a re-emer-
gence of interest in fables and myths as a way to go ‘inside’ and understand those
primal fantasies that are at the root of our behaviour. Jung (see Storr, 1983),
Campbell (1949), Pearson (1989), Pinkola Estes (1992) and Whyte (1994) have
used myths, legends and archetypes to help us make the journey inward, and
understand the dynamic forces that shape who we are and how we handle the
exercise of power. Whether we understand where our beliefs or assumptions come
from or not, we may simply reflect on how we use them and whether they serve
us well or not.

The term ‘mental models’, the theories that most of us have about the nature
of the situations around us, was used by Jay Forrester, who developed the concepts
and applications of system dynamics in the mid 1950s when he was at the Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) in the United States helping manufactur-
ers deal with the fluctuations in orders and production capacity (Kleiner, 1996:
207). Art Kleiner (1996), in his fascinating account of the ‘story of management’
in the US since World War 1II, describes the various streams of intellectual influ-
ences and emotionally charged controversies that have shaped managerial culture.
Both the overall story and the individual accounts show how mental models have
both helped and hindered the growth and expansion of major corporations that
currently dominate the world scene. At an individual level, mental models help us
navigate the complex world. These models develop over time, shaping what Chris
Argyris (1990: 88) calls the ‘ladder of inference’. Essentially, the ladder of inference
is based on a theory of action — a conclusion to do or say (or not do or not say)
something based on inferences derived from cultural meanings ascribed to directly
observable data, such as a conversation or verbal cues. Rick Ross (in Senge, Kleiner,
Roberts, Ross and Smith, 1995: 242) simplified the ladder and added two rungs to
it: as I observe something, I quickly run up the steps in my mind; I select certain
data from all that happens around me; I add meaning to this subset of data; I make
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assumptions based on the meaning I added; I draw conclusions which then inform
my action. Thus we believe that:

What we think is the truth

The truth is obvious

Our beliefs are based on objective and solid data
The data we selected are the only data.

Ross (in Senge et al., 1995: 242)

In a variation on this theme Bolman and Deal (1991) refer to the ‘mystery—
mastery’ model of interpersonal behaviour. In this model, a series of steps is fol-
lowed to reason oneself out of a problem situation by assuming that the problem
is caused by the other person(s), which leads to a unilateral diagnosis and a solu-
tion that requires the other to change. We will try to do this by arguing the merits
of our solution; by asking leading questions to manipulate the other; and by tell-
ing the other directly what he or she is doing wrong and how he or she should
change. If the other person resists or becomes defensive, our original diagnosis is
thus confirmed. We then step up the pressure and if our efforts are unsuccessful,
or less successful than hoped, it is the other’s fault (1991: 137). This chain of
reasoning is rampant and at the root of many so-called interpersonal problems in
organizations that have led to transfers and firing of people, and thus to much
suffering and despair. Unfortunately, many of these mental models are untested
and unexamined.

Although we may think that they have served us well, they actually have not,
and have gotten us into much trouble which we may always have attributed to
other people and forces outside ourselves as the reasoning above illustrates. The
challenge is to examine them. Three sets of skills will help us with that: introspec-
tion (rather than accusing others, examine how we ourselves may have contrib-
uted to a problem or situation), reflection (stepping back and slowing down our
thinking processes to become more aware) and inquiry (asking questions to test
our assumptions). These skills will allow us to re-script the doomed reasoning and
take us to a better place. Instead of looking for a place to put blame, we agree on
the basics (the task, the process); we search for common ground; we experiment;
we doubt our own infallibility, and we treat differences as a group responsibility.

At an organizational level, if the mental models and the essential beliefs of the
leader are being imposed onto the entire organization, we will see the beliefs trans-
lated into structures. For example, Banner and Gagné (1995: 92) list a number of
such beliefs and the corresponding organizational structures, such as ‘people can’t
be trusted to do the right thing organizationally’, which necessitates strong for-
malization, close supervision and centralization. Kets de Vries and Miller (1987:
110) describe a number of meurotic’ organizational types and the corresponding
executive behaviours, culture, strategy and guiding themes, illustrating the same
principle. Gareth Morgan, in his book Images of Organization (1986), presents and
explores the idea that our theories and explanations of organizational life are based
on metaphors that create special filters through which we see and come to
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understand organizations. Knowing whether we see the organization as an organ-
ism, a machine, a psychic prison, a culture, a political system, as a system in
constant flux and transformation, or as a tool of domination, will help us better
understand why we pursue certain strategies, put in place certain structures and
deal with organizational problems in certain ways (Morgan, 1986). McGregor, in
his now classic 1960 book The Human Side of Enterprise, suggests a simple exercise
to explore the assumptions, generalizations and hypotheses people hold about
organizations. (As a variant, try to apply this to yourself.)

Next time you attend a staff meeting at which a policy issue is under discussion or some
action is being considered, try a variant on the pastime of doodling. Jot down the
assumptions, beliefs, opinions, convictions, generalizations about human behavior
made during the discussion by the participants. Some of these will be explicitly stated
... Most will be implicit but fairly easily inferred . . . It will not make much difference
whether the problem is human, financial or technical.

McGregor, 1960: 6

Others who are different

In a dramatic story about the clash of two cultures in a Californian town, the US
world of medical science and the immigrant (refugee) Hmong culture crashed
head-on and many people got hurt. The outward ‘adaptation’ of the Hmong to
the US culture deceived the American doctors into thinking that they could and
should be treated like everyone else, and that interpreters or speaking slower Eng-
lish would be enough to bridge the gap. Aside from a description of the manifest-
ing symptoms, few caretakers thought about asking the Hmong patients what
they thought caused their suffering. And if they did, the stories about spirits were
discounted as useless for deciding on a treatment plan. According to one doctor:

If you went down to the rain forest and talked to the [local tribal people] you’d be
surprised if they didn’t come up with all sorts of fantastic spirit stories. You’d be sur-
prised if they sat there and started saying, yvou know, ‘Where’s the penicillin for my
impetigo?’ But if you took them to this [Californian] setting and dressed them up and
they drove a car and came to [the hospital], you wouldn’t expect to hear those stories
anymore.

Fadiman, 1997: 112

This misunderstanding had disastrous consequences for many people involved
and caused a lot of suffering that could have been avoided, if only the people
involved had realized that no one has a hold on the truth, or, as one social worker
remarked, ‘our view on reality is only a view, not reality itself (Fadiman,
1997:276).

Ronnie Lessem (1996) describes the four paradigms that come together in South
Africa (and not only here) in his book From Hunter to Rainmaker: The Southern
African Businessphere, the East, the West, the North, the South each have their own
ways of looking at and interpreting the world. Each one of us acts out of one
paradigm or another, and this determines what we look at, what we consider
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significant, how we see cause and effect, and thus how we act. As the world is
coming together through technology and wars, the paradigms bump into each
other, as they did in the Health Centre in California, and create even more turbu-
lence. It is unavoidable. Whether we like it or not, we have to take off our glasses,
step aside, and look through the other’s windows. In his critique of the predomi-
nant paternalistic North-South development paradigm, Whose Reality Counts:
Putting the First Last, Robert Chambers invites the Northerners and Westerners to
open up to self-doubt. ‘Self-doubt implies that others may know or may be right.
Understanding that realities are multiple, and that other’s realities differ from
one’s own and from each other, this becomes a way forward, a means of learning
and doing better’ (Chambers, 1997: 203). Thus the task of the expert becomes one
of listening and unlearning, from being the knower to becoming the sharer and
learner, and not just in the area of soft and fuzzy wisdom, but also when it comes
to what the Western World often considers ‘hard’ knowledge, the nuts and bolts
(like medicine, demography ... ) (Marindo-Ranganai quoted in Chambers,
1997:231).

The political mindset, which assumes that resources are limited and that some
people will win and others will lose, has been a powerful force in our interactions
with each other and created, especially in the Western World, a strong sense of
competition for resources and for recognition. We are constantly exposed to zero-
sum competition around us: races, matches, board games, elections. This compe-
tition requires one to be secret about one’s strategies in order to stay ‘ahead of the
game’. Whatever hurts the other will help you. More and more we have come to
realize that, in our complex and interdependent worlds, the game is a non-zero
game: the world economy, the Internet, the natural environment. In these spheres
we all do well or poorly. We can no longer extract resources from one country in
a way that will deplete or even destroy it. What happens in Rwanda affects us all.
Nonzero-sum games have completely different strategic implications than zero-
sum games, the most important one is transparency — if you know what I am
trying to accomplish, we can search together for common gains.

Others who appear similar

If we have difficulty in remaining aware of the profound differences when dealing
with cultures so visibly different than our own, how difficult is it then to see the
differences between us and people that otherwise look, talk and act like we do?
Personality types, learning styles are but two of many dimensions along which
people differ, which can cause great grief to the uninitiated. Observe how people
behave in a brainstorming session. It is a good viewing ground for profound type
differences. Watch the ones that love the exercise, splashing around like little chil-
dren in a wading pool, one idea follows another, getting more and more out-
rageous, and the initiators of the ideas seem to get carried away. Now watch the
others who are not participating, who try to bring the others down to earth with
words like ‘no that won’t work, have you thought about this, no we already tried
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that’; and watch the effect these statements have on the others. The scene is set for
a collective dragging down, crabs in a pot, whenever one tries to climb out, the
rest drag it down, and all stay on the bottom, and will be cooked. As Tom Peters
says: “You don’t want the wet noodles dragging down the live wires’ (Peters,
1994b: 204). But a little bit later in the process you need those so-called wet noo-
dles to bring back to earth the live wires and make some sense out of the creative
chaos. No one type is always the best or always the worst.

The Myers-Briggs Personality Indicator (MBTI) was originally developed to
sort people into different types. Four dimensions, with two dichotomous poles,
represent a total combination of 16 types. Each type is a dynamic interaction of
the ways in which we take in information (through our senses or through intui-
tion) and evaluate information (through logical reasoning or through subjective
reasoning) and our orientation towards the external world of people and objects
(extroversion) and our own internal world of ideas and associations (introversion).
The MBTT is but one, although one of the most exhaustively researched around the
world, of many different personality assessment instruments. Another frequently
used test in management and leadership training is the Learning Style Inventory,
which is based on David Kolb’s (1984) experiential learning cycle and helps the
user discern his or her preferred style of learning along two dimensions: active
versus passive, and concrete versus abstract. Situational leadership theory empha-
sizes both task and relationship behaviour. The particular style a leader takes is
influenced by the maturity of the person being led. The LEAD (Leader Effectiveness
and Adaptability Description) instrument was designed to measure self-perception
of three aspects of leader behaviour: style, style range and style adaptability. The
instrument has been expanded to include a LEAD-Other, to take into account the
perception of subordinates, superiors and peers (Hersey and Blanchard, 1982).

There is an almost infinite number of tests, inventories, rating scales and other
instruments on the market. Some, like the ones mentioned above, have been well
researched and have a host of more or less scientific publications to back them up.
Others vary in clarity, reliability and validity. One can now hop onto the Internet
and take a variety of tests which are instantly scored and the results fed back
(http://www.queendom.com/tests.html). What is important about these instru-
ments is not so much that they will tell you who you are and ‘explain’ or ‘excuse’
you, but rather that they provide a vocabulary with which we can describe differ-
ences, and present them as gifts that we all bring to a group. Some people claim
these terms are not entirely neutral, and may be culturally biased — a notion that
is becoming prevalent in South Africa. In organizations, certain traits are usually
more valued than others. Any organization benefits from having all types on its
staff. However, this diversity also causes stresses in the system. The ‘deviant’ types
are thus at a disadvantage and tend to get blamed for these stresses. In such cases,
‘typing’ may be risky for an individual. While being mindful of these traps, the
practical value of such instruments is that when two parties clash over how to do
something, it may have more to do with the way in which information is taken
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in and processed rather than with who is right and who is wrong. And therefore
our task is not so much to quibble over whose leadership to follow, but rather to
acknowledge that some kinds of tasks come more naturally to some of us than
others — and this may be a way to divide the work or call on someone’s strengths.

Metaskill 3: Knowing where you want to go

As an old Chinese proverb says: ‘If you don’t know where you are going, any way
will get you there.” When a group of people argues over what it needs to do, it is
nearly always because the members of the group have neglected to agree on a
destination point, the result they want, or the vision they are pursuing. Thus, the
‘how do we get there’ question is unanswerable as long as the ‘there’ is not
defined. This practice is rampant in the world of training: expensive training pro-
grammes are put together without a thought about the intended result of the
training. Instead, people quibble about which lecturers should come in, what exer-
cises should be done and what books should be read. We see the same phenomenon
in employment dissatisfaction: ask people who are drifting in and out of jobs, or
feel stuck in their jobs, to describe their ideal job. Chances are that they cannot.
Aside from the amount of money they would be making in these imaginary jobs,
little is clear, and thus has no power in guiding them. And so they keep drifting,
until that time when they know what they want, and then ‘all sorts of things
occur to help one that would never otherwise have occurred. A whole stream of
events issue from the decision, raising in one’s favour all manner of unforeseen
incidents and meetings, and material assistance, which no man could have
dreamed would come his way’ (WH. Murray, leader of the Scottish Himalaya
Expedition on the top of Mount Everest, 1958). This happened to Joseph Jaworski.
A series of seemingly a-causal events, where he literally bumped into people and
things that took him where he needed to go. Carl Gustav Jung called this ‘syn-
chronicity’. In his 1952 book, Synchronicity: An Acausal Connecting Principle, Jung
describes this phenomenon as ‘coincidences’ that were connected so meaningfully
that their ‘chance’ concurrence would represent a degree of improbability that
would have to be expressed by an astronomical figure (Storr, 1983: 339).

Vision is essentially about hope that a transformation is possible. The Dutch
futurist Fred Polak noted that in every instance of a flowering culture there had
been a positive image of the future at work: without a vision, the culture died.
History is full of examples of once vibrant cultures that withered away and finally
disappeared. Mandela writes in his autobiography:

I never lost hope that this grand transformation would occur. Not only because of the
great heroes I have already cited, but because of the courage of the ordinary men and
women of my country. I always knew that deep down in every human heart, there was
mercy and generosity. No-one is born hating another person because of the colour of
his skin, or his background, or his religion. People must learn to hate, and if they can
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learn to hate, they can be taught to love, for love comes more naturally to the human
heart than its opposite.

(Mandela, 1996: 749)

There are two strands coming together here: the knowing where you want to be
at some point in the future, and the help that one can receive from the universe in
getting there. Note that it is not the help from the university, but rather from the
universe that gets you there.

In knowing where we want to be, many of us have been handicapped by our
past. In certain countries it is culturally acceptable for women to expect and/or
want what others want for them, and often these others are significant males:
fathers, uncles, brothers, and later husbands, and eventually sons. No one has
asked them what they want, or they have learned very early in life that ‘wanting
something’ is bad. Many women, and men as well, are acting out other people’s
dreams for them. Many family dramas can be traced to such projected dreams and
hopes. This is the risk: when we do not know what we want, we can easily become
slaves of other people’s desires for us, or other organizations’ desires for us. Yet
visions do not come that easily. Aside from the inability to think of what you want
for yourself (as opposed to what others want for you), there is also reluctance to
articulate a vision. As Jean Baker Miller describes (with particular reference to
women), ‘If vou do not know what you want, you can avoid taking the risk to
get it’ (Baker Miller, 1986: 109). Letting other people decide what you want
absolves you from ever taking responsibility for not getting where you wanted to
be. And so we are back at knowing what we do not want, and blaming others
when we get what we did not want, thus reinforcing the closed loop. It is the
illusion of a safe existence. As little birds in a cage, we stay where we are without
venturing out. We get fed and taken care of, but we have traded in our deepest
longings (without knowing them) for a dependence on caretakers whose commit-
ment we have no control over, and which may not last as long as we think. And
then what?

The same forces are at work at an organizational level. If a company does not
have vision, and the marketplace or some other outside force determines where the
company is going, there may not be a company left (Tregoe, Zimmerman, Smith
and Tobia, 1990: 35). We have encountered a variation of this in the small non-
profit organizations in the developing world, which are being pushed this way, or
that, depending on the latest wishes of their sponsors or donors. When these
donors come from different places, the picture gets messier, with power differen-
tials and conflicting paradigms. It is no wonder that such organizations are called
‘overdependent on foreign aid’, or ‘unempowered’, or just plain ‘incompetent’.
How could any organization perform under such circumstances?

And finally, the ‘imposed vision’ is also at work when an employee finds him-
or herself forced to buy into an organizational vision that is not congruent with
his or her own vision. Sculley, formerly of Apple Computer, stated to Apple’s new
employees that ‘the new corporate contract is that we’ll offer you an opportunity
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to express yourself and grow, if you promise to leash yourself to our dream, at
least for a while’ (quoted in Whyte, 1994: 78). That is great if your dreams are in
alignment, but it spells trouble if you do not have one. Sometimes we fool our-
selves into thinking that we do have a vision. We call it a negative vision: we know
what we do not want. However, framing a goal as the absence of something is not
very inspiring or motivating, and it severely limits one’s circle of allies. In his
autobiography, Mandela describes his long-standing opposition to communism: ‘I
was far more certain in those days of what I was against than what I was for’
(Mandela, 1996: 137). It wasn’t a very useful stance because it kept him from
discovering common ground with the communists, which were, after all, also
after a new society. Knowing what we do not want gives little direction for action.
The slogan, ‘End World Hunger’, contains no clues for a visual image. But when
we change it to: ‘Every child needs three meals a day!” we can begin to form a
mental image of a child, happily eating, and a first condition for action is in place
— we have a picture of the destination. The Tourism industry knows about this
and effectively uses pictures of destinations to propel us into action (saving money,
buying tickets, and so on). Effective leaders know about this too — it is not just a
marketing trick.

Having a vision of the destination is about passion, about dreaming and about
taking responsibility for one’s future. This is where the other strand comes in: the
open mind to take in the messages from the universe, to allow things to happen.
Countless are the stories of people who were searching for meaning, a goal, a
vision, when all sorts of things began to present themselves to them, but this did
not occur until something happened. Jung blames Cartesian philosophy, which
has left us clinging rigidly to its idea of reality, and which has severely limited our
view. Native Americans, Native South Africans, Native Australians knew this.
Luckily for us, they are spread around the globe and their stories and wisdom are
captured in many books and folklore, so we can access it if we want.

Many of the synchronicity stories (those told by Jung, by Jaworski, and events
we have experienced for ourselves) revolve around animals. Not long ago, a deer
crashed through the glass window of a law office in Boston. In Native American
traditions, the deer represents gentleness. It was a clear message from ‘out there’
to the lawyers, who had probably not been very gentle lately. In the same week,
in a well-off town close to Boston, a moose was caught. The moose is the largest
and strongest member of the deer family, and is usually not seen in populated
areas. If you are attentive to these events, you can receive their messages. Jamie
Sams and David Carson have captured the age-old wisdom of animals, derived
from the teachings of many Native American tribes in their medicine cards (Sams
and Carson, 1988). According to them, the moose may have been there to remind
us that ‘in tooting yvour own horn you have failed to be interested in others, and
have therefore forgotten that everyone teaches everyone else in some way . ..
moose medicine may be asking you to grow quiet for a while, to calm your spirit
and allow the strength and wisdom of silence to enter your heart’ (1988: 82).
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Those of us who live along paved roads, in concrete and brick structures far from
the wild, have lost this connection with animals and nature, so essential to
humankind. According to Eagle Chief (Letakots-Les) who headed the Pawnee tribe
in the United States in the late nineteenth century:

In the beginning of all things, wisdom and knowledge were with the animals, for
Tirawa [the Native American Pawnee tribe’s ‘father’ spirit], the One Above, did not
speak directly to man. He sent certain animals to tell men that he showed himself
through the beasts, and that from them, and from the stars and the sun and the moon
man learns . . . all things tell of Tirawa.

So the animals come crashing in on us, in a desperate attempt to get our attention.
The strength of a vision derives from the passion and enthusiasm behind it. It is
this passion that moves mountains, or, as in Mandela’s case, abolishes apartheid,
something that seemed too high a mountain to climb for so long. Few of us can
imagine staying focused through a quarter of a century of incarceration. And it is
in the word ‘enthusiasm’ that we find the Greek roots of en-theos, the God within,
the divine hand that guides us to where we want to be, the absolute faith that
what we want is possible. We have observed a relationship between having a
vision and a sense of self-worth and self-esteem, both at a personal and at an
organizational level. When there is no sense of purpose, and when the self-esteem
is missing, the love of power and privilege rushes eagerly to fill the void, and we
end up with the director driving around in a big fancy car, using money for the
wrong things and robbing the organization of whatever idealism and goodwill it
had. Such an organization needs a good dose of passion and purpose in the form
of a shared vision. Then it can play and dance again!

Creating a shared vision

The process of visioning is fairly new, and, by some, considered a fad. And yet,
seeing a group piece together a common vision is a powerful experience. Some-
times there are surprises, when statements appear that relate to how the people in
the organization are working together. Traditionally, when companies or organi-
zations established goals, these were usually external and often quantitative: mar-
ket share, profit, stock value, size of audience, targets reached. But with the process
of collective visioning a new element has been added: the element of the individ-
ual’s dream for a better future. The power of such a visioning process is that it
hooks into fundamental individual aspirations. When this collective exercise is pre-
ceded by an individual visioning exercise, this powerful connection becomes even
more marked. Countless are the times that we have seen people moved to the point
of tears, and getting back in touch with some very deeply held values, beliefs, and
wishes about life, which had been covered over, or buried in the daily routines, or
hassles of work — especially in large bureaucracies. In South Africa’s Eastern Cape
Province, a group of health professionals from various primary health care (PHC)
sub-disciplines, many of whom had never planned anything together, joined
forces for two days to come up with a common vision for PHC in their province.
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The group was asked to dream a bit and imagine that a reporter, many years from
now, would visit their province to report on the extraordinary accomplishments
in PHC. What would the story be like? Individuals began to write their own ver-
sions first, then compared notes, looked at common themes, and combined the
individual stories into one. A powerful story emerged. This story was read aloud
in many places after that, and each time it left the group silent, in awe, with big
smiles on people’s faces, nodding, “Yes, that’s what we want!’

From common ground to common purpose

In South Africa, but not only here, the need to bring together people with different
perspectives is critical for future survival. Technology and world economics have
connected us in ways that have made the word ‘independence’ obsolete. ‘Interde-
pendence’ is the operative word. Our biggest job is to find common ground and
then look for the ideas to break through whatever barrier we have imposed on
ourselves. This is an inclusive and creative process. Smith (in Senge et al., 1995)
describes a process for creating a shared vision that is developmental: ‘Every stage
of the process should help build both the listening capacity of the leader and the
leadership capacities of the rest of the organization’ (1995: 313). The stages
remind one of the situational leadership model of Hersey and Blanchard (1982),
moving from telling, to selling, to testing, consulting to the desired end state of
co-creating. Marvin Weisbord uses a large group process called ‘future search con-
ference’ (Weisbord and Janoff, 1995) as a method of getting to this shared vision
in the latest stage of co-creating. In her book Winning through participation Laura
Spencer describes another process that allows a large group to create a vision
together, using an inductive process that departs from the individual dreams
(Spencer, 1989).

Love and work

What is important here is that vision, whether individual or organizational, ani-
mates, inspires, transforms us only if it is deeply rooted in our human needs and
values. And the essential need and value is love (Robert Frost rolled these two
together by saying ‘love and need are one’). According to Joe Jaworski (1996), love
manifests itself in organizations in three ways: love for ourselves, love for others,
and love for what we do. James Autry in his book on Love and Profit, suggests that
good management is largely a matter of love, because proper management
involves caring for people, not manipulating them. Wheatley and Kellner-Rogers
(1996) say that love is a potent source of power, because we inhabit a quantum
universe that knows nothing of itself, independent of its relationships. Fromm
(1956) says that love is not primarily a relationship to a specific person, but an
attitude, an orientation of character that determines the relatedness of a person to
the world as a whole. This capacity for love is what creates a ‘field’ around a
person, a field that propels oneself towards greater action, a mission, a cause
greater than oneself, that transcends individual and selfish needs. Margaret
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Wheatley (1996) describes organizational vision in such a way;, as a field, ‘a force
of unseen connections that influences employees’ behaviour — rather than as
evocative messages about some desired future state’. Mandela felt this as he grad-
uated from Fort Hare University and was drawn into and towards the struggle
against racial prejudice (Mandela, 1996: 102). A powerful vision then acts like a
lightning rod, giving courage, hope and attracting others who are after the same
thing. Such a field is a self-reinforcing phenomenon: the stronger the field, the
more people are attracted, the more other people get attracted. Vision is a powerful
magnet. But vision is also about creativity. What is possible is infinite. The leader
who can bring out ideas in others has an immense advantage. Gary Hamel dis-
misses the traditional planning in which a small elite group goes off site and plots
the company’s future. Such a process disempowers the rest of the organization.
Whatever the results, few will feel bound by it unless under duress. The new role,
according to Hamel and many others, is the one of student, rather than magistrate
(Hamel, 1996: 81).

Metaskill 4: Understanding power and group dynamics

Self-awareness is an important prerequisite for appreciating what happens in
groups and between groups. As much as we like to pretend that we are all rational
beings, making rational decisions about our choices and acting rationally in
groups, much of what we actually do is not very rational. Inside groups other
people’s behaviour triggers off powerful reflexes in us. It activates parent tapes and
influences what we say or do, don’t say or don’t do, in ways of which we are often
not very conscious. Group relations training, sometimes referred to as ‘sensitivity
training’, aims to bring these processes into our consciousness by creating tempo-
rary systems (workshops) in which the primary task is to learn about ourselves
in the here and now, using what happens in the group as our curriculum, syllabus
and texts, all rolled into one. These experiences can provoke a lot of anxiety because
we have suddenly become the object of study, and so has everyone else in the
group, including the group itself, as if it had a mind of its own.

When we work in groups there is usually a task. We clarify the task, come to
agreement on what we need to do, and what roles each group member is to play.
Initially, we also need to clarify the boundaries: that is how we define who is part
of our group and who is not, how to become a member or be kicked out, the time
horizon of our group, the place(s) where we meet, and finally how we handle
leadership. All of these issues need to be worked out and agreed upon. If anyone of
these is not clear, the group will find itself floundering. This is what Bion (1961)
calls the work group: a level of functioning at which members consciously pursue
an agreed-upon objective and deliberately work towards the completion of a task.
But there are also irrational processes at work. Bion used the term ‘basic assump-
tion group’, which combines the hidden agendas of the group members, their
unconscious wishes, fears, defences, fantasies, impulses, and projections. Bion
identified three distinct basic assumptions: dependency (the group secures security
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and protection from one individual, usually the leader, and acts as incompetent
children who need to be guided by this leader for the survival of the group); fight/
flight (fighting among each other, often for leadership, or complete withdrawal
from the group in order to survive); and pairing (two members of the group pair
up to take care of the work and secure the survival of the group). The work group
focuses outward, the assumption group inward. The tension between the two is
always there, sometimes referred to as ‘task and process’. It helps to recognize
these phenomena in groups. They may explain why a group is lost or not making
any progress. Understanding group dynamics provides a language to make the
group process discussable, so that the unconscious choices can be made more con-
scious, ‘do we really want to be so completely dependent on the leader?’

Intergroup behaviour is subjected to the same dynamics, and recognizing irra-
tional processes can help to overcome conflict, irritation and allow true dialogue
to develop. Common intergroup irrational processes are social projection (your
group has all the undesirable characteristics that this group cannot accept of
itself), scapegoating (heaping all the blame and ‘sins of the forefathers’ on one
group or person) and stereotyping (the group you belong to has certain character-
istics, because you are a member of that group, you have them too!).

Many models exist of group development over time. Most of us remember the
apprehension, anxiety and politeness that is so palpable when groups first come
together. There is a hesitance to take leadership, to impose opinions and to direct
the group. This we have witnessed countless times with the MBA groups at the
Graduate School of Business at the University of Cape Town. Then, over time,
people take on roles and the politeness begins to make way for little conflicts about
how things should be done. As time goes by these conflicts are resolved (or the
group dissolves) and a pattern of norms begins to emerge. Finally the group
reaches a time of trust, openness and even intimacy facilitating the task of the
group. Often there is an end to the group and it dissolves, the members mourn,
and join new groups, to start the whole process all over. Anthony Banet (1976)
distinguishes three different models of group development theory: the linear
model, the helical model and the cyclical model.

Linear model

In the linear model, like the one outlined above, the group is focused on the future
and moves through a series of successive stages, each one better than the previous
one: forming, storming, norming, performing (and mourning).

The helical model

The helical model describes group development as a progressive deepening of the
relationships, with a focus on the past, the process followed is that of a helix, a
spiraling in, deeper and deeper. Most psychotherapy groups follow this model.
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The cyclical model

In the cyclical model, the focus is on the here and now, the present, and the indi-
viduals become aware of the polarities that operate in the group. According to
Banet ‘the model links human events with other natural phenomena and teaches
the ancient philosophy of Tao, which aims for personal centredness and integrity
in a world of turmoil and conflict’ (Banet, 1976: 178).

What scares people most about groups is the potential for conflict and the degree
to which they bring out irrational and unwanted behaviour in oneself and create
discomfort, or worse, embarrassment. Learning to read a group, and see both its
rational and irrational processes at work, makes working in groups less mysteri-
ous and more manageable. When one is under attack as the leader of a group, it
helps to know that the fight assumption is activated, or that we are in the storm-
ing mode. It helps if one can name that, without threatening or embarrassing the
group — sometimes simply by stopping and reflecting on one’s own feelings (‘I
feel really under siege’) or the process (‘We seem to be stuck, and as people tune
out, fewer and fewer are left to help us get unstuck’). This ‘stop-action’ allows us
to make an appeal to people’s sense of responsibility, resurrect the vision if there
was one, or create one if there was none, and get things back on track. Not being
aware of group dynamics and group development leads to self-doubt (‘I can never
do this’; ‘I am incompetent’), a feeling of victimization (‘Poor me’) and paranoia
(“They’re after me’), frustration and anger, and all the ineffective and futile actions
that are inspired by these feelings.

So, to conclude, the metacognitions are second-order cognitions: thoughts
about thoughts, knowledge about knowledge and reflections about actions (Silver,
1993). Metaskills are the skills that help us get to these metacognitions. Although
we looked at various areas in which leaders need to develop awareness, the topic
does not lend itself easily to a linear presentation. The same themes emerge over
and over again, and each area is connected to any other. Awareness in one area
increases awareness in another, it is an exponential process and experience — the
awareness gets bigger in leaps and bounds. This chapter is not about prescriptions,
yet it is full of them. It tells you to act, while it emphasizes being. It claims to talk
about skills that aren’t really skills. It suggests reflection but urges action. It tells
you what you should do while emphasizing that no one can create a vision for
anyone else. We have tried to change you, even just fractionally, while implying
that you are the only one who can change yourself. This chapter is full of para-
doxes that do not need to be resolved, but awareness of these paradoxes, we believe,
is critically important.

It is so easy to become someone you do not want to be, even without realizing
that it is happening. ‘We are created by the choices we make every day. And if we
take action in order to please some authority-figure, we’ll suddenly wake up down
the road and say: “This isn’t me. I never wanted to be this person”’ (Siegel,
1996: 42). The challenge is to live authentically — be real.
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Kate Wolff was a Canadian singer and songwriter who died of cancer in her
early forties. From a tremendous legacy of songs we have singled out one line that
could serve as a motto for this chapter: ‘Find out what you really care about, then
live a life that shows it.” This is the task. It requires us to do more of all those
things we have dropped along the way as we are rushing to our destination: live
by example, tell the truth, keep our promises, be fair, respect each other, encourage
curiosity, sit down, listen, watch, learn, be open to the messages from the uni-
verse, let go of tightly defined outcomes, embrace error, relax, hand over the stick,
believe in others, ask, and finally, never make it rough on people, life is rough
enough. Our academic or business education may not have prepared us for these
simple precepts. We know how to lecture, initiate, interrupt others, talk down,
and discuss. All of these words come from a paradigm that is beginning to lose its
usefulness.






Openness
The Times are a-Changing

The new leadership will not be provided by ‘take charge’ elite, but will emerge from the
capacity that lies within each and every person. It will be a leadership that does not
presume to have all the answers, but one that seeks to empower others to work on their
own problems. It will be a leadership that skilfully provokes and accompanies people
and organizations as they undertake their difficult work.

Beerel, 1998

These are unparalleled times in the history of global business. Technology and an
increased acceptance of economic freedom are ensuring that every conceivable bar-
rier is being broken down. Businesses today are very different from what they
were ten years ago, and will probably be even less recognizable by the end of the
next decade. In South Africa this change is being magnified by the incredible polit-
ical, social and economic transition, which started in the 1990s and is continuing
at the start of this new century.

In times of great transition, leadership becomes critically important, and the
magnitude of today’s changes will demand not only more leadership, but new
approaches to leadership. It is critical then that leaders are open to new ways of
doing things. Prominent American pundit John Kotter (1990) argues that in the
turbulent fast-changing environment of the 1990s, it is leadership, not just plain
old management, that is required. Charles Handy (1998), the leading UK commen-
tator on management, attributes the growing interest in leadership in recent years
to an underlying change in the way we actually think about organizations. He
suggests that, in the past, we thought of organizations as ‘flawed’ pieces of engi-
neering, but capable in theory of perfectibility. Today, however, we use a different
kind of language when talking about organizations — a language which uses such
terms as networks’, ‘alliances’, ‘culture’ and ‘shared values’. This, Handy argues,
is the language of leadership, not of management. It is also a reflection of the shift
from a Newtonian way of seeing the world, which, for much of the past century,
has used machine-like imagery in our perspectives on human behaviour.

Quantum theory, according to which all is not what it seems, is the new lens
through which commentators such as Margaret Wheatley (1992; 1999), Ralph
Stacey (1991; 1992; 1995; 1996) and Joseph Jaworski (1996), are now observing
the process of leadership. Changing times are forcing us to rethink our ideas on
leadership. Hill (1998: 3) provides us with a useful framework on changed
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theoretical assumptions within the field of leadership. Her framework draws on
the work of a number of contemporary writers, including Conger (1993);
Coulsen-Thomas (1997), Covey (1995; 1997); Gilliland, Tynan and Smith (1996);
McCollum (1995); Merry (1995); Nel (1994); Senge (1995a; 1995b; 1996); Saun-
ders (1998); Stacey (1996); Townsend and Gebhardt (1997); and Van der Merwe
(1994).

Although the shifts outlined in Table 2.1 should be taken as theoretical tenden-
cies rather than as indicative of widespread business realities or even representative
of the bulk of theoretical literature, they nevertheless suggest dramatic changes in
outlook.

Encapsulated in the Newtonian vs. quantum perspectives, is the age-old debate
on the differences between management and leadership. The view has long been
held that management is about providing the order and procedures necessary to
cope with the complexity of organizations. Managers see themselves as conserva-
tors and regulators of an existing order of affairs with which they personally
identify, and from which they gain rewards. A manager’s sense of self-worth is
often enhanced by perpetuating and strengthening existing institutions. Tradition-
ally, leadership, by contrast, is about coping with change and has been seen as a
more strategic concept. The simple analogy adapted from Stephen Covey (1989) is
that the manager ensures that the organization is able to move up a step ladder,
the leader ensures that the ladder is resting against the correct wall! Hence, if there
is a change to be made, it will be the leader who drives this process. But are the
concepts of leadership and management really that distinct?

Professor Albert Zaleznik (1992), a psychoanalyst and the Konosuke Matsus-
hita Professor of Leadership Emeritus at Harvard Business School, dismisses the
idea that, through training, it is possible to develop people to be both effective
managers and effective leaders. He argues that they are very different kinds of
people, with different motivation, different personal histories and different ways
of thinking and acting. He claims that ‘a managerial culture emphasizes rational-
ity and control. Whether his or her energies are directed towards goals, resources,
organization structures, or people, a manager is a problem solver’ (Zaleznik,
1992: 127). Zaleznik goes further, by claiming that managers tend to adopt
impersonal, if not passive, attitudes toward goals, and that managerial goals arise
out of necessities rather than desires, and therefore ‘are deeply embedded in their
organization’s history and culture’.

Peters and Waterman (1982) talk of the manager as cop, referee, devil’s advo-
cate, dispassionate analyst, professional, decision maker, naysayer and pro-
nouncer. For Peters, leadership, by contrast, is about being a cheerleader,
enthusiast, nurturer of champions, hero finder, wanderer, dramatist, coach, facil-
itator and builder. His role models for leadership are people like Bill Hewlett of
Hewlett Packard, Steve Jobs of Apple Computer and Sam Walton of Walmart.
Given these observations, in the South African context we might argue that during
the presidency of Nelson Mandela, he led South Africa, while Thabo Mbeki, as
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Traits Task and
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Table 2.1
Transition in leadership theory*
1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s
Contingencies Leader— Transform- Credibility
follower inter-  ation and and soul
action vision

A controllable, predictable world

Newtonian science

Organization as a machine

Future orientation

Plan, control and organize

Positional power

Analyse a problem, solve it, sell the solution
to others and manage the implementation

of the solution

Followers as a means of production

Instrumentalism

Leader

>

World-view

A systemic, complex world with
multiple causality

Organizational philosophy

Organization as a self-organizing
community
Time orientation

Respect for the future, regard for the present
and understanding of the past

Role of the leader
Steward, teacher, designer,
facilitator and catalyst
Leadership power base

Referent power (and positional power)

Activities of the leader
Formulate a vision and create an
environment that enables the
achievement of the vision
Follower role

Followers as the key source of
information and creativity

Humanism

Source of wisdom

Followers and the organizational system

Outcome of leader—follower interaction

Compliant followers dependent on the

leader

Attainment of profit

Committed, empowered followers

Profit as well as stewardship of employees,
the organization and societv}.

*Adapted from Hill, 1998.
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Deputy President, managed the country. But is this to say that Mbeki is not a
leader? Is there not scope then for leadership to take its form in different ways?

If we accept the link between leadership and change, it can be argued that in the
South African corporate environment there is a glaring lack of leadership. The
imperatives for change are clear; international competition and the need for
employment equity are the flagbearers showing us what is needed. Yet there is a
sense that these concepts are incompatible in the South African context. We may
attribute this to the inherent conservatism that characterizes organizations, and
the natural resistance that people have to change. As John D. Rockefeller (1973:
72) puts it: An organization is a system with a logic of its own, and all the weight
of tradition and inertia. The deck is stacked in favour of the tried and proven way
of doing things and against the taking of risks and striking out in new directions.’
We might take this American perspective on organizations to explain away the
inertia that is evident in South African organizations. This inertia is reflected by
figures from the Breakwater Monitor, a research project at the University of Cape
Town’s Graduate School of Business, which tracks employment equity in a sample
of companies that in total employ more than a million people. The latest figures
from this research indicate that 13,78 % of management in South Africa are
women, and 12,5 % of management are black (that is, African, Asian, and Col-
oured). However, of these figures, only 6,45 % in senior management are either
black or women (little wonder the emphasis that a black government is placing on
employment equity). The situation is not surprising, given the comments of man-
agement consultant, Martin Nasser, who in the early 1990s wrote that real par-
ticipative management among South African executives is a rarity, particularly in
the classical sense of the word. Nasser and Vivier (1993) identified what they saw
as a hybrid style of leadership among the majority of South African organizations
they studied. They described this as a mixture between a ‘benevolent dictatorship’
and a ‘cultivated autocracy’. Either way, the sense of a top—down leadership par-
adigm is clear. This perspective has been reinforced by our own research five years
later, in which we interviewed thirty-five leaders from large organizations in dif-
ferent sectors. The autocratic, paternalistic approach is still present, although
undoubtedly the history of the country is a critical influence.

As Anthony Coombe, Cape Town senior partner of Price Waterhouse Coopers
puts it: ‘The pressures on leaders and senior managers in South Africa are
immense, because there is a thinner line of really senior leaders in this country
than there should be. And that’s for historical reasons, and also because we're
losing so many good people to emigration’ (April, 1997). Does enormous pressure
under which leaders find themselves force the adoption of an autocratic approach?
Is the heroic figure of the leader the most appropriate image of the organizational
leader today? Is there really any alternative? We may argue that it really is up to
the influence a leader exerts in altering moods, evoking images and expectations,
and in establishing specific desires and objectives, that determines the direction an
organization takes. That they are active instead of reactive, shaping ideas instead
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of responding to them, and that they adopt a personal and active attitude towards
goals. A recent example of this is the demutualization of Old Mutual, South
Africa’s largest insurance company, essentially a process driven by the senior lead-
ership in the organization, led by Chairman Mike Levett. The net result of this
influence changes the way people think about what is desirable, possible, and nec-
essary. But does such an influence generate optimal energy for the organization?
At the end of the day, the question remains: is the authoritarian approach the most
effective? Newton would probably have said ‘yves’, given the perspective that peo-
ple are all really just like machines. Is the fact that people are not like machines
adequate grounds for a more participative approach to leadership?

The irony is that the transition from authoritarianism to participation requires
firm guidance by leaders who have been appointed or elected to exercise authority.
This may seem like a contradiction, but the long and difficult transition process
stands little chance of succeeding unless it is driven by those who wield power.
Only with their committed support can the old structure, built on leadership and
management supremacy, worker dependence and subordination, be dismantled.

Colin Hall, executive chairman of Wooltru, a large group of retail companies in
South Africa, makes the point that ‘leadership is a constant requirement of a
healthy environment — leadership, in the sense that it will be shared across all
sorts of people, at all sorts of levels in organizations and elsewhere. What we need
to encourage is the capacity that people have to follow with enthusiasm, and to
lead people who are following them with enthusiasm’ (April, 1997). Hall’s view
indicates that leadership can be anywhere in the organization. Similarly, Cashman
makes the point that:

We lead by virtue of who we are. Some people . . . will make breakthroughs and then
lead their own lives more effectively. Others will develop themselves and passionately
lead major organizations to new heights. Whether we are at an early stage in our career,
a knowledge-worker or a corporate executive, we are all CEOs of our own lives. The
only difference is the domain of influence. The process is the same; we lead from who
we are.

Cashman, 1998: 18

Manz and Sims (1993: 140) share this opinion. Their focus is on a new form of
leadership — one designed to facilitate the self-leadership energy within each per-
son. Their position is that true leadership comes from within a person, not from
the outside. ‘Leadership is not something we do. It comes from somewhere inside
us. Leadership is a process, an ultimate expression of who we are. It is our being
in action. Our being, our personhood, says as much about us as a leader as the act
of leading itself” (Cashman, 1998: 18). According to Cashman (1998: 20), ‘leader-
ship is authentic self-expression that creates value’. The implications of this definition
are quite far reaching. From this perspective, leadership is not seen as hierarchical
— it exists everywhere in organizations. The roles of leadership change, but the
core process is the same. Cashman (1998: 20) makes the further point that ‘any-
one who is authentically self-expressing and creating value, is leading. Some may
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self-express and create value through ideas, others through systems, others
through people, but the essence is the same’. At its best, external leadership pro-
vides a spark and supports the flame of the true inner leadership that dwells
within each person. At its worst, it disrupts this internal process, causing damage
to the person and the constituencies served by the leader. This perspective repre-
sents a departure from the dominant and, we think, incomplete view of leadership.
It suggests a new measure of a leader’s strength — the ability to maximize the
contributions of others through recognition of their right to guide their own destiny,
rather than the ability to bend the will of others to one’s own. Leading others to
lead themselves means bringing out the best, but mainly in others, not just in
oneself. This form of leadership brings out the best that lies within those that
surround the formal leader. This view is endorsed by the quantum theorists who
see matter as made up of particles and relationships or interconnectedness, both
seen and unseen. But if leadership can prevail anywhere in the organization, what
of management?

As Professor John Simpson, Head of Management Studies at the University of
Cape Town puts it, ‘I would make a distinction between management and leader-
ship. One shouldn’t, but I'm afraid that one has to . . . because many, many man-
agers in this country aren’t leaders. Ideally, of course they should be . . . but very
often it’s situational, it’s historic, it’s got to do with previous cultures, it's got to
do with recognition of qualifications. All those sorts of things have actually
resulted in managers not necessarily being leaders’ (April, 1997). Whilst Simpson
reluctantly draws the distinction between management and leadership, Zaleznik
(1992) is very definite about highlighting the distinction. He suggests that man-
agers prefer to work with others and that they avoid solitary activity because it
makes them anxious. ‘The need to seek out others with whom to work and col-
laborate seems to stand out as an important characteristic of managers. However,
managers may lack empathy, or the capacity to sense intuitively the thoughts and
feelings of others.” Empathy is not simply a matter of paying attention to other
people, it is also the capacity to take in emotional signals and make them mean-
ingful in a relationship.

According to Zaleznik, managers relate to people according to the role they
play in a sequence of events or in a decision-making process, while leaders, who
are concerned with ideas, relate in more intuitive and empathetic ways. Certainly
if the intuitive and empathic capacity of Zaleznik’s leaders is lacking in managers
in South Africa, then the country has a real problem. Given the history of the
country, there is no way that the type of change needed will take place without
qualities such as intuition and empathy. Perhaps the type of dilemma facing many
leaders in South Africa is that voiced by André Harrison, General Manager of Cape
Metro Rail, who observed that, ‘The organization will only survive because of
relationships . .. [however] on a personal level, I don't find relationships that
important. I feel that it is part of my work, part of my job . . . but, for me per-
sonally, it’s not that important’ (April, 1997). Research has shown that Harrison
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is not alone in his perspective. Working in one-to-one relationships, where there
is a formal and recognized difference in power of the players, takes a great deal of
tolerance for emotional interchange. This interchange, inevitable in close working
relationships, probably accounts for the reluctance of many executives to become
involved in such relationships. We might argue then, that in the pursuit of leader-
ship, South African leaders may resort to management. It is easier, safer and more
clear-cut.

Zaleznik's distinction between management and leadership may be simplistic
and misleading. First-class managers are often likely to possess a good measure of
leadership as well. Gardner (1993: 160) makes the point that these managers dis-
tinguish themselves from run-of-the-mill managers in that the former think in
the longer term; they grasp how their unit fits within a larger system; they are
able to influence others beyond their jurisdictions and thus can integrate frag-
mented constituencies; they emphasize intangibles such as vision, values, and
intuition; they have good political skills in coping with conflict; and they think in
terms of renewal, seeking to revise and improve the status quo. Such qualities,
however, do not lead to a single profile or image of an idealized leader. Gardner
further maintains that there are many kinds of leaders with unique constellations
of personal strengths and attributes, and their effectiveness often represents the
matching of strengths with historical contexts and the particular contemporary
settings in which they act. Zaleznik, however, goes so far as to say that the dis-
tinction is simply between a manager needing to focus on how things get done,
and a leader on what gets done, what the events and decisions mean to partici-
pants. John Simpson’s hesitant support for the distinction may be interpreted to
mean that South African organizations are underled and overmanaged. Business
consultant Laurence Kuper, writing in the South African national newspaper The
Sunday Independent (1998), made a similar assertion: ‘In South Africa, we have too
many managers and not enough leaders.” Given the complexity of the history and
change that is taking place in South Africa, and the increasingly complex global
marketplace, the notion of being underled is daunting. Dealing with complexity
requires intuition, empathy, creativity, flexibility and support — qualities more in
line with the principles of quantum theory and evolutionary biology than New-
tonian physics. The challenge to rethink our approaches to leadership in South
Africa is inescapable. Yet perhaps the challenge is simpler than we think. There is
undoubted complexity inherent in a country with 11 official languages, a multi-
tude of cultures and a history of autocratic oppression. Appreciating that there can
be simplicity in how we approach leadership is possibly the first step. The next step
is to determine how we can achieve that simplicity out of complexity. The new
sciences, as discussed in the next chapter, provide some insights into how that may
be achieved.






Simplicity
New Science and Leadership

We will not understand life and living organisms until we understand emergence. None
of us has a solid grasp of emergence, far less a full definition. Emergence is multifaceted,
and if you try to be too precise, you will lose what you're after. You can’t draw an easy
border around it. It’s like love. No philosopher or novelist would try to define love,
would they? Emergence can be described as a holistic phenomenon because the whole is
more than the sum of the parts.

John Holland in Lewin and Regine, 1999

In searching for new ways of leading, science, long esteemed by business as a
source of technological innovation, may ultimately prove of greatest value to lead-
ers as a source for useful new ways of looking at the world. The situation today
is similar to that which existed in the seventeenth century. At that time, the
premises of science presented by Isaac Newton, Francis Bacon and René Descartes
replaced the Ptolemaic paradigm that had reigned in science until then. Today we
are beginning to realize that currently held notions and principles of science do
reflect reality, but only part of reality — the ordered, linear, predictable, control-
lable side of reality.

The new sciences, chaos and complexity theories, have enlightened us to the
fact that there are also other aspects of the world in which non-linearity, inter-
activeness, chaos, complexity, unpredictability and uncertainty are natural, inev-
itable elements of this universe. Quantum theory is the new lens through which
commentators such as Margaret Wheatley, Annabel Beerel, Ralph Stacey and Rich-
ard Pascal are now observing the process of leadership. The new rules of complex
behaviour, as described by cutting-edge scientific research, have intriguing paral-
lels with the organizational behaviours that many organizations are trying to
encourage. Leadership is now being examined for its relational aspects — more and
more studies focus on followership, empowerment, leader accessibility, ethics and
morals, information sharing, values, vision, and culture. In motivational theory,
our attention is shifting from the enticement of external rewards to the intrinsic
motivators that spring from the work itself — refocusing on deep longings we
have for community, meaning, dignity, and love in our organizational lives.
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The shift in thinking

Through the ages, the basic tenets of science have been the underlying assump-
tions on which we have built our understanding, and much of our view of the
world is predicated on a seventeenth-century metaphor — the clockwork universe.
Within many organizational structures and academic disciplines we have used the
notion that things can be taken apart and then put back together again without
any significant loss. ‘Old’" science, until recently and led by physics, artificially
isolated systems in order to study them and dealt with ideal models that are diffi-
cult to find in nature. In that mindset, we have broken organizations into func-
tions, and we have broken people into roles. The assumption is that by
comprehending the workings of each piece, the whole can be understood — an
assumption characterized by materialism and reductionism, and a focus on things
rather than relationships. As Margaret Wheatley puts it, in our work lives, we are
trying to predict the unpredictable, to manage the unmanageable, and control the
uncontrollable (Wheatley, 1992). This bedrock is, however, currently being ques-
tioned. New science, the science of chaos theory, evolution biology, quantum
mechanics and field theory, deals with systems that display non-linearity and are
interdependent with other systems. Most systems in the world are like this. What
the new sciences do for us is to see systems and organizations as wholes, not just
as collections of parts. Taking a holistic look at things is what dismantles the age-
old functional hierarchies and replaces them with cross-functional teams and
communities, conducive to lifelong learning. Leaders need to get to know the
dynamic behavioural states their organizations are in, and be able to adjust their
leadership- and managerial styles to the conditions of their particular state.

Nature has so many things that we crave in organizations, for example, enor-
mous diversity, complexity, flexibility and adaptability. Life self-organizes, and its
natural tendency is to organize into greater levels of complexity to support more
diversity and greater sustainability (Wheatley and Kellner-Rogers, 1996). Net-
works, patterns, and structures emerge without external imposition or direction
— organization wants to happen. People are intelligent, adaptive, self-organizing,
and meaning-seeking. Social systems are purposeful systems with purposeful
parts — the parts, as well as the whole, have the choice of ends as well as means
(Ackoff, 1994). Therefore, interaction between purposeful parts can take many
forms, including conflict and cooperation (Stacey, 1992). Today scientists are
developing powerful descriptions of the ways complex systems cope effectively
with uncertainty and rapid change, from swarms of mosquitoes to computer pro-
grams to future traders in commodity markets. These descriptions provide oppor-
tunities for fruitful dialogue between the world of leadership and the world of
science. We therefore need to take a fresh look at our theory and practice.
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What are these new theories?

The word ‘chaos’ has for centuries and, for most people and organizations, been
viewed as something to avoid. Dominant Western thought has been built around
the notion of avoiding chaos. For others, chaos has been a cry of rebellion against
this philosophy, for example ‘technology communities’, on the World Wide Web
(www) and Internet, formed to discuss issues around chaos. Most websites on the
World Wide Web that use the word ‘chaos’ in their title, promote ideas of anarchy,
randomness, and personal freedom. Chaos theory represents neither of these atti-
tudes, which can be considered linked to the traditional or linear models. It does,
however, have something to say about both. Chaos theory is actually a part of the
‘new sciences’. That new science is more fully described by titles given to it by
scientists, such as Nobel laureate and co-founder of the Santa Fé Institute, Murray
Gell-Mann — he calls it the study of complex adaptive systems in his book, The
Quark and the Jaguar.

When they hear mew science’, many people think about the science of chaos.
But chaos is only the tip of the iceberg. According to Ralph Stacey (1995: 481),
‘chaos deals with bounded uncertainty and unpredictable change, but is one of a
number of new sciences of no less importance’. Some of these are:

* complexity that deals with the common features of complex systems of differ-
ent sorts;

* the science of self-organization, that explains how novel structures and forms
emerge;

» fractals — a geometry, or pattern, of natural and living forms; and

* complex adaptive systems, which is the science of complex systems that are
capable of changing themselves to adapt to a changing environment.

Other scientists, such as Ilya Prigogine, Stuart Kauffman, Christopher Langton,
John Holland at the Sante Fé Institute in New Mexico, researchers at the Center for
Complex Studies at the University of Illinois, and Brian Goodwin at the Open Uni-
versity in the United Kingdom, call the discipline ‘complex systems theory’, ‘com-
plexity theory’, ‘dynamical systems theory’, and ‘the study of complex non-linear
systems’.

Formally, chaos theory is defined as the study of complex non-linear dynamic
systems. ‘Complex’ implies just that, mon-linear’ implies recursion and higher
mathematical algorithms, and ‘dynamic’ implies non-constant and non-periodic.
The new sciences come from the disciplines of mathematics, physics, biology and
chemistry, and from theories of evolution and chaos that span several disciplines.
In new science, as is the case in systems thinking and complexity theory, the
underlying currents are a movement toward holism, toward understanding the
system as a system and focusing on the relationships that exist among the seem-
ingly discrete parts. We are moving to a scientific world-view of systems that look
like whirlpools through which matter, energy and information flow (Wheatley,
1992). Chaos theory predicts that complex non-linear systems are inherently
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unpredictable — but, at the same time, chaos theory also insures that often the
way to express such an unpredictable system lies not in exact equations, but in
representations of the overall behaviour of the system — in plots of strange attractors,
fractals and patterns.

The most commonly held misconception about chaos theory is that it is about
disorder. One of the central concepts of new science and chaos theory is that, while
it is impossible to predict exactly the state or exact future outcome of a system, it
is generally quite possible, even easy, to model the overall behaviour of a system.
Thus, these theories lay emphasis not on the disorder of the system, the inherent
unpredictability of a system, but on the order inherent in the system, the universal
behaviour of similar systems. In spite of what we may have been taught, the fact
is that chaos and order are not opposites from which to choose. They are sides of
the same coin of reality, forever interpenetrated and inseparably entwined. The
term ‘chaos’ in new science and complexity theory is order — not simply just
order, but the very essence of order.

The new view of reality

The quantum mechanical view of reality strikes against most of our notions of
reality, but it is a world in which relationships are the key determinants of what
is observed and of how particles manifest themselves. Particles come into being
and are observed only in relationship to something else. These unseen connections
between what were previously thought to be separate entities are the fundamental
elements of all creation (Wheatley and Kellner-Rogers, 1996). Our old views con-
strain and deprive us from engaging fully with this universe of potentialities. We
have confused order with control. Our concept of organizations is moving away
from mechanistic creations to more fluid, organic structures, even boundaryless
organizations.

Let’s think, for example, about one important aspect of organizational life —
power. Because power is an energy, it contains a charge, positive or negative. What
gives power its particular charge, is the nature of the current relationship it is in.
Wheatley (1999: 40) informs us that ‘when power is shared in such workplace
redesigns as participative management and self-managed teams, positive creative
power abounds’. Those of us who have been privileged enough to experience such
workplace redesigns, will attest to the positive impact of these new relationships,
personal satisfaction, increased energy, heightened passion and the resultant
symptom — significant increases in productivity.

In other workplaces, leaders attempt to force better results through coercion,
competition, and by establishing rank. Wheatley (1999) tells us that in such
organizations, a high level of energy is also created, but it is entirely negative.
‘Power becomes a problem, not a capacity. People use their creativity to work
against these leaders, or in spite of them; they refuse to contribute positively to
the organization’ (1999: 40).
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Instead of imposed control, we see the organization as existing in the relation-
ships among the people involved in the organization and, more essentially, in the
quality of those relationships. The challenge for future leaders who want to be suc-
cessful, will become one of stewardship and servanthood (Spears, 1995). Gary
Oliver, Director of Law for Local Government in the Western Cape Province, South
Africa, attributes his organization’s current success to the investment that all the
staff has made in fostering positive relationships (April, 1997). When this funda-
mental shift of mind occurs, our sense of identity shifts too, and we begin to
accept each other as legitimate human beings.

Systems are self-organizing and they have an organization unto themselves. It
is important to allow these organizational systems to emerge and develop. Stacey
(1996) asserts that continuous disequilibrium forces systems to change and
accommodate a continual influx of information. What this tells us, is that leaders
should not impose stability upon their organizations but should discover the rela-
tionships in their organization and look for the organizational system that is already
present in the systems they lead. Thus, effective leaders do not seek stability, instead
they search within their organization for the ‘hidden’, self-organizing principles,
rather than impose organization upon the system. They actively seek new infor-
mation — continuously scanning the organizational landscape. In the quantum
world, relationships are all there is to reality. Identifying, encouraging, facilitating
and nurturing those relationships is the true work of leaders of the twenty-first
century.

The way forward with new metaphors

As we leave behind our machine models and look more deeply into the dynamics
of living systems, we begin to glimpse an entirely new way of understanding
fluctuations, disorder and change. Chaos and order are now understood as mirror
images, one containing the other — a continual process within which a system
can leap into chaos and unpredictability, yet within that state be held within
parameters that are well ordered and predictable. Physics and thermodynamics
leads to the understanding of self-organizing systems and system states (equilib-
rium, near equilibrium, the edge of chaos, and chaos). The second law of thermo-
dynamics states that a closed system in equilibrium is a dying system. Systems
which cannot go outside of themselves cannot change, and will certainly wear
themselves down until they die. One might argue that this is what happened to
apartheid in South Africa. Unless some force is injected into a system, it will spiral
down until it dies. We see a clear implication for systems leadership in this law —
equilibrium must be avoided in systems, as disequilibrium leads to growth. Garth
Eagle, training manager of oil company Caltex (South Africa), says that if you do
not have some sort of disequilibrium, even personal and internal disequilibrium,
you are never going to change or grow (April, 1997). Change, while often resisted,
is necessary to keep the system from the death spiral seen in a closed system.
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The concept of entropy is actually the physicists’ application of the concept of
evolution to physical systems (Prigogine and Stengers, 1984). The greater the
entropy of a system, the more highly evolved is the system. Complexity theory is
also having a major impact on quantum physics and attempts to reconcile the
chaos of quantum physics with the predictability of Newton’s universe. The push
for such unification came from Einstein. With complexity theory, the distinctions
between these sciences are now disappearing. Complexity theory is already affect-
ing critical aspects of our lives. For instance, the understanding of heart arrhyth-
mias and brain functioning has been revolutionized by complexity research. There
have been a number of ‘toys’ developed from complexity research, such as the
SimLife and SimAnt series of computer programs. In mathematics, there is lots of
work being done on the use of strange attractors, fractals, cellular automa, and
other non-linear, graphical mathematical models for studying data that was pre-
viously thought of as random. Fractal mathematics is critical to improved infor-
mation compression and encryption schemes needed for computer networking
and telecommunications, so vital for business today. We even see the inception of
the quantum computer — a computer capable of parallel processing with process-
ing speeds only dreamt of previously, and having the ability to hold multiple states
simultaneously (unlike the current transistorized on-off switches). In biology,
recent research involves the use of non-mechanistic models and the identification
of new evolutionary processes leading to understanding the genetic algorithm,
artificial life simulations, better understanding of learning processes in systems
including the brain, and studies of such previously unresearchable areas as con-
sciousness and the mind. Genetic algorithms are being applied to economic
research and stock predictions, and engineering applications range from factory
scheduling to product design.

Each of these sciences tells us that we cannot continue our mechanistic view of
the organization. If we try to control the individual parts of the system, we are
bound only for frustration and disappointment. Scientists representing numerous
fields of study, for example quantum physics, environmental ecology, and bio-
genetics have demonstrated conclusively that the universe is more like a great liv-
ing organism than some huge mechanical contraption — we cannot observe
anything without interacting with it. It will only be when we see the system as a
whole, that we become effective leaders and managers. In self-organizing systems
theory, we must be aware that only the broadest of rules should be laid down. Auton-
omy will then allow the system to become whatever is necessary at the time. New
science is also making us more aware that our yearning for simplicity is one that
we share with natural systems. In many systems, scientists now understand that
order, conformity and shape are not created by complex controls, but by the pres-
ence of a few guiding principles.

The new sciences are being heralded by a growing constituency of leading-edge
thinkers as a major catalyst for the most monumental paradigmatic shift in the
history of humankind. Chaos has already permeated the deliberations and practice
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of virtually every scientific discipline, hard and soft. However, the science of lead-
ership, management and organization is the peculiar exception. Despite the fact
that the machine metaphor has been all but abandoned by twentieth-century sci-
ence, most of us continue to clutch to the reassuring image of the clockwork
organization as we move into the twenty-first century. While the old science,
rooted as it is in the metaphor of the clockwork, has not been altogether forsaken,
the slice of the world to which it remains applicable is but a sliver of the vast
whole. We are not cogs in a timepiece, but integral participants in a distinctly
living, growing and ever-changing whole being. Isn’t it about time we changed
our metaphor? While the first item on leaders” agendas for this millennium must
be to don the powerful ‘spectacles’ of chaos, this feat will prove impossible as long
as the beliefs and assumptions upon which our careers and organizations have
been built remain intact. Colin Hall, executive chairman of South African retail
giant Wooltru, claims that ‘nobody wants to use a bad lens if they can find a better
one’ (April, 1997). So far, there has been no sign of a rush to relinquish the images,
practices and guiding principles with which society, as a whole, in the Western
World has enjoyed such a long and profitable relationship.

New science implications for leaders

Leaders currently treat orderly, predictable linear systems as if they are what is
normal and regular. Because it has ‘worked’ for them in the past, they see no
immediate need for changing or embracing new ideas and methods. During our
research, in which we interviewed thirty-five leaders in South African organiza-
tions, we discovered that most of the leaders had no idea of the theories and the
implications of new science, chaos theory and complexity theory. Listed in Exhibit
A are some of the responses to the question: ‘What do you understand by chaos
theory and the new sciences?

However, our research revealed that a few leaders have heard of chaos theory,
but only had a vague idea of its implications for organizations and leadership.
Some of their responses to the same question (‘What do you understand by chaos
theory and the new science?’) are listed in Exhibit B.

It is interesting to note that only two of the interviewed leaders, actually knew
about the organizational and personal implications of such leading-edge theories
as chaos theory and new science. We would guess that a similar survey amongst
leaders in most industrialized nations of the world would also render limited
insights into theories such as chaos theory and the new sciences. This, however, is
not to undermine what we see as the important role that such theories can play
in developing effective leadership.

New science, chaos and complexity theory challenges all leaders to rethink their
most fundamental perspectives and assumptions. It encourages new forms of
leadership — forms in which leaders should allow for multiple goals, embrace the
concept of multiple effects and multiple causes within fluid and flexible frameworks;
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forms in which understanding interrelationships, rather than just cause-and-effect,

becomes critical. An ancient Sufi teaching captures this shift in focus: “You think

because you understand one you must understand two, because one and one

makes two. But you must also understand and.” When systems and business

processes are viewed from this perspective, the organization enters an entirely new

landscape of connections, of phenomena that cannot be reduced to simple cause
and effect. Leaders of organizations often seek stability as a matter of course for
their organizations. A stable work force, a stable mission — stability, in general, is

for many leaders the utmost goal to be sought. We would argue that to seek sta-

bility is to ask for the certain demise of the system.

Comments of leaders to the question: ‘What do you understand by chaos theory and the
new science?’

Frankly, not very much, because I am not very familiar with it. I read the
document [you provided], but I think that I should really have got access
to other documentation as well. Maybe you should explain to me what I
should be seeing in chaos theory.

Very little actually. I would have thought that it suggests that there isn’t a
pattern to things and that what happens is entirely random . . . and that
must have some throw on strategy.

I must admit, I have not heard of new science.

I'm not aware of either of those theories.

I don’'t know what one talks about when one talks of new science. I
thought that all science was new.

I frankly don’t have any great understanding about it at all, or any great
interest in it.

It must be a new concept since I did my studies.

Well, T didn’t understand anything until I read your brief synopsis. It's a
new concept to me.

Not a great deal — I briefly read an article some time ago that broadly
outlined some thinking about chaos theory. It really did not appeal to me,
and I also felt it could be used as a ‘cop out’ in a situation where a decision
would have to be made or some definite accountability was required for
actions taken.

I was not aware of chaos theory and complexity theory until I received
your brief synopsis.

It is becoming increasingly apparent to many leaders in South Africa that, in

order to plan, facilitate and coordinate organizational development and change, in
the face of increasing uncertainty across the national cultural boundaries, many
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Comments of some partially informed leaders to the question: ‘What do you understand

by chaos theory and the new science?’

* Chaos theory is something that I really read about briefly . . . you know,
the old cliché about the butterfly in China.

* Well, I know a little bit about chaos theory, in terms of its existence and
that things seem to organize themselves reasonably out of what looks like
an unreasonable bit of chaos. Somehow things seem to group themselves
together . . . it’s natural . . . it’s something that takes place, but I have not
heard about chaos theory related to leadership and organizational
behaviour.

* I've always understood that an organization has no shape and form that
is permanent, but is an amoeba-type organization where things move,
change, break-away, rejoin.

* One doesn’t have to have a super hierarchy, and slow, structured change
with hierarchical thinking. It's moving towards a tremendously flat organ-
ization that is driven by continual change and continual improvement.

* Ithink it is very practical. It explains a lot of things that the other sciences
don’t explain. All of a sudden you understand the full spectrum of things,
where we are now, and what the shortcomings of the other sciences were.

* One reads on things like the thriving on chaos, and one hears that sort of
thing. I don’t really know it by name, but guess that it is part of business
now. Businesses are not as organized as they used to be, and businesses are
getting more chaotic.

* Chaos theory is built into our management principles — letting conflict
run its course, letting leadership develop rather than forcing it upon people,
and that kind of stuff.

problems must be evaluated and solved. Not only are there language barriers, but
entire value systems of employees in South African organizations must be taken
into consideration. Many leaders have realized that the autocratic, dictatorial and
paternalistic leadership models of the past may not be entirely relevant in a coun-
try which has opted to embrace political democracy, union participation, cultural
diversity, and involvement of individuals at all levels of the organization. Perhaps
the time has come in South Africa where, in order to be successful, it is essential
to find areas of common appreciation or interest between those who lead organi-
zations and those who willingly follow them. Leaders will, and must, find ways
to show respect for the unique differences of individuals to facilitate the process,
by being responsive to the values and preferences of people working in various
organizations (Jaworski, 1996). Leaders will have to find ways to establish a
foundation on the shared values of people, to build a common vocabulary in a
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nation where eleven languages are officially recognized, and to organize and
facilitate employee involvement teams and communities to create innovative ways
to change or improve processes of the past. We are only starting to recognize how
critical diversity — diverse people, diverse ideas, diverse cultures, diverse interests,
diverse backgrounds, diverse qualifications etc. — is in our world.

Currently, published papers and books regarding the usefulness and implemen-
tation of the new sciences, chaos theory and complexity theory to leadership and
organizational development in South Africa are almost non-existent. Research in
these areas is important if we are to make meaning of the many challenges facing
leaders and managers in a transformational country such as ours. Many South
African organizations and their leaders are therefore called upon to change their
thinking, their behaviours, and their organizations to provide a congruent experi-
ence for all involved in a new redesigned leadership. The traditional scientific
approach to leadership promised to provide leaders with the capacity to analyse,
predict and control the behaviour of the complex organizations that they lead. But,
the world most leaders currently inhabit often appears to be unpredictable, uncer-
tain, paradoxical and even uncontrollable. New science, chaos- and complexity
theory, on the other hand, emphasize chaos, uncertainty, holism, patterns of
behaviour, and complexity. Today scientists are developing powerful descriptions
of the ways complex systems cope effectively with uncertainty and rapid change,
and therein lies an opportunity for fruitful dialogue between the world of leader-
ship and the world of science.

Today’s business environment is characterized by faster technology develop-
ment and information flow, increasing interconnectedness between organizations,
and much greater diversity among people. These changes make it increasingly
difficult for us to foresee the consequences of our actions and stay ‘in control’.
Many people fear that the new theories, presented in this chapter, are propagating
the termination of formal leaders. On the contrary, leaders are going to become even
more critically important because they are making a transition from hierarchical
forms of organization to self-organizing, ‘web-like structures’. The general idea is
that leaders can profit from getting to know the dynamic behavioural states their
organizations can be in, and will be able to adjust their leadership styles to the
conditions of their particular state, or make efforts to change the state. In our
experience, the uncertainties of potential chaos seldom cause problems; instead, it
is the instinctive move to impose order on potential chaos that makes trouble for
people and organizations. Leaders who intend being successful in the future will
tolerate chaos, uncertainty and lack of structure and are therefore prepared to keep
answers in suspense, avoiding premature closure on important issues. These leaders
bring to bear a variety of imaginations on the growth, and development, of people
and organizations, and impel others to act in ways that are truly transforma-
tional. As such, potential expands!

As we begin to step back and let go of the machine models, we begin to appre-
ciate our wholeness. Leaders need to begin to speak a new language, and to speak



Simplicity — New Science and Leadership

in earnest of more fluid and organic structures, to begin to recognize organizations
as systems, construing them as learning organizations and crediting them with
some form of self-renewing capacity. Leaders need to forego the despair created by
such common organizational events as change, chaos, information overload,
uncertainty, and cyclical behaviours if they recognize that organizations are con-
scious entities, possessing many of the properties of living systems. The challenge
is therefore for leaders and organizations, who are still clinging to the old meta-
phors, to redesign their roles and organizations far-from-equilibrium in order to
honour and make use of the totality of who we are — and who others are in
relation to us.

It is therefore hoped that leaders, throughout organizations, communities and
families, embark on personal sense-making exercises, in order to equip themselves
with a toolkit with which to engage in ‘life’s movement toward coherence’
(Wheatley and Kellner-Rogers, 1996). Leaders have to start asking some pertinent,
critical questions — the right questions — during this period of transition. The
basic organizing question should be: ‘What do we want to create?” This leads to
the other fundamental question people should ask when they organize together:
‘How is this world going to be different because you and I are working together?’
We do not believe that these questions are being asked in all South African organ-
izations, and in those organizations where they are being asked, we do not believe
that they are being asked frequently enough. Even at a national level, they are not
being asked. We should be asking, ‘What is the future that we want for South
Africa?” “‘Who are we, and who are others, going to be in the future?” ‘How can I
make a difference in the country, and in people’s lives?” “‘What is possible right
now, and what is needed?’” “‘Where do I start applying my talents, skills, networks,
resources and energy, in order to make a difference?’

Organizations are going to have to acknowledge, at least, that what they want
to create in terms of growth and profit is not necessarily what people are willing
to work for, in terms of greater meaning and shared purpose. That is a lesson that
is starting to creep in, and both current and future leaders need to take cognizance
of that.

In conclusion, new science, chaos- and complexity theory are affecting our
understanding of organizations, and therefore have serious implications for the
leadership of these organizations. While many of our approaches might not
change, these theories provide us with novel and alternative viewpoints to under-
stand organizations and leadership. We have to turn on its head the way we
approach Teality’. We treated regular, orderly, predictable linear systems as if they
are what is normal and regular, while in fact the sciences have shown us that they
are special cases. Organizations and their leaders should therefore allow for mul-
tiple goals, embrace the concept of multiple effects and multiple causes within the
framework of a matrix-like organization, and understand, with new insight, the
complex interrelationship between causes and effects.



Rethinking Leadership

All theories and models give us only a partial view of reality. The theme of this
chapter is no exception to that rule, and is not a prescription or absolute. It can be
likened to a set of spectacle lenses, something through which to view organiza-
tions in order to reveal those things that give leaders more potency and personal
energy, and that enable them to do things well, both now and in the future. The
test of these principles is whether it adds to our understanding of organizational
behaviour and can be applied to assisting leaders in managing and leading organ-
izations. It is hoped that it leads to a whole new way of thinking about organiza-
tions and the way leaders behave, and will assist in an ongoing process of personal
and organizational self-reflection, with unforeseeable outcomes. We believe firmly
that new science is alerting us to the fact that, out of the increasing complexity we
are experiencing in the world, simplicity in our approaches to leadership can be
achieved. As Margaret Wheatley (1992) puts it:

Hopefully, these newer sciences point the way to a simpler way to lead organizations.
But to arrive at that simplicity, we will have to change our behaviours and beliefs about
information, relationships, control and chaos. We will need to recognize that we live in
a universe that is ordered in ways we never suspected, and by processes that are invis-
ible except for their effects.
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The post-modern world can . . . be seen as one characterized by randomness and chaos,
by a lack of certainty, by a plethora of competing views and voices, by complex tem-
poralities, and where organizations are unable to produce recipes for dealing with the
unstable environment. In essence, the post-modernist approach rejects the notions of
... linearity and regular patterning. Change can occur in any direction at any time,
which itself could be conceived of in new ways such as ‘spiral time’.

Burrell, 1992

Both as individuals, and as members of societies, people are finding it increasingly
difficult to cope with a world that is changing daily, becoming more complex and
uncertain. Theorists, researchers, politicians, families, communities, business
managers and leaders are all concerned about the question of how people will be
able to live in an increasingly turbulent world, and what possibilities are open to
them under these complex conditions. There is a widespread notion that societies,
organizations and people, are generally resistant to change and uncertainty. How-
ever it may be more accurate to say that people resist being changed, especially, as
is so often the case, when this happens without consultation or participation.
According to Booysen and Beaty (1997: 11), resistance to change may develop
from the individual, the organization, or both. Both individual and organizational
resistance to change, and its sources, have been well documented in the academic
literature (for example Nadler, 1983; Strebel, 1996; Carrell, Jennings and Hearin,
1997; Robbins, 1997, Greenberg and Baron, 1993). Currents of change are flowing
through every domain of society, shaking the quasi-stable state. Most of human
and social reality, instead of being in an orderly, stable equilibrium, is seething and
bubbling with change, disorder and process (Toffler, 1981 in Merry, 1995).
Although this observation was made by Toffler at the beginning of the 1980s, it
is even more relevant to the human reality at the start of the twenty-first century.
It might be argued that South Africa, which is ‘seething and bubbling’ with
change, is a very apt microcosm of the global condition.

Because the external environment in which organizations operate is changing
unpredictably, leadership approaches based on Taylorian principles (which involve
taking apart, analysing, dividing and conquering, over-specializing, etc., regard-
less of how well executed) are no longer effective (Gilliland, Tynan and Smith,
1996). The high level of unpredictability in organizations, due to accelerating
change and increasing complexity (for example technology, geopolitical climate,
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communication networks, the changing nature of work, information availability,
globalization), makes Taylorian approaches to strategic planning, leadership,
management and change, obsolete. South Africa is experiencing extraordinary
change and transformation in all sectors of life and business. Effective change and
transformation are management and leadership issues that have, and will con-
tinue to become, a way of life (Booysen and Beaty, 1997). This includes dealing
with, on one hand, globalization and international competition, and on the other
hand dealing with cultural diversity issues at a local level. The challenge for South
Africa is in some ways more daunting than for other parts of the world. Due to
anti-apartheid sanctions and international isolation, South Africa was cut off
from the rest of the world for some time. This social, political and economic iso-
lation meant that South African organizations, in particular, were not exposed to
new approaches in leadership and management, and were not able to participate
in exchanges of ideas. The result is that South Africa, on re-entering the global
arena, inevitably has some catching up to do.

In short, for the foreseeable future, organizations and communities, both in
South Africa and internationally, will be responding to an environment of perpet-
ual change, and to a level of complexity that is not comprehensible to any one
individual. This alters the fundamental nature of the leadership model and man-
agement approach that will produce success. Inevitably, this begs the question as
to which leadership model will produce success? Our view is that there is not one
answer to this question, as the changing environment is so complex for just one
model to induce effective leadership. Nevertheless, we do consider it useful to look
at some models and perspectives which have tried to clarify our understanding of
what contributes to effective leadership during times of change.

Leaders of transformation

During times of change it is critical to engage the commitment of employees in the
context of shared values and a shared vision. For managing change, the notion of
transformational leadership is regarded as particularly relevant (Sadler, 1997).
Transformational leadership is seen as a contrast to the Western paradigm of
transactional leadership in which the leader and followers are regarded as very
much separate entities, with separate needs. Transactional leadership occurs when
managers take the initiative in offering some form of need satisfaction in return
for something valued by employees, such as pay, promotion, improved job satis-
faction or recognition (Sadler, 1997).

In transformational leadership, the needs of leaders and followers are regarded
as more interdependent, involving relationships of mutual trust between leaders
and those being led. Our capacity to trust in others is critical to all our relationships,
including those at work — the necessary fluid glue. When we have a high capacity
to trust others, we are more willing and able to work in a fluid, flexible fashion —
sharing information, sharing experiences, sharing joy and pain, depending on
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others, empowering others, working towards getting the relationship to a higher
level. According to Reina and Reina (1999: 16) ‘mutual trusting relationships grow
the more we share information (communication trust), keep agreements (contrac-
tual trust), and respect people’s abilities (competence trust)’. In 1990, Bass and
Avolio (in Sadler, 1997) suggested that transformational leadership has four com-
ponents:

1. Idealized influence. Having a clear vision and sense of purpose. Such leaders are
able to win the trust and respect of followers, by showing them they can
accomplish more than they believed possible. These leaders build a base for
future missions which enables them to obtain extra efforts from followers.

2. Individual consideration. Paying attention to the needs and potential for devel-
opment of their individual followers. Delegating, coaching, mentoring and giv-
ing constructive feedback.

3. Intellectual stimulation. Actively soliciting new ideas and new ways of doing
things.

4. Inspiration. Motivating people, generating enthusiasm, setting an example,
being seen to share the load.

Tichy and Devanna (1986), having observed a number of transformational leaders
in action, drew the conclusion that they shared a number of common character-
istics that differentiated them from transactional leaders:

* They clearly see themselves as change agents. They set out to make a difference
and to transform the organization for which they are responsible.

* They are courageous. They can deal with resistance, take a stand, take risks,
confront reality. They are like pieces of bamboo that can be bent wildly during
a storm or stampede, but are able to right themselves when calm is restored.

* They believe in people. They have a belief in unlimited human potential, and an
optimism that goes beyond already well-developed beliefs in the importance of
motivation, trust and empowerment.

* They are driven by a strong set of values.

* They are life-long learners. They view mistakes, both theirs and others’, as
learning opportunities.

* They are able to handle complexity, uncertainty and ambiguity.

* They are visionaries.

The distinction between transformational and transactional leadership provides a
useful, initial framework from which to start thinking about the type of
attributes, abilities, and characteristics of leaders during periods of change. How-
ever, it should be seen as just that: an initial framework to start the debate and
discussion — a framework far more suited to thinking and research in the late
1980s than to our chaotic world at the beginning of the twenty-first century, as
it places too much emphasis on the role of the leader in bringing about change,
and the leader’s presumed attributes. Inherent in the argument is the fact that
leadership resides within one senior individual in an organization, and its focus is
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on the changing environment and organizational climate rather than on people
and the internal and personal change processes. There are other myths of leader-
ship such as that people are genetically predisposed to leadership; that they are
charismatic; that they are at the top of the organization; that they are a rare com-
modity; that they are born in wealthy and well-connected families. These myths
are exposed in Bennis and Goldsmith’s (1994) book, Learning to Lead: A Workbook
on Becoming a Leader, and they reinforce the perspective, which we support, that
the ability to lead can be developed.

It is our belief that real change and the ability to adapt to change within organ-
izations, in industry, and changes in the world at large, has to start within each
individual. It has to start with their assumed ways of behaviour, their thinking
paradigms and their inherent energy. Successful leaders will have to be willing to
learn and constantly be aware of the way people think, how and why they behave
in certain ways, how they learn and unlearn, and how to tap into their personal
energy. The following sections deal with (a) the way organizations learn in times
of change, (b) understanding how people unlearn and change their minds, (c) how
to tap into people’s energy and creativity, and (d) some guiding principles for lead-
ers of change.

Organizational learning

Organizational learning is increasingly becoming popular in organizations that
are interested in increasing competitive advantage, innovation, and effectiveness
during this period of uncertainty and change at the start of the twenty-first cen-
tury. Argyris and Schon (1978: 2), two of the early researchers in this field, defined
organizational learning as ‘the detection and correction of error’. Fiol and Lyles
(1985: 803) define learning as ‘the process of improving actions through better
knowledge and understanding’. Dodgson (1993: 377) describes organizational
learning as ‘the way firms build, supplement, and organize knowledge and rou-
tines around their activities and within their cultures and adapt and develop
organizational efficiency by improving the use of broad skills of their workforces’.
Huber (1991: 89) states that learning occurs in an organization ‘if through its
processing of information, the range of its [organization’s] potential behaviours is
changed’. A ‘learning organization’ is an organization that purposefully con-
structs structures and strategies so as to enhance and maximize organizational
learning (Dodgson, 1993). The concept of a learning organization is increasingly
becoming popular, since organizations want and have to be more adaptable to
change. It therefore becomes imperative, almost a responsibility, that leaders
throughout, and at all levels of, organizations understand and are knowledgeable
of the way in which their organizations learn, and what behaviours and processes
are necessary to facilitate learning.
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Goals of organizational and individual learning

Learning is a conscious attempt on the part of organizations to retain and improve
competitiveness, productivity, and innovation in uncertain technological and mar-
ket circumstances. The greater the uncertainties, the greater the need for learning.
Organizations, and individuals, learn in order to improve their adaptability and
efficiency during times of change (Dodgson, 1993). Grantham and Nichols (1993)
state that learning enables quicker and more effective responses to a complex and
dynamic environment. Learning also increases information sharing, communica-
tion, understanding, the levels of energy and excitement in individuals, and the
quality of decisions made in organizations. Stata (1989) states that, although
learning takes time, once the process has started, it feeds on itself and organiza-
tional members get better at what they do, quicker. Brown and Duguid (1986)
view learning as a bridge between work and innovation/creativity.

Types of organizational learning
Argyris and Schon (1978) describe three types of organizational learning:

1. Single-loop learning (SLL): Organizational learning occurs when errors are
detected and corrected, and companies carry on with their present policies and
goals. According to Dodgson (1993), SLL can be equated to activities that add
to the knowledge base or company-specific competencies or routines without
altering the fundamental nature of the organizational activities. SLL has also
been referred to as ‘adaptive learning’ or ‘coping’ by Senge (1990a).

2. Double-loop learning (DLL): DLL occurs when, in addition to detection and cor-
rection of errors, the organization is involved in the questioning and modifica-
tion of existing norms, procedures, policies, and objectives. DLL involves
changing the organization’s knowledge base or company-specific competencies
or routines (Dodgson, 1993). DLL is also called ‘generative learning’, or ‘learn-
ing to expand an organization’s capabilities’ by Senge (1990a).

3. Deutero learning (DL): Deutero learning occurs when organizations learn how
to carry out single-loop and double-loop learning. The first two forms of
learning will not occur if the organizations are not aware that learning must
occur. Awareness of ignorance motivates learning (Brown and Duguid, 1986).
This means identifying the learning orientations or styles, and the processes
and structures (facilitating factors) required to promote learning. Double-loop
and deutero learning are concerned with the ‘why’ and ‘how’ to change the
organization, while single-loop learning is concerned with ‘accepting change
without questioning underlying assumptions and core beliefs’. The type of
organizational learning also depends on where in the organization learning
occurs. Thus, learning can occur in different functions, and at different levels,
of the organization such as research and development, design, engineering,
manufacturing, marketing, administration, and sales.



Rethinking Leadership

Another way of looking at learning in a personal sense, is through the concepts of
unconscious incompetence (I don’t know what I don’t know; blissful ignorance)
and conscious incompetence (I am aware of my incompetence ‘the stage when a
person confronts how much they do not know; the sense of hitting rock bottom’
— Vint, Recaldin and Gould, 1998: 207). If unconscious incompetence exists, you
cannot learn. Through humility you can become aware of your incompetence
(conscious incompetence) at which point you begin to learn and grow in confidence,
which gets you to conscious competence (I can do this, and I am very aware of the
skills involved) to unconscious competence (I can do it without thinking about it).
Here, the individual sets himself, or herself, up for a ‘win’ with more practical
action plans, having reviewed thoroughly what did not work previously and for
what reasons (1998: 208). Things then start to go right for the individual who
begins to get results. This is reinforced by feedback from others who tell him or
her that, not only is she or he getting it right, but other people agree with him or
her, start to accept his or her ideas and initiate change themselves.

Learning is a dynamic concept and it emphasizes the continually changing
nature of organizations and individuals. Just as learning is essential for the
growth of individuals, it is equally important for organizations. Jack Welch, CEO
of General Electric in the US, made the following statement regarding learning at
General Electric: ‘Our behaviour is driven by a fundamental core belief: The desire,
and the ability of an organization to continuously learn from any source — and
to rapidly convert this learning into action — is its ultimate competitive advan-
tage’ (Welch, 1996). Since individuals form the core of the organization, they must
establish the necessary norms and processes to enable organizational learning, in
order to facilitate change. Organizational learning is more than the sum of the
parts of individual learning. An organization does not lose out on its learning
abilities when members leave the organization. This is true of organizations in
which learning is well-embedded within, and integrated into, its culture. Organi-
zational memory plays a very critical role in organizational learning. Both the
demonstrability and usability of learning depend on the effectiveness of the organ-
izational memory (Huber, 1991). Organizational memory refers to the repository
where knowledge is stored for future use. It is also called ‘corporate knowledge’ or
‘corporate genetics’ by Hamel and Prahalad (1994). Decision makers store and
retrieve not only hard data or information, but also ‘soft’ information, that is,
information with meaning. This soft or interpreted information can be in the form
of tacit know-how, expertise, biases, experiences, lists of contacts, anecdotes, sto-
ries, metaphors, and so on. The major challenge for leaders and their organizations
exists in interpreting information and creating organizational memory that is eas-
ily accessible. Some organizations opt to pool all their ideas, thoughts, processes,
etc., on an internal Intranet — and this will serve as a future ‘collective memory’
for the organization. Researchers such as Dodgson (1993), Brown and Duguid
(1986) merely make a passing mention of the influence of technology on learning.
They suggest that new technologies such as multimedia communications,
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computer-aided learning, information dissemination and training will be a great
ground for future research in this area. Technology can be used to clarify assump-
tions, speed up communications, elicit tacit knowledge, and construct histories of
insights and catalogue them. Technology has the potential to eliminate barriers to
learning in three key ways. Firstly, by flattening the structure of the organization
and shifting the locus of control. Secondly, by allowing easy and timely dissemi-
nation of information to all employees, and thus making the organization more
informed (but not necessarily more organic or flexible!), and thirdly, by making
knowledge an accessible resource. The three ways form the basis for what is now
termed ‘knowledge management’.

Organizational learning contributes to organizational memory. Thus, learning
systems not only influence immediate members, but also future members due to
the accumulation of histories, experiences, norms, and stories. Peter Senge
(1990a), who popularized ‘learning organizations’ in his book The Fifth Discipline:
The Art and Practice of the Learning Organization, described them as places ‘where
people continually expand their capacity to create the results they truly desire,
where new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspi-
ration is set free, and where people are continually learning how to learn together’.
To achieve these ends, Senge suggested the use of ‘five component technologies’:
systems thinking, personal mastery, mental models, shared vision, and team
learning.

For those unfamiliar with Senge’s work, it may be useful to look briefly at
what these technologies involve. Firstly, systems thinking, like the new sciences and
chaos theory, is a discipline for seeing wholes — for seeing patterns of relation-
ships, rather than seeing incidents, events or things in isolation. Hence, for exam-
ple, Senge would argue that today’s problems come from yesterday’s solutions —
everything is connected. The second technology, personal mastery, essentially refers
to the fact that organizations can only learn if the individuals within the organi-
zations learn. Personal mastery thus embodies the concept of personal growth, of
expanding one’s personal ability. Mental models as touched on in the chapter on
awareness, are deep-seated notions and assumptions, sometimes unknown to
ourselves, that influence our perceptions and behaviour. They need to be surfaced,
challenged and their influences need to be understood. Shared visions emerge from
personal visions, and therefore the concept of personal mastery is important to
shared vision as well. Senge argues that, if genuinely shared, vision provides pur-
pose and energy to people and breeds excellence and learning in organizations. The
fifth technology, team learning, is in essence a process of aligning teams to prevent
wasting energy and to ensure the creation of the results the team desires. True
team learning needs to begin with dialogue in which members suspend assump-
tions and think together, a concept that is explored further in the chapter on
communication.

In 1999, Senge et al. further explored the ‘five component technologies’ and
defined ‘learning capabilities’ as ‘skills and proficiencies that, among individuals,
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teams, and larger communities, enable people to consistently enhance their capac-

ity to produce results that are truly important to them’ (Senge et al., 1999: 45).

In other words, learning capabilities enable us to learn. Senge and his co-authors

continue to see the five learning disciplines of The Fifth Discipline as a foundation

for every organization, no matter how large or small, because the capabilities they
nurture support so many other capabilities:

* aspiration: the capability to orient, individually and collectively toward creat-
ing what people truly desire, rather than just reacting to circumstances (based
on personal mastery and building shared vision);

* reflective conversation: the capability to converse in ways that nurture reflection
and inquiry, to build shared understanding, and to coordinate reflective action
(based on mental models and team learning); and

* understanding complexity: the capability to see patterns of interdependency
underlying problems, and to distinguish short-term from long-term conse-
quences of actions (based on systems thinking).

The work of Senge and his co-authors may be regarded as a seminal work in the
field of leadership, and consequently many subsequent writings on leadership
have focused, either individually or collectively, on the five component technolo-
gies. For leaders, and potential leaders, this signals the importance of learning.
Nonaka (1991: 97) characterizes knowledge-creating companies as places where
‘Inventing new knowledge is not a specialized activity . . . it is a way of behaving,
indeed, a way of being, in which everyone is a knowledge worker’. Nonaka and
Takeuchi (1995) suggest that companies use metaphors and organizational redun-
dancy to focus thinking, encourage dialogue, and make tacit, instinctively under-
stood ideas explicit.

Watkins and Marsick (1993) researched large American companies that have
made collective learning central to their work ethos, and found that these compa-
nies share a number of features. The companies tended to have the following:

* leaders who model calculated risk-taking and experimentation;

* decentralized decision making and employee empowerment;

» skill inventories and audits of learning capacity;

* systems for sharing learning and using it in the business;

* rewards and structures for employee initiative;

* consideration of long-term consequences and impact on the work of others;
* frequent use of cross-functional teams;

* opportunities to learn from experience on a daily basis;

* a culture of feedback and disclosure.

A key part of the creation of a learning culture within a business is the education
of all employees about the fundamentals of doing business. This includes full
access to information that generates the bottom line: the cost of doing business,
and the profits that result and how they are being spent. This is called open-book
management and has really been adopted only by smaller, idealistic and egalitarian
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companies in the US, but with great success as workers can monitor the effect of
their increased productivity on the bottom line and their own pay. They are thus
also encouraged to feel greater responsibility for the company’s financial health
and, by extension, their own job security. The trade union movement in South
Africa has made repeated calls for a similar approach to management to be adopted
in all enterprises in South Africa. Thus far, calls for legislation to this effect have
been resisted. The open-book management approach is in line with Wheatley’s
interpretation of the new sciences in which she sees information as the lifeblood of
the organization, and the more information that is shared, the better.

To summarize, organizational learning occurs due to the interplay of various
factors such as structure, the people, the context, strategy, environment, technol-
ogy, and culture. More and more organizations have realized that, in order to be
successful in a highly competitive, changing and unpredictable environment, they
must encourage double-loop and deutero learning. The implications of not becom-
ing a learning organization can be costly (Grantham and Nichols, 1993).
Grantham states that ‘it will result in loss of market share, loss of competitive
edge, loss of intangibles such as reputation, loss of energized staff, and loss of the
ability to attract only the best and brightest’. It is no wonder, therefore, that for-
ward-thinking companies in South Africa, such as the Liberty Group, have
recently placed enormous emphasis on information flow, learning and people
development. It is no longer sufficient, in the financial services sector, for organi-
zations to be doing those things that have made them successful in the past. The
American automobile industry is another good example of this. It was initially
caught sleeping at the wheel by the Japanese automobile manufacturers who
overtook an industry that was complacent and arrogant, with a belief that it had
nothing to learn. We witness the same pattern of events in the British automobile
industry — now virtually run by the Germans. ‘Learn or burn’ is the slogan for
twenty-first-century organizations.

Also, briefly mentioned, was how information systems can facilitate this
learning process. We believe that this will be a growing trend in businesses, as
more and more of them move toward ‘cyber-communities’, ‘e-business’, ‘k-com-
merce’, and ‘m-commerce’. During this new century, we have got to share infor-
mation as the primary organizing force in any organization. With the
displacement of people due to downsizing efforts, organizations are discharging
vast amounts of organizational knowledge without realizing the long-term impli-
cations of such short-term actions. One way in which organizations can preserve
that knowledge and further promote organizational learning, is by using infor-
mation systems to store and retrieve such collective knowledge and create corpo-
rate memories. Another is the way in which organizations, through the use of
technology, can tap into knowledge resources outside the traditional organization.

The leadership and management challenges in building ‘learning organizations’
represent a microcosm of the central leadership issue of our times: how commu-
nities, be they corporate or civil societies, productively confront complex, systemic
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issues where hierarchical authority is inadequate for change. ‘None of today’s
most pressing issues will be resolved through hierarchical authority’ (Senge et al.,
1995: 19). Some things are very sure: there are no simple causes, no simple fixes;
there is no one villain to blame; there will be no magic pill. Significant change will
require imagination, perseverance, dialogue, deep caring, and a willingness to change on
the part of many people. The challenges of systemic change where hierarchy is inef-
fectual will, we believe, push us to new views of leadership and management,
based on new principles. These challenges cannot be met by isolated heroic leaders.
They will require a unique mix of different people, in different positions, who lead
and learn in different ways — and therefore changes will be required in our tradi-
tional leadership and management models.

Rethinking and de-engineering our thinking

Over the years, there has been a great deal written about individual and organiza-
tional learning (for example Shrivastava, 1983; Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Levitt and
March, 1988; Senge, 1996; 1994; 1990a; 1990b; Brown and Duguid, 1986;
Huber, 1991; Grantham, 1993; Dodgson, 1993). According to Hamel and Praha-
lad (1994), creating a learning organization is only half the solution to a challeng-
ing problem. Equally important is the creation of an ‘unlearning organization’,
which essentially means that the organization, and the individual, must forget
some of its past. A small amount has been written about unlearning (for example
Starbuck and Hedberg, 1977; Argyris and Schon, 1978; Hedberg, 1981; Nystrom
and Starbuck, 1984), but the concept has been dwindling from the academic liter-
ature. However, new efforts to revitalize and inform people has surfaced again (for
example Wheatley, 1999; Bettis and Prahalad, 1995; Farr, 1995). Bettis and Pra-
halad (1995: 10) make the point that, during periods of organizational uncer-
tainty and change, the organization wishing to be successful in the future must
‘unlearn the old logic . . . the focus shifts from learning to unlearning in the case
of strategic change’. They argue that fundamental change will take place only
through the gradual unlearning of the existing dominant logic, which will be brought
about by the deliberate construction of important organizational events that will
decrease stability and challenge the existing dominant logic. However, the authors
further assert that strategic learning and unlearning are inextricably intertwined.
Our sense is that a new kind of learning needs to take place, both within individ-
uals and organizations, whilst simultaneously unlearning obsolete practices and
behaviours, mindsets, and skill-sets.

Wheatley (1992) makes the point that we are not comfortable with chaos [and
uncertainty], even in our thoughts, and we want to move out of confusion as
quickly as possible. This seems to be part of the human condition. Another quote
made famous by Wheatley, is from Burt Mannis who, in The Leader’s Edge, said:
‘In this day and age, if you're not confused, you're not thinking clearly.” We know
that our old thoughts are not going to get us into the future that we desire, so
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confusion is the only alternative for a while. The other thing is that people are
already confused, so to hear that it can be a healthy stage gives people a lot of
comfort. It is not healthy if you stay in it your whole life, but it can be healthy if
it is part of your process of moving on, of letting things reconfigure. It is our view
that talking about chaos theory in that way, and understanding that confusion
may be part of a much deeper process of organization, is a good thing.

People at all levels in organizations, within communities and families, really
have to ‘de-engineer’ their thinking, which means that they have to examine how
mechanistically they are oriented, even in their treatment of one another. People
need to feel free and not afraid when reflecting, testing possibilities and outcomes,
and evaluating past actions and decisions. This is especially true in organizations.
Currently, however, it is believed that we can best lead and manage people by
making assumptions more fitting to machines than people. So we assume that,
like good machines, people have no desire, no heart, no spirit, no compassion, no
real intelligence — because machines do not have any of that. The great dream of
machines is that you give them a set of instructions, and they will follow it. We
see the history of leadership and management as an effort to perfect the instruc-
tions that yvou hope someone will follow this time — even though they have never
followed directions in their whole life.

When you try to change an organization, you try to get people to change their behav-
iors. Since behavior is controlled by the mind, the only way to get the change you want
is to change people’s minds. And since the only one who can change a person’s mind is
that person, the only way you can get the change you want is to get people to change
their own minds.

Farr, 1995: 5

Failure to understand this fact leads to one of the most common errors leaders
make in managing change, that is, they act on the assumption that they can
change someone else’s mind. Farr continues by claiming that once, through our
experience, we settle on programs (in the mind) that work, we tend to automate
them. Chris Argyris (1999) refers to these as ‘theories of action’, programs in our
heads, functioning like software that regulates how we deal with future situa-
tions. This saves energy and frees our consciousness to do things other than make
conscious choices among routine actions. These mindsets then act as filters that
create our perceptions, which in turn trigger the programs that control our
actions. Neale Donald Walsch tells us:

Every action taken by human beings is based in love and fear, not simply those dealing
with relationships. Decisions affecting business, industry, politics, religion, the educa-
tion of our young, the social agenda of our nations, the economic goals of our society,
choices involving war, peace, attack, defence, aggression, submission; determinations
to covet or give away, to save or to share, to unite or to divide — every single free choice
we ever undertake arises out of one of the only two possible thoughts there are: a
thought of love or a thought of fear.

Walsch, 1997: 18-19
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As is shown in Figure 4.1, the Walsch principles illustrate the generation of ‘pic-
tures’ (mindsets) in people: ‘what I see’ leads to two possible courses of action, that
is, an action resulting from a fear reaction, or an action resulting from a love
reaction. From a fear action, negative energy is generated (the individual is drained
of energy), and from a love action, positive action is generated (the individual’s
energy increases). Either of the two reactions lead to ‘what I do’, which results in
‘what I get’. This process of ‘see’, ‘do’ and ‘get’ was first articulated by Stephen
Covey in The Seven Habits of Highly Effective People (1989). As we settle into these
mindsets, we automatically and unconsciously begin to rely upon them as our
ego’s basis for safety, survival, and satisfaction. Thus, we create one of the foun-
dations of ego — the automatic function of mind to ‘be right’. To violate those
mindsets comes to be unconsciously experienced as ‘wrong’, which threatens ego
with fear, which we automatically and unconsciously seek to avoid. The result of
all of this is a universal tendency to resist being changed, and to stick to what our
mindsets tell us to see and do. We have been taught to live in fear. We have been
told about the survival of the fittest and the victory of the strongest and the suc-
cess of the cleverest (Walsch, 1997). So we strive to be the fittest, the strongest, the
cleverest — in one way or another — and if we see ourselves as anything less than
this in any situation, we fear loss, for we have been told that to be less is to lose.
Farr (1995: 5) suggests the following guideline for leaders: “‘When you want to
change something in operations and processes that requires a change in old behav-
iour patterns of people, use tactics that get people to examine and decide to change
their own mindsets to what the new behaviours require.’

My particular
perspective in time
and space

Based on fear

Based on love |

|

A perspective-based A perspective-based
action resulting in action resulting in
Increased energy Energy depletion

Outcome possibility Outcome possibility

Figure 4.1

An interpretation of the Walsch principles
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Robert Haas, Chairman and CEO of Levi Strauss & Co., observes:

Change isn't easy. It’s difficult to unlearn behaviors that made us successful in the past.
Speaking rather than listening. Valuing people like yourself over people of different
genders and cultures. Doing things on your own rather than collaborating. Making the
decision yourself instead of asking different people for their perspectives. There’s a
whole range of behaviors that were highly functional in the old hierarchy that are dead
wrong in flatter, more responsive, empowered organizations.

Robert Haas in Bennis, 1996: 16

When we speak about ‘de-engineering’, we want you, the reader, to realize that
the bottom line is that we are alive, we are human beings. We possess all the
attributes that somehow disappeared in the mechanistic way of thinking. At the
organizational level, the same is true. You cannot just give an organization of
people a set of directions, a re-engineered business process, a new organizational
chart, a new boss, a new set of behavioural expectations — you cannot just legis-
late that, because it does not happen. Yet corporations are, during this time of the
re-engineering frenzy, spending sums of money that literally go into the millions
on developing new engineering plans for the organization. Wheatley, in an inter-
view with Richard Katz (1997: 19-20), stated that she prefers to talk about ‘de-
engineering’ rather than re-engineering. She claims that the 70-80 % failure rate
of re-engineering efforts was totally predictable. “Whenever you are taking an
engineering approach to human organizations, you are going to get an enormous
amount of backlash, resistance and bitterness, because people have not been
included.” Before putting forth ideas and demands, leaders should map the mental
terrain, both within themselves and others, to find out what the current mindsets
are. Once existing mindsets are known, then leadership actions can be developed
that will challenge them, and will encourage people to create new mindsets that
respond positively to leadership requests for new actions to create change.

At the edge of energy

Many people intuitively feel that too much chaos, unpredictability and uncer-
tainty is problematic for regular healthy organizational functioning, but they
have greater difficulty understanding why too much order can also be unhealthy.
Managing is often seen as creating and maintaining order in an organization so as
to ensure the regular, orderly, sequential and undisturbed work flow. The problem
is not in the organization functioning in an orderly way, the difficulties arise when
the organization attempts to be so orderly that it excludes the chaotic elements of
novelty, discontinuous change, innovation, experimentation, development, entre-
preneurship, self-organization and creativity. Too much order can be dysfunc-
tional in systems that need to adapt to changing circumstances, and especially the
conditions of burgeoning uncertainty of our times.

An exactly regular heartbeat, for instance, can be the sign of a coming heart
attack. A healthy heartbeat has elements of irregularity. When brainwaves are
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very orderly they may signify an epileptic fit. Brainwaves during creative activity
show chaotic patterns. Too much order and regularity means that everything is
fixed and can be predicted and the system is not able to adapt to changing envi-
ronmental conditions. There is no place left for change, variety, creativity, emer-
gence and novelty, which are essential for functioning under changing
circumstances. A butterfly that flies in a straight line without unexpected zigzags
will become easy prey. Too much order and regularity in an organization means
that everything is fixed, frozen and predictable, leaving the organization no leeway
to manoeuvre itself — it cannot be adaptive or flexible in this way. Every organi-
zation which functions in a turbulent environment needs transformative change,
new behavioural choices, fresh directions, novel strategies, innovative work proc-
esses, changing organizational structures, new norms and rules and rich, messy
communication channels. Without these the organization will not survive.

Ralph Stacey, director of the Complexity and Management Centre at the Uni-
versity of Hertfordshire (UK), believes that an area of bounded stability exists in
the chaos where the introduction of new concepts and ideas can result in highly
accelerated results. Stacey suggests that leaders must look beyond the constraints
of order, into the area of ‘bounded chaos’ for strategic solutions. ‘Intuitively, the
patterns we observe all point to the importance of chaos in the practice of business
leadership. The failure to predict . . . provides further intuitive support’ (Stacey,
1991: 361). During a lecture on complexity theory, Stacey related the following
story: ‘Suppose there is a big city of 10 million people who have to be fed and there
needs to be a system of how to feed them and at the same time build up a two
weeks’ inventory for these people’ (Tidhult, 1997). Stacey explained that ‘the
problem will take care of itself, the people will be fed because the markets are self-
organizing. It is a complex adaptive system, a network system responding in a
non-linear system (for every action I make there could be many responses). No
local government has said what should be done, the system is producing it. No one
can understand the system, no one is in control of it’ (Tidhult, 1997). Jeffrey
Goldstein, in his 1994 book, The Unshackled Organization, says that ‘self-organiza-
tion is a self-guiding process. This means that change is neither a hierarchically
controlled nor an externally driven process . . . self-organization represents a sys-
tem undergoing a revolution prompted by far-from-equilibrium conditions.’

Figure 4.2 has been adapted from a summary of a lecture given by Ralph Stacey
at the Skandia Future Center’s 1997 Lecture Series. Stacey posed the following
questions, and then proposed a model:

*  What are the basic situations in which we have to operate?

* There are two very simple fundamental key factors that have to do with the
degree of certainty in joined action:
— How far from certainty are we when we have to act?
— How far from agreement are we?

1. Close to certainty = We are able to predict, to forecast, to plan
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2. Far from certainty = We are unable to identify the link between cause and
effect, we are far from grasping the future through long range planning

3. We are close to agreement as a group = We share the same objectives,
purposes, goals

4. We are far from agreement = We have different objectives, purposes,

goals
Disintegration
& Far from certainty
Anarchy e° area where we don't know " Total
Disorder e what we are doing; destruction
& Intuition; Trust

Close to
agreement

Close to
certainty

Far from
agreement
reativity space; Diversity of
ideas; Muddling through;
Judgement

Unbounded
chaos

Utter :
confusion .,

Figure 4.2
An interpretation of Ralph Stacey’s ‘bounded chaos’

If we cannot predict the outcome, we cannot make long-term plans or sometimes
do not have confidence to proceed. High trust in stretching into uncertainty
becomes critical.

In reality, success for an organization does not depend on choosing stable equilibrium
over explosive instability, it emerges from a third condition that can be called bounded
instability. Between the stable and unstable zones is the phase transition, the space for
creativity. It has a stable legitimate system consisting of clear hierarchical structures
and bureaucracies, on the one hand, and a ‘shadow system’, on the other hand, that is
characterized by excitement, fear, tension, anxiety.

Ralph Stacey, 1992
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Computer simulations of complex adaptive networks demonstrate that it is pos-
sible for the order of new survival strategies to emerge from disorder through a
process of spontaneous self-organization. Levy (1994: 168), for example, has used
a non-linear simulation of international supply chains to demonstrate that man-
agers might underestimate the costs of international production — resulting in
disruptions and volatility in the production function. Levy also demonstrated that
managers should be able to control the process and shift the system back into a
stable state. Levy’s paper represents one of the first attempts to model chaotic
systems in a business management environment.

The tendency to move towards ‘far-from-equilibrium conditions’ may differ
between cultures. Hofstede (1980, 1997), for example, has as one of his four
dimensions of cultural differences, the dimension of uncertainty avoidance.
According to Hofstede, the Anglophone cultures are generally low on the uncer-
tainty avoidance scale, which means that risk-taking is encouraged. In contrast,
other cultures are high on this scale, so the exhortations to take risks are inter-
preted very differently. A Masai friend of one of the authors, for example, advises
us that ‘if you pour the water too fast, the vessel will break’. The multicultural
nature of South African society means that in Stacey’s model, the drivers to dif-
ferent parts of bounded chaos within an organization may be culturally based,
raising the complexity of leadership responsibility.

Complex systems have three inherent phases: order, complexity and chaos —
predictability being characteristic of order and unpredictability being characteristic
of chaos. Complexity is the ‘edge of chaos’ — the buffer zone separating order and
stability from disorder and chaos. In the complexity zone one can expect to find
both chaos and order. Within the complex pattern itself, leaders should try to steer
their organizations to what is termed the ‘edge of chaos’. Functioning at the edge
of chaos is typical of adaptive systems that display sustainability. Sustainability
means long-term adaptive capability under changing conditions, and entails the
capacity to co-evolve with surrounding systems.

Complex adaptive systems try to navigate their functioning to the edge of
chaos. This is where life has enough stability to maintain itself and enough crea-
tivity to be called life; it is where the system’s components do not degenerate into
stability and do not disintegrate into chaos; it is the battlefield between degenera-
tion and anarchy. Adaptive systems try to guide their behaviour so as to function
at the edge of chaos. They have to be careful, on one hand, not to degenerate into
functioning in a way that is too orderly; which will lead to stagnation. On the
other hand, they may fall into a turbulent, disorderly, uncertain pattern as in deep
chaos, and lose their ability to function, maintain continuity, capability to absorb
information and learn from experience. When a system balances itself within the
complex pattern of behaviour so as to ensure its sustainability, it is at the edge of
chaos. The evolutionary process is an expression of the growing capability of
adaptive systems to learn how to navigate their behaviour so that they maintain
themselves at the edge of chaos. The space for creativity in an organization lies at the



Complexity — Uncertainty and Change

edge of organizational disintegration or anarchy. The members, or agents, of a
complex adaptive system in an enterprise differ from other classes of complex
adaptive systems, such as flocks of birds, populations of fish, ants, and so on. The
members of such an organization are human beings with all different kinds of
talents, such as creativity, individualism, leadership, observer capability, and so
forth. Out of the stable zone, at the edge of instability, or at the edge of chaos —
it is only there that you will find variety, creativity and beauty. René de Wet, direc-
tor of the very successful South African retail company, Pick 'n Pay, feels that
‘conflict [at the edge of chaos] is vital to release creativity . . . and as a leader yvou
must be seen to encourage it to release creative energies and allow free expression’
(April, 1997).

There is a growing body of evidence in physics and biology too, that complex
systems tend to evolve to a state of complexity at the ‘edge of chaos’. Studies on
phenomena as disparate as sandpiles, earthquakes and artificial life have found
that systems move towards complexity. Complex behaviour enables entities in the
system to maximize the benefits of stability while retaining a capacity to change.
In terms of the new sciences, a state is characterized by the dominance of a specific
attractor. This means that the behaviour of the organization is attracted to a spe-
cific pattern of behaviour. The attractors differ among themselves in terms of the
mix of order and disorder. With the help of the different attractors, it is possible to
characterize the behaviour of all complex systems. Behaviour under the sway of
strange attractors enlarges the degrees of freedom in human choice, but also increases
the measure of uncertainty and difficulty to predict behaviour, to plan and control
it. This is a chaotic pattern of behaviour, in the sense of the difficulty to predict
individual behaviour. While the behaviour is determined by various causes and is
deterministic, it is also chaotic because it cannot be predicted in the long term. Behav-
iour in this state takes the form of the strange attractor whose gyrating irregular
twists give it the name of ‘strange’.

The overall behaviour does have a pattern that, throughout time, can be iden-
tified, and the form does have boundaries that set limits to behaviour, but specific
concrete behaviour at a point in time cannot be predicted. It is possible to identify
the outline of the pattern that serves as the framework of the dynamics of the
behaviour throughout time. Behaviours do not break through the basin of attrac-
tion to which they belong. Much of organizational behaviour and relationships is
based on a chaotic pattern of strange attractors, in the sense of blending a measure
of macro-order with uncertainty and unpredictability of specific microbehaviours.
Leaders can know that a major transformation is going to take place in the organ-
ization, but it is impossible to foretell how exactly it will affect their teams and
work.

At first glance chaotic behaviour appears to be the antithesis of organizational
behaviour, that necessitates order, regularity and predictability so as to ensure
coordination, planning and control. A second look will remind us that variety and
irregularity allow the resilience and creativity which are a necessity for learning
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— which is a necessary condition to be able to survive. To function in a changing
environment, adaptive teams and organizations must have the capability to
change and vary their behaviours according to changing circumstances. One fixed
and unchangeable uniform custom or tradition, or regulation does not allow
adaptability to changing conditions. The regular heartbeat functions chaotically
so as to grant elasticity and resilience in the use of different amounts of oxygen
under different conditions.

One of the conditions of being able to adapt to a dynamic turbulent environ-
ment is to match the environmental variety with internal non-linear variety. Organi-
zations, functioning in an agitated environment, need ever-increasing measures of
novelty, creativity, change and variety. A South African example is the telecommu-
nications company, MTN, who, along with knowledge management expert, Karl-
Eric Sveiby, has developed a unique intangible assets monitor as a tool for tracking
and valuing their intangible assets. Championed by the head of human resources,
Paul Norman, MTN has, for the last year, systematically put in place a number of
knowledge management strategies and initiatives that will indisputably give MTN
the advantage of being one of the first companies in South Africa to adopt and
experiment with a knowledge management culture. Paul Norman claims that the
reasons why knowledge management has been identified as appropriate for MTN,
include the fast growth of the company, rapid changes in the industry, a shortage
of skilled resources, the need to learn fast, and a highly mobile workforce. Accord-
ing to the MTN Corporate Survey (1999), the intangible assets have been catego-
rized into three different areas, and include the competencies of the staff, the
external relations such as those with customers and suppliers, and the internal
processes. Other activities that have been planned include joint workshops with
employees, customers and suppliers, where shared visions and values are dis-
cussed. To better understand their customer, plans are under way for interpreting
and analysing customer data in order to provide better customer profiling infor-
mation. In the competency domain, Paul Norman lists better recruitment, man-
agement of the different stages of employees, competence mapping and a new
mentor and coaching system to drive up the intangible asset of employee compe-
tence. Recognition of achievement and senior management support are considered
crucial for the success of this initiative at MTN. Organizational sustainability —
which is long-term survival and evolution — is not possible in a climate of tur-
bulence if an organization clings to its old and trusted ways of functioning.
Changeability becomes ever more essential as the organization’s environment
transforms at an ever increasing rate and evolves into forms of growing complex-
ity. Colin Hall, executive chairman of the South African retail group, Wooltru, can
be regarded in some ways as the Jack Welch (CEO of General Electric in the US) of
South African business, as he is passionate about teaching leadership. Hall runs
cross-sectoral leadership programmes once a month in South Africa, and in 1999,
at one such programme, he commented: ‘Science is helping me understand,
among many things, the uses of chaos and its role in self-organization. I think I
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not only expect chaos now, but I've grown more trusting of it as a necessary stage
to greater organization.’

Strategists, engineers, as well as systems thinkers claim that successful sys-
tems are said to be driven by negative feedback processes toward predictable states
of adaptation to the environment. Complexity is concerned with the dynamic
properties of non-linear network feedback systems which, when applied to ecolog-
ical selection, explain how populations avoid extinction by developing new logic.
Positive feedback systems highlight the futility of returning back to equilibrium
and instead pre-empt destruction through self reinforcement and the development
of a new method of responding to information, breaking the paradigm and allow-
ing a new logic to emerge (Bettis and Prahalad, 1995: 11).

How should a leader behave when his or her organization is functioning in a
complex pattern, which combines order and disorder, certainty and uncertainty,
continuity and novelty? She or he can navigate the organization to function at the
edge of chaos — it therefore requires courage, trust from followers, and being in
tune with what people’s needs and dreams are. On one side lies the danger of too
much order, continuity, regularity, similarity, maintaining what is, loyalty to the
past, etc. This condition stifles the energy, the creativity and the novelty-
developing ability of the organization, and its people. In everyday life this takes the
form of a stiff, autocratic, centralized, hierarchic managerial style; a rigid organi-
zational structure of regulations and procedures that are prescribed in detail in all
areas of functioning; uniformity in the makeup of the human population of the
organization; lack of autonomy for individuals, teams, departments, etc. in the
performance of their tasks. A sure way to stifle creativity and initiative!

On the other hand, there is the danger of falling into the abyss of too much
disorder, of ineffectiveness stemming from exaggerated irregularity, uncertainty
and instability. This is a scenario of growing chaos and uncertainty that adversely
affect the functioning and sustainability of the organization. An organization can
find itself in this state as a result of bad leadership that is incapable of developing
basic frameworks that ensure safety and ‘stability’. This may happen when the
organization has forfeited its vision, and therefore its identity and people are lost
in the mist of uncertainty concerning the future of the organization, and more
importantly, their future in it. Organizations often enter a state of too much chaos
at a certain stage in the working through of a crisis. This is a transition state
during which that which had worked in the past is no longer relevant, but no new
way of escaping from the maze is apparent. Bridges (1980) wrote that a transition
state is one in which we are suspended in the air, much like a diver after leaving
the diving platform and before touching the water. This is a period of anxiety but
also a neutral period during which we have no idea whether the change will work.
This sequence contrasts with the more common view on ‘change projects” accord-
ing to which we announce the beginning, go through the transitional phase and
then expect to end the change project. In both patterns discussed above, the too
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orderly and the too chaotic, the organization has difficulty adapting because
organizational learning is adversely affected.

An example of how chaos can adversely affect learning can be seen through an
exercise that one of the authors uses in leadership training. Four people stand in
the middle of a room. They are encircled by an elastic band. Each person in the
group has a piece of paper indicating the task. Person 1’s task is to go to the south
corner of the room; person 2 to the north corner, person 3 to get person 1 and 2
to the east corner and person 4 has to go to yet another corner. The elastic is
already taut. The tendency of the people is immediately to comply with the task,
without questioning. Naturally the elastic stretches to a point where no one can
even get close to where they want to go. Never has a group considered checking
the tasks first to see if they could do them in order. These are entirely self~imposed
limits and an illustration of how a supposedly chaotic situation can impair the
planning and learning within a group.

Change and quantum leadership

Michael Quigley (1997), director of the Center for Collaborative Leadership at
Rivier College (Nashua, New Hampshire, USA), claims that future organizations
wanting to be successful in an environment of change and uncertainty (‘quantum
organizations’), will require ‘quantum leaders’ at all levels of the organization —
both organizational and personal/individual leadership. He further claims that
these effective leaders of the new quantum organizations will be recognized by the
following distinct characteristics, which we feel are useful:

1. Quantum leaders are forever looking for new ways in which the core competencies
can interact more effectively to make more creativity possible. The living, creative
organization is not the same as the one on the organizational chart, which
only tells us how the functions are arranged. An innovation cannot be planned
in a linear or logical manner. Leaders do not expect results on demand, but
rather they create the interactive processes by which improved performance
can be realized. These processes are themselves forever subject to improvement.
Quantum leaders allow people to work with others to generate dynamic per-
formance and positive interaction. Personality, character, enthusiasm, and a
desire to learn are as important as the possession of functional skills. In this
sense, as is the case at MTN, hiring philosophies and policies are as important
as training programmes.

2. Quantum leaders ensure that the system has a sense of direction, an aim and a
purpose, as well as a plan of action. Devoid of this direction, the components of
the system will fall apart. The energy of the components will be compelled to
turn on the system itself and self-destruct or at least sub-optimize its capabil-
ity. Leaders must ensure that the available energy is channeled in a purposeful
and positive manner to achieve the aim of the organization.
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3. Quantum leadership is about the creation of energy, not controlling inertia and
avoiding entropy. Continual education (not simply skills training) is essential
for increasing the intellectual power and energy of the quantum organization.
New theories of learning, our multiple of intelligences, of left- and right-brain
development, thinking beyond the boundaries of specialization, and under-
standing the connectedness of all disciplines, is essential for development.

4. Quantum leaders reject the philosophy of materialistic determinism and accept the
‘invisible’ realities of mind, soul and heart. The quantum organization cannot be
based on a philosophy of materialistic determinism. What is required is a phi-
losophy that recognizes the innate value, dignity and talent of every person.
Without a corporate culture that sustains human value and dignity, innova-
tion and the risks involved in achieving new thinking will never materialize.
Where there is fear, anxiety or humiliation, no one will take a risk on a new
idea. Any system is only as strong as its weakest point.

5. Quantum leaders are liberally educated persons. They understand ancient truths
concerning human nature. They look to the future and employ statistical
methods embedded in quantum theory, that is, patterns and phase-space dia-
grams, to anticipate the future. They integrate qualitative concepts with quan-
titative methods, and they possess the wisdom of knowing when to use these
methods. They are wise enough to know when not to use these quantitative
methods. They understand the fallacy of trying to quantify human endeavour
through artificial appraisal and evaluation systems. Quantum leaders under-
stand that they are in the business of human development, no matter what
products or services they provide.

6. Quantum leadership entails facilitating and enabling components to interact in new
ways. Any attempt to dictate arbitrary outputs from the components will ul-
timately result in failure of the entire system, for to do so ignores random
variations present within the system, and suppresses the personal freedom
from which the output originates.

7. Quantum leaders must be servant-leaders who understand, both intuitively and
formally, the available talent of associates. Such leaders operate as respected
coaches and mentors in leading everyone to achieve the purpose of the system.
The competition, the quantum system finds itself involved in, is its own pre-
vious performance, which it seeks to improve. For this to happen, it must rely
on its own capabilities, not on comparing itself with the performance of
others.

8. Quantum leaders understand that satisfaction in one’s work ought to be both in-
trinsic and extrinsic. Any organization, as well as people, requires external re-
sources to survive, but more important are the intrinsic criteria for learning,
innovation and being. Quantum leaders seek to balance both realities through
personnel policies and education.
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9. Quantum leaders understand that the positive interaction of human forces is built
on a foundation of ‘invisible energy’, namely spiritual and moral principles. Free-
dom without inherent order results in scattered, wasted energy, as does order
without freedom. This moral energy is the deep personal integrity of the leader
and associates, the trust this generates in the organization, and the resulting
harmony that enables everyone to be courageous in the quest for knowledge
and innovation. Freedom is the basis for opportunity; it develops a moral order
in shaping personal responsibilities toward achieving the greater good of the
whole, in which the good of the individual is to be found. In this shared moral
universe, economic, political and social entities, which interact with other larg-
er systems, give rise to greater human achievement.

10. The leader of the quantum system is a person of spiritual and moral integrity, who
develops a clear vision and sense of purpose. The leader inspires others to follow
through their free commitment and ownership of the vision. The leader en-
sures that a plan exists which will enable associates to achieve their greatest
personal development, in seeking the purpose of the organization. This devel-
opment which integrates freedom within a self-imposed discipline, results in
the greater good of all, not self-interest at the expense of the common good
(freedom without inherent order).

11. The leader of the quantum system enables sub-systems to be optimized by working
on the optimization of containing systems. Hence, the individual good of each
person is achieved as larger systems are improved for the common good.

Effective leadership is focused on finding the solutions for the future that reside
collectively in the organization and enabling them to be implemented. This
requires, at all levels, living with substantial ambiguity and uncertainty and being
comfortable with it. Are you comfortable in uncertainty and ambiguity? What is
your stance — intellectual, moral, social, spiritual, societal — in those circum-
stances? Can it be changed, developed, altered, enhanced? How do you see others
in those circumstances? When you try to build a co-responsible team, a team that
can take on change and challenge with a positive nature and a shared vision, yvou
must examine your basic beliefs and leadership styles.

In the post-bureaucratic world, the laurel will go to the leader who encourages healthy
dissent, who values those followers brave enough to say no, who has, not the loudest
voice, but the readiest ear, and whose genius may well lie not in personal achievements,
but in unleashing other people’s talent.

Bennis, 1996: 15

Leaders need to be able to recognize paradox (fuzzy logic) — paradox in people, ideas,
and feelings — and not be frightened of it. According to Lou Tice (1996: 19), dur-
ing times of change there are two styles that are dominant: control and release.
With the control orientation (finite world), you do not want ordinary human
beings running around, messing up management’s perfect world. With a release
orientation (abundant world), you seek ways to work together. Rather than create
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restrictive zones, you create constructive zones at the ‘edge of chaos’. Mother
Teresa once said: ‘I can do what you can’t do, and you can do what I can’t do;
together we can do great things.” In times of change, unpredictability and uncer-
tainty, one person cannot do it alone. You have got to create a critical mass around
you of people who, in their own way, do whatever they need to do to build the
community or organization toward a shared ideal. It takes a complementary team
of people. Formally defined in the academic literature (for example Powell and
Dent-Micallef, 1997), complementarity represents an enhancement of resource
value, and arises when a resource produces greater returns in the presence of
another resource than it does alone. It takes a team knowledgeable about each
other’s feelings, needs, hurts, pains, beliefs, and dreams — a real soulful commu-
nity which is comfortable with, and understands, uncertainty and ambiguity. A
team that is able to learn new things; quickly adapt in times of change and thrives
on chaos. A team aware of the fact that whatever other changes may be required
in its improvement efforts, the importance of these is greatly outweighed by the
required changes of human minds — the minds of its members. Leaders of these
teams need to understand that managing change is mainly a matter of managing
psvchological processes. Change becomes a positive adventure when people feel
safe moving out of their environmental comfort zones, out of their narrow defi-
nitions (and mindsets) of the way things are supposed to be. Change begins with
the realization that one cannot manage people, one can only lead perspectives and per-
ceptions of people, thereby impacting on their goals, needs and passion. Therein lies
the opportunity for growth and positive adventures.

In sum, leaders must observe whole systems while pragmatically setting
boundaries around the aspects of the system they choose to address. However,
while accepting limits, leaders need to remember that boundaries are artificial and
permeable. Leaders must understand the relationships among the parts, the
dynamics of the connections, and their interdependence, because it is in the inter-
action that the whole becomes greater than the sum of the parts.

The spirit of a beehive, the behavior of an economy, the thinking of a supercomputer,
and the life in me are distributed over a multitude of smaller units (which themselves
may be distributed). When the sum of the parts can add up to more than the parts, then
that extra being (that something from nothing) is distributed among the parts. When-
ever we find something from nothing, we find it arising from a field of many interact-
ing smaller pieces. All the mysteries we find most interesting — life, intelligence,
evolution — are found in the soil of large distributed systems.

Kelly, 1994

Some leaders, such as Geoff Mordt, former managing director of Interpak Cape in
South Africa, keep a journal to identify recurring problems not being solved with
cause-and-effect thinking, and to identify systemic relationships within the dis-
tributed system (April, 1997). Solutions to such problems frequently lie in the
dynamics of the relationships, in the patterns of the whole. Leaders must see
themselves as farmers, not mechanics (Norgaard, 1996). Farmers do not ask:
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‘Which is most important, preparing the soil or selecting and growing the best
seeds?’ Likewise, leaders should not ask whether they ought to focus on changing
the systems and structures or on developing the people. They must do both. When
people change, our organizations change, and when our organizations change,
people change. The new way of thinking — thinking on the ‘edge of chaos’, being
comfortable with uncertainty, and thriving in ambiguity — stretches our minds,
our abilities, our resilience, and our patience. According to Mette Norgaard (1996:
20): “We may spend two years creating the conditions for collaboration, and where
we see a fertile field others may see a pile of dirt. Still, as new growth emerges, the
results speak for themselves’. Norgaard further asserts that, as we move from
thinking ‘I’ to thinking ‘we’, from thinking of personal goals to thinking of team
goals, our organizations, communities and families are transformed. As we com-
bine our energy, creativity and commitment, we become resilient and adaptable
during periods of drought, and unsurpassed during bountiful seasons.



Connectivity
Communication, Conversation and Dialogue

These are complex issues, we must talk some more.

Native American tribal leader (from the film: Dances with Wolves)

Diversity, collaboration and teams became increasingly important management
and leadership issues during the 1990s — all of which are unattainable, both now
and in the future, if we are unable to communicate, converse and have dialogue.
As already seen, globally, and notably in South Africa, change is very much part
of life as we embark on this new millennium. In the academic and popular litera-
ture, communication and conversation are often seen as tools for announcing and
explaining change, preparing people for the positive and negative effects of change
(Jick, 1993), increasing others’ understanding of and commitment to the change
(Beckard and Pritchard, 1992; Morgan, 1988), and reducing confusion about, and
resistance to, change (Kotter and Schlesinger, 1987).

Kanter, Stein and Jick (1992) maintain that the key roles communication plays
are providing and obtaining information, creating understanding, and building
ownership. These perspectives treat communication as a tool that is used within a
change process. We, however, like Ford and Ford (1995), and Zohar (1997), main-
tain that change is a phenomenon that occurs within communication, conversa-
tion and dialogue. This is in contrast to the notion that change is necessarily
something that is forced on an organization from the outside. Even when change
is forced from the outside (for example when a business is forced to confront new
market conditions), we would argue that a dialogue process is critical for that
change to be handled effectively.

Dialogue and metalanguage

‘Dialogue’ is the label given by British physicist David Bohm (1980) to a deeper
level of communication which has a serious commitment to cooperation and
behaviour congruent with the constructive thinking styles identified by Clay
Lafferty in his Life Styles Inventory. The late Bohm, a theoretical physicist and
author of many works about quantum physics, branched out, so typical of the
new scientist, into many other disciplines and was particularly interested in the
nature of thought and consciousness and how these get expressed in the way peo-
ple communicated. He advocated the revival of an old Greek art form, the dialogos,
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as a means of bringing people together in communication that allows the surfac-
ing of tacit assumptions and beliefs in a spirit of inquiry and respectful explora-
tion. Another famous physicist, Werner Heisenberg (1958), once said, ‘science is
rooted in conversation’.

The word ‘dialogue’, as used by Bohm comes from two Greek roots: dia and

logos, suggesting ‘meaning flowing through’. This stands in stark contrast to the
word ‘debate’, which means ‘to beat down’, or even ‘discussion’, which has the
same root as ‘percussion’ and ‘concussion’, meaning ‘to break things up’. Gerard
and Teurfs (1997: 16) inform us that dialogue really consists of four skills and a
set of guidelines. The four skills are:

1.

As

Suspending judgement. Because our way of thinking divides things up and cre-
ates what seem like ultimate ‘truths’, it is difficult for us to stay open to alter-
native views. Our egos become identified with how we think things are — our
reality. We defend our positions against those of others, and close ourselves off
from learning and do harm to our personal relationships. When we ‘suspend
judgement’, we see others’ points of views; hold our positions lightly; and
build a climate of trust and safety. As people learn that they will not be ‘judged’
wrong for having opinions, they feel free to express themselves fully. The
atmosphere becomes more open and truthful.

. Identifying assumptions. The opinions and judgements we hold are usually

based upon layers of assumptions, inferences, and generalizations. When we
ignore the underlying belief system behind our judgements, we make decisions
that lead to disappointing results. Only when we peel away the assumptions
can we see what might be giving us trouble: some incomplete or ‘incoherent’
thought. We can then explore differences, build common ground and consen-
sus, and get to the bottom of misunderstandings.

. Listening. The way we listen impacts how well we learn and how effective we

are at building quality relationships. We focus on developing our capacity to
stay present and open to the meaning arising at both the individual and collec-
tive levels. We can learn to listen and perceive at more subtle levels by overcom-
ing typical blocks in our ability to listen attentively and to stay present.

. Inquiring and reflecting. Through inquiry and reflection, we dig deeply into

matters that concern us and create breakthroughs in our ability to solve prob-
lems. By learning how to ask questions that lead to new understanding, we
accelerate our collective learning. We gain awareness of our thinking processes
and the issues that separate and unite us. By learning how to work with
silence, we can identify reactive patterns, generate new ideas, perceive common
ground, and gain sensitivity to subtle meanings.

people gather to dialogue, they commit to a common set of guidelines:
Listening and speaking without judgement.

Acknowledgement of each speaker.

Respect for differences.
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* Role and status suspension.

* Balancing inquiry and advocacy.

* Avoidance of cross-talk.

* Afocus on learning.

» Seeking the next level of understanding.
* Releasing the need for specific outcomes.
* Speaking when ‘moved’.

Bohm (in Jaworski, 1996: 110) points out that a great deal of what we call dis-
cussion is not deeply serious, in the sense that there are all sorts of things which
are non-negotiable — the “‘undiscussables’. No one mentions the ‘undiscussables’
— they are just there, lying beneath the surface, blocking deep, honest, heart-to-
heart communication. Furthermore, we all bring basic assumptions with us —
our own mental models, or what Colin Hall calls ‘mental pictures’ — about how
the world operates, our own self-interests, etc. Our basic assumptions are devel-
oped from our early childhood days, our life experiences and socialization, our
peers and family, our education and reading. We hold these assumptions so deeply
that we become identified with them, and will defend them with great emotion
and energy when they are challenged. Quite often, we do this unconsciously.
Jaworski (1996: 111) makes the point that, ‘If there was an opportunity for sus-
tained dialogue over a period of time, we would have coherent movement of
thought, not only at the conscious level we all recognize, but even at the tacit level,
the unspoken level which cannot be described.

Dialogue is a difficult and uncomfortable concept as it is about insight as the
source of action. Dialogue requires that leaders reveal their logic and hold up and
reveal their assumptions and beliefs, rather than their arguments, for scrutiny. It
is interesting that so many ancient cultures seemed to engage in the practice of
sitting in a circle and talking and talking until, as many Native American Indians
say, ‘the talk starts’. Maybe this is the fit of the new sciences to the ancient cultures
of the world, to say, ‘vou were right after alll” We think that the old cultures had
a clearer understanding of new science — the old cultures of Africa, the old cul-
tures of the Aztec, the Inca cultures, the native American cultures, the aboriginal
Australian cultures. It is clear that many such cultures do not hold the view that
is so common in the West today, that thought is a purely individual phenomenon,
occurring within our own heads. Apparently, one reason the Greeks considered
dia-logos so important was their view that it was vital to self-governance. Once a
society loses this capacity, all that is left is discussion — voices battling it out to
see who wins and who loses. There is no capacity to go deeper, to find a deeper
meaning that transcends individual views and self-interest.

Gerard and Teurfs (1997) write that through dialogue and conversation, com-
munity is created and culture transformed in three ways:

* Behavioural transformation. Participants learn how to be with each other differ-
ently. They practise skills and guidelines that encourage new norms. The more
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these are practised, the more dialogical communication is used — leading to the
actual state of community.

* Experiential transformation. Dialogue and conversation sets up the conditions of
community. While groups new to dialogue will not be in full community
when they first start out, the atmosphere induced by dialogue and conversa-
tion has the ‘experiential feel’ of community. Individuals thus learn what a
culture based on community principles feels like, and they incorporate it at an
intuitive level.

» Attitudinal transformation. As group members experience the effects of dia-
logue, a profound shift takes place at the belief and attitude level. Attitudes of
rigid individualism give way to attitudes of collaboration and partnerships.
Beliefs strengthen around the ‘value of the group as a whole’. As groups
progress in their ability to use dialogue, they move to higher levels of problem-
solving and problem-finding.

The reason that we see dialogue as critical to any change process, is that when we
examine how leaders make people aware of key concerns or shifts in organiza-
tional focus, it is readily apparent that their questioning style has a pervasive
effect on how organizational members direct their attention. Used effectively,
questions can concentrate the mind and set the agenda. We sometimes have to
question how these questions are used — whether this leads to leaders imposing
their personal agendas on others. Colin Hall, in addressing the 1998 MBA Leader-
ship Class at the Graduate School of Business (UCT), made it clear that in a previ-
ous leadership role (and previous mindset for him) as a director at multinational
brewing giant, South African Breweries, he was able to focus people’s energies,
time and effort in a direction which he saw fit at the time. He admits that this was
not always congruent to what the employees wanted, felt or desired. In contrast,
Arnold Mindell (1992) in his book The Leader as Martial Artist, recommends some-
what different principles for a leader to follow, namely that leaders work with the
natural energy of their followers that arises from changing moods, tensions, emo-
tions, roles, and time spirits. The narrow path that the leader must follow is a path
that the followers themselves create and can accept, and to realize that the energy
of their followers cannot be completely controlled or predicted.

According to Stephen Covey (1997), the deepest part of human nature is that
which urges people, each one of us, to rise above our present circumstances and to
transcend our nature. If you can appeal to it, you tap into a whole new source of
human motivation. In 1970, Robert Greenleaf made the point that the forces of
good and evil, in the world, are propelled by the thoughts, attitudes, and actions
of individual beings. Greenleaf, along with John Gardner and James MacGregor
Burns describes how leadership is more than skills and situational know-how: it
is, instead, and more fundamentally, a moral contract between leaders and follow-
ers to bring out the best in each other for the good of the whole. Leaders should
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pay attention to the informal channels by which organizational messages are
conveyed.

When countries or organizations make major changes, they often proclaim
new symbols and discard or destroy old symbols and artefacts in favour of the
new. We need look no further than the toppling of the Berlin Wall, and certain
statues in South Africa, for dramatic evidence of this. Leaders are attentive to the
use of ceremonies, both official and spontaneous, in the reinforcement of shared
values. Rory Wilson, ex-managing director of Independent Newspapers (Cape)
(now CEO of Juta), went as far as having a ceremony of the slaughtering of a goat
and wearing skin bracelets during the shaky period of credibility and trust forma-
tion in the take-over of the black newspaper, The Sowetan, by a traditionally white
media company, the Argus Group. What does this communicate to the people,
both in the organization and its customers? Many ask, ‘Was it necessary to go so
far?” However, in the South African context, is this not the type of intentional
change, and courage, we are looking for?

According to Kouzes and Posner (1995: 229): ‘In the performing art of leader-
ship, symbols and artefacts are a leader’s props. They're necessary tools for mak-
ing the message memorable and sustainable over time.” The sensitive and
intelligent management of those ‘tools and artefacts’ can be vital in how particular
sectors of a leader’s followership will respond to future challenges and ideas of the
leader. This was seen in the South African Parliament, when certain paintings and
pictures were removed from the halls. However, they were not discarded. Instead,
Mandela, who was President of South Africa at the time, insisted that they should
be put in prominent positions in museums and galleries, since ‘they are part of our
history and culture’. This action has had far-reaching effects for Mandela’s credi-
bility as a leader, especially among the white Afrikaner sector of the population.

We believe that when an individual has less concern for the ego associations of
leadership, and more for the mission to serve by liberating and redirecting individual
resources and energy, potential expands. People do more than they had been doing
because they feel freer to be more than they had previously felt it possible to be.
As a result of the greater energy available, through the more actualized individu-
als, there is more possibility for creative change in organizations. This requires
those in the organization to think and act beyond their functional domains, and
to work in an alignment similar to that required of players in a symphony orches-
tra. With a high degree of interdependence required to optimize such a system,
serious attention is paid to open communication and conversation, dialogue, col-
laboration, and the innovation required to achieve the aim of the system. A special
effort is required to equip leaders to lead this kind of organization and community.

Intentional change

Poole and DeSanctis (1990) observe that change as an organizational phenomenon
necessarily occurs in a context of human social interactions, which constitute and
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are constituted by communication. These interactions produce and reproduce the
social structures and actions people know as reality (Berger and Luckmann, 1966).
From this perspective, change is a recursive process of social construction in which
new realities are created (Ford and Backoff, 1988), sustained and modified in the
process of communication and conversation. Producing intentional change, then,
is a matter of deliberately creating, through communication, conversation and
dialogue, a new reality or set of social structures. If this is the case, then the change
process actually occurs within, and is driven by, communication, conversation
and dialogue, rather than the reverse. It is our assertion that intentional change is
produced through the development of these conversations and dialogue. Ford and
Ford provide us with the following definitions:

Intentional change occurs when a change agent deliberately and consciously sets out to
establish conditions and circumstances that are different from what they are now and
then accomplishes that through some set or series of actions and interventions, either
singularly or in collaboration with other people. The change is produced with intent,
and the change agent is at cause in the matter of making the change. Unintentional
change, in contrast, is not deliberate or consciously produced, but is manifested as side
effects, accidents, secondary effects, or unanticipated consequences of action.

Ford and Ford 1995: 543

We therefore propose the following guidelines (April, 1999: 236-239) to provide a
plan for organizations to start thinking about how to produce change in the psy-
chological structure of individuals within the organization — to move as many as
possible of their organizational members toward exercising transformational lead-
ership — by employing notions from systems thinking methods, scenario plan-
ning, and organizational learning. What is important to remember when dealing
with the psychological structure of individuals is the personalities of those
involved in the change process; the history of the individual and the organization;
and the manner in which the change is introduced (Willcocks and Rees, 1995). It
points to the value of open and honest communication when attempting to avoid
defensive behaviours that are grounded in misinformation.

Creating space for dialogue and conversation

We believe that it will become important in twenty-first-century organizations to
create ‘special places’ that are more conducive to dialogue and conversation than
traditional conference rooms. Dixon (1998: 103-104), stresses the fact that these
are ‘less formal spaces, often with comfortable couches and overstuffed chairs.
They have more natural lighting than the harsh fluorescent lights of conference
rooms and they typically have coffee and refreshments handy . . . The walls of the
room are covered with whiteboards, filled with diagrams, lists, pictures, quotes,
charts and other thinking tools teams have used.” Studies have shown that the
availability of community common rooms actually serves to increase team mem-
ber collaboration (Wild, Bishop and Sullivan, 1996). A number of forward-
thinking organizations are leading the way in thinking about space for dialogue
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by designing special ‘dialogue common rooms’ where informal conversation and
personal interaction can occur, for example Hitachi, America Ltd., National City
Bank, and Owens Corning. Old Mutual in Cape Town, the largest insurance firm
in South Africa, and SAS Airlines in Stockholm, for example, have ‘central plazas’
in the midst of their corporate headquarters, which contain shops, cafés, hair-
dressers, travel agents, and so on, where people from all levels and functions are
encouraged to visit and share ideas. Dixon (1998: 104) stresses the point that
‘these designs reflect the increasingly relational nature of our work and the impor-
tance of creating space that accommodates a more relational kind of talk’.

Generating organizational awareness — ‘communities of practice’

It is important that the leadership of the company be, and is seen to be, involved
in the change process. Part of that responsibility is to develop a methodology that
will systematically help individuals get past the stumbling blocks that have pre-
vented dialogue and conversation before. Coupled to that is the need for dialogue
settings — ‘communities of practice’ — in which people can reflect about their
accomplishments, their frustrations, their attitudes, and tell their personal stories
in their own words. At the Graduate School of Business of the University of Cape
Town, we encourage students to go beyond the obvious, to venture beneath the
surface, and teach them that through true conversation and dialogue, they are
able to build deep trust and respect for one another. It is in settings such as this
that we get an idea of how wonderfully enriching and informative, how powerful
our theories and related practical applications can be if we only allow all kinds of
minds and people to be equal in our lives (Evans, 1999). In this way, through the
medium of communication, we intend to help each student get beyond the deval-
uing prejudices that we all hold, so that true teamwork can be built among
groups. Trust is considered here to be emotionally based, but with a cognitive
component, and dependent on the belief in the reliability of oneself or the other
person or group. It can only be given by each person, not demanded. Without this
type of dialogue as input, individuals within the organization will not develop a
rich enough level of content, not just about the event, but about the systemic
structures and mental models that exist below the surface.

Argyris and Schon (1978) have correctly argued that organizational perform-
ance problems are more likely due to a lack of awareness and inability to articulate
and check underlying assumptions, than to poor efficiency. This points to the
importance of understanding how individuals perceive, interpret and respond to
changes (both internal and external) in the organizational ‘communities of prac-
tice’. In particular they must be aware that, as a result of personality and experi-
ence differences, reality is subjective, and this needs to be understood both by
leaders and by followers. The idea behind generating awareness is therefore to
bring out the unexpected relationships and fundamental causes that have been
hidden underneath the noticeable and significant symptoms that everyone sees.
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Feedback

Feedback is very important to the individual change process, and can occur on two
levels: from within a group and/or individually. For feedback to be effective,
organizational mentors (trained organizational psychologists, or trained manage-
ment coaches) are important — they provide the important link between people’s
experiences and organizational life, for example through note-taking during con-
versation and dialogue sessions, mentors capture and help construct stories, and
gather data from a wide enough group of people so that judgements can be made
about whether or not a story is typical. This means listening to what people have
to say, asking critical questions and engaging people in their own inquiries. Men-
tors also continually make sure that the evolving research methodology of the
process is rigorous.

Group feedback

Developing trust between individuals involves encouraging all the members of a
group to reveal thoughts and feelings about themselves to others through self-
disclosure, and by getting feedback from others. By being able to accept risk, an
individual can become more creative and open to the possibility of being able to
develop sustained intimate relationships. And, in a country such as South AfTica,
where racial groups have forcibly been kept from communicating, perhaps we can
all move closer, through conversation and dialogue within a context of trust, to
experiencing what deep alignment in a group or team feels like — the resurrection
of a country’s buried energy, soul and life force.

In the workplace thi‘s has particular relevance. If people are willing to commu-
nicate openly different kinds of information, including their fears and feelings, the
result will be that they will be more willing to inform change rather than resist it.
This has direct relevance to what Giddens (1994: 119-121) refers to as the ‘democ-
racy of emotions’, which means that individuals will not only be in contact with
their own feelings but will be able to openly express these to others in a democratic
manner. This requires a reflexivity of oneself, and being able to reflect on actions
and values. Individuals are encouraged to raise issues about any barriers (perceived
or real) that might hinder individual or team effectiveness. In this sense, trust goes
beyond basic rational cooperation and becomes an emotional force that can be
called upon in risky situations to allow us to go on. But if cooperation increases
when conditions are unpredictable, because people realize that their futures depend
on each other, then, where organizations face turbulent change, trust-building is
vital. Managers should regard dialogical communities of practice as company
assets and look for ways to preserve them (Davenport and Prusak, 1998). On the
other hand, where organizations see people only in terms of being resources, then
only adaptive learning can be achieved (versus generative learning), since individ-
uals will not be able to express themselves fully, nor identify with their work
community and organization in the long term.
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Developing trust between individuals involves encouraging everyone in a
group to reveal thoughts and feelings about themselves to others through self-
disclosure, and by getting feedback from others. By being able to accept risk, an
individual can become more creative and open to the possibility of being able to
develop sustained intimate relationships. As more and more individuals within the
organization become involved in and committed to the change process, the system
becomes more and more effective. Along with involved leadership, there needs to
be more than one ‘champion’ who sets the stage for individual change and learn-
ing. This is particularly necessary in learning that is related to changing a basic
value or a long-cherished method. The greater the number of advocates who pro-
mote a change culture, the more rapidly and extensively the learning will take
place. This paves the way for the development of a culture that will build aware-
ness of the team concept and support critical individual change initiatives.

Individual feedback and reflection

The judgements people make about themselves, and others, are not always con-
crete or obvious. They can be abstract and highly inferential, but sometimes indi-
viduals treat them as if they were concrete because they produce them so
automatically. It is therefore important to have individual feedback sessions within
organizations, where skilled organizational psychologists, or management
coaches (personal mentors), can assist individuals during their sense-making and
change initiatives. This mentoring process has to be designed so that judgements,
inferences and interpretations can always be linked to actual data (sourced during
dialogue sessions). The ideas of clinical research interviews (Schein, 1987) and cre-
ating reflective settings should guide this process. Individuals can be assessed (for-
mally or informally) to determine how well their skills and abilities match the
identified, required behaviours within the reflective spirit that prevails in the
organization.

People are encouraged to identify personal competencies required for effective
performance and change in a future-oriented organization. It is also the platform
from which mentors can get a sense of the individual’s readiness for change. In
addition, reflective interviews give participants a chance to talk openly and expres-
sively about their experience — a significant source of learning in itself. Mentors
need to deliver comprehensive feedback that compares performance against critical
competencies — this then leads into the development of personal scenarios (see
below) for individuals. They also need to ensure that participants receive accurate
and reliable information about their progress through a carefully designed individ-
ual-performance management system. It is during these individual sessions of
dialogue that individual anxiety concerning change, and individual defence mech-
anisms, can be explored. Several authors have examined the idea that formal and
informal aspects of organizations act as defence systems against anxiety
(Willcocks and Rees, 1995; Menzies Lyth, 1988; De Board, 1978). De Board (1978)
argues that defence against anxiety is one of the primary aspects bonding



Rethinking Leadership

individuals together in organizations, making for cohesion. Anxiety in organiza-
tions, as in individuals, is a symptom of fear or the perception of danger. The
existence of anxiety, and the defence against anxiety are important, therefore, in
understanding organizational effectiveness and change.

Conversational bank

A ‘conversational bank’, or discussion database, is a repository in which partici-
pants record their own experiences on issues (organizational, personal, political,
and so on) and react to others’ comments. This is an electronic repository (oper-
ated through an Intranet or similar network), similar to Davenport and Prusak’s
(1998) ‘knowledge repositories’. Through a combination of face-to-face interac-
tion and electronic communication, vital relationships within the organization can
be established and maintained. The growing popularity of teamwork makes the
notion of a ‘conversational bank’ increasingly important as a success factor on an
organizational level. The ‘conversational bank’ should be judged by the quality of
the conversations it provokes.

Keeping a diary — self-reflection

Reflection is widely recognized as a crucial transformational element in the learn-
ing process of individuals (Schon, 1983; Mezirow, 1990; Rigano and Edwards,
1998). Efforts by some major companies, such as PepsiCo, Motorola and General
Motors, to harness reflection as a deliberate tool for learning is a significant trend
towards addressing the need for formal reflective practices in the workplace
(Daudelin, 1996).

The process of reflection is important for the integration of new experiences
with past experience. Critical self-reflection has much in common with the action
learning approach of Revans (1978; 1982). Butler’s (1994) model of human action
and change indicates that professional growth comes from continuing cycles of
action and reflection. Reflection is the process which ‘can modify personal knowl-
edge, beliefs and actions’ (1994: 21). The use of journal writing has emerged as a
significant introspective tool for promoting individual reflection for personal pro-
fessional growth. For example, Marsick (1990) outlined ways for facilitating
reflection in the workplace and identified journal writing as a useful tool for help-
ing people become aware of their own practical reasoning and theory building, and
to make explicit their tacit knowing. Daudelin (1996) developed the Teflection
workbook’ which provided guidelines for the use of a learning journal to record
and explore the random thoughts and summary learning statements that occur
throughout a work experience. Barclay (1996) provided practical guidelines for the
use of ‘learning logs’ for recording and enhancing experiential learning. She iden-
tified some key features of self-development embodied in the learning log: personal
development planning (which ties in with the personal scenarios discussed below),
learning responsibility, and individuality of the method.
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From the mentor perspective, clear purposes and expectations, and access to
skilled mentor support, are required for inexperienced journal writers to avoid
superficial and non-reflective entries, and to overcome the uncertainties and frus-
trations associated with acquiring new skills. Many business schools, such as the
Graduate School of Business at the University of Cape Town, now make use of
journal writing as part of their leadership development programmes for MBA stu-
dents. It is important that lessons learned from journal writing be used in the
development of personal scenarios, in order to encourage ownership of the reflec-
tive process by the participant — vital for maintaining the necessary motivation,
discipline and interest.

Personal scenarios

A scenario is a tool for ordering one’s perceptions about alternative future envi-
ronments in which today’s decisions might play out. In practice, scenarios resem-
ble sets of stories, written or spoken, built around carefully constructed plots.
Stories are an old way of organizing knowledge and experience, and when used as
planning tools, they defy denial by encouraging — in fact, requiring — the willing
suspension of disbelief. Stories can express multiple perspectives on complex
events, and scenarios give meaning to these events. Personal scenario planning will
enable individuals to imagine, and prepare for, discontinuous change through sys-
tematic and recognizable phases. What increasingly affects all of us, whether pro-
fessional planners or individuals preparing for a better future, is not the tangibles
in life — bottom-line numbers, for instance — but the intangibles: our hopes and
fears, our needs, our beliefs and dreams. By moving from being tacit to explicit
through dialogue and conversation, only stories and our ability to visualize differ-
ent kinds of futures (personal scenarios) adequately capture these intangibles.

Individuals are therefore encouraged to design and implement a carefully
planned, high-involvement, individual change strategy, that is, a personal sce-
nario(s), around five thrusts:

* communication,

e skills,

* accountability,

e collaboration, and

* systems (process improvement).

These strategies, borne from their personal scenarios, teach them to envision mul-
tiple futures for themselves, their team members and the organization. These must
be clear and can be very specific. For example, an individual can develop a personal
strategy by identifying a vision (the ‘where’), the values (the ‘how’), and critical
success factors (the ‘what’) to bring about the desired change. If individuals, with
the assistance of mentors, are prepared to look at the world in non-traditional
ways; challenge their assumptions about the future; and test the viability of their
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personal strategies in various futures, scenario-based personal planning is the best
way to accomplish this.

Implications for leaders

So what does intentional, or unintentional, change mean for leaders? Quite simply,
that they open themselves in communication, conversation and dialogue, to input
from those they lead. This, often, can be a frightening experience and requires
great courage from leaders. Moreover, it is our belief that everything, including
leading the pursuit of change, begins with the initiative of the individual. It may
be argued then, that part of the responsibility of leaders should also be to allow
people (others) the space, time and energy to expose their true feelings, beliefs and
attitudes — both to themselves and others. This requires creating opportunities for
individuals to meet others in intense engagements, through conversation and dia-
logue, which hopefully changes and shapes the way they experience each other. In
facilitating and encouraging communication, conversation and dialogue, the
leader allows a whole spectrum of possibilities to open up. In this way, individuals
are able to develop their own capacities to go deeper, to find deeper meaning that
goes beyond self-interest and individual viewpoints. The challenge of creating such
opportunities for self-expression is that people are often not equipped to speak
about their personal feelings. Certainly, in the experience of the authors, a signifi-
cant amount of re-learning needs to take place — whereby people learn a vocabu-
lary of ‘feeling words’” — to enable a platform for open communication to be
ultimately productive. In addition, a culture of patience needs to be developed, so
that those who are not speaking, listen, and ensure that the speakers are acknowl-
edged and heard. A lack of patience on the part of listeners can undermine the
sincerest of efforts to facililate open communication, conversation and dialogue.
Presently, in organizations, families and communities, people operate sepa-
rately, often creating barriers between each other by their fragmented thought —
thought resulting from age-old thinking, no longer relevant in our chaotic world.
According to Peter Senge in A New View of Institutional Leadership:
Once a society loses this capacity [to dialog and converse], all that is left is a cacophony
of voices battling it out to see who wins and who loses. It seems reasonable to ask
whether many of our deeper problems in governing ourselves today, the so-called ‘grid-

lock’ and loss of mutual respect and caring . . . might not stem from this lost capacity
to talk with one another, to think together as part of a larger community.

Adapting to change takes time, because it is not just a rational process, but will
always involve a degree of emotional acceptance on the part of those affected.
Where change is disruptive, emotional commitment will be needed to cope with
the loss. Change will be perceived as interfering with our sense of adaptation by
appearing to overwhelm our structures of thought which make sense of the world
(Marris, 1974: 15-18). Managing change is directly related to the level of trust
engendered in the individual and in groups. Where trust is high, change is
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managed more effectively, and, where it is low, communication and cooperation
will suffer and there will be an increasing tendency to resort to power. It is our
firm belief that part of the healing of South Africa’s soul lies in the art forms of
conversation and dialogue, sometimes referred to as ‘surface-to-depth
conversations’.

The work of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC) may be seen in
this context, attempting to contribute to healing the nation’s soul through open
communication, conversation and dialogue. The challenge, in South Africa, is for
courageous organizational leaders to take definite steps forward, based on trust
and respect, toward creating forums, time and space for all the people within their
organizations to openly communicate, reflect, converse and have dialogue — to
talk about their families and their personal crises, and to express their hurt, pain,
joy, beliefs, feelings, anger, future goals and dreams, and to discover one another’s
‘undiscussables’.

Until people are able to do that in their organizations, employers must con-
tinue to expect employees to bring 5-10 % of themselves, and their energy, to work
. .. and the vision and mission of the organization’s executives will stay just that
— the vision and mission of the executives, rather than ‘being felt and lived’ by
willing, enthusiastic and energized followers within the organization. It should
also be clear that, as more control is used by leaders, employees will have less trust
in the process (Handy, 1985: 327).

That communication and conversation play an important role in the produc-
tion of change is not an entirely new concept. One can go back as far as Socrates,
two-and-a-half thousand years ago, to his use of conversation as a method for
seeking deeper understanding . . . a way of seeking the rock-bottom truth in what
was being discussed. He taught Western civilization the art of asking questions as
a tool for discovering reality. For Socrates, ‘the unexamined life was not worth
living’. In modern organizations, the depth conversation in the Socratic mode is
coming into its own again. This is fostered through the creation of continuous
learning opportunities; promotion of inquiry and dialogue; encouragement of col-
laboration and team learning; empowerment of people towards a collective vision;
and the establishment of systems to capture and share learning (Watkins and
Marsick, 1993). As more and more leaders shift toward participation and empow-
erment, they are beginning to learn the Socratic way of processing information
through asking the right questions, instead of making pronouncements and giv-
ing orders. What we constantly hear is that, the more people practice the art of
orchestrating conversations and dialogue, the more opportunities they find for it:
processing office flare-ups; reviewing and reflecting on the day, month or vear for
evaluations, for making group decisions, even for office celebrations. In dialogue,
the goal is to create a special environment in which a different kind of relationship
among parts comes into play — one that reveals both high energy and high intel-
ligence (Jaworski, 1996). In a learning organization, dialogue provides ways for
teams and groups to reflect constantly on their experience and learn from it.
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Conversation and dialogue forces one, in a sense, to make explicit the things we
could not previously talk about, the things that hindered true and real friendships.
It is our experience that, once you are real, you cannot be non-real again. The chal-
lenge for leaders is to find and meet the energy and, hence, the meaning in people’s
lives, by constantly digging and naming what they find in their communication
and dialogue with others. As we know, not everybody will like and be happy with
what has been dug up, but leaders need to foster experiences that allow individuals
to coalesce around issues of shared concern and move forward to successful reso-
lution of those issues. We therefore propose that leaders, hoping to be successful
in an ever-changing and chaotic world, need to create opportunities in which oth-
ers can find, for themselves, balance, meaning and fulfilment. Essentially, this can
only be achieved through the leaders and their followers being in an ongoing state
of connectedness. Technology has allowed connectivity to become a buzzword for
the twenty-first century. In keeping with its meaning, connectivity too, will be a
key aspect of leadership in the new millennium.



Process
Strategy and Leadership

Instead of looking for particular leverage points, a living systems thinker might listen
for where the system wants to go. By amplifying or intensifying people’s overall
awareness of that direction, new behaviours will naturally emerge, and propel the over-
all pattern of the system across a threshold into a new form.

Roberts and Kleiner in The Dance of Change

‘No aspect of corporate life is indifferent to strategy. Every problem leads to stra-
tegic solutions’ (Zaleznik, 1992: 130). The challenge of developing or re-establish-
ing a clear strategy is often primarily an organizational one, and often depends,
rightly or wrongly, on leadership. “With so many forces at work against making
choices and trade-offs in organizations, a clear intellectual framework to guide
strategy is a necessary counterweight. Moreover, strong leaders willing to make
choices are essential’ (Porter, 1996: 77). Strategic planning is considered to be a
major part of the leadership function of an organization. Colin Hall says that ‘an
organization is really a strategy . . . it’s a strategy to achieve an objective, a vision,
a series of visions, or a whole series of possibilities’ (April, 1997). When strategic
planning arrived on the scene in the mid-1960s, corporate leaders embraced it as
‘the one best way’ to devise and implement strategies that would enhance com-
petitiveness and growth. True to the scientific management, pioneered by Frederick
Taylor, this ‘one best way’ involved separating thinking from doing.

Traditional organization theory mandates that we design organizations and try
to plan outcomes, thereby conditioning us to assume that there is no alternative.
However, traditional strategic planning appears to be facing an identity crisis of
major proportion. In particular, Mintzberg (1994) has developed an exhaustive
case for why strategic planning, as classically conceived, cannot succeed. The
essence of his argument is that planning, as a decompositional, analytic activity,
is processually and structurally incompatible with effective strategy formulation,
an act that largely requires creative synthesis. According to Mintzberg’s reasoning,
planning should be kept conceptually and operationally distinct from strategy for-
mulation. He argues that decisions in organizations are usually taken on a trial-
and-error basis, with only partial understanding of the situation. Many strategies,
‘post-hoc rationalizations of activity’, emerge gradually over time, that is, incre-
mentally. Cohen, March and Olsen (1972) say that decisions are often not ‘taken’,
but ‘happen’.
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They suggest that moments of decision occur when four independent streams
happen to coincide: ‘problems’, ‘solutions’, ‘participants’, and ‘choice opportuni-
ties’. Problems demand attention; solutions are answers looking for problems;
participants are the constantly varying crowd of organizational actors carrying
different problems and solutions; and choice opportunities are occasions when
organizations are expected to make decisions. According to Cohen and his col-
leagues, organizations are like ‘garbage cans’ into which these four independent
elements are thrown together and shaken until a more or less random conjunction
produces a decision — the outcome of near chance collisions between problems and
solutions.

In understanding organizational strategy, Mintzberg and Waters (1990) pro-
vocatively suggest that decisions ‘get in the way’. Rory Wilson alluded similarly
when he claimed that, if he had a wish list, it would be to stall meetings from
making decisions — since the real creativity and energy of his organization is in
the coming together of its people and the ensuing processes that take place (April,
1997). In organizations, we conventionally assume that decisions represent com-
mitments to future actions. However, decisions in practice are often followed by
no actions, or even by quite different actions from those we intended. Conversely,
actions are not necessarily the outcome of any identifiable single moment in
action, that many traditional leaders would like to believe. New science theory tells
us that events often take on their own momentum, with decisions only flickering
on the surface. A great deal of our behaviour is not ‘decided” at all. The best leaders
may be the ones who take the fewest conscious choices.

Even ‘emergent’ or ‘incrementalist’ strategies offer little guidance to leaders
struggling with the problem of navigating their companies in the present, and
future, uncertain world. Most of these theories are based on linear logic, where
cause and effect are closely linked. Ralph Stacey (1995), however, argues that nei-
ther approach is adequate for our purposes. Fortunately, insights from studies of
complex natural and organizational phenomena enable us to address the problem
of strategy and uncertainty. Stacey, Beerel and Pascale have written extensively on
the management of chaos, and its conjugate, complexity. Research has revealed
that systems tend not to gravitate toward chaotic behaviour, but rather toward an
area of complexity between chaos and order. Managers and leaders operate in an
unpredictable world, and the environment cannot be effectively controlled,
because even quite minor changes in apparently isolated phenomena can provoke
major changes in the total system. So, for example, the flapping of a butterfly’s
wings in Brazil may make a difference between calm weather and a tornado in
Texas (Gleick, 1987). Stacey (1995) believes that organizations must accelerate
their creative ability and generate new strategic directions faster than their rivals.
He suggests that leaders are constrained by their existing mental models into trav-
elling well-worn paths of success. We agree with Stacey when he claims that ‘these
paths can be both easily emulated and lead to stagnation’. The nature and magni-
tude of dynamic environmental change requires leaders and managers to defy
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their natural tendency towards business-as-usual. Success lies in the area of cre-
ating new paths, new capabilities and competencies, and not in the imitation and
refining of old ones. Studying successful organizations and blindly adopting their
approaches does not provide sufficient tools for coping with future challenges.
Organizations must create a mindset of change, a new paradigm, that is not only
receptive to, but also guides transformational change. Pascale (1993: 291) offers
four key ideas that underlie the quest for this new organizational reality:

1. Organizations must accept the premise that their current management and
leadership mindset is self-limiting.

2. Organizational attributes and behaviours that lead to stagnation, and those
that encourage renewal, should be identified.

3. Conflict, as an ever-present force in organizations, must be harnessed con-
structively.

4. A new definition of leadership and management roles must be sought to rec-
oncile the tensions inherent in an organization living on the edge of its own
paradigm.

Leadership and planning have always been about analysis — about breaking down
a goal or set of intentions into steps, formalizing those steps so that they can be
implemented almost automatically, and articulating the anticipated consequences
or results of each step. ‘I favour a set of analytical techniques to assist leaders in
developing strategy’, Michael Porter, probably the most widely read writer on
strategy, wrote in the Economist in May 1987. This analytical, linear notion of
leadership and leaders’ ability to plan for the future is based on three assumptions:

1. that long-term prediction is possible;

2. that leaders can be detached from the subjects of their strategies, plans and
choices; and

3. that the strategy-making process of leaders can be formalized.

In 1965 Igor Ansoff wrote: ‘We shall refer to the period for which the firm is able
to construct forecasts with an accuracy of say, plus or minus 20 % as the planning
horizon of the firm.” According to Langley (1991), it does not matter all that much
if planning from leaders in an organization comes out with the ‘wrong’ answers,
as long as the planning process is allowed to fulfil control, social and symbolic
functions that otherwise the organization might fail to achieve. ‘In an institu-
tional environment valuing quantification and rationality, the planning process,
however expensive in time and effort, may be a necessary sacrifice to cultural
expectations’ (Langley, 1991: 132). For Hax and Majluf (1995), planning tech-
niques employed by leaders introduce a qualitative element complementary to the
quantitative bias of necessary financial calculations of net present value.
Mariann Jelinek (1979: 139) developed the interesting point that strategic
planning by leaders is to the executive suite what Taylor’s work-study methods
were to the factory floor — a way to circumvent human idiosyncrasies in order
to systematize behaviour. According to her, if the system does the thinking, then



Rethinking Leadership

strategies must be detached from operations, formulation from implementation,
thinkers from doers and leaders from the objects of their strategies and choices.
The trick, of course, is to get the right information to leaders — hard data, quan-
titative aggregates of the detailed ‘facts’ about the organization and its context,
neatly packaged and regularly delivered. With such information, senior executives
and leaders need never leave their executive suites and staff offices.

We propose a new way of looking at leadership and its role in organizational
behaviour by introducing several relationship-based questions.

* How do we get people to work well together?

* How do we honour and benefit from diversity?

* How do we get teams to work together quickly and efficiently?

* How do we resolve conflicts?

* How do we grow people so that they can add value for their company, their
community, their society, and their country?

* Is strategy relevant?

* Are concepts like ‘organizational vision’ and ‘mission’ still valid?

* How do we partner with our suppliers, previous competitors and suppliers, to
create more energy, more possibilities?

*  What are the enablers of synergy in embarking on strategic partnering?

The role of business in both creating new world realities and formulating a
response to those realities is now centre stage. The realm of business decisions,
according to Beerel (1998: 27), can no longer confine itself purely to factors that
influence the economic bottom line. Social, cultural, religious, demographic and
political issues need to be understood as the critical, relational inputs and outputs
of business processes. The new leadership, for example, excels in strategic partner-
ing and recognizes that all participants in the system are potential partners. The
construct of adversary, Beerel informs us, is no longer apposite. Those who held
opposing views and engaged in competitive activities are now viewed as comple-
ments, rather than antagonists.

Strategy viewed from this perspective takes courage, commitment to the com-
mon purpose and an ability to be true to the organizational values and principles,
irrespective of costs and personal risks. However, like Evans (1999), we believe that
the new, necessary leadership will only arise in organizations where democracy is
allowed to flourish. Currently, true democracy in organizations is a rarity. Perhaps
this is why the new forms of organization are emerging with unprecedented speed
— evidenced by the shake-up of traditional workplaces, and the phenomenal
growth of Internet- and Web-based companies. One such example is the new,
exciting m-commerce project undertaken recently by the Sanlam Digital Com-
merce Group (Sanlam is South Africa’s second largest insurance firm). Sanlam was
known, within the business community of South Africa, as a company which
was traditional in its approaches, staid in its ideas and a good example of the ‘old
mindset’. However, it has now found ways to free up energy — through strategic
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partnering and developing a ‘servant-leadership’ culture — which otherwise
would have been used for ‘beating’ or ‘outmanoeuvering’ the opposition. So much
so, that its Digital Commerce Group is not even concerned about the competition
— in their own words: “We are not trying to find a place for ourselves in the
industry, we are, instead, creating a new industry!” Strategic partners and ener-
gized Sanlam employees are engaged in a new and completely different strategic
and negotiating mindset. Driven by CEO, Hannes van Rensburg, the Sanlam Dig-
ital Commerce Group made sure that, from the outset, they established the ground
rules for the culture they were trying to create, the ground rules for developing
and empowering people, the ground rules for establishing, maintaining and grow-
ing relationships, and the ground rules for keeping each other excited and passion-
ate in the workplace — in this way, being able to continuously self organize in
response to the energy and information that flows to their organization from the
environment.

True leadership, in our opinion, is dependent upon respect for the complex net-
work of people who contribute to the organization. The actual configuration of rela-
tionships within a business organization determines how an organization actually
executes its strategy, and does its business. In his book, Leadership is an Art, Max
De Pree’s (1989: 11) advice for leadership was deeply consonant with the systemic
and interrelatedness concepts of the new science. According to him, leaders should
liberate people to do what is most required of them: to change, grow and strive for
their potential. Any meaningful strategic process must be able to encapsulate such
liberation. Organizations can only do this if they are aligned to the changing real-
ities of the world and are in touch with the consequences.

The organizations that get things done are no longer hierarchical pyramids with most
of the real control at the top. They are systems — interlaced webs of tension in which
control is loose, power diffused, and centres of decision plural. . . . Because organiza-
tions are ‘flatter’, more horizontal, the way they are governed has to be more collegial,
consensual, and consultative. The bigger the problems to be tackled, the more real lead-
ership is diffused and the larger the number of people who can exercise it — if they work
at it. The trend is as visible in totalitarian as well as democratic societies. ‘Collective
leadership’ and committee work are not conclusive evidence of democratic feeling. They
are imperatives of bigness and complexity.

Cleveland, 1997

Organizations’ structures continually need to change in order to facilitate and
enhance their ability to execute strategy and deliver a distinctive product or serv-
ice. This creates the opportunity for people to exercise their diversity of skills, tal-
ents and understanding of a particular situation — different people should be
given the freedom, space, resources, and encouragement to exercise their leadership
skills.

The new South African leadership understands that there are multiple, equally
valid realities held by diverse groups from different cultures and diverse walks of
life. These realities are understood to be part of the fabric of a diverse, vibrant and
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creative world — a world with infinite opportunities for everyone. Wheatley
(1992; 1999) believes that the current movement toward participation and collab-
oration in the workplace through the use of teams and quality principles, is rooted
in the new sciences and chaos theory. The new focus on relationships within
leadership follows science. In fact, the new adaptive leadership in the organization
is attuned to the multitude of new realities that are continuously being unveiled,
and they need to ensure that the organization, threatened by changing values and
the pace of change, does not take flight into preoccupation with technical fixes
(Beerel, 1998).

Colin Hall makes the point that ‘strategy is not something that you can stop
and set. It’s using the resources you've got in the most experiential and organic
way to arrive at better outcomes’ (April, 1997). Effectively, what Hall is saying,
and what we assert in line with new science thinking, is that strategy is about
process, and that the leader needs to develop a keen understanding of process. By
‘process’ we are referring to the ‘experiential and organic way’ about which Colin
Hall speaks. It is about understanding relationships, group dynamics, creating rich
connections, how to catalyse ideas from others, being happy with ambiguity, and
not rushing for certainty. In other words the skill is to focus, not on the outcome
of the strategic development process, but rather on the process itself. This under-
standing is critical for leaders who will be operating in the new world where the
focus is no longer on things, but on processes.



Followership
A Personal Reflection on Leading by Following

Roger E. Breisch

[The] critical breakthrough occurred when self-awareness connected to his conscience
as he worked on his [personal] mission statement. It became emotionally cathartic and
prepared him to receive feedback from other people. This feedback enabled him to see
things in a true light, which compounded his awareness of the incongruencies between
deeply held values and his work style. Because he exercised his moral agency to choose
in that moment, his awareness both deepened and expanded, and his power and free-
dom to choose his response to other circumstances increased.

Covey, 1999

Our Western culture is, I believe, overly focused on control, answers, personal
prestige, material possessions, winning and success as defined by ascendance to
the highest heights. Humble, soulful qualities are often considered less desirable. It
is a culture in which the dominant model of leadership is highly influenced by a
Newtonian world-view. Newton, who first proposed the laws of motion, believed
that the cause-and-effect relationships of physical motion could be accurately
described. The future, if you will, of balls on a billiard table could be foretold if
sufficient information was given regarding the initial conditions. At the macro
level, Newton was right. For hundreds of years, knowing nothing of quantum
mechanics, we were happy to assume that these Newtonian laws of cause and
effect applied throughout the universe. It led us to live our lives with the mistaken
belief that, given sufficient information about initial conditions, the future of the
world could be accurately predicted.

We were also led to believe that feelings, actions and thoughts will act in much
the same simplistic, predictable way. We were raised with a deep belief that the
world could be ‘figured out’. Given enough brain power — or computer power —
we could take our knowledge of current conditions; implement specific actions or
interventions; and ordain a knowable, predictable future. Further, we use this pre-
dictive capability not only to know the future, but also to know the precise steps
needed to get from here to there. What makes this insidious, is that most people
will say, verbally, that we cannot predict the future, but will act as if the results
of their actions are knowable. The most hurtful indication of this for me is the
way [ all too often treat my children as if I knew what was best for their future!
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When Newtonian views are used, defining leadership becomes an easy task. We
look for a person with the following three things: the best description of current
reality, a clear picture of the future we wish to share, and a precise list of steps to
get us from here to there. We see the effects of this thinking everyday. One of the
most common complaints we hear of senior managers is that they have no vision.
If they have a vision, the most common complaint is ‘they’re not good at day-to-
day management’, which usually means they cannot tell us the appropriate steps
to get us there. Our clients want us to accurately describe their current pain; paint
a vision of how tomorrow can be better; and show that we have the precise inter-
vention to get them from ‘pain to gain’.

Not only is this an unrealistic description of leadership — I do not believe it
describes the kind of leader to whom we are actually drawn. I believe that revered
leaders such as Mahatma Ghandi, Nelson Mandela and Martin Luther King Jr. did
not know precisely what the future would look like or the precise path they would
follow, nor did they understand the repercussions of the actions they took. While
each had a broad vision, it was probably not a precise and accurate picture of how
the future would look or evolve. Their leadership emerged based on something
broader than a cause-and-effect view of the world. Newtonian physics is not
wrong, it is simply far too narrow in its ability to explain human behaviour.

Around the globe, we see the Newtonian bedrock being questioned. Now we
must question whether some theories about organizations, management and lead-
ership are still too narrow in their ability to explain what actually emerges in
communities of people.

The problems with the cause-and-effect model of leadership

Before I discuss what leadership might be, I would like to return to the old model
and describe what I see as the inherent flaws; why leaders seldom understand
current reality, have a clear view of the future or know how to get us from here
to there.

A leader should have the best description of our current reality

I have often displayed the Kanizsa triangle (Figure 7.1) to large groups and asked
whether the white triangle is larger or smaller than the black. While it is seldom
unanimous, the majority typically agrees they are, in fact, the same size. I then
ask how many in the group believe that there are no triangles in the picture. It con-
tains six independent shapes arranged so they look like small pieces of two trian-
gles. This usually yields a combination of laughter, confusion and debate about
how the group was ‘tricked’.

Rather than a cute game, I see this as a powerful metaphor for the kind of
thinking we do all too often. We, speaking personally, take incomplete bits of
information about the world and use them to construct larger, complete pictures
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Figure 7.1
Kanizsa triangle

— mental models we then use to ‘understand’ how the world works. How many
times have we, as parents, done this with our children? We walk into the house
after a long, stressful day and see thirty seconds of activity and turn it into a
complete picture of what they are up to, including, who did what to get them
upset, their motivation, what they were thinking and why they are wrong! We
are fully prepared to create a vision of the future, along with action plans based
on an incorrect description of the current reality. Usually, when we take a few
moments to inquire into the situation, we find we have constructed their current
reality in inappropriate ways. While I would like to believe otherwise, we know
we have made this same mistake with co-workers and friends.

Chris Argyris (1990; 1993) created a wonderful tool, the ladder of inference, to
describe this way of thinking. Imagine a ladder with five rungs between the bot-
tom and top. Each rung represents a step in the process we use to turn sensory
data into action. The first represents unfiltered data — the nearly infinite amount
of sensory information we are subject to at any moment. Rung two represents the
way in which we filter it. None of us is able to deal effectively with all of it, so we
select that which captures our attention, and we each do it differently. Ask a group
of people to close their eyes and list what they remember about the room they are
in. You will get as many different lists as there are people. Next — rung number
three — we are busy adding meaning to the data we have selected. To me, a piece
of paper on the floor may mean the conference centre staff does not pay attention
to details. To you it speaks of the attitudes of the participants. After we add mean-
ing, we make assumptions — rung four. Based on everything we believe about
how the world works — our mental models — we build an ever-larger picture of
what the data means. ‘If the conference centre staff is willing to let paper lie on the
floor, they are obviously lazy or poorly trained.” On the final rung, we act. ‘I
would never schedule a conference at a place like this.” While this is a simplified
example, many of us climb this ladder in about three nanoseconds, hundreds of
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times each day! Fortunately or unfortunately, this is a reiterative process. Each
time up the ladder, we use the results of previous iterations to add to our personal
views of how the world operates.

To say that a leader should have an accurate description of current reality is a
misnomer; no one has! To make matters worse, many managers take their inac-
curate definition of current reality a step further. They are so busy tending to the
administration of their business that they refuse to take time to see their employ-
ees’ and customers’ current reality at first hand; they rely on the inaccurate
descriptions of others. Tom Peters created an entire management style —
management by walking around (MBWA) — precisely because managers were too
far removed from day-to-day events to have any accurate picture of current
reality.

For a number of years, I worked for a Fortune 500 company. One of the major
divisions of the company was sold as a leveraged buy-out to the management. The
CEO of the newly created company commented that in the 15 years he ran it as a
division, his boss, the CEO of the Fortune 500 company, never once left the executive
wing and visited the division headquarters, let alone other facilities in the division!

Shortly after the book In Search Of Excellence (Peters and Waterman, 1982) was
published, this same CEO ‘declared’ there would be a new culture. As part of this
new culture, senior executives began a series of ‘informal’ communications
lunches — scheduled six months in advance, held in the CEO’s private dining room
and catered by the executive chef. My turn came about a year later. The executive
vice-president invited me to one of these ‘informal’ lunches. There were five
attendees in addition to the vice-president: the vice-president of R and D, the pres-
ident and vice-president of the division where I worked, and two middle managers,
including me, who were encouraged to speak honestly. The executive vice-presi-
dent started the lunch by asking the two of us what we thought of the new cul-
ture (current reality). I told him I thought nothing in particular had changed. His
reaction was interesting. He told me I was wrong. The reason he knew was
because after many of these lunches, I was the first to express that belief. About
six months later an employee attitude survey confirmed what I had told him. No
one had noticed. Everyone in the informal communications lunches told Frank
what he wanted to hear, that everything was going great. Frank was a very smart
individual who had been with the company his entire career. He knew the culture
did not allow him to speak freely to senior managers when he was in the trenches,
yet he believed that everyone was being honest with him.

Many of us fall into that trap. When we are middle managers we tell our bosses
how wonderful they are and we are embarrassed when they believe us. Yet, when
we get there and people tell us how wonderful we are as managers, we congratu-
late them for being honest. “Yes,” we tell ourselves, ‘we really are much better than
those managers before us who were simply gullible.’

What does this imply about leadership? ‘Good leaders articulate what people
really need, but only when they understand what the need is. Then the power
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comes from the people, not because the leader tells them what to do, but because
the leader is describing what they want and filling a void’ (Barciela, 1998: 105).
As reality is socially constructed, the ‘best realities” — believable, and able to get
the buy-in of willing followers — are those that are constructed together, in a
shared manner, inclusive of all affected by it, and through it. As individuals telling
our stories to one another, we create an interpretation of our lives, their purpose
and significance. And through shared stories, we see patterns emerge that unite
our separating experiences into shared meanings’ (Wheatley, 1998: 340).

A leader has a clear picture of the future we wish to share

We often refer to this as vision. Leaders are expected to have one; those without
vision are criticized. We talk eloquently about the power of vision. ‘If you don’t
know where you are going, any direction will do’, is the admonition often heard.
Unfortunately, we confuse vision as a compelling sense of direction, with vision
as a precise picture of what the future should look like. ‘Life is,” as John Lennon
said, ‘what happens when we are making other plans.’

In a recent interview, the pianist Michael Jones was asked about the importance
of vision — having the end in mind? Michael said:

There is a wonderful interplay between mastery and mystery. On one hand, you have
the mastery of having and fulfilling a vision. But along with vision is imagination.
Imagination is the path the heart loves to wander. You find yourself in places you had
not conceived. The things I encounter at the piano I had not anticipated are the
moments of grace I live for. If it was only hearing something in my head, then getting
it on the piano, I don’t think that would be enough to keep bringing me back. It’s the
mystery of finding things happening in my hands . . . composing through my fingers.
This is not so much vision as it is life of the imagination . . . Unfortunately, we’ve been
taught that the future we ordain can be fulfilled the way we ordain it. If we live accord-
ing to those rules the possibilities open to us become limited . . . it becomes a relatively
narrow life.

Warren Bennis, in his classic book, On Becoming a Leader (1994b), says: ‘The first
step toward change is to refuse to be deployed by others and to choose to deploy
yourself.” ‘Vision” defined as someone else’s precise picture of the future, leaves
little room for ‘life of the imagination’. It is the interplay of mystery and mastery
that leaves us inspired and motivated. We need vision as direction, with room to
deploy our own imagination.

There is an additional aspect of vision on which I wish to comment. We want,
and need, people to be motivated and inspired by their lives and their work. Not
too long ago I came to the realization that the word ‘inspired’ and the word ‘spir-
itual’ have the same root. The words ‘motivation” and ‘emotion’ also have similar
origins. I, like many people in the workplace, find it difficult to be inspired and
motivated unless there is a spiritual and emotional content to my work. Money
and status are not enough to satisfy people at work. Most people, I believe, want
to feel that they are engaged in something bigger than they are. It is so easy to
become someone you do not want to be, even without realizing what is
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happening. To the extent that a leader can paint a vision that has a deep emotional
and spiritual context, people will be more fully engaged in the enterprise. If the
vision is only inspirational to the leader who is bringing it forth, it will have mini-
mal effect.

A leader has a precise list of steps to get us from the current redlity to the future we desire

It is said that every action we take has intended and unintended consequences . . .
the intended consequences sometimes happen, the unintended ones always do!

During the US administration of President Dwight Eisenhower, the United
States built a highway system that connected all the major cities in the country.
While there were a number of reasons to justify the investment, one line of rea-
soning was that the highways would save the declining inner cities. The logic was
that by facilitating the movement of goods and services into the cities they would
become more available and cheaper. What actually happened? People fled. The
highways made departure from the inner cities so easy that suburban areas grew
almost overnight. It was suddenly possible to live outside the older areas of the
city, show up from eight to five for employment, and retreat to a new home in a
nice neighbourhood for dinner. This ‘saviour’ of the cities actually may have has-
tened their decline!

Not too many years ago, it became clear that washing clothes in a wash basin
took too much time and effort. An automatic washer would save people a great
deal of time. Do people spend a great deal less time doing laundry today? While it
may have been reduced a bit, the unintended consequence is that we have dramat-
ically increased the variety of clothes we wear. Few people would consider wearing
the same clothes for more than a single day without cleaning them — teenagers
seldom go more than a few hours! Along the way, we have revolutionized the
fashion industry. Since we cannot wear the same clothes, or even similar ones, two
days in a row we need to have a wardrobe that shows we have a wide selection
from which to choose.

Tax authorities argue that commercial development is beneficial because it will
increase the tax base. Commercial development, we are told, will help keep our
property taxes low. A recent study of numerous American cities shows that, over
time, commercial development and property taxes go up together — lock step.

Peter Senge (1990a) said that the solutions we implement today will often lead
us to even bigger problems tomorrow. Gary Hamel (1996: 74) made the point that
‘... the terrain is changing so fast that experience is becoming irrelevant, even
dangerous’.

There is an experiment which is sometimes referred to as superstitious learn-
ing. You take a cage full of birds and throw them food at random intervals — no
rhyme or reason for the timing. Unfortunately, they do not know the food is
arriving randomly. They conclude that their behaviour has brought about the
feast. "Wow! If I flap my wings and food appears. I'll try it again.” And away he
goes. Another begins to hop feverishly. A third begins to chirp. Soon the entire cage
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is filled with elegant dances and wonderful singing, each bird absolutely convinced
that its particular behaviour is causing the food to arrive. Imagine, if you will,
some new bird introduced into the cage. Everyone he talks to gives him his per-
sonal cure to end ‘world’ hunger. ‘Just flap like this.” ‘No no no, that’s not the
answer . . . hop on one foot.” ‘Bull, if you want food, you have to chirp . . . three
short chirps followed immediately by one long, high-pitched whistle.’

What happens next? One of them decides, ‘Hey, there will be other new pigeons
arriving soon and they’ll give me some of their food if I show them how to get
more.” The advent of the feathered consultant. Richard Farson (1996) points out
the futility of this thinking: ‘If you find a management technique that works,” he
says, ‘give it up!’

Stephen Covey (1996: 3) claims that leaders have to start living more out of
their imagination than their memory. He makes the point that Arnold Toynbee’s
observation, ‘nothing fails like success’, is very relevant today. Yesterday’s success
is just not equal to the new challenge, and so both leaders and followers must
constantly develop new character sets, mindsets, and skill sets. Finding the way to
authentic awakening presents us with an immense challenge.

Leading by following

So where does this lead? The likelihood that any of us will dramatically improve
our businesses — or our lives — by following someone else’s successful strategies
and tactics is slim. The more we incorporate other people’s silver bullets into our
organizations, the more we begin to dance like pigeons.

Warren Bennis (1994) simply says: ‘Becoming a leader is synonymous with
becoming yourself’. ‘Healing the universe’, Fiitjof Capra (1996) once commented,
‘is an inside job’. It was ee cummings who said, “To be no-one but yourself in a
world which is doing its best to make you just like everybody else, means to fight
the greatest battle there is or ever will be’ (Firmage, 1994). These are powerful
thoughts. They say that leadership comes from deep within, and not from exter-
nal views or visions. Effective leaders put words to the formless longings and
deeply felt needs of others. ‘They create communities out of words. They tell sto-
ries that capture minds and win hearts’ (Bennis, 1996). Through conversation and
dialogue we discover who cares about what, and who will take accountability for
next steps.

Leadership, I believe, emerges from clarity of self. The more that individuals
know what is truly important to them — and what the values are to which they
are deeply committed — the more clearly they will see the path that they need to
walk, and step out in boldness toward that path. The leadership we seek lies within
each of us.

Michael Jones, the pianist, spoke about finding his path. Michael did not sell
his first CD until he was 38, but has since sold over 12 million copies. In spite of
falling in love with the piano at age two, he was unable to admit to himself and
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others that his gift lies in his music. He set out to become a management consult-
ant and change the world through ideas; ideas carefully constructed by others and
repeated by him. Michael found his gift partly because an elderly gentleman in a
quiet hotel in Toronto, happened upon Michael playing a piano, thinking he was
quite alone and ‘safe’. This wise man, touched by the wonderful sensitivity of
Michael’s music, looked at him and asked, ‘Who will play your music if you don’t
play it yourself?” Michael said, in commenting on that chance meeting, ‘I didn’t
know what to say. I just sat there stunned!’

In Illinois, there is a learning laboratory for the very best high school-aged
maths and science students in the state. It is known as the Illinois Math and Science
Academy (IMSA). Stephanie Pace Marshall is the current President and one of three
founders. Before co-founding IMSA, Stephanie was superintendent of schools for
Batavia, home of the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory. She had a promising
and predictable career in school administration. One fateful day, she heard Leon
Lederman, then director of the Fermi Lab, give an impassioned talk on the urgent
need for a place of learning dedicated to maths and science. Stephanie, feeling a
deep calling to this work, called him the next day and set about the task of creating
a new environment for learning. Together they convinced the Governor and the
State Legislature to fund this unique and untested idea.

A Chicago artist, Andrew Young, is beginning to make a reputation for himself
on the world stage. Andrew had a promising career as a scientist, with many
opportunities to pursue research and academia. ‘In college I had a very strong love
for art but didn’t feel it was appropriate to pursue it full time; in fact, I was very
much afraid of it. I had a lower drawer at my desk, sort of my “altar”, filled with
pastels, watercolors, watercolor pads and colored pencils, all of which were impec-
cably arranged, neatly sharpened and color-coded. Three semesters in succession I
signed up for and withdrew from a course in color and composition because I
knew what kind of door it would open. At the risk of sounding arrogant, I suppose
I knew I had something; I knew I had a great deal of passion for the subject. I was
almost like a closet art lover: reading magazines when I should be looking at some-
thing else, going to art museums when I said I was going to a sporting event. I
was trying to conceal something that was clearly boiling in my spirit. As far as
the soul and the things that I recognized could be explored and expressed in art,
the power of that relationship was overwhelming.’

Recently Tim Gallwey, author and tennis star, spoke of the way in which we
normally teach sports. He likened it to a rubber mat with footprints. Unless the
student steps on the footprints in precisely the correct way, they are doing it
‘wrong’. What he came to learn is that the body has an innate sense of movement.
The secret to improved athletic ability is to get the mind out of the way — thinking
impairs natural ability. Now we should be asking ourselves, what would it look
like if we stopped trying to live our lives as if we had to place our feet on the correct
space on life’s Tubber mat’. What would it mean if we followed our deep desires?
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What would it mean to get thinking out of the way — out of the box — and make
room to live life more naturally? For me this means living the life of the heart.
Michael Jones (1995) made the point that ‘our way of experiencing life, and
our participation in it, becomes the art of all arts’, and discussed the poet, William
Stafford:
Stafford wrote a poem every day . . . a tremendous output for a poet. Robert Bly once
asked how he was able to accomplish that. He said, ‘First, I lower my standards!” Then
he said a wonderful thing. He got up in the morning, sat, and waited for the first
impulse. He would treat that impulse as the golden string, and follow it into the poem.
As long as he was obedient to that authority, the thread would lead him into the poem.
The important thing was not to pull on the string because he would break the
connection.
In recent years, I have had the privilege to know many people who have created
wonderful institutions, art, music and ideas. All of them are living lives largely
dictated by beliefs, values and passions which, they would say, are often beyond
their control. All can point to significant moments when they needed to make
choices, and they chose to follow their passions. So, there is the conundrum. They
lead precisely because, at the critical moment in their lives when they were called,
they followed. The individuals described above followed that inner voice that called
to them. Listening inwardly, they came to understand what they needed to let go
of and what they needed to develop. They took incredible risks. Yet, they chose the
difficult, but extraordinarily joyful path — the path their heart called them to.
Based on logic, analysis and cultural norms, each of them could have chosen a
path of less risk — a path of greater predictable security and of less joy. But each
of them chose a path of courage. Each of them leads by following.






Stewardship
The Leader as Servant

But there are also people in organizations who come from a place of contribution. They
look at the world through the lens of abundance. They are willing to give to others first
while not worrying about what they are getting in return. Because of their positive
outlook, sense of appreciation, and trust in others, they attract more things to appre-
ciate and trust in their relationships. These folks are like gardeners, cultivating their
relationships and nurturing them with trust.

Reina and Reina, 1999

Traditional, autocratic and hierarchical principles of leadership are slowly yielding
to an alternative concept. This concept attempts simultaneously to enhance per-
sonal growth of workers and improve the quality and caring of our many insti-
tutions. This is achieved through a combination of teamwork and community,
personal involvement in decision making, and ethical and caring behaviour. This
emerging approach to leadership and service has been termed ‘servant-leadership’
(Spears, 1995). The term ‘servant-leadership’ was coined and institutionalized in
1983 by the late Robert K. Greenleaf, director of management research at AT&T and
founder of the Centre for Applied Ethics. Larry Spears, the current executive direc-
tor of the Centre for Applied Ethics, says that the concept involves ‘increasing
service to others, taking a more holistic approach to work, promoting a sense of
community within an organization and between an organization and the greater
community, sharing of power and decision making, and a group-oriented
approach to work in contrast to the hierarchical model’ (1995: 196).

‘Servant-leadership’ is an interesting term, a juxtaposition of apparent oppo-
sites, an oxymoron that immediately causes us to think afresh. This phrase leads
us into a different universe, one which is more congruent and meaningful for us
in our present-day world. It's a universe where our sense of self is very different,
a universe toward which all the esoteric and spiritual traditions point, and a uni-
verse which, we believe, most of us are hungry to participate in. Our personal
understanding is that servant-leaders see their primary responsibility as one of
service to those within their sphere of influence.

By drawing on the work of Gibson (1998), we propose a six-theme framework
from which to better our understanding of this fascinating, and relevant, concept.
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Servanthood

The word ‘servant’ has negative connotations for some people, especially those
who have previously been oppressed in South Africa. However, if one thinks of a
servant as a nurturer of the human spirit’, ‘inspirer’, it conveys a much more
positive tone. According to Webster’s New World Dictionary, the word ‘inspire’
means ‘to breathe life into’. It also means ‘to cause, communicate or motivate as
by divine influence’. It is a powerful word that paints a picture of someone or
something beyond ourselves, infusing us with a purpose or a mission, and calling
us to action. The modern world has stifled much of the creativity of its leaders, by
concentrating on a rational and analytical approach to leadership. This has tended
to suppress the spontaneous, intuitive and inspired nature of our current leaders.
The idea of the leader as a servant first (as popularized by Greenleaf), provides a
sense of release by giving us permission to serve and inspire others — harkening to
our calling. It also introduces a spiritual element into leadership and stresses the
importance of compassion. John Gardiner muses about how the world would be
different if the principle of assisting or serving others was viewed equally with
that of gaining for one’s own (in Spears, 1998) — then service above self could
lead to the changes that would bring about true global renewal.

Leadership as a state of being

Jaworski (1996) speaks of ‘predictable miracles’ that occur in our lives: how doors
open when we are ready to walk through them, how we encounter people or ideas
at exactly the right moment. Jaworski makes the point that leadership is much
more concerned with ‘being’ than ‘doing’. It is about our orientation of character,
our state of inner activity. He was greatly influenced by the writings of Greenleaf,
who asserted in The Leader as Servant that there are two dimensions to leadership.
The first is the desire to serve others. The second is the desire to serve something beyond
ourselves — a higher or overarching purpose. ‘1 have often wondered where this
“feeling that one wants to serve” comes from — my conclusion is that it comes to
us as a calling and often manifests itself in our work’ (Jeffries, 1998: 30). In fact,
the word ‘vocation” — otherwise known as our work, our personal work (not
only meaning our jobs) — comes from the Latin word voca, which means ‘to call’.
We believe that everyvone has a vocation, and that we all are called to a unique
purpose — the place where each individual’s maximum energy resides. According
to Michael Novak, in his book Business as a Calling: Work and the Examined Life
(1996), a calling has four characteristics:

1. Each calling is unique to each individual. A calling causes a desire and, often, a
passion for doing something that you simply can’t say no to.

2. A calling requires certain preconditions. One is talent. You may love opera,
athletics or business, but a desire in itself does not make it a calling. Another
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precondition is love — not just of the final product, but as essayist Logan
Pearsall Smith said, ‘love of the drudgery it involves’.

3. Atrue calling reveals its presence by the enjoyment and sense of renewed ener-
gies its practice yields us. We are willing to shoulder the burdens of the calling
because we know it is part of what we are meant to be doing.

4. Callings are not usually easy to discover. Many false paths may be taken before
the fulfilling path in uncovered.

Greenleaf viewed our purpose as something to strive for, to move toward, or
become. Most of us avoid taking the journey to discover and serve our purpose —
our higher calling. We tend to deny our destiny because of insecurity, self-doubt
and the fear of risking what we have. One of the main reasons we refuse the call
is because we know deep down that, to cooperate with fate not only brings great
personal power but also great personal responsibility — and often, not the power,
social, financial and material rewards that the Newtonian business world can offer
us. It takes much courage to cross the threshold — the edge — that marks the start
of this journey. However, when we follow our purpose, a sense of flow develops
and we find ourselves in a coherent field of others who share our sense of purpose
(Jaworski, 1998).

Business leaders discover the purpose or destiny of their organizations in the
same way that they discover their own purpose or calling. Writers such as Hamel
and Prahalad have indirectly alluded to this — discovering and nurturing the core
competencies of an organization; those competencies that maximize the energy,
abilities, and talent of the specific organization. Organizations too, are embarking
on a search to discover their ‘calling’ — for most of the time, muddling through,
just like we do in our lives. “‘When the searches of an organization and its leaders
run parallel and then converge, a great explosion of energy and creativity takes
place’ (Jaworski, 1998: 263). Those who would be servant-leaders must come to
grips with who they are and where they are on their journey. On this journey, the
direction — the process — is more important than the goal or destination, which
will be revealed in due course — but we must learn to trust the journey (trust the
process), trust ourselves and trust others. That thought is captured in the words of
the Spanish poet, Machado, who states: “‘Wanderer, there is no path. You lay a path
in walking’ (Jaworski, 1996: 134).

Stewardship

Stewardship is different from ownership. Stewardship implies a trust in the sense
that vou represent someone or something else. Ownership is usually about ‘me’
and ‘mine’. Ownership is a clear expression of independence; stewardship is a clear
expression of interdependence, which is the nature of the new work contract —
the new psychological agreement. We are interdependent, and we cannot just go
our own way. To achieve a state of stewardship, one of the prerequisites is that
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you first give something up before you get something back. We may give up not only
material things, but also the pride and arrogance of ‘me’ and ‘mine’ in exchange
for a humble heart and a contrite spirit, for an ethic of service and sacrifice (Covey,
1997: 3).

Citizenship and community

One of the pillars of servant-leadership is the concept of community. It seems
reasonable to ask whether many of our deeper problems in governing ourselves
today might not stem from the lost capacity to talk to one another, to think
together as part of a larger community (Spears, 1995: 228). Interestingly, the
contemporary metaphor of ‘organizational development’ is gradually giving way
in our organizations to an older metaphor, ‘community building’. A community
comprises people and how they interrelate. As we begin to understand that the
current organizational metaphor is becoming increasingly inappropriate, we con-
tinue to pursue basic questions like: ‘'How do shared visions develop?’ and ‘How
can widely shared mental models change?’ Can an organization ‘have a vision’, or
‘hold a shared mental model’, or ‘learn’? Mike Levett, chairman of Old Mutual,
expresses a similar concern when he states that ‘organizations don’t feel’ and
‘organizations don’t learn — people feel and learn’ (April, 1997). Ken Blanchard,
co-author of The One-Minute Manager series, informs us that, in his research and
talking to corporate presidents, a common notion (such as Levett’s) among the
traditional leaders is held. Surely this is a classic case of reification, of treating an
abstraction as if it actually existed. So perhaps we have been misleading ourselves
for many vears when we have spoken of ‘building a shared vision for an
organization’.

We, however, believe that communities can hold visions, can feel and share
assumptions, and enhance collective capabilities, that is, learn. As thinking about
shared vision, shared mental models and group learning changes, from something
which cascades down through an organization from the top, to something which
emerges amongst a group of people as they engage in dialogue and conversation,
the metaphor of communities becomes more appropriate. A community can have
a shared vision, shared assumptions and can learn, since it is made up of people in
meaningful relationships.

Peter Block (1998: 90) urges a shift in our focus from ‘leadership’ to ‘citizen-
ship’. He writes that to keep focusing on the selection, training and definition of
leaders is to stay frozen in the world of monarch, autocrat and entitlement. It
postpones the day when people will experience a world of community and
accountability. The question of citizenship stays in the background, in the shadow
of the attraction to leadership. If citizens instead ask their leaders to sit down with
them, to join them; learning then replaces instruction, participation replaces pres-
entation, and questions become more important than answers. Block defines citi-
zenship as an agreement to receive rights and privileges from the community and,
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in so doing, to pay for them through a willingness to live within certain bounda-
ries and act in the interest of the whole.

At the core of citizenship is the desire to care for the well-being of the larger
institution. Are you acting in the interest of the whole in your particular context
— be it vour family, your workplace, your church, your neighbourhood, your
society, your country? This requires accountability. Each person can be a role
model, walking the talk, articulating longings, offering hope and inspiration. This
is the nature of citizenship. When these tasks are left to leaders, people are let off
the hook and conspire to create a culture of entitlement instead of a culture of
accountability. Clinging to the attraction of heroic leadership keeps change in the
hands of the few — the future requires that it is transferred to the hands of many.
This is the power of citizenship. From the new sciences we learn that nature and
particle physics teaches us a new form of democracy — a democracy more akin
with servant-leadership and citizenship. The bias towards monarchy, and belief in
the centrality of the leader, makes people ignore collective and communal successes
and celebrate the heroism of the individual. If society can learn to let leadership be,
and choose to focus on citizenship, the knowledge and experience exist to create
accountable institutions. This is an important step towards an accountable cul-
ture, which is the essence of democracy (Block, 1998).

The servant-leader

Although the terms ‘servant’ and ‘leader’ are generally thought of as opposites,
when these opposites are brought together in a creative and meaningful way, a
paradox emerges. This paradoxical idea of servant-leadership is offering hope and
guidance for a new era in human development. The real leaders in any group of
people are not necessarily those who are the formal persons in charge of the group.
Often emergent informal leaders, on whom the group comes to depend, prove to
be of much greater importance. Servant-leadership requires humility of character and
core competency around a new skill set — not just directing, motivating and evalu-
ating people using traditional performance appraisals. Perhaps there is no room for
the word ‘leader’ in a system of management fundamentally predicated on inter-
relationship. Garth Eagle, training manager of Caltex South Africa, says: ‘I think
we're in the era of what I would call the servant-leader . . . where the leader is
quite clear on where he or she wants to go and then be the support person, to assist
people to get there’ (April, 1997). What matters is whether a shared vision exists,
which is quite different from people following someone else’s vision. New visions
can emerge from many different sources, not just from ‘the top’. Greenleaf talked
about the ‘first impulse’ of servant-leaders — always to listen first, and not to
talk. A proper sense of servanthood will result if leaders keep in mind that they
have been chosen by those whom they serve and are answerable to them
(Erickson, 1985).
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The task of leaders is to make sure that good ideas are brought into the open,
are considered seriously and, where possible, tested, so that eventually shared
visions develop. Perhaps the essence of human experience is to discover connection
to everyone and everything. In that case, the leader’s role is to help others discover
the paradox that they must take their own journey and that they are not alone
(McCollum, 1995). True leadership emerges from those whose primary goal is a
desire to help others — it begins with the natural feeling that one wants to serve.
Then conscious choice brings one to aspire to lead. The difference manifests itself
in, what Senge (1990a) terms, ‘creative tension’. The best test, according to Green-
leaf, is: ‘Do those served grow as persons? Do they, while being served, become
healthier, wiser, freer, more autonomous, more likely themselves to become serv-
ants?’ (Spears, 1995: 4). Ken Blanchard states that his aim in talking about serv-
ant-leadership has always been to encourage managers to move away from the
traditional direct, control, and supervisory approach to the roles of cheerleader,
encourager, listener, and facilitator.

Helping to create the future

The future is not something ‘out there’, but rather something we create at every
moment. ‘By our efforts we bring the future into the present’ (Greenleaf, 1983).
Jaworski (1998) believes that individuals participate in creating their future, not
by trying to impose their will on it, but by deepening the collective understanding
of what wants to emerge in the world, and then having the courage to do what is
required. By listening to signals — ‘faint signals’, as White, Hodgson, and Craner
(1996) term it — people gain that sense of how the future is unfolding that enables
them to cooperate with their, and others’, calling. Servant-leaders have the respon-
sibility to discover and serve their own destinies, as well as those of people around
them and their organizations. ‘Thus a world of predictable miracles and synchro-
nous events opens to us, a world in which we can create the future into which we
are living’ (Jaworski, 1998: 267).

It is our opinion that South African organizations concentrate far too much on
the technical, so-called hard skills, side of things rather than on the cultural and
people side of things, because it is a whole lot easier to manage and deal with. The
myth has to be dispelled that the so-called ‘soft issues’ — issues relating to people,
leadership, and organizational behaviour — are easier to do, manage, and compre-
hend. In fact, we would venture to say that it is precisely those things that are the
hardest for people to be successful at, hence the tendency to avoid them. We would
like to challenge all our readers to walk the talk of servant-leadership. Stephen
Covey (1994: 3) provides us with some guiding principles — three initial steps to
start us on the journey.
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Build a new relationship

The new relationship is horizontal, not vertical, and is based on the principle of
mutual respect and equality — not on power and position within the organiza-
tion. The leader views the roles of worker, manager, and leader in a new light. The
roles are equal, but different. Only when the leader has built relationships of trust
does he or she have the foundation necessary to set up a meaningful performance
or psychological agreement.

Create a new psychological agreement

The agreement represents a clear, up-front mutual understanding and commit-
ment regarding expectations in five areas:

Purpose — specify the quantity and quality of desired results.

Guidelines — focus on principles, not on procedures, policies or practices.
Resources — identify available human, financial and physical resources.
Accountability — schedule progress reports and specify performance criteria.
Consequences — state both positive and negative rewards that reflect the nat-
ural consequences of actions taken.
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The new agreement gives the other person total freedom, within the guidelines, to
accomplish objectives. The moment such an agreement is set, the leadership para-
digm shifts from one of benevolent authoritarianism to one of servant-leadership.
The leader becomes a source of help to those individuals who have entered into this
agreement. The accountability process is based on self-evaluation, using feedback
from different stakeholders. Stephen Covey often refers to this agreement as ‘stew-
ardship delegation’, since in such agreements each person becomes a ‘steward’ over
certain resources and responsibilities.
Rory Wilson (now CEO of Juta) describes his approach when he was managing
director of Independent Newspapers (Cape):
The way I've been dealing with the complexity of the problem is . . . I've got fourteen
people on my executive, inclusive of myself. I've said to the other thirteen, “You run
your business your way’. So the Editor runs his business — I don’t interfere with him.
I’'m here to support him. The analogy is rather like the conductor and the orchestra, the
conductor can be a superb conductor who may not even play the piano, or the violin,
or the drums, but conducts the orchestra. And what we’ve now come to realize is that

you have to let every person do their own thing, because there are not enough hours
in a day and, because it works better that way.

April, 1997

Transfer power and responsibility for results

Once the new performance agreements have been established, with clear under-
standing of common purposes and a deep buy-in by all parties, then people can do
whatever is necessary within the guidelines to achieve desired results. The leader
then takes the position of a servant and facilitator. She or he is no longer the one
who directs, controls, or judges. Instead, she or he becomes a coach and resource
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who can interpret the data or lend experience, but the individual or team makes
most decisions — including staffing, budgeting, and coordinating. If the person or
team hits a brick wall, or finds the resources and guidelines insufficient, the leader
may have to revisit and renegotiate the performance agreement with them. Covey
(1994: 3) suggests that, in the mutual accountability sessions conducted by the
person or the team, the servant-leader should ask four questions:

1. How’s it going, or what’s happening?
2. What are you learning from this situation?
3. What are your goals now?

4. How can I help you?

These questions keep the person responsible and accountable for results. Without
that new mindset and skill set, servant-leadership will not work.

We support Peter Block’s (1993) concept of stewardship. Cutting-edge scientific
exploration is generating new support for the concept of servant-leadership. This
research reveals that the most successful organizations (plant and biological)
found in nature, are self-organizing, and relationships are a key building block, an
integral part, of nature. Servant-leadership appears to be an appropriate philoso-
phy for their governance. Wheatley (1992; 1999) says what you need is common
vision, common purpose, and free information flow, because ‘it’s going to be cha-
otic, and you've got to expect it. But use chaos to your advantage. Let people have
whatever information comes in, and then become a source of help to them.” The
servant-leader principle requires a change in attitude more than a structural
change. The servant-leader often has to help expand vision and perspective, and then
bring to bear his or her experience — but, people want it! According to Covey
(1994: 4), ‘'They're asking for it, because their lives are at stake. They know that
their organizations are fighting for their economic life. And so the people, working
under the servant-leader, have more responsibility and accountability. They're at
the controls and sense that they're in charge, that this isn’t a game anymore, that
there’s something at stake here.” To operate in this mode, leaders have to shed their
egos and deeply embrace the belief that people perform best in an atmosphere of
freedom and trust. Servant-leaders, according to Melrose (1996: 20), serve people
not to get more out of them, but because they want to boost people’s self-worth
and dignity.

Greenleaf (in Spears, 1995) proposed that, if leaders could answer the following
four questions in the affirmative, they were on the right path:

1. As aresult of your leadership, are those whom you serve growing as persons?
2. Are they, while being served, becoming healthier?

3. Are they becoming more autonomous, freer, wiser, more capable?

4.

Are they, themselves, more likely to become servant-leaders?
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In addition to simply saying ‘ves’ to these questions, it is important to understand
how we need to think to arrive at those answers. What we think, inevitably flows
from how we think.

As we start this new century, we find contemporary scientific thought and
long-standing spiritual thought converging. In that convergence, servant-
leadership takes on more profound importance, since leadership is about the rela-
tionship of an organization to its environment, as well as about the way in which
elements of the organization relate to each other. Essentially, what the new scien-
tists are saying, is that stewardship is a great, and necessary, starting point — but
it is a transitional stage.

The ultimate destination for leaders is the realization that people and teams are
quite capable of being self-managed, that organizations require something very
different from the current definition of leadership, and that organizations do not
require nearly as many leaders as we would like to believe. Garth Eagle (in April,
1997) makes the following point: * . . . what I believe to be important is the fact
that leadership in an organization doesn’t have to only be at the top. Leadership in
an organization can be at any level.” ‘But we, as followers, have to give up our
search for the perfect leader and give up the urge to turn it over to someone who
will not take care of it, but at least gives us a reason for criticizing them. We need
to give that all up’ (Wheatley in London, 1997: 4). On the other hand, we believe
that leaders need to ultimately give up even the belief that it is their task to set the
vision of the organization. They have to give up their belief, that if they do not
design the organization, it will not structure itself.






Ambiguity
Leadership Incongruities, Tensions and Paradoxes

Susan Hill

The seeds of the future
Lie in the present

Adair, 1990

The theory and reflections introduced throughout this book contain, inherently, a
certain degree of paradox and incongruity. Many explanations may be sought for
paradox, incongruity and tensions within literature on leadership and how lead-
ership is played out in reality. Possible explanations may include:

* a reflection of transitions in paradigms on organizational behaviour —
through the breaking down of traditional or theoretical frameworks, and,
more broadly, world consciousness in transitions; or

* a reflection of the inherently paradoxical nature of leadership and of human
existence itself.

This chapter will review the notion of paradox in leadership theory and practice,
and will explore some of the seeming incongruities, tensions and paradoxes within
the emergent-leadership paradigms of the West. The chapter will conclude with a
few reflections on the future of leadership theory, taking into consideration the
incongruities, tensions and paradoxes identified therein.

Notion of paradox within leadership theory and practice

Hofstede (1994: 9-10), the doyen of cross-cultural research on management, sees
a fundamental distinction between Eastern thinking (represented by, for example,
Confucianism, Buddhism and Hinduism) and Western thinking (dominant in the
Judaeo-Christian-Muslim intellectual tradition) as being:

In the East, a qualification does not exclude its opposite, which is an essential element
of Western logic . . . Thus in the East the search for truth is irrelevant, because there is
no need for a single and absolute truth and the assumption that a person can possess
an objective truth is absent. Instead . . . expressing a concern for virtue: for proper ways
of living (like, practising perseverance and thrift, or respecting tradition and social obli-
gations) which is less obvious in the West where virtue tends to be derived from truth.
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Thus, although a recognition of paradox and incongruities may open up directions
for future thought on leadership, it may also fall into the Western trap of trying
to solve the irreconcilable rather than recognizing or valuing paradox as a feature
of human existence. Increasingly, theorists on leadership and organizational
behaviour do appear to be recognizing paradox and ‘speaking the unspeakable’
about human behaviour. Stacey’s (1996) views on the informal ‘shadow’ side of
the organization being its source of double-loop creativity and learning (that is,
learning which challenges and modifies existing norms, procedures, policies and
objectives), as well as a growing body of literature on irrational, ‘deviant’, emo-
tional aspects of organizations and people (Pascale, 1990; Fineman, 1993) are cases
in point.

It would be equally remiss, however, not to recognize transitions in Western
paradigms and to consider the effect thereof on creating potentially conflicting
paradigms within leadership thought. Some of the significant influences shaping
changing leadership thought appear to include the interrelated impacts of:

1. Changing world circumstances (including the emergence of a global world,
increasing cultural diversity within nations and the changing gender composi-
tion of work);

2. Changing ways of looking at the world (including the influences of postmodern-
ism, the new sciences’ and incrementalist views of strategy). Postmodernism,
in particular, through positing the existence of multiple ‘realities’ rather than
the existence of ‘one truth’, increasingly challenges literal-metaphorical, real-
unreal and rational-irrational dualities. Complexity and chaos theories — the
new sciences’ — likewise challenge Newtonian assumptions of an ordered
world in which foresight and human agency are the order of the day. Incre-
mentalist views on strategy (such as Mintzberg’s (1994) ‘emergent’ model of
strategy) similarly challenge the concept of a leader who formulates a clear
vision towards which the organization’s actions are orchestrated. Incremental-
ists view the strategy formulation process rather as a form of ‘muddling along’
in which a vision, often only recognizable as such in hindsight, emerges
through the actions of the organizational collective rather than as the result of
a ‘grand plan’ formulated by an individual strategist (Whittington, 1993);
and,

3. Changing world needs and consciousness. In respect of the latter, a self-organizing
earth consciousness akin to the Gaia principle may be influencing Western con-
sciousness to unite masculine and feminine, vang and yin, principles to address
the ‘wicked’ (that is, complex, systemic and paradoxical) problems confronting
the earth.

Figure 9.1 (taken from Hill, 1998) identifies some current incongruities, tensions
and paradoxes in leadership thought and practice.



Ambiguity — Leadership Incongruities, Tensions and Paradoxes

Western paradigm > Culturally sensitive paradigm

Systemic paradigm;

Individual leader focus — ‘

leader—follower continuum

Direction provided by leader «— Self-organizing system with
empowered followers
Formal leadership focus — Recognition of llnformal

leadership
. [f-organizing, synchron n
Free will Self-organizing, synchronous and

complex systems

Differing leader needs and Consistent metaskills; limited power

drives orientation
Differing leader roles required in : .
"8 } 4 +—> Consistent metaskills
different circumstances
Connected leader —> Detached leader
Figure 9.1

Incongruities, tensions and paradoxes in the emerging leadership paradigm
(Taken from Hill, 1998)

Western conceptions vs. emerging leadership paradigms

A paradox or incongruity underlying many of the dualisms identified in Figure 9.1
appears to relate to the strongly Western roots of current literature on leadership,
and the seeming incompatibility between these roots and the mental models con-
sistent with an emerging complexity and chaos paradigm. At a fundamental level,
literature on organizations may without much challenge be characterized as (to
use the terminology of Boyacigiller and Adler, 1991) a “parochial dinosaur’ derived
from and implicitly representing primarily North American cultural assumptions.
The concept of ‘leadership’, in its entirety or in respect of the form it assumes, may
be a peculiarly Western construct. There is currently a paucity of cross-cultural
research on leadership, and much of that which has occurred has appeared to take
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the cross-cultural validity of the existence of the concept for granted and rather
test the applicability of Western forms of leadership to ‘foreign’ cultures.

Whittington (1993), however, warns against accepting Anglo-Saxon concep-
tualizations of leadership as universal. He posits that the French, for example, do
not have a term equating to leadership (1993: 48). Cross-cultural research into
leadership, such that it is, has certainly challenged the normative (prescriptive)
models of leadership posed through the decades by primarily American theorists.
Hui Hai (Blofeld, 1962), by way of illustration, describes two fundamental fea-
tures of ‘Chinese familism’ as (1) paternalism, implying a strong acceptance of
hierarchical power relations, and (2) the tendency to categorize individuals into
either an in-group or an out-group. Cultural values of this nature suggest a very
different form of leadership to that advocated within a Western frame of reference
where values of individualism, a low acceptance of power distances between mem-
bers (that is, a low acceptance of strongly hierarchical power relationships
between members of the cultural group) and an internalization of ‘masculine’
values of assertiveness and challenge are the norm (Hofstede, 1994).

The dominant logic of the bulk of organizational behaviour literature confers
a strong role to the human agent in planning and directing her or his future. The
mental models of Western ‘individualist’ cultures tend to be structured around the
individual, whereas cognition in ‘collectivist’ cultures tend to centre on the group
as the subject of analysis. According to Gaddis (1997), combined notions of the
world being linear, evolutionary and progressive created ideal fertile grounds in
which to plant the seeds of future-oriented planning. The Enlightenment tradition
of the eighteenth century contributed to these notions through spawning the con-
cept of a ‘progressive theory of history’ in which ‘we were assured that purposeful
humans are capable of achieving longer-term improvement in their social, political
and economic institutions’ (1997: 39). Management literature, particularly until
the 1980s and 1990s, propagated a similar view of the efficacy of human agency,
with managers being expected to plan, organize, lead and control by writers of the
classical school (Gibson, Ivancevich, and Donnelly, 1988). These notions of the
modality of human existence are strongly compatible with a ‘heroic’ view of the
leader as an individual who, normally from a formally recognized position of
power, directs the actions of others towards a desired future.

The assumptions of individual agency, free will and formal sources of author-
ity still implicit within much of leadership literature and practice appear particu-
larly at odds with the emerging new-science paradigm. In particular, a key
incongruity appears to be the continued emphasis on the role of the leader — little
attention is given to the roles required by the other players in the interaction for
its effectiveness. The assumption inherent in labelling certain people as ‘leaders’
suggests that leadership, rather than followership, is the dominant role for certain
individuals in all spheres of their lives. Although a leader—follower continuum is
mentioned by a number of authors (for example, Barnes and Kriger, 1986;
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Mindell, 1992; and Townsend and Gebhart, 1997), this area appears little
developed.

A continued focus on single leaders and an assumption of static leader—follower
status seems particularly surprising and incongruous in a systems paradigm
which gives its attention to the totality of the system in creating organizational
effectiveness, and gives recognition to the vital role of collectives and informal
structures within an organization. Likewise, preserving the role of vision formu-
lation and articulation as the domain of the leader (Gilliland, Tyman and Smith,
1996; and Bennis, 1994a, for example) appears unnecessarily prescriptive from a
systems perspective — should not the vision emerge from group interaction?
Those authors who do recognize a role for informal leadership within an organi-
zation, often appear to present an untextured understanding of the difficulties of
realizing such roles in mechanistic, hierarchical organizations. As many people
who have tried to play informal leadership roles (influencing from ‘below’) will
recognize, a power structure in which status and positional power wield strong
influence can strongly undermine informal leadership roles that potentially alter
or undermine the paradigm of the dominant power group. Those individuals who
pose a challenge to the status quo may, rather than being appreciated as a potential
source of innovation and as breathing new life into stagnant organizations, be
labelled as ‘maverick’ or ‘deviant’ and suffer personally in terms of belittlement,
backlash or exclusion from the ‘inner core’ of the organization. For informal lead-
ership to be allowed to play an effective role, the constructs of hierarchy and con-
sequently positional power would seem to need to be fundamentally dislodged
from traditional mental models. This presents a tremendous challenge for leaders
who wish to assume roles consistent with the emergent paradigm.

To fully recognize the role of groups and informal structures in a leadership
process may entail, aside from a paradigmatic change, a tremendous amount of
courage on the part of current leaders to relinquish the individual status and pres-
tige an individualistic formal notion of ‘leadership’ confers on them. Research by
Stacey (1991) suggests that although the majority of managers possess explicit
models of the strategy process which accord with classical assumptions, in prac-
tice implicit models more akin to incrementalism guide the real strategic develop-
ment and control of their businesses. A tension between implicit and explicit
models may threaten not only the mental model of the leader who begins to doubt
the dominant logic of human agency, but also the self-esteem of the leader who,
steeped in this logic, believes that he or she is incapable of effecting the influence
he or she should have on the world. The potential loss of self-esteem may be par-
ticularly painful to leaders, who are likely to comprise a high proportion of indi-
viduals who are power- or achievement-motivated. According to Goleman (1997),
psychological defence mechanisms such as repression, denial and reversal, projec-
tion, isolation, rationalization, sublimation, selective inattention and automatism
will come into play where individuals need to mask ‘simple truths with vital lies’.
In order to preserve Western views that opposites cannot co-exist without
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dysfunctional conflict, leaders may engage in game playing or what Argyris
(1990, in Stacey, 1996) terms ‘organizational defence routines’ to prevent them
having to face up to what is really happening. For example, a leader in an organ-
ization experiencing rapid organizational cultural change may ascribe the cultural
change to the initiatives of her or his ‘transformation’ team, rather than viewing
cultural change as, perhaps, a confluence of changing societal values, and the
wants, needs and actions of a variety of informal and formal players within the
organization. In such organizational defence routines, the model likely to triumph
is that which accords with the dominant logic, and hence narratives regarding
individualistic, formal, directive leadership will be likely to be legitimated.

Paradox, incongruity and tension: the emerging model

Another paradox appears to be the emergence of a strongly normative model of
effective leadership at a time when organizations are increasingly understood as
complex phenomena (presumably requiring as complex and contextual a range of
leadership processes and styles), and when cross-cultural research and postmod-
ernist thought are encouraging a move away from ‘one best way’ modes of
thought. Inherent in much of the leadership literature, particularly that of post-
Greenleaf authors on ‘servant-leadership’, is a strongly normative model of the
leader as reflexive, emotionally mature and strongly participative. Servant-
leadership, as described in previous chapters, views the role of the leader as a stew-
ard or servant of her or his followers. Covey (1997: 3) describes the stewardship
that servant-leadership entails in the following manner: * . . . we may give up not
only material things but also the price and arrogance of me and mine in exchange
for a humble heart and a contrite spirit, for an ethic of service and sacrifice.’

The paradox or incongruity herein, lies in the assumption that, despite differ-
ing needs and drives among leaders, effective leaders either possess or can develop
a fairly consistent meta-outlook on life (including a deep humanity, strong humil-
ity and a principled orientation). This appears to assume that, despite leader diver-
gence in motivation (for example along McClelland’s 1962, power, achievement
and social orientations), strong status or power orientations will no longer play a
role among leaders of the future. If an individualistic power orientation is a prod-
uct of socialization, all well and good. But if, rather, it represents a more inherent
personality trait (as posited by McClelland, 1962) it is more likely to play a role
among leaders, particularly in the West where this theory was developed.

Cursory mention is made in some of the literature of the requirement for lead-
ers to play changing roles, as necessitated by differing requirements and spirits
(roles or emotions that may be present) of the situation (Mindell, 1992; Melrose,
1996; Goleman, 1998), but few concrete examples of how this may be achieved
are provided (perhaps ‘The Enneagram’ by Michael Goldberg is a first step to a
workable model), nor is the possibility of a strongly autocratic leadership style
being effective in certain circumstances opened up for debate. It is further assumed
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that effective leaders can manage the paradox of needing to be simultaneously
connected and detached from the followers and the presenting circumstances
(Mindell, 1992; Melrose, 1996) — a considerable challenge indeed. It may therefore
be questioned whether the emerging ‘servant-leader’ model in fact liberates good
leaders, through allowing them to act as integrated individuals able to inject soul
and meaning into the workplace, or whether it presents yet another normative
model of leadership unattuned to the complexities of differing circumstances and
organizations — thereby functioning as a ‘straightjacket’ into which leaders, irre-
spective of background, motivation and personality, are required to fit. In fact, we
need to question whether the emerging leadership paradigms do not eulogize indi-
vidualistic models of leadership more so than the paradigms of the past.

Observation of a number of South African business leaders bears out this par-
adox, with a few leaders experiencing or evidencing a high degree of tension
between a ‘Tequirement’ to follow a participative servant-leader model, whilst
experiencing an internal desire to play more autocratic roles at times, and evidenc-
ing individualistic views on leadership with themselves as ‘leaders’ sharply in the
foreground and ‘followers’ in relief. As a starting point, a tremendous divergence
in outlook and conceptualization of the role of leader is evident among South Afri-
can business leaders. For example, the CEO of a leading company, in a presentation
to the 1998 University of Cape Town MBA class, appeared to hold a fairly individ-
ualistic view on leadership, with himself as ‘leader’ sharply in the foreground, and
‘followers’ in relief. His discourse suggested a strong separation between ‘manage-
ment/leadership’ and ‘employees’, some instrumentalism in terms of the need for
participative process, and a fairly planned — rather than emergent — approach to
strategy. On the other end of the spectrum were a number of leaders, whom I have
interviewed from within social development organizations (formerly termed ‘wel-
fare’ organizations). In an interview with a leader from St. Luke’s Hospice, for
example, she referred to the volunteers and employees of the branch she had
founded as “us’ and ‘we’ throughout the interview, and she appeared to not sepa-
rate the branch into ‘leaders’ and ‘the led’ when she was asked whether she expe-
rienced any management or leadership difficulties or challenges in the branch. In
addition, she seemed to be an emergent strategist who ‘feels the vision” deeply and
imbues the vision within her field, rather than consciously articulating it.

Incongruities were also evident within individual leaders. The CEO mentioned
above, for example, demonstrated ambivalence between democratic and autocratic
leadership processes, being as he described himself, ‘an iron fist in a velvet glove’.
Whereas this may reflect a leader’s ability to change roles as needs alter, it may,
alternatively, suggest that other personal motivations (such as a need for power
or personal achievement) may play a role even within principle-driven leaders.
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Leadership: reflections on the way ahead

Through reflection on a few of the incongruities, tensions and paradoxes of the
emerging paradigm and in the field of leadership more broadly, it is suggested that
the concept of leadership may need revisiting. Within a Western and, more partic-
ularly, Anglo-Saxon context, the term ‘leadership” appears to carry many different
definitions. The concept of leadership may need to be either:

1. broadened to integrate the notions of a constantly shifting leader—follower con-
tinuum (or a variety of ‘leadership’ roles that need to be assumed within a team
or social system for it to function effectively) and the role of informal leaders;
or

2. segmented into various subconcepts to allow more penetrative research into,
and understanding of, what is currently a highly multifaceted concept.

Leadership theory needs to look beyond its peculiarly Western cultural and histor-
ical context, and the normative models such a context have produced, to embrac-
ing new and divergent world-views and making explicit the assumptions
regarding human modality and leadership contained therein.

Despite the incongruities, tensions and paradoxes in leadership theory and
practice which have been explored within this chapter, emerging leadership
thought provides a potent source of inspiration for leaders wishing to play roles
of personal integrity which seek to create ‘a better world’ through the empower-
ment of ‘followers’. It also appears to hold greater promise for resolving the
‘wicked’, systemic problems confronting our world today and for producing a
greater sense of humanity within Western work organizations.
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As adults, most of us have forgotten our original deep selves and the profound wisdom
we possess. Except in rare moments of childlike spontaneity when we are exposed to
something that touches us deeply, we forget that our selves have a knowing centre. We
forget how to respond to what is within. We lose faith in ourselves and turn to external
rules for guidance. The challenge is to regain that lost childlike spontaneity, tempered
with adult’s discipline, experience and wisdom — and constant humility. We must
always be willing to test our ‘inner truth’ against its consequences in the outside world.

Zohar and Marshall, 2000

In looking to the future, we hope that you will use the themes presented in this
book to reflect on what is really important and what leading means to you. The
themes will inevitably raise new issues and trigger new questions. And these ques-
tions will then serve as triggers themselves of new experiences. And so the learning
continues and the awareness broadens. We hope to have highlighted the fact that
leadership is dynamic and complex, vet stable at the core and simple. The land-
scape in which we live has changed and is changing as we pass through. The old
guidebook that told us what to look for and what to ignore is outdated. There are
now new markers on the road; a different set of markers that don’t tell us how
much farther we have to go. Rather they point at things to reflect on, to ask
questions about, so that we can ascertain for ourselves whether we’re on the right
track and doing the right things, or whether we are fooling ourselves. They don’t
necessarily bring clarity, but they relentlessly confront us with the need to go inside
in order to transcend our own limitations and accept the awesome responsibility
that comes with leading. They will remind us not to panic in the face of this lack of
certainty about the future. They will make us conscious that paradox and ambi-
guity are ever-present realities that will define the leadership process in the
twenty-first century. Here are the markers.

Followership

In an effort to clarify the ambiguous and complex concept of leadership, research-
ers and practitioners have followed many different paths that have each led to very
different conclusions as to what exactly leadership is. Bass (in Van der Merwe,
1994: 235) lists a number of portrayals of leadership such as: the focus of group
processes; a matter of personality; a matter of inducing compliance; the exercise of
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influence; a particular constellation of behaviours; a form of persuasion; a power
relation; an instrument to achieve goals; an effect of interaction; a differentiated
role; or the initiation of structure. Sometimes these various definitions have been
combined. Hill (1998) makes the point that it is debatable whether these concep-
tualizations are competing or compatible; whether they represent a cluster of con-
cepts or a multi-faceted concept; and whether or not they represent increasing
accuracy in understanding leadership or the changing nature of leadership itself
over the decades. However, as disparate as they are, these definitions have in com-
mon the notion of a force that influences followers in a particular activity. There
is nothing to suggest that this common element will, in the future, disappear from
the repertoire of leaders.

Leadership and followership are inexorably linked. Leaders have a good story
to tell and followers buy into it. Leadership and followership are on the same
continuum, along which we move constantly: a follower one moment and a
leader the next. And, just as much as leadership doesn’t necessarily mean dictating
people’s moves, followership does not imply a passive acceptance of leadership.
Ideally there is an active and dynamic engagement between the leader and his or
her followers. Good leaders invite and encourage such engagement. Gardner
(1990) describes the best leaders as those with a strong sense of mission, who are
active instead of reactive, shaping ideas instead of responding to them. They have
a good story to tell which they can communicate in ways that resonate with their
followers, because they embody the essence of their story in their daily lives.
Nelson Mandela’s story is that of a rainbow nation — nation-building through
recognition of cultural pluralism and diversity. President Thabo Mbeki, his succes-
sor, tells a story of an African Renaissance — the rebirth of Africa, in which the
continent recovers as a whole, economically, socially, technologically and politi-
cally. When we have the capacity to tell such stories and rally people around us to
live out this story . . . that is when we play a leadership role. And when we buy
in to other people’s stories, we become followers.

In this time of constant flux and rapid change, each of us will be required to
exercise and develop our talents to lead and to follow. This is an awesome respon-
sibility, because the potential for abuse by ruthless leaders and by colluding fol-
lowers is always there — such is human nature. When we hand over all power
and authority to one or more central figures, we relinquish the possibility to deter-
mine the direction and shape of our future. Such leadership, and such follower-
ship, preserve the unchecked exercise of power and perpetuates dependency.

Openness and authenticity

As tomorrow’s leaders, we will have to be committed to a kind of humility that
we do not always associate with people in power. We need to find the problem to
address rather than the person to blame. We need to take error and failure in stride,
as experiences to teach us because, as Toynbee (1992) observed, nothing fails like
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success’. Besides, yesterday’s success does not help us deal with today’s new chal-
lenge. We will need to be open to possibilities and create a culture in which ideas
that are fuelled by passion can emerge unhampered by fear. As leaders, we can do
this by setting a personal example and by acting out, and living, the very qualities
we espouse. This requires an openness and a vulnerability that can only be rooted
in a strong sense of self. A confidence that, being ourselves, and remaining true to
our purpose, vision, and principles, is the best strategy, even if it is not always the
easiest, the most popular or the strategy with the biggest rewards. Eysenck (1972)
informs us that
... the notion of rational man, acting in conformity with reason and knowledge and
guided entirely by his brain, is erroneous, although still widespread and still governs
many of our educational and social policies. Instead, . .. much of human conduct is
governed by heart rather than by head; by emotion, rather than by reason.
This knowledge will free us, as Covey (1995) suggests ‘[to] start living more out
of [our] imagination than [our] memory’. Martin Buber, in The Way of Man,
reminds us that every man’s foremost task is the actualization of his unique
unprecedented and never-recurring possibilities, and not the repetition of some-
thing that another, be it even the greatest, has already achieved. “To be no one but
yourself in a world which is doing its best to make you just like everybody else,
means to fight the greatest battle there is or ever will be’ (ee cummings).

Passion
Leadership is fundamentally about tapping into people’s passion.

Passion is more honest than reason! To be sure, logic is more elegant, more sensible, and
surely more prudent. And, one feels far more secure and calm with the rational. Pre-
dictability never makes the heart race. Passion leaves a person feeling fearful of the ‘on
the edge’, unanticipated outcome. It also makes us feel free, alive, and somehow ‘a real,
whole person’. And, when leaders surface that feeling in us, we are somehow more
energized, more like a knight ready for battle.

Bell, 1996: 13

This connection between passion and leadership has been articulated by the great
philosophers all through the ages, and reiterated by our own contemporaries.
Goethe reminds us to begin in boldness with whatever we can do, or dream we can
do, because boldness has genius, power, and magic in it. Philosopher Hegel wrote:
‘Nothing great in the world has been accomplished without passion.” Handy
(1997: 14) tells us that ‘a passion for the job provides the energy and focus that
drive the organization and that acts as an example to others’. Passion creates a field
of energy to which philosopher Rollo May refers when he writes: ‘There is an
energy field between humans. And, when a person reaches out in passion, it is
usually met with an answering passion.” Memorable and effective leaders are
those who have discovered their own, authentic passion and energy, and can thus
operate from that base with resilience and boldness. The leadership we seek lies
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within each of us. ‘Many people feel called to a vocation by an inner prompting.
The idea of being called does not mean that a person is being singled out for a
special mission, only that there is a special resonance in one’s life that will find its
fullest expression and connection with a larger whole within the context of which
one is feeling called’ (Spangler, 1996: 48). Howard Gardner, in his book, Leading
Minds: An Anatomy of Leadership, celebrates the lives of Mahatma Gandhi and Jean
Monnet. Gardner (1995: 278) states ‘for both Monnet and Gandhi, in the deepest
sense, their methods were their message’. They became conscious of deep universal
truths regarding global cooperation and the nature of being. They repeated these
truths quietly and persistently to all who would listen until these truths were
widely accepted.

Complexity and ambiguity

The future calls for leaders who are willing to live and work within the context of
complexity, uncertainty, ambiguity. White, Hodgson and Crainer (1996: 143)
write about ‘white-water leadership’ and stress the need for future leaders to be
able to cope with uncertainty and turbulence. They claim that the first thing a
leader has to learn to do differently is to move towards uncertainty rather than
away from it, a seemingly counter-intuitive move. They list five critical aspects of
white water leadership, each raising a number of questions, as prerequisites of
living purposely and productively in this new turbulent world.

1. Difficult learning: How many of you can honestly say that you work for
organizations in which risk taking is positively encouraged? How many of you
admit to your own mistakes? How many of you actively and deliberately learn
from them?

2. Maximizing energy: How many of you channel your own, and other people’s
energies effectively? What gives you energy and pleasure? Are you able to
enthuse others to believe in their own potential?

3. Resonant simplicity: How much resonance do you achieve in your organization?
Do you inspire others by simplifying the complex?

4. Multiple focus: How focused are you in the short term? How focused are you
on the long term? How can the two be balanced effectively to the benefit of the
individual and the organization?

5. Mastering inner sense: How often do vou follow your intuitive judgement —
and admit to it? How do you encourage others to do the same?

These questions are asked so as to remind us that, contrary to the public image of
the leader who has all the answers and simplifies our lives, leaders should ask
questions and help those of us who choose to follow to see the complexity around
us, and learn to live with the ambiguity inherent in complex living systems.
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Organizational conversations

In healthy organizations people talk with one another. They learn from one
another in ongoing dialogue as they do their work. People tell stories and ask
questions. They exchange jokes and ‘hang out’ together as they discuss their prob-
lems. People get advice and coaching from a colleague. They ask for help with
sticky business problems through the company e-mail and Intranet. They make
unique contributions and commit to action because they are connected to each
other in relationships they value. These informal threads of conversation are as
much a core business process as the distribution process or the marketing plan or
the product development process. Good leaders know that good conversations
around questions that matter is a core process for building the organizational
intelligence which enables other business processes to create results.

But how many organizations consider conversation to be the heart of the ‘real
work’ of knowledge creation and building of intellectual capital? We would like to
challenge executives and employees to consider a time, in either their personal or
professional lives, when they had a really good conversation. What were the qual-
ities that made it worthwhile? What enabled that conversation to be productive
and useful? How did you feel about yourself, during and after the conversation?
How did the other person, persons or group react to the conversation? How did
they behave subsequent to having the conversation?

At the Graduate School of Business of the University of Cape Town we posed
those questions to members of a junior management development programme,
and, while there was a wide range of individual experience, there were a few com-
mon themes: ‘There was a sense of mutual respect between us.” ‘We took the time
to talk together and reflect about what we each thought was important.” ‘It
strengthened our mutual commitment.” “We listened to each other, even if there
were differences.” ‘I was accepted and not judged by the other person.” ‘We talked
about things that really mattered.” ‘We discovered shared understanding that
wasn’t there when we began this course.” “The conversation helped build our rela-
tionship.” ‘“This sort of conversation doesn’t happen often enough.” However, in
the past and still currently, employees, followers, students, and family members
have been told to ‘stop talking and get on with the task’. There is a common and
generally disparaging expression in our Western culture which condemns a person
or a group for being ‘all talk and no action’. We are discovering that it is actually
the talking, the networking of conversations, that determines the action. The ten-
ets of the new leadership paradigm suggest that a more useful frame of reference
might be to ‘start talking to do the task’; an appropriate process will lead to an
effective outcome.

Storytelling

Understanding knowledge creation as a process of making tacit knowledge explicit
— a matter of metaphors, analogies, and models — has direct implications for
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how a company designs its organization and defines leadership roles and respon-
sibilities within it. ‘Effective leaders put words to the formless longings and deeply
felt needs of others. They create communities out of words. They tell stories that
capture minds and win hearts’ (Bennis, 1996). Through these stories we discover
who cares about what, and who will take accountability for next steps. Gardner
(1995: 14) says about leadership: “The ultimate impact of the leader depends most
significantly on the particular story that he or she relates or embodies, and the
reception to that story.” He describes the characteristics of an effective story as one
that must compete with others and transplant, suppress, complement or out-
measure other stories. Colin Hall talks about creating ‘rich pictures’, for those who
are willing to follow (April, 1997). Khanya Motshabi, chief operating officer of
Future Growth in South Africa and friend of one of the authors, sees a leader’s role
as that of one who simplifies, symbolizes, and sloganizes strategy. The story needs
to have a dynamic perspective that addresses both individual and group identities
and helps group members to frame future options as circumstances change.

The greater the diversity of people, ideas, backgrounds, experiences, insights,
qualifications, the richer the story-picture becomes. Diversity is primarily about
the realities that each one of us experiences. Reality is a social construct. We create
it by paying attention to some things and not to others, by valuing some things
and not others. We can construct reality together by reflecting on, by telling sto-
ries of, such things together. Wheatley (1998: 340) tells us that ‘as individuals
telling our stories to one another, we create an interpretation of our lives, their
purpose and significance. And through shared stories, we see patterns emerge that
unite our separating experiences into shared meanings.” We encourage you to tell
your story and listen to the stories of others. Often storytelling forces individuals to
dig deep inside themselves. Consequently, Covey (1999) terms this process the
‘inside-out approach’. He informs us that the inside-out approach usually
requires sacrifice of pride and ego. All four unique human gifts or endowments —
self-awareness, imagination, conscience, and independent will — are usually exer-
cised and magnified. Almost always,” we are told by Covey (1999: xix), ‘there’s a
vision of what’s possible and desirable. And almost always, marvelous things
result. Trust is restored. Broken relationships are redeemed. Personal moral author-
ity to continue the upward change effort is evident.’

Vision and values

Wheatley (1999) talks about the fractal organization where a few guiding princi-
ples or values shape behaviour. We can see the same kind of behaviour at every
level of the organization, because it has been patterned into the organization from
the very start. Information in a fractal organization is like solar energy, nourish-
ing the vision and the values and allowing them to develop as the organization and
its workers develop. As more and more people come into contact with each other
in organizations, more and new relationships are formed, and new fields of energy
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are created. Unrestricted information and wide participation will allow the wis-
dom of each person, each division, to blend and to create new information, new
stories, new visions. Information has the tendency to amplify when shared,
allowing different interpretations to interact, add a new slant, reveal as well as
create increasing complexity. This and other flows of information allow organiza-
tional knowledge to be organized into ever-changing, expanding and contracting
forms.

This is the disequilibrium Stacey (1995) sees as the prerequisite for the growth
of new structures. Current structures need to dissipate in order to arrive at new
ones. Structures in organizations are thus only temporary solutions to facilitate,
rather than interfere with the process. Leaders of the future need to relinquish the
illusion of control and allow the natural, inherent order to emerge instead. They
can do this if they dare, and if they are willing to trust their workers. By being
sincere and by walking their talk, that is, by living the values that they espouse,
they establish their credibility and are able to lead from values and vision, rather
than from their formal authority.

Relationships

Quantum physics, through observations of subatomic particles, teaches us that
particles come into being only through interaction with another energy source.
Electrons and photons, mesons and nucleons change from position to momentum,
from particles to waves, from mass to energy, all in response to each other and to
their environment. Nothing exists or is observable in a subatomic world without
encountering something else — relationships are all there is to reality.

If one is leading, teaching, dealing with young people or engaged in any other activity
that involves influencing, directing, guiding, helping or nurturing, the whole tone of
the relationship is conditioned by one’s faith in human possibilities. That is the gener-
ative element, the source of the current that gives life to the relationship.

Gardner, 1990: 199

No work can be sustained without attention to the relationships that support it.
In fact, nurturing those relationship is the real work. Intuitively we know this, but
our rational mind dismisses relation work as ‘soft’” and a waste of time. Empha-
sizing the relational aspects of leadership is a central theme for any organization
functioning in the new paradigm.

Letting go

Each of us has the right and the responsibility to assess the roads which lie ahead, and
those over which we have travelled. And if the future road looms ominous or
unpromising, and the roads back inviting, then we need to gather our resolve and,
carrying only the necessary baggage, step off that road into another direction. If the
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new choice is also impalatible, without embarrassment, we must be ready to change
that as well.

Maya Angelou, American poet and writer

Naidoo (1998: 10) reminds us that ‘good leadership is not something to possess;
it is something to give — an expression of one’s self’. The more we try to hold on
to something, the more likely we are to lose it. In this age of rapid change and
frequent transformation, progress cannot be made until we let go of what we are
holding onto. We must see the chains that bind us to our past and that prevent us
from understanding who we really are. Only then can we let go of them, freeing
us to move on to try something else, to gain more understanding of who we are.
But letting go is not just about the past. It also applies to letting go of specific
outcomes, an investment in specific results that have to be attained at all costs.
This is what led to the tragedy of the space craft, Challenger, and countless other
ones. Fromm (1956) argues that, for the first time in history, the physical survival
of the human race depends on a radical change of the human heart. “This is a call
to service that will take great courage — to leave what we have and move out, not
without fear, but without succumbing to that fear. It is a call to redefine what is
possible, to see a vision of a new world and to be willing to undertake, step by step,
what is necessary in concrete terms to achieve that vision’ (Jaworski, 1996: 57).

Awareness

We finish the book by returning to the place were we began, because we believe
that fundamental to the exercise of leadership is awareness. No matter the people, the
culture, or the context. As leaders we have to think and know with everything we
have. To borrow from Walt Whitman: ‘Leaders are people large enough to contain
multitudes.” Exploring what it means to be aware, we have to re-learn how to be
fully present in each moment, much like infants are.

The present moment is the most profound and challenging teacher we will ever meet in
our lives. It is a compassionate teacher, it extends to us no judgement, no censure, no
measurement of success and failure. The present moment is a mirror, and in its reflec-
tion we learn how to see.

Kornfield and Feldman, 1996: 179

We encourage you, the reader, to look into this mirror with curiosity and humility
to see what contributes to the confusion and discord in your life, and what con-
tributes to harmony and understanding. You will see what it is that connects you
with others, and what alienates you or sets you apart. Taking a hard look into the
mirror is like listening inwardly and finding out what you need to let go of and
what you need to develop. Being aware is a fundamental mode of existence in the
world, a prerequisite for aliveness, for authentic self-expression and authentic
relationships.
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The old and the new: comfort in confusion

We hope that this book will have delighted you, challenged you, annoyed you,
confused you, surprised you, made you feel lighter here, heavier there, stronger,
hopeful and encouraged. We also hope that this book invites you to continue to
explore yourself and others, read beyond your technical or professional domain,
re-read old classics and reflect on the journey you have taken so far, and where it
is taking you. We have synthesized that which countless people have said before
us, recently or ages ago. This is wisdom that is as new as the times we live in, and
as old as the timeless messages that are carried by all the great religious traditions.
This book is essentially about the infinite possibilities of the self. This book is also
about leaving your comfort zone and entering a complex, challenging, exciting
and confusing place. We hope that you can become comfortable with the confu-
sion of the Broken Images, evoked so poignantly by David Jones (1997) in his
poem of the same title:

He is quick, thinking in clear images;
I am slow, thinking in broken images.

He becomes dull, trusting to his clear images;
I become sharp, mistrusting my broken images.

Trusting his images he assumes their relevance;
Mistrusting my images I question their relevance.

Assuming their relevance he assumes the fact;
Questioning their relevance I question the fact.

When the fact fails him he questions his senses;
When the fact fails me I approve my senses.

He continues quick and dull in his clear images;
I continue slow and sharp in my broken images.

He in a new confusion of his understanding;
I in a new understanding of my confusion.
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